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ST. MARYS
To: Members of Planning Advisory Committee
Prepared by: Mark Stone, Planner

Date of Meeting: 15 May 2017

Subject: Information Report - Official Plan and Zoning By-law
Amendment Applications (File Nos: OP01-2016 and Z206-2016)
151 Water Street, Lots 14-17, inclusive w/s Wellington Street
and Lots 13-17, inclusive e/s Water Street, Registered Plan No.
225 Part of Lot 16, Concession 17, Town of St. Marys

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Planning Advisory Committee receive the May 15, 2017 Planning Report regarding Official
Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment Applications OP01-2016 and Z06-2016 affecting 151
Water Street North, St. Marys.

That the Planning Advisory Committee defer a recommendation on Official Plan Amendment and
Zoning By-law Amendment Applications OP01-2016 and Z06-2016 for 151 Water Street North, St.
Marys to permit the applicant the opportunity to address remaining issues, compatibility and scale of
development, and direct Staff to prepare a final recommendation Report to PAC based on the review
of revisions to the Applications.

BACKGROUND

The subject property is approximately 1.3 hectares in size and is a through lot with frontage onto Water
Street North and Wellington Street North as shown on the General and Specific Location Maps attached
to this Report. The property is also bounded by the Grand Trunk Trail to the north and single detached
lots to the south.

The applicant is seeking to develop the subject property as an age-in-place residential development in
the form of multi-storey apartment type buildings, constructed in two phases. At full build-out, the
development will consist of 126 assisted living units and 76 senior’s apartment units with shared access
to a dining hall and other ancillary uses such as a hair salon, games room and theatre room. Outdoor
amenities include a patio overlooking the ravine to the north, resident gardens and a barbeque area.
On site parking for residents, visitors and staff will be provided via covered parking (first storey of some
buildings) and surface parking areas.

The subject property is currently designated Residential in the Town Official Plan and zoned
Development Zone (RD) in the Town’s Zoning By-law Z1-1997. The applicant has submitted Official
Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment Applications to facilitate the proposed development. The
proposed Official Plan Amendment would add special policies to permit a maximum density of 155 units
per hectare and a maximum height of five storeys on the subject property. The Official Plan
Amendment would also be required to add mid-rise apartments as a permitted use.



The proposed Zoning By-law Amendment would rezone the subject property from Residential
Development (RD) to Residential Zone Six (R6) with special provisions to:

e reduce the minimum lot area requirement from 550 m?for the first dwelling unit plus 90.0 m? for
each additional dwelling unit to 550.0 m?for the first dwelling unit plus 60 m?for each additional
dwelling unit

e reduce the minimum front yard requirement from 7.5 to 3 metres

e reduce the minimum rear requirement from 10.5 to 9 metres

¢ increase the maximum building height requirement from 13.5 to 18 metres

¢ increase the maximum number of storeys permitted from 3to 5

e deem Wellington Street North as the front lot line and Water Street North as the rear lot line
On November 7, 2016, Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) received a Staff Report regarding the
preliminary review of these Applications. Several residents spoke at the meeting and provided written
comments. The PAC requested that Staff prepare a follow-up report to address any issues and
concerns raised at the PAC’s November 7, 2016 meeting.
SITE CONDITIONS AND CHARACTERISTICS

The subject property has frontage of approximately 110 metres on Water Street North and
approximately 147 metres on Wellington Street North. The site is currently vacant but was formerly the
site of the Arthur Meighen Public School. The school has been razed and most of the material has
been removed from the site.

The site is located at the northern limits of the built-up area of the Town, approximately 500 metres
north of the Downtown. The site is tiered with an upper area to the south and a lower area to the north.
Both tiers are relatively flat with a slight slope to the north.

SURROUNDING LAND USES

North: Grand Trunk Trail and agricultural uses
South: Low density residential
East: Wellington Street North, low density residential and a vacant industrial parcel at

northeast corner of Wellington Street and Egan Avenue (designated Residential in
the Official Plan and zoned Development Zone-RD)

West: Water Street North and low density residential

DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

In support of the Applications submitted in October 2016, a concept site plan, building elevations and
a Planning Justification Report (prepared by Sierra Construction) were submitted to the Town. Copies
of the October 2016 concept site plan and building elevations are attached to this Report. The applicant
has submitted a revised concept site plan, elevations and Planning Justification Report, along with a
Shadow Impact Study prepared by Phillip Agar Architect Inc., copies of which are attached to this
Report.

The following provides a summary of the proposed buildings in the revised submission:



Phase 1 consists of 3 connected buildings:

e 5,912 m? 4 storey senior's apartment (includes 1 storey covered parking) along Wellington

Street North

e 3,722 m?, 5 storey assisted living apartment along Wellington Street North

e 3,067 m?, 4 storey assisted living apartment along north property line transitioning to 1 storey

assisted living near west property line

Phase 2 consists of 2 connected buildings along Water Street North:

e 3,382 m?, 3 storey senior’s apartment (includes 1 storey covered parking) near southwest corner

of lot

e 4,076 m?, 4 storey assisted living apartment to the north

The following chart is intended to summarize and compare the most recent submission to the October
In both concepts, Phase 1 consists of three connected buildings and Phase 2
consists of two connected buildings. However, the orientation/layout and heights of the buildings have

2016 submission.

changed in the latest submission.

SUBMISSIONS
OCTOBER 2016 MAY 2017
UNITS
Seniors Apt 84 76
Assisted Living 115 126
Total 199 202

LAYOUT

¢ Buildings along south, west and
north property lines

e Parking area facing Wellington
Street North

Buildings along west, north, east and part

of south property lines
Parking area internalized

DENSITY (units/ha)

153

155

PARKING

132 (58 surface + 74 underground)

167 (62 surface + 105 covered)

Phase 1 — 2 x 4 storeys and

APARTMENT e Phase 1 -2 x5 storeys 1 x 5 storeys
HEIGHTS e Phase 2 -2 x 5 storeys e Phase 2 -1 x 3 storeys and
1 x 4 storeys
e Two access points on Wellington
e Single access on Wellington Street — at southeast corner of
ACCESS Street North in line with Egan property and emergency access (with
Avenue control gate) partially in line with Egan
Avenue
LOT COVERAGE 35%

Other May 2017 revisions to concept site plan:

e Loading area from Water Street North cul-de-sac reconfigured and for garbage access only




e Patio between building and Water Street North removed — larger patio proposed north of assisted
living building along north property line

e Garbage and Phase 1 deliveries added at northeast corner of property

e Building at southwest corner of property shifted closer to west and south property lines with two
retaining walls to allow for 4 metre grade change

The Shadow Impact Study examined potential shadow impacts of the proposed development on the
surrounding area and concludes that “there is minimal to no impact on the surrounding buildings and
properties” and that “most of the shadow impact is on public streets” with “some minimal shadow
impacts to the adjacent buildings and properties”.

PLANNING CONTEXT
Provincial Policy Statement
The following is a summary of applicable policies in the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014.

Section 1.1.1 of the PPS states that “healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by”,
among other things, “a) promoting efficient development and land use patterns which sustain the
financial well-being of the Province and municipalities over the long term” and “e) promoting cost-
effective development patterns and standards to minimize land consumption and servicing costs”.

Section 1.1.3.1 Settlement areas shall be the focus of growth and development, and their vitality
and regeneration shall be promoted.

Section 1.1.3.2 Land use patterns within settlement areas shall be based on: a) densities and a mix
of land uses which: 1. efficiently use land and resources; 2. are appropriate for, and efficiently use,
the infrastructure and public service facilities which are planned or available, and avoid the need for
their unjustified and/or uneconomical expansion; ...

Section 1.1.3.4 states that within Settlement Areas “appropriate development standards should be
promoted which facilitate intensification, redevelopment and compact form, while avoiding or
mitigating risks to public health and safety.”

Section 1.4.3 states that “planning authorities shall provide for an appropriate range and mix of
housing types and densities to meet projected requirements of current and future residents of the
regional market area by...permitting and facilitating all forms of housing required to meet the social,
health and well-being requirements of current and future residents, including special needs
requirements...”.

Town Official Plan

The subject property is designated Residential in the Town Official Plan. The primary use of land in
the Residential designation is for a range of dwelling types from single detached dwellings to walk-up
type apartments, parks and open spaces, and institutional uses subject to the policies of the Plan. As
noted previously, an amendment to the Official Plan is required to permit mid-rise apartments,
increased density (155 units/ha) and increased height (5 storeys).

The proposed development will assist the Town in meeting certain goals and policies including:

e Residential areas in St. Marys shall provide a range of housing accommodation suitable for all
age groups and household incomes (Goal 2.1.1)

e To encourage the provision of an adequate supply and choice of housing for the existing and
future residents of St. Marys in terms of quality, type, location and cost (Residential Goal 3.1.1.1)



To promote housing for Senior Citizens, the handicapped and low income families (Residential
Goal 3.1.1.6)

To encourage and promote additional housing through intensification and redevelopment
(Residential Goal 3.1.1.7)

To encourage a diversification and inter mixing of different housing types and forms (Residential
Goal 3.1.1.8)

Council will favour residential intensification and redevelopment over new green land residential
development as a means of providing affordability and efficiencies in infrastructure and public
services (Residential Policy 3.1.2.4)

Proponents of townhouse and apartment developments are encouraged to provide on-site
recreational facilities in keeping with the proposed development (Residential Policy 3.1.3.8)

However, the Planning Justification Report provided by the applicant does not sufficiently address all
relevant policies including:

Section 3.1.2.3 - Residential infilling type development is generally permitted throughout the
‘Residential’ designation where such development is in keeping with the attributes of the
neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and spatial separation. When evaluating the
attributes of the neighbourhood, regard shall be given to lot fabric (i.e., area, frontage, and depth),
and built form (i.e., setbacks, massing, scale, and height). In cases where one or more of the
existing zone provisions are not met, an amendment or a minor variance to the zone provisions may
be considered to permit the proposed development provided that the spirit of this Section is
maintained.

In response to this policy, it is suggested in the Planning Justification Report that ‘the former
school was deemed compatible with the surrounding neighbourhood when it was constructed”
and therefore “the proposed residential infill will be compatible in the same way”. Planning
Department staff contends that it is insufficient to rely upon the former school building, which
was located only on a portion of the property, to suggest that the proposed development across
the entire site will be compatible with the surrounding neighbourhood. The proposed
development will result in densities, massing and heights that are very different than what existed
when the school was operated.

It is suggested in the Planning Justification Report that ‘the height of the proposed senior’s
complex is comparable to the former school, and will meet a 45 degree plane from property lines,
with the exception of the south property line, where the former school also failed to meet the 45
degree plane”. A 45-degree plane (as shown on the applicants proposed building elevations) is
a tool intended to assist in providing a transition in heights and massing of multi-storey buildings
adjacent to existing lower density areas. The 45-degree plane approach can be useful when
there is a lack of urban design direction in an Official Plan and urban design guidelines do not
exist. There are variations on the approach however, the typical approach is to measure the 45-
degree plane from the property line of the adjacent residential lot(s). As noted in the Planning
Justification Report, the proposed development does fit within a 45-degree plane along part of
the south property line.

The Planning Justification Report notes that “the lot coverage of the development is proposed
to be 35%, which is identical to the lot coverage of the surrounding R2 neighbourhood’s
maximum lot coverage. Similarly, both the R6 and R2 zones require 30% landscaped open
space”. In determining the attributes of the neighbourhood, it is insufficient to selectively
reference certain regulations in the zoning of lands in the surrounding area. If it is appropriate
to reference maximum lot coverage and minimum landscaped open space requirements of the



R2 Zone, then one must also consider other requirements of the R2 Zone including the maximum
building height requirement of 10.5 metres.

Section 3.1.2.5 - When reviewing development or redevelopment proposals, Council shall consider
following density targets:

a) Single-detached dwellings 10-15 units per hectare

b) Semi-detached, duplex dwellings 15-25 units per hectare
c) Townhouse dwellings 25-40 units per hectare

d) Low rise apartments 40-75 units per hectare

Council may moderately increase or decrease these densities dependent upon specific site
circumstances, provision of on-site amenities, and capabilities of municipal servicing systems to
accommodate any increase. Council will favour those developments with a mixture of lower and
higher densities of development over those consisting of only low densities of development.

In response to the above policy, it is suggested in the Planning Justification Report that “due to
the nature of a senior’s development, the higher density will not equal a high impact on the
surrounding neighbourhood” and “this can be demonstrated by examining existing densities in
the Town of St. Marys”. Existing apartment complexes such as the Kingsway Lodge and
Mattiussi Apartments (170 units/hectare) and the Trillium Apartments (149.3 units/hectare) are
referenced. The Report also suggests that the lower average persons per unit found in senior’s
complexes versus other types of apartment buildings translates into reduced impact.

The Kingsway Lodge is 3.5 storeys in height, has 108 units and fronts onto Queen Street East
(an Arterial Road). The Mattiussi Apartments is 3 storeys in height, has 24 units, is located on
lands designated Central Commercial and fronts onto Church Street (Arterial Road). The Trillium
apartments is 4 storeys in height, has 30 units, fronts onto Queen Street West (Arterial Road)
and is located in a mixed-use neighbourhood with low density residential, commercial uses and
the St. Marys Memorial Hospital directly across on the north side of Queen Street West. While
it may be true that the densities of the other referenced apartments are comparable or exceed
the proposed density on the subject property, the scale of development, the number of units and
the building heights associated with each of these existing apartments are significantly less than
what is proposed through the subject Applications. These Applications propose almost double
the number of units than the next highest apartment development in St. Marys (Kingsway Lodge
— 108 units), with the next highest number of units being the Wildwood Nursing (85 units) and
the Rotary apartments (42 units). In addition, the character and context of these referenced
neighbourhoods are different than the low density neighbourhood in which the subject property
is located.

Section 3.1.2.7 - In reviewing proposals for residential development with a net density of more than
18 units per hectare, Council shall consider the impact on municipal capacity, hard services and
utilities including sanitary sewer, municipal water supply, storm drainage, service utilities and
roadways. Council shall take the following into account prior to enacting an amendment to the
Zoning By-law:

a) That the development will not involve a building in excess of three full stories above
average finished grade and designed to be in keeping with the general character of the
area;

b) That the net density of development shall not exceed 75 units per hectare;



That the development is serviced by municipal water supply and sewage disposal facilities
and that the design capacity of these services can accommodate such development;

That the proposed development is within 100 metres of an arterial or collector road as
defined in Schedule “B” of this Plan; and

That sufficient on-site parking is provided and adequate buffering, screening or separation
distance is provided to protect adjacent areas of lower density housing.

e |tis suggested in the Planning Justification Report that “with excellent architectural design, the
impact on the surrounding low density residential neighbourhood will be minimized” and makes
comparisons to the grades and height of the former school and the Holy Name of Mary Church.
It is also noted in the Report that ‘through architectural design and landscaping, the proposed
apartments will be integrated into the surrounding low density residential neighbourhood”.
Again, the applicant has not sufficiently demonstrated that the development is designed to be in
keeping with the general character of the area and that adequate buffering, screening or
separation distance is provided to protect adjacent areas of lower density housing. In addition,
the promise of excellent architectural design is not enough to satisfy the policies of the Official
Plan.

Section 7.17.4 - Criteria to be considered by Council in considering an amendment to the Official

Plan.
a)
b)

the need for the proposed use;

the extent to which the existing areas in the proposed designation or categories are
developed and the nature and adequacy of such existing development in order to
determine whether the proposed use is premature;

the compatibility of the proposed use with conforming uses in adjoining areas;

the effect of such proposed use on the surrounding area in respect to the minimizing of any
possible depreciating or deteriorating effect upon adjoining properties;

the potential effects of the proposed use on the financial position of the Town;

the potential suitability of the land for such proposed use in terms of environmental
considerations;

the location of the area under consideration with respect to the adequacy of the existing
and proposed road system in relation to the development of such proposed areas and the
convenience and accessibility of the site for vehicular and pedestrian traffic and the traffic
safety and parking in relation thereto;

the adequacy and availability of municipal services and utilities; and
the adequacy of parks and educational facilities and the location of these facilities.

The Planning Justification Report responds to the criteria identified in Section 7.17.4 of the

Official Plan noting that:

- a market study prepared by CBRE identified that the current seniors housing in St.
Marys is not sufficient to meet current and expected demand

- the site is bordered by two roads and a trail system, and Wellington Street will be
widened for a separate development, making this corridor an appropriate location for
mid-rise development

- the proposal is similar in height to the previous school that was located on the same site
- there will be no shadowing impacts on neighbours



there will be no adverse traffic impacts, and many residents aren’t expected to drive

the development will be architecturally sensitive to the aesthetic of the Town and will be
professionally landscaped

stone will be used on the ground floor to minimize the perceived mass of the structure
mature trees will be retained whenever possible

the proposal will positively impact the financial position of the Town as it will increase
the tax base and attract more people to the downtown core, and will also provide
temporary employment during construction and permanent jobs upon completion

Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environmental Assessments have been conducted and no
environmental concerns were noted

all parking is to be accommodated on site, and a private shuttle service will transport
Arthur Meighan Manor residents to locations of interest around St. Marys (downtown,
the senior’s centre, health services, etc.)

the site will be municipally serviced

the site is located adjacent to the Grand Trunk Trail, which is a paved, lit, level trail
system appropriate for seniors who may have mobility concerns; the Milt Dunnell Park
Lawn Bowling Club are to the south-west of the site and provide an additional
opportunity for future residents of Arthur Meighan Manor to enjoy a municipal park

COMMUNICATIONS

The Town received several verbal and written submissions as part of the November 7, 2016 PAC
meeting. The following is a summary of issues and concerns identified through these submissions:

Five storey buildings will be tallest in St. Marys and inappropriate in low density neighbourhood
Shadowing and privacy impacts on adjacent lots

Seniors housing is needed and appropriate but concerned with scale of development
Concerns regarding location and design of loading and garbage areas, and patio

Ability of Fire Services to respond to emergencies

Increased traffic

Impacts on servicing infrastructure

Creating a precedent for future similar development in Town

More appropriate to determine policies for heights and densities through Official Plan review
rather than through site-specific applications

Copies of correspondence and petitions received, along with Minutes of the November 7, 2016 PAC
meeting are attached to this Report.

The following is a summary of comments received from Town Departments and agencies to date.



Department/
Agency

Date

Summary of Comments

Upper Thames
River Conservation
Authority

October 28,
2016

No objection to Applications
15 metre setback from existing fence line must be maintained

Fire Chief/CEMC

November
1, 2016

Although the St. Marys Fire Department has the ability to fight a
fire in the buildings proposed for this development, there are
several operational considerations for the Fire Department in
servicing structures of five storeys in height.

A secondary means of providing rescue from an elevated platform,
such as windows and balconies above the third storey, would not
be achieved. The reason for this is the St. Marys Fire Department
currently owns a 50 foot Aerial Ladder truck. The placement of the
vehicle and proper angulation of the ladder to perform such rescue
operations would not prove favourable for a structure exceeding
three storeys in height. There are future plans to purchase a 75
foot Aerial Ladder truck. This would assist in meeting those
demands.

Currently, none of the Fire Department’s ground ladders would be
able to reach the top three floors. The Fire Department currently
owns a 40 foot ladder which would not be adequate to service this
building.

The Fire Department currently does not have the equipment to
assist with fighting a fire in a structure of this height, including high-
rise packs that the firefighters would carry containing hoses,
nozzles, wrenches, etc. required to connect to a standpipe system
to assist in fighting a fire on a given floor.

This Department requires that it be demonstrated that water
servicing is adequate in the immediate area of the development to
provide fire protection to the site. Size of fire mains; and pressure
and volume of water in the immediate area need to be confirmed.
The Fire Department requires further details on the degree of
Assisted Living proposed within the complex.

Town Engineering
and Public Works
Department

November
1, 2016

The primary vehicular access to the site as proposed from
Wellington Street North is preferred.

Proposed delivery truck entrance off of Water Street is not
preferred. Proponent to clarify whether loading area is
appropriately designed for truck maneuvering.

Applicant to confirm sanitary system capacity requirement and that
sanitary servicing to property is adequate.

Applicant to confirm water system capacity requirement for fire
protection and hydrant flow testing will need to be completed to
confirm water servicing to property is adequate.

Concrete curb and gutter system to be extended northerly from
current termination point on Wellington St. adjacent to the property.
Visual block should be provided for proposed garbage storage.

November
24, 2016

Town’s sanitary treatment and conveyance system, and water
supply and distribution system are adequately sized to
accommodate the proposed use. Assumptions on flow volumes
generated from the site will need to be verified prior to site plan
approval.




Town Staff provide the following additional comments based on the latest proposed concept site plan
and building elevations:

e Show a hammerhead turnaround for the Phase 1 deliveries access. This turnaround will be required
to be used when Wellington Street North is improved so as not to have vehicles reversing onto the
road.

e Confirm the difference between the Phase 1 deliveries and garbage access from Wellington Street
North and the loading area identified off Water Street North.

e Clarify if there will be access to the walking trail from the site and what that access will ook like.

e The main driveway access to Wellington Street North needs to be at a 90-degree angle to the street.
Reconfigure the entrance shown on the drawing to be at 90 degrees to the street.

e The current site drawings do not show servicing locations. This will be part of the detailed design
stage and is not required at this time; however, consideration should be given to this at this time.

e Appears that many of the retaining walls will be 2 metres in height. At southwest corner of site, two
sets of retaining walls will provide for a 4 metre change in grade in the span of +/- 6 metres. What
will be the visual impact of the retaining walls?

e Large patio adjacent to rear of building at north end of property. Patio permitted in UTRCA 15 m
setback? Will there be functions on this patio? Noise impacts?

e Loading bays and refuse areas should be screened and internalized where possible.

PLANNING ANALYSIS

The proposed development supports the policies of the Provincial Policy Statement and the Town’s
Official Plan by promoting development and land use patterns that efficiently use land, infrastructure
and public service facilities. The proposed development also supports the provision of a range and mix
of housing types and densities to meet the needs of current and future residents.

In response to concerns expressed regarding the scale of the proposed development, the applicant
has somewhat reduced the massing of buildings along the south and west property lines. However,
the number of units and density proposed has slightly increased since the October submission.

Compatibility, Transition and Urban Design

The policies of the Official Plan clearly require that residential intensification/infilling type development
be in keeping with the character and attributes of the surrounding neighbourhood. While the applicant
has made some efforts to address concerns with respect to the heights and locations of proposed
buildings relative to existing surrounding residences, the Applications have not sufficiently identified
and discussed the character of the neighbourhood based on building types, building forms, massing,
setbacks and spatial separations in the neighbourhood. Based on a full understanding of the character
of the area, the design of the proposed development should respond to significant changes in height
and/or density and/or massing relative to adjacent lands, and identify appropriate separations and
transitions between buildings.

It is recommended that the Town require any Official Plan Amendment for these lands to include more
specific policies related to compatibility, transition and urban design, such as:

e Development should provide a physical transition between lower density and higher density
residential uses in terms of densities, building forms and heights.



e Potential adverse impacts between higher densities and existing low density areas shall be
mitigated through building setbacks, visual screening, landscaping, fencing and other forms of
buffering.

e Front and side yard setbacks should be consistent with yard setbacks on the same side of road.

e EXxisting trees and vegetation shall be retained where possible and enhanced through new on-
street tree planting and onsite landscaping.

e When considering building heights, potential shadowing impacts, views onto adjacent lower
density lots and abrupt changes in scale should also be considered.

e New development along public roads should create pedestrian friendly environments and
building facades should have a combination of windows and doors.

e Loading and service areas should generally be located in the interior of a development block or
at the rear of a building, where possible. Enclosed loading and servicing areas shall be
encouraged. Where loading and servicing is visible at the rear or side of a building, it shall be
screened.

Scale of Development and Creating a Precedent

The current vision in the Town’s Official Plan for Residential areas generally limits the scale and density
of development to low rise apartments at no greater than 75 units per hectare (Section 3.1.2.5) and
requires that all new development is designed to be in keeping with the general character of the area
(Sections 3.1.2.7 and 7.17.4). Planning Department staff is concerned that approval of these
Applications as submitted may create a precedent for future higher density development in established
low density neighbourhoods. Notwithstanding PAC’s and Council’s direction with respect to the
disposition of these Applications, it is recommended that issues related to height, density, compatibility
and design of new development in Residential areas be considered as part of the Town’s ongoing
Official Plan review.

Traffic Impacts

Concerns have been expressed with respect to potential traffic impacts as a result of this development.
Town Staff has indicated that a Traffic Impact Study is not required at this time.

Shadowing Impacts

The applicant has submitted a Shadow Impact Study that concluded that “there is minimal to no impact
on the surrounding buildings and properties” and that “most of the shadow impact is on public streets”
with “some minimal shadow impacts to the adjacent buildings and properties”.

Impacts on Servicing

Concerns have been expressed regarding the ability of the Town’s sanitary treatment and conveyance
system, and water supply and distribution system to accommodate the proposed development. Town
Staff have indicated that the water and sanitary systems are adequately sized to accommodate the
proposed use however, assumptions on flow volumes generated from the site will need to be verified
prior to site plan approval.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
Not known at this time.



ATTACHMENTS

1) Application for Approval of Official Plan and a Zoning By-law Amendments

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7
8)
9)

General Location Map

Specific Location Map

Concept Site Plan and Building Elevations (October 2016)
Concept Site Plan and Building Elevations (May 2017)
Planning Justification Report (May 3, 2017)

Shadow Impact Study (February 2017)

Correspondence

November 7, 2016 PAC Minutes

CONCLUSION

That the Planning Advisory Committee consider the recommendation above.

Respectfully submitted,

MG

Mark Stone,
Planner



of the Town of 5t. Marys

RECEIVED
0CT ¢/ Fi?lii

{Under Sectlon 22(4) of the Plannina Act)
Application for Zunin ( i;hla
{Under Section 34 or 39 of the Pla nning M E N T 1
Application to Remove a Hnldlng Symbol
{Under Section 34 and 36 of the Planning Act)
OPa-20) L ¢ 2nl- 2004

Instructions i ))1;@ '
Each application must he au,oon!]:_t_lg rlh'c'nmi_mh mtheforn of
cither cash or a cheque payable to the Town. An accurate scaled drawing
of the subject land must be submitted.

If the applicant is not the owner of the subject land, a written statement by
the owner which suthorizes the applicant to act on behalf of the owner as it
telates (o the subject application, must accompany the application See
Section 13.0).

Please bear in mind that additional information may be required by (he
Town, local and provincial agencies in order to evaluate the proposed
Amendment. The required information may include studies or reports to
deal with such matters as impacts en: the enviromnent; transportation
uetwork: water supply; sewage disposal; and slorm waler management.

In addition, the applicant may be required to submit a more detailed site
plan in accordance with Section 41, of the Planning Act,

Completeness of the Application

The information in this form that must be provided by the applicant is
indicated by black arrows (®) on the left side of the section numbers.
Thiz information is preseribed in the Schedule to Ontario Regulation 198/96
made under the Planning Act, The mandatory information must be
provided with the appropriate fee and draft plan. I the mandatory
information is not provided, the municipality will return the application or
retisse to further consider the application,

Please Print and Complete or (') Appropriate Box(es)

The application form also sets out other information (eg. technical
information or reports) that will aszist the approval authority and others in
their planning evaluation of the development proposal. To ensure the
quickest and maogt complete review, this information should be submitted
at the time of application. Tn the abzence of this information, it may not be
possible to do a complete review within the legislated time frame for
making a decision, As a result, the application may be refused,

Approval Process

Upon receipt of an application, ﬂle required fee and other information (ay
required) Council will determine whether there is sufficient merit in
processing the application further (i.e. circulation of natice and the holding
ofa public meeting as required by the Ontario Planning Act). The applicant
is encouraged to attend a public mesting, to present the proposal. The
applicant will be provided potice of any decision made by Council
concering the application. Officinl Plan Amendments and Zoning By-law
Amendment are adopted by St. Marys Council, If no uatice of appeal is
received within twenly days, the Official Plan Amendment and/or Zoning
By-law Amendinent is in force,

For Help
To help you complete the application form, please consull the Building

Department in the Town Hall. You can also call the Building Department
at (519) 284-2340,

1.0 Application Information

> 11 Hame of Cvmei(s) An owner's authorization is requirad Il applicant is nol tha owner (Sas Section 12 0}
Name of Owner(z)

1934733 Ontario Inc.

Homa Telaphone No. Y9427 43

Address

1401 Dundas Street, Woodstock ON

Postal Code N4S 8X8 Foe e 519-421-2018

1.2 AgonifApplicant - Nama of tha parson who Is 10 ba contacted about the

lon, if different than the awnar. (This may be a paraon or firn acting on behall of the owner.)

St paman @4B™ Jenn Gaudet (Sierra Co

nstruction) | et BTG:5530Y1 1

M= 1401 Dundas Street, Woodstock On

Poslal GnﬂaN4S BXB Fax No.

.)"-2,0 Location and Size of the Subject Land -
Slrest No, 1 51 Nama of StraatiRosd Water St N Regislered Plan Mo. Lot{s)Block(z)
Referance Plan Mo. Fart Numbar(z} Caoncession Mumber(s) Lal Numbar(z)
Lot Frontaga Avarage Widlh Avarage Dapth Lot Area 1.3 Ha

» 2.1 |sthers a mortgage or charge In respect of the subject land? (3 YﬁE«]No If yas, give the names and addresses of any merlgages of charges

¥ 2.2 Arethere any easements ar restrictive covenants affecting Lhe subject land? (3 Yn$Nq If yes, describe the easement or covenant and its effoct.

¥ 23 When were the subject lands acquired by tha current owner?

November 13, 2015

> 3.0 Proposed and Current Land Use

» 3.1 ‘What Is the proposed use of the subjact land?

Age in Place Seniors Residential Development

¥ 32 What is tha current use of the subject land?
Vacant

¥ 33 How is the subject land currently designated in the Official Plan? Residential

>34 How is the subject land currantly zonad in the applicable Zening RBy-law?

Institutional

Town of St. Marys Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendinent Application (Rev. March, 2005)
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3.5 Front yard 7.5m 3.5.5 Helght A T"r A?‘ml_l [\Vi|

ENT 1

352 Rear yard 12 m 356 Dimensions T Varies
8.5.3 Sids Yard 6.0m 3.5.7 Gross Floor Area 18,565 s.m.
354 Side Yard 6.0m 35,8 Date Constructed

4.1 Does the Proposed Officlal Plan Amendment: Yos
4.1.1 Add a Land Use designation ta the Official Plan? d
4.1,2 Change a [and use designation in the Official Plan? m]
4.1.3 Replace a policy in the Official Plan? ®
41,4 Delete a policy from the Official Plan? [m)
41,5 Add a policy to the Offiial Plan? (m]

If applicable; please provide the policy saction number to be changed, and suggested policy wording on a separate page,

[aanans

Please see attached Planning Justification Report.

4.2 What Is the purpose of the Official Plan Amendment and land uses that would be parmitted by the proposed Officiai Plan Amendment?

Please see attached Planning Justification Report.

43 Eipf.ﬂln huw this pmpml has reguld o the pﬂndple.“. of the Provinaial F‘n!i:.y Stalemen! issued under the F‘l&hr\ll\g Act (alltmh a !ﬂ:pﬂm!n page il nmaary)_
Please see attached Planning Justification Report.

> 50 Zoning By-law Amendment (proceed to Section 6.0 if a Zoning By-law Amendment is not prnpused)

5.1 Does the Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment: Yes No
5.1.1 Add a Zone Calegory to the Zoning By-law? [m] =
5.1.2 Change a Zone Calegory in the Zaning By-law? ) 0
5.1.3 Raeplace a zoning provision in the Zoning By-law? 4] m)
5.1.4 Dslete a zoning provision from the Zoning By-law? 0 ®
5.1.5 Add a zoning provision to the Zoning By-law? ] -]
If applicable, please provide the provision section number to be changed, and auggested provision wording on a eeparate page.
Please see attached Planning Justification Report.
5.2 What is the purpose of lhe proposed Zoning By-law Amendment and whal are the land uses proposed?
Please see attached Planning Justification Report.
6.0 Previous Industrial or Commercial Uses
B.1 Has there previously been an industrial or commereial use on the subject land of adjacent land? I Yes, specify the uses and datos, O¥es Ko
6.2 Is lhera reason lo believe the subject land may have bean contaminated by former uses on the site or adjacent sites? OYes [@No

6.3 What information did you use to detarmine the answers to the above queations? Phase 1 and Phasa 2 Environmental Reports.

B4 If Yes, to (5.1), (8.2) or {(6.3), a previous use Inventory showing all former uses of the subject land, or if appruprlata the adiacent land, Is neaded,
Is the pravious use inventory attached? ([ Yes Kl No

* 7.0 Status of Other Applications under the Planning Act

I5 the subject land also the subject of an application for & sonsent, approval of & site plan, miner veriance, Zoning By-law Amendment or Zoning Order
Amendment? OYes RANe If Yas, indicate the type of application, the file number and the status of the application,

>80 Servicing

8.1 Indicate the existing/proposed servicing type far the subject land.

Sewage Disposal Exisling Proposed Water Supply Existing | Proposed
a) Public pipad sewage systam X a)  Public pipad walar systam X 2

b} Public or privale communal seplic h)  Public or private communal well(s)

¢} Individual septic sysiem(s) e} Individual wall{z)

dy Other d)  Olher

Town of St. Marys Official Flan Amendinent and Zoning By-law Amendment Application (Rev. March, 2005)
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m  wpvme I LT YT

b) Ditches or swmlos ¥ b)  Gollacor Rosd ATTA C H

[ A YL 7 '\ T 11y
€) Othar o) Local Rond X
>9.0 Justifieation

8.1 Indicale how the proposed use(s)/ zone complies with tha relevant portions of the Cfficial Flan - or complate an Official Plan Amendment Application.

Please see attached Planning Justification Report.

8.2 Indicate how the proposed use(s) will be compatible with the surroundlng land uses,

Please see attached Planning Justification Report.

10.0 Other Information

*11.0 Application Drawing

Please submil an accurate, sealed drawing of the proposal showing the following information:
@) The subjest land, including s boundaries and dimenaiong, and the location, and natura of any easement or restrictive covenants which affect the subject land,
b)  The uses of adjacent and abutting land;
€)  The lozation of all exiating a& well as proposed buildings and their dimensions, uses, and sethacks from lot lines;
d)  The location of all natural and map-made features on the land and the location of these fealures oh adlacent and abulting lands; and
e)  Scale and north arrow.

>12.0 Affidavit or Sworn Declaration 3
i, Jennifer Gaudet at e 1 Ot Wootkstock

in the County/Reglon o _2ford

make oath and say (or selemnly declare) that the information contained in the documents that accompany this application is true,

Swaorn (or declarad) beiore me at the City of Wodisteck

e
in the County/Reglon of _~ Siord # ,r‘f(: 2
his 1780 day of Cetober 2018 .fg‘ "’ F

e
Lo it d/d’//?’%
Oummlssinner of Oaths / % Applacan
F-13.0 Authorization of Owner for Agent to Make the Application [
I (we), 1934733 Ontarle Ine. afthe City of Woodstack #'in the Caunty/Regioh of Oxford

am the owner of the land that is the subject of thiz application for an Official Plan Aggnd By-law Amendment and 1 hereby
autharize Sierra Construction to act he application.

October 17th, 2016

Date //ﬁign

»>14.0 Acknowledgement s 77
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

With the filing of this application, the applicant is aware of, and agrees, that if the decision of the Councll of the Town of St. Marys regarding
this application is appealed by a third party (a parly other than the applicant), all casts incurred by the Carporation of the 5t. Marys for legal

counsel and other associated costs ta represent the Corporation of the St. Marys In defending the decision before the Ontario Municipal Board
will be solely the responsibility of, and paid for by the applicant.

Dated st the 1 ©f Woodstock / // /

in the County/Reglon of Oxtard /ﬁ% ////// /
[

this 1780 day of Ovtober | 2016 [/Appiceht

Town of St, Marys Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment Application (Rey! March, 2005) page3
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General Location Map ATTACHMENT 2
Town of St. Marys

151 Water Street
Part of Lot 16, Concession 17, Registered Plan No. 225
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TOWN OF ST. MARYS ATTACHMENT 3
Lots 14-17, inclusive w/s Wellington Street, Lots 13-17, inclusive e/s

Water Street, Registered Plan No. 225; Part of Lot 16, Concession 17
Application for Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments

AREA SUBJECT TO PROPOSED N 0

I |
OFFICIAL PLAN AND [T
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENTS

0 50 100
Feet

25

PHOTO DATE: April 2015
G:\St. Marys\OPA Documents\#32 1934733 Ontario Inc\GIS\OPA 32 Z2123-2016 REPORT PHOTO.mxd
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ATTACHMENT 5

e P

sy, Yarcn 34,2057
Ficop Men 24,207

Last Saved:

Pitied:
File:

site d ata

1. GROSS SITE AREA: 139,486 sf. (12,963 sm)} (1.3 ha} _

‘Egan
Avenue

2. BUILDING ARCA:  PHASE 1

APT. BULDING 20,741 SF, 1,827 SM
NITY ARTA 9,316 SF, 865 SM
pre= e TOTAL: 30,057 i SM

b PHASE 2
> APT. BUILDING 17,875 SF, 1.661 SV
LINK 887 SF, 62 SM

AN 26,17 _I550ED ~OR REJEN
TEB 2417 _IS5ED TOR REVIEN

FIRE ACCESS ROUTE ON STREET

TOTAL: 18,762 SF. 1,743 5M
TOTAL PHASES 1%2: 46,819 SF, 4,535 SM

3. GROSS FLOOR AREA ==
PHASE 1 4

BASEMENT + 5 STOREY AL 40,065 SF, 3.722 SW
PARKING + 4 STOREY SA 63,640 SF, 5912 SM
BASEMENT 1Y - 4 STCREY AL 33,000 SF, 3,067 SM
BASEMENT AMENITY — * STOREY AL 5,432 SF, 505 SM

|

|

TOTAL: 142,137 S, 13,206 S

L 5 SF, 4076 SM
36,400 SF, 3,382 SM

. : BASEMENT SIGREY
k ERLL g PARKING + 3 STOREY SA
= 2 STOREY LINK 1,774 SF, 165 SM

TOTAL: 82,043 SF, 7,623 SM

LT

Nt
i s TOTAL PHASES 142: 224,183 SF, 20,829 SM GMM
P 4 ASPHALT ARFA: 30,864 s.f, (2,867 s.m.) Aaﬂ H

S

s avanue, london, on 06 173
info@agar-arch.com

=
ol 519 4327368

LOT COVERAGE: 48,819 ££./139,486 sf = 35%

e

BUILDING HEIGHT (MAX)  59'—0" (18.0 m)

I

LANDSCAPE OPEN SPACE: 59,803 =.£./139,486 sf. = 428%

@

DENSITY ANALYSIS

IS NG 1OIAL
ORS APARTMENTS 44 32 76
STED LVING UNITS 90 36 126

- 2 FOTAL 13488 202
1450 [iod UNTS / Ha 103 sz 155

©

PARKING BY DESIGN

NPT
322) ¢ o sETBACK

T R Im_ PHASE 11 ND TOTAL mmm
SURFACE PARKING &2 - 62 w < W
[ COVERED PARKING 50 55 105 = z%

$ TOTAL 12 55 167 m

~ L 5 2

3 &ow_ 10, GYLAW PARKNG RCCUIRCMINT: 5

. PHASE IST_ oND  ToTAL g

I SNR APT (x 1.25) 55 40 a5
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Introduction

Sierra Construction has been retained by 1934733 Ontario Inc. to prepare a Planning Justification Report in support
of a Zoning By-law and Official Plan amendment for lands known municipally as 151 Water Street. The legal
description of the lands is Part of Lot 16, Concession 17, Lots 14-17 (west side of Wellington Street) and Lots 13-17
(east side of Water Street) on Registered Plan 225. The site was formerly the Arthur Meighan Public School.

The requested amendments would facilitate the construction of an age-in-place senior’s residential development.
The proposed five storey development would be
constructed in two phases, totaling approximately 76
senior’s apartments and 126 assisted living units, for a
total of 202 units. On site amenities would be included
and shared between the senior’s apartments and the
assisted living units. The first phase, at the north end of
the site, is proposed to consist of approximately 134
units. The single storey amenity space would be
constructed in phase one. The second phase, at the
south end of the site, would add approximately 68
units. Parking would be supplied via covered and
surface spaces.

The requested zoning by-law amendment would re- The former Arthur Meighan Public School, as viewed from
zone the lands from Residential Development (RD) to Wellington Street

Residential Six (R6) with site-specific exceptions. The exceptions are to permit a height of 5 storeys with a
maximum height of 18 metres, an increased density (via lot area per unit provisions), a reduced front and rear yard
setback, and would define the front and rear lot lines. In addition, a site-specific Official Plan amendment is

requested to allow a residential density of 155 units per hectare and a maximum height of five storeys.

Site Location and Description

The lands are located on the former Arthur Meighan Public School site, municipally known as 151 Water Street.
The site is approximately 1.3 hectares (3.2 acres) in size, with
frontage on Wellington Street to the east and Water Street to
the west. The site is south of the Grand Trunk Trail and north
of Widder Street.

The site was previously home to the now decommissioned
Arthur Meighan Public School, which has since been
demolished. Mature trees are generally limited to the east
and west edges of the site. A soccer field is located in the
northern portion of the property, with the school and large
paved play area comprising the remainder of the site. The
lands are sloped, with the highest grade point at the south

Looking towards the school from the north of the site  €ast portion of the site.
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Surrounding Uses

The lands are surrounded by agricultural uses and the Grand Trunk Trail to the north, and low density residential to
the east, west, and south. A vacant, paved light industrial parcel is located to the north-west. St. Marys
Presbyterian Church is located south west of the site, and the Holy Name of Mary Parish is located to the east.
Downtown St. Marys is south of the site, and the Milt Dunnell Park is to the south west.
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Development Proposal

An age-in-place senior’s residential development is proposed on the site. The apartment would include a mix of
senior’s apartments and senior’s assisted living units, and on site amenities would be shared by both types of
resident. The development would occur in two phases, with the north portion being phase one. In total, 202 units
are proposed. The shared amenity space would be constructed in with phase one and would be shared by both the
senior’s apartment residents and the assisted living residents. The portion of Phase 1 along Wellington Street is
proposed to be 4 and 5 storeys in height. The assisted living portion of Phase 1 along the north property line is
proposed to be 4 storeys in height, with the attached amenity section at 1 storey. Phase 2, along Water Street, is
proposed to be 4 storeys in height. By utilizing the grade change on the site and providing a mix of heights, it will
reduce the appearance of the proposed height and building size.
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Parking would be accommodated through both covered and surface spaces and would serve residents, visitors,
and staff. Covered parking would be located within the proposed buildings and would be accessed in both phases
via at grade garage entrances. No parking relief is required as part of this proposal.

The north portion of the property is within the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority’s (UTRCA) Regulation
Limit. The UTRCA has confirmed that they are satisfied with a 15 metre setback from the northern property line.
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DTN SOLY NATE O Y AR £ ii

These conceptual elevations show the height of the proposed buildings in relation to the former Arthur Meighan Public
School, existing trees, and surrounding buildings.

A Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environmental Assessment have been conducted on this site and no environmental
concerns were noted. A strong effort will be made to maintain all mature trees on site, and landscaping that will
assist in reducing the visibility of the building on surrounding landowners will be implemented.

Oxford Gardens Retirement Home in Woodstock, Ontario. Arthur Meighan Manor will have a similar fagade.
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Access

The site is accessed from Wellington Street to the south of the phase 1 building to an internal parking area
between the phase 1 and 2 buildings. An emergency exit/entry with a control gate is proposed through the
covered parking area of the phase 1 building from the internal parking area to Wellington Street to the east. This
emergency exit/entry is provided as required by the Town under its bylaw with the intent that the emergency
exit/entry can be used in the event the main entry is blocked by an emergency situation. This is not an Ontario
Building Code requirement. There is approximately 67 metres (220 feet) of separation distance between the main
entry and the emergency entry/exit.

A small access roadway is proposed from Wellington Street at the north end of the phase 1 building for garbage
removal for phase 1 only and deliveries and loading for the site. A second small access roadway from Water Street
to the phase 2 building is proposed for garbage removal only for the site when both phases of the project are
completed.

Firefighting access is provided to both the phase 1 and 2 buildings from existing public streets. Both streets are
used as fire access routes. The phase 1 building faces Wellington Street to the east and a principal entry and an
existing fire hydrant are provided on Wellington Street. The phase 2 building faces Water Street to the west and an
existing fire hydrant are provided on Wellington Street for firefighting. Both fire department connections for both
the phase 1 and 2 buildings are located Wellington Street at the request of the Municipality due to access concerns
for fire department vehicles on Water Street that is not a through street. The Municipal Fire Department advised
their trucks likely could not turn around on the existing cul-de-sac at the end of Water Street.

Servicing

The development would be on full municipal services. The Town’s Public Works Department has confirmed
adequate capacity for the proposal.

Shadow Study

At the request of Town staff, a Shadow Impact Study was prepared by Philip Agar Architect Inc. dated February 24,
2017. This study examined the shadow impacts of the proposed development on the surrounding neighbourhood
using 3D modeling. The shadowing was examined on March 21, June 21, September 21, and December 21 at 10am,
12pm, 2pm, 4pm, and 6pm. These dates are significant as they reflect the equinoxes and the shortest and longest
days of the year.

The Town of St. Marys does not have evaluation criteria for shadow impact studies. Accordingly, the City of
Waterloo shadow study criteria were used as it was deemed to be the most comparable community with shadow
guidelines. These guidelines are attached to the shadow study.

The preliminary results of the study were incorporated into the design of the proposed development, resulting in
reduced height along Water Street and a revised location for the shared amenity space. In addition, a pedestrian
link has been incorporated between the amenity area and Phase 2 to reduce shadowing and massing appearances.
These changes have resulted in a design with minimal to no shadowing impacts on the surrounding residential
neighbourhood.
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Topographic Survey

A topographic survey of the subject property was conducted by NA Geomatics Inc. in January of 2017. This survey
recorded existing site contours and used a survey drone to capture the heights of surrounding trees and houses
that abut the subject property. Together, this information and the Shadow Study were used to ensure the proposal
is in harmony with existing site contours and that the final building height was well below that of the large trees
along Wellington and Water Streets.

Previous Application (November 7, 2016)

An earlier version of this concept was presented to the Planning Advisory Committee on November 7%, 2016. A
zoning by-law amendment and Official Plan amendment were requested to accommodate a different version of
this current proposal. Much of the feedback from residents can be summarized as follows:

e Concern about increased height, shadowing, and privacy

e Concern about increased density, traffic, and safety

e Concern about compatibility with the surrounding neighbourhood

e Concern about operation of the seniors development

e Concern about creating a precedent by permitting the amendments
e General support for a senior’s development

Many of these concerns have been addressed in the revised proposal. A shadow study was conducted to
determine shadowing impacts and a detailed topographic survey of the property was prepared. Using the 3D
model built for this purpose and the site elevation information, the building height was reduced and reconfigured.
The new building design ensures shadowing impacts are minimal and privacy concerns are reduced as new
resident balconies are no longer overhanging existing residential yards.

An emergency access onto Wellington Street has been added to the design. The Water Street access has been
revised to remove loading capabilities and will only be used for garbage pickup, while a new loading area is
proposed along Wellington Street. A revised parking configuration will make traffic movements more predictable
and includes a drop off zone, increasing pedestrian safety. All parking will be accommodated on site.

The revised proposal is compatible with the surrounding neighbourhood (for more information on compatibility,
please see the discussion on page 10). Although higher in density than the surrounding residences, the senior-
citizen nature of this development will have a lower Persons per Unit (PPU) than average units, decreasing the
impact of a 155 UPH density. As a senior’s complex, Arthur Meighan Manor will not produce significant traffic,
noise, or public nuisance concerns. The fagade of the proposed structures will be designed to reflect the heritage
of St. Marys. Roof details, balconies, and a mix of stone and brick on the facade will be used to reduce the impacts
of massing. Existing mature trees will be retained whenever possible, and new trees will be added reducing the
impact of the development on the neighbourhood.

The development continues to be an age-in-place senior’s residence. The requested Residential Six (R6) zone limits
permitted uses to senior citizen uses, eliminating fears that the buildings could be switched to alternative housing
in the future. In order to construct the development, site-specific zoning by-law and Official Plan amendments are
required. As they are site-specific, they will not be applicable to other properties within the Town. This is a
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common way for development to proceed, as it allows the municipality, the community, and developers to work

together to ensure community needs and markets are developed on a development-by-development basis.

The operation of the senior’s residence will be conducted by a reputable company with experience in assisted

living and senior apartment needs. At this time, such an operator has not been selected, but the utmost care will

be used to select a qualified operator. We expect the successful bidder would have significant input during the

design stage.

Planning Analysis

The following plans and policies are analyzed in relation to the development proposal:

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014 provides direction on planning decisions that involve matters of

provincial interest. All planning decisions in Ontario must be consistent with the PPS.

Relevant sections of the PPS and a planning analysis of each are outlined below:

1.1.3.2 Land use patterns within settlement areas shall be based on: a) densities and

a mix of land uses which: 1. efficiently use land and resources; 2. are appropriate for,

and efficiently use, the infrastructure and public service facilities which are planned

or available, and avoid the need for their unjustified and/or uneconomical

expansion; 3. minimize negative impacts to air quality and climate
promote energy efficiency; 4. support active transportation; 5.

change, and
are transit-

supportive, where transit is planned, exists or may be developed; and 6. are freight-

supportive; and b) a range of uses and opportunities for intensification and

redevelopment in accordance with the criteria in policy 1.1.3.3, where this can be

accommodated.

1.1.3.3 Planning authorities shall identify appropriate locations and promote

opportunities for intensification and redevelopment where this can be

accommodated taking into account existing building stock or areas, including

brownfield sites, and the availability of suitable existing or planned infrastructure

and public service facilities required to accommodate projected needs.

Intensification and redevelopment shall be directed in accordance with the policies

of Section 2: Wise Use and Management of Resources and Section 3: Protecting

Public Health and Safety.

1.1.3.4 Appropriate development standards should be promoted which facilitate

intensification, redevelopment and compact form, while avoiding or mitigating risks

to public health and safety.

1.1.3.5 Planning authorities shall establish and implement minimum targets for

intensification and redevelopment within built-up areas, based on local conditions.

However, where provincial targets are established through provincial plans, the

provincial target shall represent the minimum target for affected areas.

Sierra Construction
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The proposed development would provide a range of housing options for seniors and families within the Town of
St. Marys. The site is appropriate for intensification and redevelopment as it is located close to downtown, on full
municipal services, and would support active transportation. The apartments will provide for housing within
existing municipal boundaries, preventing residential pressure to sprawl into surrounding farmland. The proposal
would also have compact form and be new energy efficient buildings, resulting in low per unit carbon footprints.

Town of St. Marys Official Plan 1987 (October 1, 2007 Consolidation)

The Town of St. Marys Official Plan (“Official Plan”) provides policy directions for the County. Planning decisions
are required to conform to the Official Plan.

The subject lands are entirely designated “Residential” on Schedule A (Land Use Designation).
Relevant policies of the Official Plan and a planning analysis are provided below:

7.17.4 In considering an amendment to the Official Plan and/or implementing Zoning
By-laws, Council shall give due consideration to the policies of this Plan as well as the
following criteria: a) the need for the proposed use; b) the extent to which the
existing areas in the proposed designation or categories are developed and the
nature and adequacy of such existing development in order to determine whether
the proposed use is premature; c) the compatibility of the proposed use with
conforming uses in adjoining areas; d) the effect of such proposed use on the
surrounding area in respect to the minimizing of any possible depreciating or
deteriorating effect upon adjoining properties; e) the potential effects of the
proposed use on the financial position of the Town; f) the potential suitability of the
land for such proposed use in terms of environmental considerations; g) the location
of the area under consideration with respect to the adequacy of the existing and
proposed road system in relation to the development of such proposed areas and
the convenience and accessibility of the site for vehicular and pedestrian traffic and
the traffic safety and parking in relation thereto; h) the adequacy and availability of
municipal services and utilities; and i) the adequacy of parks and educational
facilities and the location of these facilities. If it is necessary for Council to request
information relating to any or all of the foregoing criteria from the applicant, the
proposal will not be considered or proceeded with before this requested information
is provided in full by the applicant, and/or if special consulting reports are required
they shall be at the cost of the applicant.

a + b) The need for the proposed senior’s development has been identified through a
market study prepared by CBRE. This study identified that the current seniors housing
in St. Marys is not sufficient to meet current and expected demand. For more
information on the need for seniors housing, please refer to the discussion of Section
3.1.2.12 of the Official Plan below.

c) The proposed development would be a mid-rise residential senior’'s complex
located within an established low-rise residential neighbourhood. Arthur Meighen
Manor would be compatible with the surrounding neighbourhood for the following
reasons:

Sierra Construction Page 10
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e Both are residential uses, requiring similar municipal amenities and services
and producing similar impacts in terms of land use.

e The site is bordered by two roads and a trail system. Wellington Street will
be widened for a separate development, making this corridor an
appropriate location for mid-rise development.

e The proposal is similar in height to the previous school that was located on
the same site.

e The streetscape will be protected from the requested increase in height as
the proposed height is along a 45 degree plane from Water and Wellington
Streets.

e There will be no shadowing impacts on neighbours.

e The increase in density will be dramatically reduced by the seniors use —
although the requested density is 155 UPH, many of the units in Arthur
Meighan Manor will be home to only one resident who will not drive. This
low Persons per Unit (PPU) ratio and the nature of a senior’s residence will
ensure nuisance issues like noise and traffic will be in line with the former
school and compatible with the low density residential neighbourhood that
surrounds it.

e There will be no adverse traffic impacts, and many residents aren’t expected
to drive.

e The development will be architecturally sensitive to the aesthetic of the
Town and will be professionally landscaped. Stone will be used on the
ground floor to minimize the perceived mass of the structure (see photo on
page 6 for an example).

e Mature trees will be retained whenever possible.

d) No negative impacts on surrounding properties are expected. As mentioned
previously, there will be no shadowing impacts on neighbours. Being a senior’s
complex, nuisance that may be expected from a higher density development will be
dramatically reduced.

e) The proposal will positively impact the financial position of the Town as it will
increase the tax base and attract more people to the downtown core (residents and
visitors of Arthur Meighan Manor). The project will also provide temporary
employment during construction and permanent jobs upon completion. The site is
fully municipally serviced.

f) A Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environmental Assessment have been conducted and no
environmental concerns were noted. The UTRCA setback from the ravine to the north
has been met.

g) The property is bordered by Wellington Street to the east and Water Street North
to the west. Wellington Street is proposed to be widened to accommodate a
previously approved development in the greenfield lands to the north of this site. All
loading and vehicular traffic is directed to Wellington Street, with the exception of
garbage pickup off Water Street. All parking is to be accommodated on site, and a
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private shuttle service will transport Arthur Meighan Manor residents to locations of
interest around St. Marys (downtown, the senior’s centre, health services, etc.).

h) As noted, the site will be municipally serviced. Town staff have identified adequate
capacity to service this development.

i) The site is located adjacent to the Grand Trunk Trail, which is a paved, lit, level trail
system appropriate for seniors who may have mobility concerns. The Milt Dunnell
Park Lawn Bowling Club are to the south-west of the site and provide an additional
opportunity for future residents of Arthur Meighan Manor to enjoy a municipal park.

3.1.1.6 To promote housing for Senior Citizens; the handicapped and low income
families.

This development will provide 202 senior’s rental units in St Marys. These will be a
mix of senior’s apartments and senior’s assisted living units. This development will
feature significant amenities for the senior resident population.

3.1.1.7 To encourage and promote additional housing through intensification and
redevelopment.

The proposal will both intensify and redevelop the site, providing an opportunity for
the Town to accommodate population growth within current boundaries. This will
encourage the protection of surrounding farmland and allow for efficient use of
municipal infrastructure.

3.1.1.8 To encourage a diversification and inter mixing of different housing types and
forms.

The proposed development will greatly increase housing options within the Town
through the addition of approximately 126 senior’s assisted living units and 76
senior’s apartment units. The proposal is located in an established residential
neighbourhood and its construction would allow for inter-mixing of low and medium
density residential housing types.

3.1.2.3 Residential infilling type development is generally permitted throughout the
“Residential” designation where such development is in keeping with the attributes
of the neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and spatial
separation. When evaluating the attributes of the neighbourhood, regard shall be
given to the lot fabric (i.e., area, frontage, and depth), and built form (i.e., setbacks,
massing, scale, and height). In cases where one or more of the existing zone
provisions are not met, an amendment or a minor variance to the zone provisions
may be considered to permit the proposed development provided that the spirit of
this Section is maintained.

As the former school was deemed compatible with the surrounding neighbourhood
when it was constructed, the proposed residential infill will be compatible in the same
way. The lot fabric of the neighbourhood will remain identical to the lot fabric that
existed when the former Arthur Meighen Public School was in operation. The height
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of the proposed senior’s complex is comparable to the former school, and will meet a
45 degree plane from property lines, with the exception of the south property line,
where the former school also failed to meet the 45 degree plane. The senior’s
complex will be larger in scale than the former school, but the variances in building
height and the retained mature trees will help to reduce this impact. The lot coverage
of the development is proposed to be 35%, which is identical to the lot coverage of
the surrounding R2 neighbourhood’s maximum lot coverage. Similarly, both the R6
and R2 zones require 30% landscaped open space.

3.1.2.4 Council will favour residential intensification and redevelopment over new
green land residential development as a means of providing affordability and
efficiencies in infrastructure and public services.

The site is a redevelopment within municipal boundaries, is fully serviced by existing
municipal infrastructure, and would result in the intensification of a vacant site on a
collector road (Wellington). As Wellington Road is to be widened, it becomes a more
appropriate location for mid-rise development. The site is in close proximity to the
Grand Trunk Trail and the Milt Dunnell Park and can make use of existing
recreational infrastructure. The proposal will reduce residential sprawl into
surrounding farmland. Through the efficient use of existing infrastructure and public
services, this development will be affordable to service.

3.1.3.8 Proponents of townhouse and apartment developments are encouraged to
provide on-site recreational facilities in keeping with the proposed development.

The proposed apartments would include recreational facilities within each of the
buildings to service residents. These facilities are expected to include a gym, hair
salon, games room, and theatre room, in addition to a dining hall for residents.
Outdoor amenities include a patio overlooking the ravine to the north, resident
gardens, a barbeque area, and other similar amenities.

3.1.2.12 Council intends to monitor the need and demand for various types of
housing, including the need for additional senior citizen facilities and those with
special needs through bi-annual review of relevant statistical information related to
demographics, building permits and types of dwellings constructed.

As part of the research behind this proposal, a CBRE Market analysis was
commissioned. This study examined St. Marys and the surrounding area
(approximately a 12 km radius, together referred to as the Project Market Area) and
conducted a demand supply ratio analysis. This analysis revealed that there will be a
76.4% increase in demand for senior’s apartments over the next 10 years, and a
61.5% increase in demand for assisted living units in the next 10 years. The
population of 75-85 year olds in the Project Market Area is projected to grow by 62%
over the next decade, which is significantly higher than the projected growth of this
age cohort in Ontario and Canada. This study clearly demonstrates that additional
senior citizen facilities will be required in St. Marys to meet the upcoming demand.
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The proposal will provide housing and employment for residents of St. Marys.
Approximately 20 full time staff will be required to provide for senior residents during
the largest shift around dinner, with an additional 10 full time staff positions created
for alternate shifts. Additional jobs would be created through indirect spinoffs from
this development.

3.1.3.13 If sufficient demand is demonstrated, Council may endeavour to encourage
the provision of senior citizen and assisted family housing through participation in
various programs of the senior governments. Council, seeking to provide a balanced
mix of housing types, has established targets of 60% lower density single-detached
dwellings, 20% medium density attached dwellings and 20% higher density
dwellings. These targets are holistic to the Town and it is not Council’s intention that
every development will meet these objectives.

This proposal would be part of the 20% of residential units directed to higher density
residential.

The development proposal conforms to the Town of St. Marys Official Plan with the exception of the height and
density limitations in Policies 3.1.2.5 and 3.1.2.7. A site-specific Official Plan Amendment is requested for these
provisions:

3.1.2.5 When reviewing development or redevelopment proposals, Council shall
consider following density targets: a) Single-detached dwellings 10-15 units per
hectare; b) Semi-detached, duplex dwellings 15-25 units per hectare; c) Townhouse
dwellings 25-40 units per hectare; d) Low rise apartments 40-75 units per hectare.
Council may moderately increase or decrease these densities dependent upon
specific site circumstances, provision of on-site amenities, and capabilities of
municipal servicing systems to accommodate any increase. Council will favour those
developments with a mixture of lower and higher densities of development over
those consisting of only low densities of development.

Due to the nature of a senior’s development, the higher density will not equal a high
impact on the surrounding neighbourhood. This can be demonstrated by examining
existing densities in the Town of St. Marys. In terms of density, the proposed 155
units per hectare (UPH) would not be the more dense development in the Town. The
Kingsway Lodge and Mattiussi Apartments have a density of 170 UPH, the Trillium
Apartments have a density of 149.3 UPH, and many other developments have a
density higher than the maximum permitted 75 UPH (Knox Apartments, Jones St.
Apartments, and the Cain Street Apartments).This demonstrates that the Town has
incorporated similar densities before, and shows that the senior citizen use has
reduced impacts (the Kingsway Lodge, a senior’s home, has 108 units and a density of
170 UPH). The reduced impact of high density senior’s developments is because they
have a low Persons per Unit (PPU), with many units having only one resident. This is
drastically different from a traditional apartment, which may have a density of 155
UPH but have families with 2-5 people in each unit.

The proposal put forth is an age-in-place development aimed at the 75-year-old plus
market. The proposal is driven by the findings of a project feasibility assessment
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prepared by CBRE for 1934733 Ontario Inc. This development format combines
independent senior’s apartments and assisted living units within one development. A
preferred split is approximately 40% senior’s apartments and 60% assisted living
units. The proponents of 1934733 Ontario Inc. have significant experience in the
development of Assisted Living facilities and a minimum of 100 assisted living units
are required to develop an economically sustainable model. In the preferred layout,
the Seniors Apartments would enjoy completely independent living but be connected
and able to receive supportive assistance as individual circumstances change without
the need to move off site. This “flexibility” represents a popular life-style choice
among seniors. The CBRE report concluded that the project should be built in two
phases to synchronize with the regional demographic analysis. The first phase would
include the high quality on-site amenities for residents. The addition of a second
phase would take place a few years after the occupation of the first, and would allow
the development to meet the demand for senior’s residential units anticipated by the
CBRE report. The second phase is also necessary to assist in the construction and
operating costs of the amenities provided in the first phase.

The proposed age-in-place development is low impact to the community. The units
are relatively small compared to traditional dwelling units that house families,
resulting in much lower on-site demands than would typically accompany a non-
senior use of comparable density. Parking and traffic resulting from the proposal will
also be much lower than a traditional apartment with comparable density, as many
residents will not have cars.

This development will create approximately 30 full time jobs to as well as other
indirect employment via operational subcontractors. The proposal would not be
considered a low rise apartment in the local context. This development would require
an amendment to the provisions that would provide for a mid-rise apartment with a
density of 155 units per hectare. The assisted units would be approximately 600
square feet and the senior’s apartments would range in size from 700 — 1,200 square
feet.

3.1.2.7 In reviewing proposals for residential development with a net density of
more than 18 units per hectare, Council shall consider the impact on municipal
capacity, hard services and utilities including sanitary sewer, municipal water supply,
storm drainage, service utilities and roadways. Council shall take the following into
account prior to enacting an amendment to the Zoning By-law: a) That the
development will not involve a building in excess of three full stories above average
finished grade and designed to be in keeping with the general character of the area;
b) That the physical condition of land proposed for development will not present a
hazard to buildings structures and residents; c) That the net density of development
shall not exceed 75 units per hectare; d) That the development is serviced by
municipal water supply and sewage disposal facilities and that the design capacity of
these services can accommodate such development; e) That the proposed
development is within 100 metres of an arterial or collector road as defined in
Schedule “B” of this Plan; and f) That sufficient on-site parking is provided and
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adequate buffering, screening or separation distance is provided to protect adjacent
areas of lower density housing.

The proposal would require an amendment to this policy. A height increase to 5
storeys would be required, as well of a net density of 155 units per hectare. This
increase in height and density is required in order to make the project economically
feasible while considering the demands for quality by owners and residents. With
excellent architectural design, the impact on the surrounding low density residential
neighbourhood will be minimized.

The main floor of the proposed development is approximately one full storey below
that of the school. Small retaining walls would be used at the south portion of the site
to bring the first floor below the finished grade of the residential neighbours to the
south. These retaining walls, planting, and facade treatments would have a positive
visual impact on the community.

The former Arthur Meighan Public School had a maximum height above grade of over
11.5 metres (38 feet). The nearby Holy Name of Mary Church has a maximum height
of 38.1 metres (125 feet) to the top of the steeple, and is 16.7 metres (55 feet) high
from grade to the top of the main roof. As seen in the architect’s elevation drawing,
the proposal is lower than the Holy Name of Mary Church roof and is approximately
in line with the former school roof. Due to the sloping nature of the land, the
technical proposed building height is 18 metres (59 feet). The height of the proposed
development would be well below the height of the larger trees on both Water and
Wellington Streets.

The apartments would not be a hazard to surrounding buildings or residents, would
be serviced by existing municipal services, and are within 100 metres of a Collector
road (Wellington). Parking will be provided on site through a combination of surface
and covered spaces.

The increase in height and density are required to create a redevelopment that is economically sustainable and
includes the high quality on-site residential amenities that are expected by our clients. Through architectural
design and landscaping, the proposed apartments will be integrated into the surrounding low density residential
neighbourhood. The site is located close to downtown, is on a collector road (Wellington), has full municipal
services, and would provide a range of housing types for seniors. As an assisted living facility, jobs would be
created, and the Town would receive additional benefits through increased property taxes and increased
commercial spending downtown.

The height on the south side of the apartment in phase two will be mitigated through the use of a retaining wall
that will bring the first floor below the finished grade of the southern property neighbours. This will visually lower
the height for residential neighbours south of the site.
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Town of St. Marys Zoning By-law Z1-1997 (January 15, 2015 Consolidation)

The Town of St. Marys zoning by-law (Z1-1997) sets out detailed land use permissions and standards.

The site is zoned Residential Development (RD) in accordance with the previous school site. As part of this
proposal, a zoning amendment to rezone the lands to the Residential Six (R6) zone is requested, as well as site-
specific exceptions regarding the following provisions:

13.2.1 Lot Area, Minimum 550 square metres for the first dwelling unit plus 90
square metres for each additional dwelling unit.

As many of the units in this development would be small seniors assisted living units,
it is requested that the 90 square metres per additional dwelling unit be reduced to
60 square metres.

13.2.4 Front Yard Minimum of 7.5 metres

Due in part to the road widening requested by the Town, a reduced front yard of 3.0
metres is requested. This reflects the distance from the eastern building line to the
road widening allowance.

13.2.7 Rear Yard Minimum of 10.5 metres

In order to accommodate the massing of the proposed development, a reduced rear
yard setback of 9.0 metres is requested.

13.2.8 Building Height, Maximum 13.5 metres

In order to facilitate the construction of the proposed development, a maximum
height of 18 metres is requested. This height increase will allow the development to
be economically sustainable, as it will provide for the density necessary to support a
senior’s development of this caliber.

13.2.9 Number of Stories, Maximum 3
An increase in the maximum amount of storeys from 3 to 5 is requested.

Site-specific request for the front lot line to be the property line along Wellington
Street and the rear lot line to be the property line along Water Street.

This by-law definition is the most practical application of the lot lines for this site, and
provides clarity when interpreting the zoning by-law.

A continuum-of-care facility (which includes senior’s apartments), home for the aged dwellings, nursing home
dwellings, and senior citizen dwellings are permitted uses within the Residential Six zone, and all other provisions
of the zoning by-law will be met.

In discussion with staff, a site-specific parking rate has been determined to be appropriate for this development.
Staff arrived at this rate after studying parking requirements for comparable developments in Ontario. Access to
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public transit was accounted for in this study. Parking would be both covered and surface and would
accommodate residents, visitors, and staff.

Staff-determined Parking Ratio:
Senior’s Apartment Units =1.25 spaces / unit
Assisted Living Units = 0.3 spaces / unit

The proposed senior’s apartment unit ratio is the same as the comprehensive zoning by-laws
parking ratio for standard apartments. The proposed assisted living unit rate has been arrived at via
a staff study, and includes staff for the assisted living residents.

Using this calculation, 133 parking spaces are required (1.25 x 76 = 95 spaces for senior’s
apartments. 0.3 x 126 = 38 spaces for assisted living units).

167 parking spaces are proposed, with 112 in Phase 1 and 55 in Phase 2. 62 of these spaces would
be surface parking, and 105 would be covered parking.

Upper Thames River Conservation Authority

The north portion of the property is within the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority’s (UTRCA) Regulation
Limit. The UTRCA has confirmed that they are satisfied with a 15 metre setback from the northern property line.

Conclusion

This revised proposal would add approximately 202 seniors units to the Town of St. Marys, of which approximately
76 would be senior’s apartments and approximately 126 would be seniors assisted living units. The proposal would
allow more local seniors to age-in-place in St. Mary’s by fulfilling the Town’s need for additional senior’s housing. It
would also create employment, increase the Town’s tax base, add shoppers downtown, and would allow for
growth in population while utilizing existing municipal infrastructure.

In response to resident concerns, the proposal has reduced height and has been reconfigured to reduce massing,
reduce shadowing, increase privacy, and increase pedestrian safety.

A zoning by-law amendment and Official Plan amendment are requested to facilitate this proposal. The requested
zoning amendment would rezone the lands to Residential Six (R6) with an exception to permit additional height,
density, lot coverage, and reduced front and rear yard setbacks. The Residential Six zone limits permitted uses to
senior’s residences. In addition, an Official Plan amendment is requested to permit an increase in height from
three to five storeys and an increase in density to 155 units per hectare.

The utmost care and attention will be paid to compatibility with the surrounding residential neighbourhood, and
landscaping and architectural techniques will be used to reduce the visual impact of the development on
surrounding land owners.

The proposed development will be subject to site plan control and will connect to existing municipal services. No
natural heritage, water, agricultural, mineral, cultural heritage, archaeological significance, natural or human made
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hazards are present on the site. A Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environmental Assessment have been conducted and no

environmental concerns were noted.

The proposed amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) and the requested
amendments conform with the intent of the Official Plan by directing residential development to an infill site on

full municipal services.

Sierra Construction Page 19



ATTACHMENT 6

151 Water Street Planning Justification Report

Zoning Request Summary
Zone: Residential Development (RD) - Residential Six Special (R6*)
Special Provisions:

13.2.1 Lot Area, Minimum

550.0 square metres for the first dwelling unit plus 60 square metres for each additional dwelling

unit
13.2.4 Front Yard, Minimum
F5-metres
3 metres from road widening
13.2.7 Rear Yard, Minimum
10-5-metres
9 metres
13.2.8 Building Height, Maximum
13-5-metres
18 metres
13.2.9 Number of storeys, Maximum

3

For this property, the front lot line is deemed to be along Wellington Street North. The rear lot line is deemed to be
along Water Street North.

Sierra Construction Page 20



ATTACHMENT 6

151 Water Street Planning Justification Report

Official Plan Request Summary

Designation: Residential - Residential with a Site Specific Exception
Special Provisions:

The proposed development is not in conformity with the maximum density and maximum height provisions in
Section 3.1.2.5 and Section 3.1.2.7.

We request a site specific amendment that will permit a maximum density of 155 units per hectare and a maximum

height of five full storeys above average finished grade.
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Executive Summary

Site Data
Location: Wellington Street

St. Marys, Ontario
Latitude: 43 degrees 15’ 35” North
Longitude: 81 degrees 8 26" West
Time Zone
Time Zone: Eastern
Standard Time: GMT -5 hours
Daylight Time: GMT -4 hours

Building Height: 19m

Sierra Construction is currently pursuing re-zorforggthe proposed development on Wellington Stire&t.
Marys, Ontario. Philip Agar Architect Inc. has bestgaged to carry out a Shadow Impact Study as
one of the requirements to fulfill for re-zoning

Process

As the Town of St. Marys does not have standardSkadow Impact Studies we have used the City of
Waterloo Shadow Study Criteria. Other shadow sturitgria were considered for this study. The City o
Mississauga Shadow Study Criteria was reviewed.cFiberia from this municipality is considered te for

a more urban environment and would not be apprpfta use for this site. A copy of the City of Wdbo
Shadow Study Criteria has been included for refere®\ 3D model of the area surrounding the siteldeen
created in order to show the affects of the shadowisthe calculations have been included for ratere

The Shadow Impact Study will show the effect of gr@eposed new development on the surrounding
environment during the equinox, shortest and londags of the year in the morning, noon and aftenno

The Development

The current working plan is to develop two aparttienidings in two phases. The first phase is fpraposed
5 storey apartment building with a building areapproximately 21,301 sf, 1,980 sm and a totalgyfla®r
area of 153,260 sf, 14,244 sm. There are 90 addigieg units and 44 seniors apartments proposethie
first phase. A 1 storey amenity building with baseitrin the first phase is proposed. The height@btstorey
apartment building is estimated to be between BAn8" at the north walk out basement and 13.4h943
at the south. The height of the amenity and linikding is estimated to be 7m, 22'.

The second phase of the development is proposedtale a 4 storey apartment building with a buitdarea
of approximately18,075 sf, 1,679 sm and a totasgftoor area of 82,849 sf, 7,697 sm. There a@s3&ted
living units and 32 seniors apartments proposed.

Surface parking and covered parking is also prapésethe development.
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Both apartment buildings are proposed to be inrthrsputh orientation with the phase one 5 storelyling
facing Wellington Street on the east side of theand the phase two 4 storey building facing Wetteret on
the west side of the site. The 1 storey amenitiding is located at the north-west corner of the.sThe
placement of the proposed buildings minimizes the@sw impact on adjacent properties. Properti¢ban
immediate vicinity of the proposed developmentalbear to be single family residential homes.

Observations

Review of the study shows that there is minimaldampact on the surrounding buildings and propsrtlrhe
siting of the new development is such that moshefshadow impact is on public streets. Wellingbtreet
to the east and Water Street to the west. Threre@ane minimal shadow impacts to the adjacentings
and properties. See the attached drawings.

These are within the City of Waterloo Shadow StGdyeria that requires the following principals:

. As a principle, at least 50% or more of any prapeshould not be shaded for more than
two interval times (a four hour equivalency); or,

. As a principle, at least 50% of any property dddae in full sun for at least two interval
times (a four hour equivalency).

March 21

A small shadow is cast on the property at the édWilater Street, 179 Water Street at 10am. It isefss than
the maximum 50% of the property. At 12pm, the newe period, the shadowing ceases on this propatty.
6pm there is a shadow cast across Wellington Sirewto properties on the east side. 155 and 14Biy®n
Street. Another small shadow is cast on the adjgreperty to the south of the proposed developraei¥6
Wellington Street. This is the last time perioddsefdusk. There are no other impacts on adjacepepties.

June 21

A small shadow is cast on the adjacent propertigecsouth of the proposed development at 146 Vigedim
Street at 6pm. This is the last time period bettugk. There are no other impacts on adjacent pieper

September 21

A small shadow is cast on the property at the éMlater Street, 179 Water Street at 10am. It isefes than
the maximum 50% of the property. At 12pm, the rngwe period, the shadowing ceases on this propatty.
6pm there is a shadow cast across Wellington Sirewto properties on the east side. 155 and 14Biy®n
Street. Another small shadow is cast on the adfgmeperty to the south of the proposed developraei¥6
Wellington Street. This is the last time perioddsefdusk. There are no other impacts on adjacepepties.

December 21

The 10am time period a shadow is cast from theqweg development onto the building and propertigeat
end of Water Street, 179 Water Street. The shagpwaches but doesn’t exceed 50% of the propeynall
shadow is cast on the property at the 12pm timegen the south-east corner of the property. Ah2ihe
next time period, the shadowing ceases on thisgotpplhere are no other impacts on adjacent ptieger
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Further, there is no significant impact to any I@smnsitive areas such as parks or schoolyarde as n
shadows are cast on any lands of this nature.
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Shadow L ength Calculations

March 21 GMT-4

ATTACHMENT 7

Time Sun Altitude Azimuth Shadow Length | Shadow Length
Factor

8:00am 5.31 94.45 10.77 172.26m
9:00am 16.07 105.10 3.47 55.53m
10:00am 26.28 116.92 2.03 32.41m
11:00am 35.36 130.86 141 22.55m
12:00noon 42.50 147.88 1.09 17.46m
1:00pm, 13:00 46.63 168.19 0.94 15.12m
2:00pm, 14:00 46.80 190.15 0.94 15.02m
3:00pm, 15:00 42.99 210.70 1.07 17.17m
4:00pm, 16:00 36.06 228.01 1.37 21.98m
5:00pm, 17:00 27.11 242.18 1.95 31.26m
6:00pm, 18:00 16.99 254.15 3.27 52.38m
7:00pm, 19:00 6.27 264.89 9.11 145.70m




June21 GMT-4

ATTACHMENT 7

Time Sun Altitude Azimuth Shadow Length | Shadow Length
Factor
6:00am 1.44 58.47 39.79 636.67m
7:00am 11.19 68.23 5.05 80.85m
8:00am 21.62 77.60 2.52 40.36m
9:00am 32.44 87.17 1.57 25.18m
10:00am 43.33 97.85 1.06 16.96m
11:00am 53.90 111.28 0.73 11.67m
12:00noon 63.28 130.84 0.50 8.06m
1:00pm, 13:00 69.42 162.09 0.38 6.01m
2:00pm, 14:00 69.06 201.56 0.38 6.12m
3:00pm, 15:00 62.46 231.49 0.52 8.34m
4:00pm, 16:00 52.90 250.22 0.76 12.10m
5:00pm, 17:00 42.28 263.28 1.10 17.60m
6:00pm, 18:00 31.37 273.80 1.64 26.24m
7:00pm, 19:00 20.58 283.31 2.66 42.60m
8:00pm, 20:00 10.21 292.69 5.55 88.86m
9:00pm, 21:00 0.54 302.52 107.09 1,713.35m




September 21 GMT-4

ATTACHMENT 7

Time Sun Altitude Azimuth Shadow Length | Shadow Length
Factor

8:00am 7.96 96.81 7.15 114.46m
9:00am 18.61 107.68 2.97 47.51m
10:00am 28.59 119.94 1.84 29.36m
11:00am 37.28 134.55 1.31 21.02m
12:00noon 43.78 152.40 1.04 16.69m
1:00pm, 13:00 47.00 173.34 0.93 14.92m
2:00pm, 14:00 46.17 195.21 0.96 15.36m
3:00pm, 15:00 41.49 215.04 1.13 18.09m
4:00pm, 16:00 33.98 231.51 1.48 23.74m
5:00pm, 17:00 24.67 245.04 2.18 34.84m
6:00pm, 18:00 14.35 256.62 3.91 62.56m
7:00pm, 19:00 3.53 267.16 16.20 259.21m

December 21 (adjusted for daylight savingstime) GMT-5

Time Sun Altitude Azimuth Shadow Length | Shadow Length
Factor
8:00am 0.03 123.16 1,805.01 28,876.92m
9:00am 8.57 133.98 6.64 106.19m
10:00am 15.59 146.08 3.58 57.36m
11:00am 20.58 159.56 2.66 42.61m
12:00noon 23.07 174.14 2.35 37.56m
1:00pm, 13:00 22.76 189.07 2.38 38.13m
2:00pm, 14:00 19.70 203.46 2.79 44.69m
3:00pm, 15:00 14.22 216.65 3.94 63.12m
4:00pm, 16:00 6.84 228.46 8.34 133.47m




ATTACHMENT 7

K: sHADOW STUDY CRITERIA

To evaluate the impact of intensification, the City of Waterloo may require a Shadow Study to
illustrate the shadow impact the proposed development has on the site and surrounding
properties with emphasis on residential uses, outdoor amenity spaces and park spaces, and to
provide recommendations to reduce shadowing based on City criteria. At the discretion of the
City, a Shadow Study may be required for development over 6 storeys (18m) height. The
Shadow Study requirement will be identified through the pre-consultation process for the
following types of applications:

« Official Plan applications
« Zone Change applications
+« Site Plan applications

= Minor Variance applications

Ideal times to measure the impact of sun and shadow occur during the equinox, the beginning
of spring and fall (around March 21 and September 21) and the summer solstice, the beginning
of summer in the northern hemisphere. During the equinox, the sun shines directly on the
equator and the length of day and night are nearly equal in all parts of the world. Another
important time to consider is during the summer, a time when people generally use their
amenity space or public space the most. Based on this, the City of Waterloo shall require
shadow tests for the following dates and times:

Date(s) Times
« Spring shadows, March 21 {(equinox): 10am, 12 pm, 2 pm, 4 pm, 6 pm
« Summer shadows, June 21 (solstice). 10am, 12 pm, 2 pm, 4 pm, 6 pm
= Autumn shadows, September 21 (equinox): 10am, 12 pm, 2 pm, 4 pm, 6 pm
= Winter shadows, December 21 (solstice) 10am, 12 pm, 2 pm

These times allow for measuring of hours of sunlight intervals. Additional times may be
requested to respond to specific site conditions and shading concerns. The level of impact is
measured by the time of shadow, or duration. To be considered compatible, a Shadow Study
must demonstrate:

= As a principle, at least 50% or more of any property should not be shaded for more than
two interval times (a four hour equivalency); or,

« As a principle, at least 50% of any property should be in full sun for at least two interval
times (a four hour equivalency).

These criteria are similar to other municipal shadow study requirements in the Province. The
study should include a summary letter describing how the proposed development meets
minimum shadow criteria. If the proposal does not meet the general Shadow Study criteria, the
Shadow Study must identify other massing options that would meet the intent of shadow criteria.

The study model is to include the site (highlighted on the plan), as well as, surrounding streets,
blocks, parks and all buildings located within the shadow impact boundary during the requested
times. Where possible, the model should include other approved but not built buildings within
the model area. The City of Waterloo will provide this information. The shadow model is to be
plotted in colour to a standard metric scale.

City of Waterloo Urban Design Manual " 156



ATTACHMENT 8

FW Water Street access

From: Brent Kittmer

Sent: August 15, 2016 8:04 AM

To: Grant Brouwer

Cc: Susan Luckhardt

Subject: FW: Water Street access
Grant/Susan,

I know that there isn't a planning file open yet, however here are some comments
about the future
development at the Arthur Meighen site.

Perhaps we could share these with the developer in the pre-consult.

Brent

Brent Kittmer, P.Eng., MPA
CAO/Clerk

Town of St. Marys

T: 519-284-2340 x 216

----- Original Message-----

From: JUDY GREASON [mailto:proudmom2@sympatico.ca]

Sent: August 12, 2016 5:27 PM

To: Al Strathdee <astrathdee@town.stmarys.on.ca>; Brent Kittmer
<bkittmer@town.stmarys.on.ca>

Cc: anyeskb@gmail.com

Subject: Water Street access

Hi Al:

Jim and I were hoping to put our two cents in to the Arthur Meighen property.
Because, we understand there is not a zoning application or a future property
proposal on file??? Our

concern is the Water Street, Emily Street, Widder Street "fork"! Already this is
an accident waiting to

happen not only for motor vehicles but, skate boarders who frequently use the hills
to go down Water

Street. With the old Hooper site's potential development Emily and Water will have
to have a stop light

installed in order to make it safe!

What we are asking is, when the contractor presents plans for building, could the
Town request the

North West entrance onto Water Street be eliminated, still allowing the Wellington,
Eagan Ave for

entrance and exits?

Page 1



ATTACHMENT 8

FW Water Street access
Please consider our request.
Sincerely
Jim and Judy Greason.

Page 2



ATTACHMENT 8

Council of the Town of St. Marys October 25, 2016

Re: Official Plan Amendment and Proposed Zoning Bylaw
For: 151 Water St. N. St. Marys, ON

Your Honour & Council Members
The proposed request to change the current designation should not be approved.

Reasons to Refuse

1- The current Plan and Zoning were given a lot of careful consideration to ensure the best
interests of the Town.

2- The proposed site is at the top of a “hill” with two very steep streets from it to downtown.
Tenants will find it difficult to walk up and down, especially those who have physical problems
or need wheelchairs, walkers etc. Both Wellington 5t. N and Water 5t. N often are treacherous
in the winter.

3- Recreational facilities for seniors are far acrass town, not within easy walking distance.

4- Tenants from out of town will not have any local doctors. The Wellness Centre says there are no
doctors taking new patients.

5- The only Public Transportation at Via Rail is costly and infrequent.

6- Is the Fire Department able to fight a fire in a five storey building inhabited by Seniors and
Physically Challenged people?

7- The water supply is already low. |s there enough to supply upwards of three or four hundred
mare people? The infrastructure would have to be improved for water and sewer.

8- The apartment building would stand out like a sore thumb in the neighbourhood made of
houses dating back as far as 1850.

9- Pedestrian traffic would be greatly increased, requiring a new sidewalk from Emily to Wellington
St. and reconstruction of a sidewalk and ramp along East side of Emily. A new sidewalk would
also have to be made along Egan 5t. to Church 5t. Crosswalks with lights should be made.

10- Vehicle traffic would increase by more than 300 vehicles per day and interfere with people
attending functions at the Churches, and going to Holy Name School which already has
increased traffic because of the new day care.

11- Across the street there is a large area containing toxic waste from old industries.

12- There is a serious air pollution problem smoke and dust makes it unbearable to go outside or

open windows. Ash sometimes covers cars and residents are paid by 5t. Marys Cement to have
their cars washed.

This development is neither good for the Town, the neighborhood or potential tenants.

Submitted by:

Ralph & Patricia Hopper
138 Wellington St. N

St. Marys ON N4X 1C2
519-284-1406




ATTACHMENT 8

Susan Luclshardt

Subject: FW: Amendments to the Town of St. Marys Official Plan

From: Henry Monteith [mailto:hmonteith@hotmail.com]
Sent: November 01, 2016 6:48 PM

To: Mark Swallow

Subject: Amendments to the Town of St. Marys Official Plan

Hi Mark: | have reflected further on this OPA application, and T would like to bring up a couple of
points for you to consider.

‘The current OP was consolidated on Oct 1, 2007, and all previous OPA’s have been incorporated into
that document.

‘There have been 6 OPA’s since that time, and [ have reviewed each one. Each one without exception
dealt with the matter of “use”, and the amendments to the OPA required changes to Section 3.1.3
(Residential Exceptions), Section 3.2, (Central Commercial), Section 3.3 (Highway Commercial), and
Schedule A (Land Use Concept Plan).

The proposed application is the first OPA application to involve required changes to Section 3.1.2, the
Residential Policies Section of the OP.

In my mind, the Residential Policies outlined in Section 3.1.2 are the backbone for considering any
development in 5t. Marys, and as such, should be applied fairly, evenly and equally on all properties
within the Town. Over time they may require changing, but such changes should apply to all propertiecs
in St. Marys. Changes should not be applicable to just certain sites, and not others. Such site specific
changes would confer a special benefit, or advantage, to one specific site, but not to others. [ don’t think
that’s the essence of an OPA.

There is one other disturbing possibility if an OPA allows for a change in a Policy Section as this one
does.

If this OPA is approved, it then becomes almost a sure thing that after completing the five year review
process, Council will be compelled to pass the same Policy changes for all St. Marys. regardless what
comes out of the review process.

It is inconceivable that Council would refuse these changes to the specific Policy sections after the
review process, when they are in effect for one specific site already. If it did, it would create an

unbalanced and unfair situation, and raise a lot of suspicion as to why Council allowed this to happen.

In my mind, approving an OPA that requires a change to the Policy Sections as this one does, effectively
prejudices the whole five year review process.

In my mind, the appropriate municipal action is to withhold support for this application, and deal with
the requested changes through the five year review process.

Regards, Henry



ATTACHMENT 8

Susan Luckhardt

Subject: FW: 151 Water Street North

From: chris young [mailto:cecyoung8@hotmail.com)]
Sent: Friday, November 4, 2016 10:12 AM

To: Susan Luckhardt <sluckhardt@town.stmarys.on.ca=
Subject: 151 Water Street North

November 4,
2016

To the Mayor and the Council of the Corporation of the Town of 5t. Marys,

We are writing to you in arder to have our voices recorded in opposition to the proposed Official Plan Amendment and
Zoning By-law Amendment for 151 Water Street North, St Marys, Ontario.

This Town Council has an exciting vision for 5t. Marys that keeps our beautiful architecture and scenic natural beauty in
harmony. If we allow a five storey complex to be developed at that location, we risk losing this harmony which is one of
the key elements that attracts visitors and newcomers to our town.

Keeping to the current Official Plan guideline of limiting building heights to three storeys (13.5 metres) makes good
sense.

First, three storey buildings nestle in nicely amongst the trees. Five storey buildings will interfere with our awesome
townscape of church steeples, old towers, mature trees and historical homes and businesses. A five storey complex at
151 Water Street North will stand above the trees and stick out like a sore thumb...or a wart. We do not believe that the
site grade can be lowered and levelled to the point where a five storey development will be in harmony with its

surroundings. We would not want to be one of the next door neighbours who would have people looking down on
them as they relax in their backyards.

Second, much money and effort has been invested in developing our trail system where people can go to walk, run, bike,
connect with nature and find a place of peace. Having a five storey building with its multitude of people and cars, noise
and massive visual impact on the scenery will reduce the joy that is found on that trail. Protecting our quiet, natural
areas should continue to be a priority.

We conclude by encouraging you to be like the people of Sanibel Island in Florida who have maintained their three
storey (45 feet) building height limit in spite of pressure from developers. Their vision is intact, attracting visitors and
newcomers who choose to spend their money and their time in a place that is not spoiled by overdevelopment. Please
vote wisely to keep the height of our town's architecture in harmony with our scenic beauty. Outside developers should
not have the ability to impose their vision on our town, no matter what kind of inviting language they use to entice us.

Sincerely,

Wayne and Chris Young
178 Widder Street East
St. Marys, Ontario NAX 1A4
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d
From: Paul King <wellingtonheights@rogers.com>
Sent: November 5, 2016 6:45 PM
To: Susan Luckhardt
Cc: Brent Kittmer
Subject: Application to Amend the Official Plan and Zoning By-Law for 151
Water

Street North, St. Marys
Susan,

I am unable to attend the Planning Advisory Committee meeting on Monday evening but
I make the

following written submission regarding the application. Also I wish to be notified
about any future

municipal decisions concerning this application and the development. For this
reason, I have copied

Brent Kittmer on this email.

I am extremely concerned about the application for the proposed development at the

former Arthur

Meighen School property. I have no problem with the proposed use of the property

for a seniors'

residence but the scale of the development is out of all proportion to the single

family residential

properties in the area. This proposed development is in no way in line with the

Town’s Official Plan or

Zoning By-Law requirements. This proposal will not "compliment and blend well into

the community” as

the developer’s planner states but will dominate the neighbourhood not only by the

massing, setbacks

and height but by the resulting traffic. By attempting to jam 153 residential
suites on the property

(more than twice the suites permitted under the Official Plan with a height 4.5

metres higher than

permitted under the Zoning By-Law), the loading area is inappropriately located

with access off Water

Street (a quiet dead-end residential street). I also note that the proposal is to
have a patio

inappropriately located next to the loading and garbage storage areas which
suggests that the details of

this proposed development need to be carefully scrutenized. As submitted, this

development proposal

is on a scale that provides an unacceptable precedent for St. Marys. In my

opinion, the Town should not

approve this application for amendments to the Official Plan and the Zoning By-Law.
If the development

were to be scaled back so as to be in compliance with the requirements of the

Official Plan and the
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d
Zoning By-Law, it would be more appropriate.

Paul R. King

P.0. Box 2704

109 Wellington Street North
St. Marys, Ontario

N4AX 1A4

Page 2



ATTACHMENT 8

Fwd Arthur Meighen development
From: Al Strathdee
Sent: November 5, 2016 10:53 AM

To: Susan Luckhardt

Cc: Brent Kittmer

Subject: Fwd: Arthur Meighen development
Susan

can you please include this in the correspondence.

Thanks
Al

Sent from my Bell Samsung device over Canada's largest network.

-------- Original message --------

From: Marlene Macke <mmacke@execulink.com>

Date: 2016-11-05 9:27 AM (GMT-05:00)

To: Al Strathdee <astrathdee@town.stmarys.on.ca>
Subject: Arthur Meighen development

Let me lodge my objection to amending the zoning to permit a five-story building in
St. Marys. Four points come to

mind: It is unnecessary to housing needs in town. It sets a dangerous precedent
that would allow future

developers to shimmy through or around the current official plan. I also question
that level of density (apparently

another 199 units?) in the North Ward as I'm not confident the current roads and
bridges are adequate to carry

that kind of extra load. That potential level of extra vehicular traffic would also
adversely affect the home owners

who live there now.

Please turn down the developer's requests.

Origin:
http://www.townofstmarys.com/Modules/contact/search.aspx?s=1Gm310Fx27Tbgd6kvoUKGgeQ
uAleQuAl

This email was sent to you by Marlene Macke<mmacke@execulink.com> through
http://www.townofstmarys.com/.
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ATTACHMENT 8

PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COEMTTEE-—?T“__* __
TOWN OF ST. MARYS RJ‘“ ETVE

J

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-Lw ot e s A3 |.
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public Stlmﬂl}

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential low rise apartments from the current target of forty (40) to
seventy-five (75) units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We,
the undersigned, also oppose the requested Zoning By-law Amendment that the current
maximum height of low rise apartments be increased from three (3) storeys totalling a maximum
13.5 metres in height to five (5) storeys with an approximate height of 18 metres. The
application is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St. Marys, but is not in
keeping with the attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and

spatial separation (Official Plan 3.1.2.3). ——
. (Sz.Marys OD)
Signature Name Address — -
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ATTACHMENT 8

PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE, | [ f CEIVE]
TOWN OF ST. MARYS MOV 07 9

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public Schoof).

We, the andersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential low rise apartments from the current target of forty (40) to
seventy-five (75) units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We,
the undersigned, also oppose the requested Zoning By-law Amendment that the current
maximum height of low rise apartments be increased from three (3) storeys totalling a maximum
13.5 metres in height to five (5) storeys with an approximate height of 18 metres. The
application is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St. Marys, but is not in
keeping with the attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type. building form. and
spatial separation (Official Plan 3.1.2.3).
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ATTACHMENT 8

PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE,
TOWN OF ST. MARYS

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five
(75) units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the
undersigned, also oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that
would see the current maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3)
storeys, totalling a maximum 13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate
height of 18 metres. The application is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St.
Marys, but is not in keeping with the attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type,
building form, and spatial separation (Official Plan 3.1.2.3).
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ATTACHMENT 8

PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTE
TOWN OF ST. MARYS

mmmmmm

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public Schooi).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five
(75) units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the
undersigned, also oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that
would see the current maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3)
storeys, totalling a maximum 13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate
height of 18 metres. The application is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St.
Marys, but is not in keeping with the attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type,
building form, and spatial separation (Official Plan 3.1.2.3).
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ATTACHMENT 8

PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTE
TOWN OF ST. MARYS

T s

-

Sabject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former sife of Arthur Meighen Public School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential low rise apartments from the current target of forty (40) to
seventy-five (75) units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We,
the undersigned, also oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that
the current maximum height of low rise apartments be increased from three (3) storeys totalling a
maximum 13.5 metres in height to five (5) storeys with an approximate height of 18 metres. The
application is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St. Marys. but is not in
keeping with the attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and
spatial separation (Official Plan 3.1.2.3). We ask that the Official Plan be respected.
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PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE, |, = |
TOWN OF ST. MARYS e |

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential low rise apartments from the current target of forty (40) to
seventy-five (75) units per hectare, to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We,
the undersigned, also oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that
would see the current maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3)
storeys, totalling a maximum 13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate
height of 18 metres. The application is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St.
Marys, but is not in keeping with the attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type,
building form, and spatial separation (Official Plan 3.1.2.3). We request that the Official Plan and

the Zoning By-Law be respected.
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r? E o h—"“'
PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY C(}I\*IMITTE[
TOWN OF ST. MARYS ! o
e
s

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public
School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five (75)
units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the undersigned, also
oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that would see the current
maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3) storeys, totalling a maximum
13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate height of 18 metres. The application
is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St. Marys, but is not in keeping with the
attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and spatial separation
(Official Plan 3.1.2.3).
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[
PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE
TOWN OF ST. MARYS

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public

School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five (75)
units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the undersigned, also
oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that would see the current
maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3) storeys, totalling a maximum
13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate height of 18 metres. The application
is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St. Marys, but is not in keeping with the
attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and spatial separation
(Official Plan 3.1.2.3).
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ATTACHMENT 8

PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY CO
TOWN OF ST. MARYS

4444444

| Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public
School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five (75)
units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the undersigned, also
oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that would see the current
maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3) storeys, totalling a maximum
13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate height of 18 metres. The application
is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St. Marys, but is not in keeping with the
attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and spatial separation
(Official Plan 3.1.2.3).

Signature Print name Address
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ATTACHMENT 8

PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE; o

TOWN OF ST. MARYS

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public School).

We, the undersigned. oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five
(75) units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the
undersigned, also oppese the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that
would see the current maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3)
storeys, totalling a maximum 13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate
height of 18 metres. The application is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St.
Marys, but is not in keeping with the attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type,
building form, and spatial separation (Official Plan 3.1.2.3).
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/' B

REeCE) h:,"“r“ll—:—-?

PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE,| [0/ {7 5. |
TOWN OF ST. MARYS | JELL

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five
(75) units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the
undersigned, also oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that
would see the current maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3)
storeys, totalling a maximum 13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate
height of 18 metres. The application is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St.
Marys, but is not in keeping with the attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type,
building form, and spatial separation (Official Plan 3.1.2.3).
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ATTACHMENT 8
PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY COMnwaTgE,

] .-
W

TOWN OF ST. MARYS

|
Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendment anJ e%ﬂg By-law: - )
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public
School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five (75)
units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the undersigned, also
oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that would see the current
maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3) storeys, totalling a maximum
13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate height of 18 metres. The application
is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St. Marys, but is not in keeping with the

attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and spatial separation
(Official Plan 3.1.2.3).

Signature Print name Address
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PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISORY DMMITTFE
TOWN OF ST. MARYS RECEIVED

‘ B /

Subject: Application for Approval of an Official Plan Amendmentand # 9@1’!_@_- Byrlaw
Amendment regarding 151 Water Street North (former site of Arthur Meighen Public
School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five (75)
units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the undersigned, also
oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that would see the current
maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3) storeys, totalling a maximum
13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate height of 18 metres. The application
is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St. Marys, but is not in keeping with the

attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and spatial separation
(Official Plan 3.1.2.3).

Signature Print name Address
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ATTACHMENT 8

PETITION TO THE PLANNING ADVISO f SUMMITTRE,
TOWN OF ST. MARYS| HECE[VER 5]

r
Subject: Appllﬂdtlﬂn for Approval of an Official Plan AmeLdment an%nmg By-law

School).

We, the undersigned, oppose the requested Official Plan Amendment allowing for an increase in
the gross density of residential apartments from the current target of forty (40) to seventy-five (75)
units per hectare to one-hundred-and-fifty-three (153) units per hectare. We, the undersigned, also
oppose the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments that would see the current
maximum height of residential buildings be increased from three (3) storeys, totalling a maximum
13.5 metres in height, to five (5) storeys with an approximate height of 18 metres. The application
is not only contrary to the Official Plan of the Town of St. Marys, but is not in keeping with the

attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building type, building form, and spatial separation
(Official Plan 3.1.2.3).
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ATTACHMENT 8

FW View before meeting
From: Brent Kittmer
Sent: November 29, 2016 10:49 AM
To: Grant Brouwer; Mark Swallow
Cc: Susan Luckhardt
Subject: FW: View before meeting
Attachments: Oxford Gardens, 2 rooms to make one suite LFP Money.docx; Globe
Investor.docx MTCO.docx; Suske Capital invests with MTCO Holdings
Inc.docx

Sending on as an FYI.

Brent

Brent Kittmer, P.Eng., MPA
CAO/Clerk

Town of St. Marys

T: 519-284-2340 x 216

From: Al Strathdee

Sent: November 29, 2016 10:23 AM

To: Brent Kittmer <bkittmer@town.stmarys.on.ca>
Subject: Fwd: View before meeting

fyi

Sent from my Bell Samsung device over Canada's largest network.

-------- Original message --------

From: Nicole Taylor <ASureHit@Rogers.com>

Date: 2016-11-29 10:17 AM (GMT-05:00)

To: Al Strathdee <astrathdee@town.stmarys.on.ca>
Subject: FW: View before meeting

Dear Al,

You might be interested in some of the information I have gathered, especially the
link to Solar Panels

photos at Oxford Garden, and Amenities Facilities converted into rental units, and
the refurbishing of

assisted living units into apartments.

As promised I will forward informations to you as I come across it.

Page 1
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FW View before meeting
Regards
Nicole Taylor

From: Nicole Taylor [mailto:ASureHit@Rogers.com]

Sent: November-29-16 10:06 AM

To: 'Anyes Kadowaki Busby'; 'Brian Busby'; 'Henry Monteith'; 'marilyncassels
marilyncassels';

"mcmastersusan@gmail.com’

Cc: 'alexanderbest@yahoo.com'; 'Brenda Bazinet'; 'Gretchen'; 'Judy Greason';
'mailto:proudmom2@sympatico.ca'; 'mailto:douglas.holliday@sympatico.ca’;
'wellingtonheights@rogers.com'; 'megpoel@sympatico.ca’

Subject: View before meeting

Dear friends,
You might like to see the following information before Wednesday meeting.

One is a good view of the solar panels on Oxford Gardens roof. Even if Council
agree on 3 story

buildings another 10 feet will be added to the roof height for solar panels.
(equivalent to another

story) Cliff Zaluski did mention using solar panels when meeting with us at Anyes
and Brian and again at

the Creamery.

See link on Oxford Gardens Solar panels. See all pictures especially #10
http://www.1lfpress.com/money/businessmonday/2010/11/05/15986936.html

My other issue is that the buildings will be on the crest of Wellington and Water
St. adding to the
impression of a Berlin Wall once completed.

Also enclosed are some of the information I gathered on the business profile of the
investors. They set

the site, than flip the properties for profits, the bigger the projects the bigger
their profit margin.

“GREED & SPECULATION” Their previous projects of Oxford Gardens in Woodstock and
Hardwood Place

in Orangeville are prime examples.

Both projects were flip to Chartwell a giant in Seniors Housing. Also note that in
Orangeville, Chartwell

had the developer refurbish some of the amenities facilities to

4 extra suites. (all for more profits) what about the “Seniors Needs”

My other concern is about the use of the buildings if not profitable, or if in a

Page 2
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FW View before meeting
few years the intended
used become redundant. We see this with school closing as the enrolment decline,
as for the aging
population the demand of senior housing will crest in 10 years, what happens when
the demand
decline, or the market is over saturated with Senior Complex, will the buildings be
repurposed? If so will
it go to subside housing, low income housing?

When I asked Cliff that question; he said that it would be uneconomical to consider
turning the senior

Assisted Living Units to apartments. Well that is exactly what they did at Oxford
Gardens. Not so

impossible is it!!! See Above attachment. (2 rooms)

Our neighborhood is 140 to 150 years old, and will still be standing in the
future, what will happen with
this project 20 years from now? SLUMS!!!

Hoping that Town Council use forthcoming judgement, now only looking at a short
term for Tax Base

Revenue, but also the future use of this site and the homogeneity of our
neighborhood. Town Mayor

and Council are elected for a 4 year term, but their decision will remains with us
for generations to

come. Hopefully all of your efforts in opposing this mega project will have an
effect on town Council’s

vote. ( I just hope this doesn’t become another Dresden Factory Blunder voted in by
previous Councils)

Looking forward to your comments at our Wednesday night meeting.

Amicalement
Nicole

Page 3
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Globe Investor

Report on Business

Press release from Marketwire

Chartwell Acquires Three Ontario Properties

Monday, September 14, 2015

Chartwell Acquires Three Ontario Properties
07:45 EDT Monday, September 14, 2015

MISSISSAUGA, ON --(Marketwired - September 14, 2015) - Chartwell Retirement Residences ("Chartwell")
(TSX: CSH.UN) announced today that it acquired three retirement residences for an aggregapurchase
price of $170.7 million from three separate groups of vendors affiliated with MTCO kIdings Inc.
("MTCQ").

The Village of Oxford Gardens is located in Woodstock and is comprised of 185 sutdBuilding construction
was completed in two phases in 2009 and 2012. The residence has ample amenigyioffs, large outdoor
spaces, a complementary commercial real estate component and a stetehe-art solar water heating system.
The residence is currently 88% occupied.

Montgomery Village Seniors Community is located in Orangeville and is comprised of 136 suitd@he
residence opened in 2012 and is a leader in its local market with current occupancy of 93%. Thengais
contains excess land for development of up to 69 additional suites. Included in the purcbasice of this

property is $1.0 million related to this excess land and a deferred payment of $%.8illion due on the third
anniversary of the closing.

Harwood Place Seniors Community is a 126-suite residence located in Ajax, which opened in July 20ite
residence has experienced strong pre-leasing with 56% of the suites currently reserved with mawelates on
or before October 1, 2015. The vendor has provided Chartwell with 24-months occupancy suppoftup to
$2.5 million. This amount will be held back on closing and released to Chartwell during tHease-up period
based on an agreed-upon formula. In addition, the vendor has agreed to convert certain commereas in this
building to four additional suites at their cost within 12 months of closing.

Chartwell estimates the first year unlevered yield on this transaction, including estimated occupancy support
payments, to be 6.1%, with the stabilized yield estimated at 6.6%.

"This transaction is fully in line with our strategy to expand our portfolio with new, high-quality properties,
located in strong and growing markets and also furthers our goal to accretivele-invest proceeds from the
recent sale of our U.S. portfolio," commented Vlad Volodarski, Chartwell's Chief Financial Officer andChief
Investment Officer. "We are also pleased to establish a business relationship with MTCOreputable
developer of seniors housing in Ontario and we are looking forward to working with theron future
projects.”

About Chartwell


http://www.theglobeandmail.com/globe-investor/

ATTACHMENT 8

Chartwell is an unincorporated, open-ended trust which indirectly owns and opetes a complete range of seniors
housing communities from independent supported living through assisted living to lortgrm care. Itis the

largest owner and operator of seniors residences in Canada. Chartwell's aimtiscapitalize on the strong
demographic trends present in its markets to maximize the value of its existimmprtfolio of retirement residences,
and prudently avail itself of opportunities to grow internally and through accretive acquisitions. More

information can be obtained at www.chartwell.com.

Forward-Looking Information

This press release contains forward-looking information that reflects the current @pectations, estimates and
projections of management about the future results, performance, achievemengspspects or opportunities for
Chartwell and the seniors housing industry. Forward-looking statements arbased upon a number of
assumptions and are subject to a number of known and unknown risks andhcertainties, many of which are
beyond our control, and that could cause actual results to differ materiallyrdm those that are disclosed in or
implied by such forward-looking statements. There can be no assurance that fawd-looking information will
prove to be accurate, as actual results and future events could differaterially from those expected or estimated
in such statements. Accordingly, readers should not place undue reliance on forwdabking information. These
factors are more fully described in the "Risks and Uncertainties" section in Chanwll's 2014 MD&A and in
materials filed with the securities regulatory authorities in Canada fran time to time, including but not limited to
our most recent Annual Information Form.
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London Free Press

Money

Running hot and cold

Pat Currie Special to QMI Agency

Monday, November 8, 2010 12:00:49 EST AM

When Woodingford Lodge, the county's home for 400 seniors, many in long-term care, became
available after the county moved operations to a new building, VanHaeren got four partners
together (his brother Tony Van Haeren, Cliff Zaluski of Sierra Construction and David Lowes of
Woodstock's Kinsdale Carriers) and bought the place four years ago.

"Then we gutted it, right to the outside walls."
Ripping out some walls between the 200 existing rooms, they created 101 suites in varying sizes

(rents range from $2,000 to $3,600 a month). When the project was finished, VanHaeren
estimates they'd spent $17-$18 million on
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Suske Capital invests with MTCO Holdings Inc. in the development of
stateef-the-art retirement homes throughout Ontario. In addition to co-
investing in projects, Suske Capital assists in all aspects of the pre-
development, including the arranging of financing and raising of equity,
financial modeling, and creation of marketing materials.

MTCO is involved with the full range of development and operational
activities on every project. The company identifies attractive markets,
secures land, and develops functional plans for the facilities. MTCO
further oversees the consultant team and construction manager in taking
each project through design development and the municipal approval
process and into the construction phase. MTCO additionally manages
the pre and post opening operations, marketing, and lease up.

PW.L is a portfolio of 460 suites across seven properties in Alberta along
with first rights on a development pipeline of five residences
representing a total of 500 suites. In addition to the portfolio, PWL owns
Connecting Care, a seniors housing operator of 30 residences.

Over the past 15 years, the portfolio has become one of Alberta’s

leading providers of quality hospitality and care for seniors in supportive
living communities. An experienced, diversified and dedicated
management team brings extensive industry knowledge and strong
personal commitment to its contemporary retirement residences.

Since its inception in 2000, Connecting Care has grown to become
Alberta’s largest privately owned operator of supportive living

residences. The company currently manages over 2,100 suites and has
1,500 professionally trained employees. By amalgamating hospitality,
healthcare and residential services, Connecting Care has embraced and
implemented the very best ideas in seniors care.
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UPPER THAMES RIVER et ¢
MRS

“Inspiring a Healthy Environment”

October 28, 2016

Town of St. Marys

175 Queen Street East

P.O. Box 998

St. Marys. Ontario N4X 1B6

Attention: Susan Luckhardt, Planning Coordinator, (via etmail sluckhardt@town.stmarys.on.ca

Dear Ms. Luckhardt,

Re: Application for Official Plan & Zoning By-law Amendm ents
Property Description: Lots 14-17 inclusive w/s Welhgton St and Lots 13-17, inclusive e/s
Wellington St, Registered Plan No. 225 and Part of Ldt6, Conc. 17, former Twp. of Blanshard
in the Town of St. Marys (municipally known as 151 Water St. Ndh)
The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UPRBas reviewed the subject application with regard
for policies contained within the Environmental Riing Policy Manual for the Upper Thames River
Conservation Authority (June 2006). These polimekide regulations made pursuant to Section 2Beof
Conservation Authorities Act, and are consistettt thie natural hazard and natural heritage polaesined
in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014). The Uppleames River Source Protection Area Assessment
Report has also been reviewed in order to confitrativer the subject property is located within anetdble
area. The Drinking Water Source Protection inforarais being disclosed to the Municipality to astfietn
in fulfilling their decision making responsibilisaunder the Planning Act. We offer the following coemts:

PROPOSAL

The proposed Official Plan Amendment seeks to provide a $petiey that will permit the
redevelopment of the lands for an aggslace medium rise residential seniors apartment development
with a gross density of approximately one hundred fifty three (153)emrtsal units per hectare and a
height of five (5) stories whereas the Official Plan contains naigiom for medium rise apartments but
rather policies for three (3) storey low rise apartments with a maxignass density of seventy (70)
residential units per hectare.

The proposed Zoning By-law Amendment will change the zteseification from “Institutional Zone (I)”
to “Residential Zone Six (R6-*) with special provisions to permit the redevelopment of the l&ordan
age-in place medium rise residential seniors apartment devetador five (5) stories to a maximum
height of approximately 18.0 metres whereas the Zoning By-lamifsethree (3) stories to a maximum
height of 13.5 metres on a lot with an area of approximately 1.3 hectares

The owner is seeking to redevelop the lands for ariragace medium rise seniors residential apartment
development consisting of approximately 84 senior’s apartments and 115 assisted living units in two (2)
phases.

1424 Clarke Road, London, Ont. N5V 5B9 - Phone: 519.451.2800 - Fax: 519.451.1188 - Email: infoline@thamesriver.on.ca
www.thamesriver.on.ca
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UTRCA Comments
OPA & ZBA
151 Water St. St. Marys

CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT

As shown on the enclosed mapping, a portion ofdbgest property is affected by the Autity’s Regulation
Limit which includes the riverine flooding hazarchefUTRCA regulates development within the Regutatio
Limit in accordance with Ontario Regulation 157/@de pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation
Authorities Act. This regulation requires the lant@r to obtain written approval from the UTRCA prio
undertaking any development or site alterationhia tegulated area which includes filling, grading,
construction, alteration to a watercourse and/or interfereribea wetland.

UTRCA ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICY MANUAL

The UTRCA’s Environmental Planning Policy Manual is available online at:
http://thamesriver.on.ca/planning-permits-maps/utrearenmental-policy-manual/
The policies which are applicable to the subject lands include:

3.2.2 General Natural Hazard Policies
These policies direct new development and siteaite away from hazard lands. No new hazards dve to
created and existing hazards should not be aggravated.

3.2.3 Riverine Flooding Hazard Policies
These policies address matters such as the providgiaetailed flood plain mapping, uses that may be
permitted in the flood plain, one & two zone flood plain policy areasefisas special policy areas.

3.5.2 Policies for Stormwater Management and Erosion & Sedimé@ontrol Measures:

Generally discusses the requirements for SWM angktigrements for report submissions, while advagati
for catchment area planning of SWM facilities. Section 1.6.6.7 ofrinarigial Policy Statement states;
Planning for stormwater management shall;

a) minimize, where possible, prevent increases in contanlioaas;

b) minimize changes in water balance and erosion;

c) not increase risks to human health and safety and propengoda

d) maximize the extent and function of vegetation and pergorfaces; and

e) promote stormwater management best practicdading stormwater attenuation and re-use, and low
impact development.

LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT (LID) OPPORTUNITIES

The PPS also encourages green infrastructure (e.gnepble surfaces) and strengthens stormwater
management requirements in Policy 1.6.2. We encotgenwater Management (SWM) Low Impact
Developments (LIDs) and Best Management Practice4P@ where feasible. The UTRCA is currently
looking for pilot projects, within our watershed, itoplement LID on sites while providing educational
opportunities for students. If you are interestefinding out more about this partnership opportplease
contact Teresa Hollingsworth, Coordinator of Comrhu&iCorporate Services at our office 5494-2800

ext. 226 ohollingswortht@thamesriver.on.ca

DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION

Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006 is intended to progxisting and future sources of drinking water. The
Act is part of the Ontario government's commitmtnimplement the recommendations of the Walkerton
Inquiry as well as protecting and enhancing humealth and the environment. The CWA sets out a
framework for source protection planning on a wsited basis with Source Protection Areas establishsed

on the watershed boundaries of Ontario’s 36 Conservation Authorities. The Upper Thames River, Lower
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Thames Valley and St. Clair Region Conservation Arities have entered into a partnership for Thaids
Sydenham Source Protection Region.

The Assessment Report for the Upper Thames watbd#imeates three types of vulnerable areas: Hééad
Protection Areas, Highly Vulnerable Aquifers andrifigant Groundwater Recharge Areas. We wish to
advise that the subject property is within idertifas being within a vulnerable area. Mapping whitiws
these areas is available dttp://maps.thamesriver.on.ca/GVH_252/?viewer=tsrasszgsaport

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS, 2014):
Section 2.2.Irequires that:
“Planning authorities shall protect, improve or restore thelipand quantity of water by: e) implementing
necessary restrictions on development and site alteration to

1. protect all municipal drinking water supplies and desighatgnerable areas; and

2. protect, improve or restore vulnerable surface andigd water features, and their hydrological

functions’

Section 2.2.2requires that:
“Developmentindsite alteration shall be restricted in or near gerssurface water featuresidsensitive
ground water features such that these featuregdtaidrelated hydrologic functions will be protedtte
improved or restored

Municipalities must be consistent with the Provih&alicy Statement when making decisions on lared us
planning and development.

Policies in the Approved Source Protection Plan mahibit or restrict activities identified as pogia
significant threat to drinking water. Municipalitiesay also have or be developing policies that apply
vulnerable areas when reviewing development agjdita. Proponents considering land use changes, site
alteration or construction in these areas neee tmnare of this possibility. The Approved Sourcet&giion

Plan is available athttp://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/source-protegtiam/approved-source-

protection-plan/

PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

During a site visit on October 13, 2016, UTRCA staffised the property owner that any developmentldho
be kept outside of the area of interference sudimgnthe watercourse to the north of the subjeaperty
(shown on the attached mapping). Upon reviewingitieethe UTRCA is satisfied that development, pitke
15 metres from the existing fence line, is appraprid®lease contact Karen Winfield, Land Use Regulation
Officer, at ext. 237, or via email atinfieldk@thamesriver.on.¢#or more information regarding permits and
permit fees.

RECOMMENDATION

The UTRCA has no objection to the above noted agfiins for Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-
law Amendment. We remind the applicant that a 15 ens¢tback from the existing fence line must be
maintained in order to secure the required pemmibfthe UTRCA. We look forward to reviewing the frgu
applications/plans for this site. The foregoing is providedherinformation of the applicant, the Planning
Department and Council.

UTRCA REVIEW FEES

In June 2006, the UTRCA’s Board of Directors approved the Environmental Planning Policy Manual for the
Upper Thames River Conservation Authority. This manualaizés Staff to collect fees for the review of
Planning Act applications including applicationsr f@fficial Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
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Amendment ($200.00 each). When submitted concurreéhéyees for the second application will be reduced
by 50%. The fees for this review are $300.00 and will be invoiced to the awder separate cover.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If yow@any questions, please contact the undersigned at
extension 228.

Yours truly,
UPPER THAMES RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

S
Spencer McDonald
Land Use Planner

SM/sm c.c. Mark Swallow, Planner (via emaiswallow@perthcounty.g¢a
Jenn Gaudet, Sierra Construction (via engglidett@sierraconstruction)ca

Enclosure: UTRCA Regulation Limit mapping (please printegal-size paper for scales to be accurate)
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151 Water St. North, St. Marys

Created By:SM  October 12, 2016

* Please note: Any reference to scale on this map is only appropriate when it is printed landscape on legal-sized (8.5" x 14") paper.
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The Regulation Limit depicted on this map schedule is a
representation of O.Reg 157/06 under O.Reg 97/04.

The Regulation Limit is a conservative estimation of the hazard
lands within the UTRCA watershed. Depending on the specific
characteristics of the hazard land and the land use proposed,
the Regulation Limit may be subject to change.

The UTRCA disclaims explicitly any warranty, representation or
guarantee as to the content, sequence, accuracy, timeliness,
fitness for a particular purpose, merchantability or
completeness of any of the data depicted and provided herein.

The UTRCA assumes no liability for any errors, omissions or
inaccuracies in the information provided herein and further
assumes no liability for any decisions made or actions taken or
not taken by any person in reliance upon the information and
data furnished hereunder.

This map is not a substitute for professional advice. Please
contact UTRCA staff for any changes, updates and
amendments to the information provided.

This document is not a Plan of Survey.

Sources: Base data, 2010 Aerial Photography used under licence with
the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources Copyright © Queen's Printer
for Ontario; City of London.
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ATTACHMENT 8

MEMO
Engineering & Public Works
To: Susan Luckhardt From: Jeff Wolfe
] For Your Information
Date:  November 1, 2016 ] For Your Approval
File: [] For Your Review

X] As Requested

Subject: 151 Water Street OP & Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application - Comments

In reply to your circulation on October 19, 2016 and further information provided, Public
Works staff has the following comments:

1. The primary vehicular access to the site as proposed from Wellington Street
North is preferred.

2. Proposed delivery truck entrance off of Water Street is not preferred. Proponent
to clarify whether loading area is appropriately designed for truck maneuvering.

3. Applicant to confirm sanitary system capacity requirement and that sanitary
servicing to property is adequate.

4. Applicant to confirm water system capacity requirement for fire protection and
hydrant flow testing will need to be completed to confirm water servicing to
property is adequate.

5. Concrete curb and gutter system to be extended northerly from current
termination point on Wellington St. adjacent to the property.

6. Visual block should be provided for proposed garbage storage.

Respecitfully submitted,

Jeff Wolfe, C.Tech.
Asset Management/Engineering Specialist
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November 7, 2016

* Memo to: Susan Luckhardt, Secretary-Treasurer Planning Advisory Committee :
From: Richard Andy Anderson, Fire Chief

Re: Notice of Complete Applications for Official Plan Amendment and zoning By-law Amendment — 151
Water Street North, St. Marys

Dear Mrs. Luckhardt:

The following are my comments with respect to the abovementioned applications for the proposed
development of 151 Water Street North:

1. Although the St. Marys Fire Department has the ability to fight a fire in the buildings proposed
for this development, there are several operational considerations for the Fire Department in
servicing structures of five storeys in height.

A secondary means of providing rescue from an elevated platform, such as windows and
balconies above the third storey, would not be achieved. The reason for this is the St. Marys Fire
Department currently owns a 50 foot Aerial Ladder truck. The placement of the vehicle and
proper angulation of the ladder to perform such rescue operations would not prove favourable
for a structure exceeding three storeys in height. There are future plans to purchase a 75 foot
Aerial Ladder truck. This would assist in meeting those demands.

Currently, none of the Fire Department’s ground ladders would be able to reach the top three
floors. The Fire Department currently owns a 40 foot ladder which would not be adequate to
service this building.

The Fire Department currently does not have the equipment to assist with fighting a fire in a
structure of this height, including high-rise packs that the firefighters would carry containing
hoses, nozzles, wrenches, etc. required to connect to a standpipe system to assist in fighting a
fire on a given floor.

2. This Department requires that it be demonstrated that water servicing is adequate in the
immediate area of the development to provide fire protection to the site. Size of fire mains; and
pressure and volume of water in the immediate area need to be confirmed.

3. The Fire Department requires further details on the degree of Assisted Living proposed within
the complex. : '

Yours truly,

ndyié Anderson, '

ief/CEMC Town of St. Marys

P £ o
Ric

:
Fire

TOWN OF ST. MARYS
P.O. Box 998, 5t. Marys, ON. N4X 1B6

Telephone: 519-284-2340 « Fax: 519-284-3881
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MEMO
Engineering & Public Works
To: Susan Luckhardt From: Jeff Wolfe
] For Your Information
Date:  November 24, 2016 ] For Your Approval
File: [] For Your Review

X] As Requested

Subject: 151 Water Street OP & Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application — Additional
Comments

Following the PAC meeting on November 7, 2016, Public Works staff were asked to
provide further detail on sanitary and water servicing conditions to 151 Water St. North.
Public Works provides the following additional comments:

1. Public Works reviewed the sanitary treatment and conveyance system as it
relates to the current proposal. Based on the review, it was determined that the
Town’s sanitary treatment and conveyance system is adequately sized to
accommodate the proposed land use. Assumptions on sewage volumes
generated from the site will need to be verified prior to site plan approval when
the proponent can submit anticipated sewage volumes from the development.

2. Public Works reviewed the water supply and distribution system as it relates to
the current proposal. Based on the review, it was determined that the Town’s
water supply and distribution system is adequately sized to accommodate the
proposed land use. Assumptions on flow volumes required at the site will need to
be verified prior to site plan approval when the proponent can submit anticipated
water demand volume data for the development.

Respectfully submitted,

Jeff Wolfe, C.Tech.
Asset Management/Engineering Specialist
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Planning Advisory Committee
Monday, November 7, 2016

A meeting of the St. Marys Planning Advisory Committee was held on Monday, November 7,
2016, in the End Zone Room, Pyramid Recreation Centre, 317 James Street South, St.
Marys, Ontario at 6:15 pm to discuss the following.

1.0 Callto order
2.0 Declaration of Pecuniary Interest

3.0 Approval of Minutes
Regular Meeting of October 3, 2016

Motion: Second:

4.0 Application Z05-2016 to Amend the Town of St. Marys Zoning
By-law Z1-1997, as amended

Lots 1-12 inclusive, Registered Plan 505, 100 Ann Street, St. Marys

Applicant: Wildwood Care Centre Inc.

5.0 Applications OP01-2016 and Z06-2016 to Amend the Town of
St. Marys Official Plan and the Town of St. Marys Zoning By-law Z1-
1997, as amended

Lots 14-17, inclusive w/s Wellington Street and Lots 13-17, inclusive e/s Water Street,
Registered Plan No. 225 and Part of Lot 16, Concession 17, formerly in the Township of
Blanshard, now in the Town of St. Marys.

Applicant: 1934733 Ontario Inc.

6.0 Next Meeting
7.0 Adjournment

Present:
e Chairman Councillor Don Van Galen
Councillor Jim Craigmile
Member W. J. “Bill” Galloway
Member Steve Cousins
Member Dr. Jim Loucks
Member Marti Lindsay
Mark Swallow, Planner
Grant Brouwer, Director of Building and Development
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o Jeff Wolfe, Engineering Specialist
e Tammy DeGraw, Fire Prevention Officer
e Susan Luckhardt, Secretary-Treasurer PAC

Call to Order

Chairman Don Van Galen called the meeting to order at 6:20 pm.

Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest:
None.

Approval of Minutes dated October 3, 2016

Motion by W. J. “Bill” Galloway, seconded by Steve Cousins that the Minutes dated October
3, 2016 be approved as circulated.
Carried.

4. Application Z05-2016 to Amend the Town of St. Marys Zoning By-
law Z1-1997, as amended affecting Lots 1-12 inclusive, Registered
Plan 505, 100 Ann Street, St. Marys from Wildwood Care Centre Inc.

Scott Walsh of Wildwood Care Centre and Gail Lamb, architect for the project were present
for the review of the application.

Scott Walsh spoke to the application. They are proposing to add to the long term care facility
to meet new regulations under legislation for spatial requirements for residents. The
construction will also allow Wildwood Care Centre to install a sprinkler system.

At the invitation of Chairman Don Van Galen, Mark Swallow spoke to the application. The
property owner is proposing to expand the existing long term care facility to meet the
Ministry of Health standards. No increase in the occupancy of the building is proposed. The
applicant has requested relief from zone provisions to reduce the require front yard from
6.0m to 3.0m; the required southerly side yard from 6.0m to 2.0m; and the required
westerly side yard from 6.0m to 3.0m.

Mark Swallow spoke to the reduced front yard setback, stating there is impact to the cul de
sac at the northerly end of Ann Street. Staff has been looking at any potential interference
with the maintenance and care of the road that may occur through locating a building closer
to the front property line. With respect to the westerly yard, Mark Swallow stated that there
is a substantial hedge currently located along the west property line. Staff does not identify
any issues with interference with the neighbours to the west. With respect to the semi-
detached dwelling located on the adjacent property to the south, the proponents are
proposing a 2.0m side yard at this location; however there are no decks or patios located in
this side yard. The grades are such that the semi-detached dwelling is higher than the long
term care facility and therefore reduces the impact of massing of the long term care home
on the semi-detached dwelling. The property is designated Residential which allows for
residential uses including that of a long term care facility. A site plan agreement with the
Town already exists for the long term care facility and the size of the proposed addition does
not trigger the requirement of another site plan agreement under the Site Plan Control By-
law.

Page 2 of 13



ATTACHMENT 9

ST. MARYS

Jim Craigmile asked Mark Swallow to confirm if any correspondence has been received from
the neighbors to the south. Mark Swallow stated he is not aware of any correspondence
from the neighbours to the south.

Bill Galloway asked about the installation of a fence to the south. Scott Walsh stated they
have talked to the neighbours to the south and have arrived at the installation of a fence.
There is not a fence proposed along the west property line as a large hedge exists there.

Chairman Don Van Galen asked the applicant to speak to the matter of winter road
maintenance. Gail Lamb stated that the end of Ann Street is a cul de sac and so a snow
plow would not be travelling at a speed that would cause it to throw the snow.

Chairman Don Van Galen asked for any comments from members of the Public.

Alexander Best, 92 Wellington Street North asked what the unit density is for the facility. Gail
Lamb stated it is not that type of facility as there are no units. They have 60 long term care
and 24 retirement home individuals - the facility has beds, not units.

There were no other comments or questions from the Public.
This concluded discussion of application Z05-2016.

RECOMMENDATION:

Application Z05-2016 to Amend the Town of St. Marys Zoning By-law Z1-1997, as amended
Lots 1-12 inclusive, Registered Plan 505, 100 Ann Street, St. Marys

Motion by W. J. “Bill” Galloway, seconded by Steve Cousins that the Planning Advisory
Committee for the Separated Town of St. Marys recommends approval of Application Z05-
2016 from Wildwood Care Centre Inc. for a Zoning By-law Amendment affecting Lots 1-12
inclusive, Registered Plan 505, 100 Ann Street, St. Marys and further that Council proceed
immediately to a Public Meeting to be scheduled for December 13, 2016.

Carried.

5. Applications OP01-2016 and Z06-2016 to Amend the Town of St.
Marys Official Plan and the Town of St. Marys Zoning By-law Z1-
1997, as amended affecting Lots 14-17, inclusive w/s Wellington
Street and Lots 13-17, inclusive e/s Water Street, Registered Plan
No. 225 and Part of Lot 16, Concession 17, formerly in the
Township of Blanshard, now in the Town of St. Marys from 1934733
Ontario Inc.

Chairman Don Van Galen called for a recess at 6:30 pm to allow time for people to arrive
given the re-location of the meeting from the Municipal Operations Centre.

Chairman Don Van Galen called the meeting back to order at 6:40 pm.

Chairman Don Van Galen outlined the process of the meeting which is not a statutory
meeting but rather is an advisory meeting only.

Jennifer Gaudet, Planner with Sierra Construction and Chris Jasinski, owner of 151 Water
Street North were present for the meeting.
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Jennifer Gaudet spoke to the application and provided a PowerPoint presentation. Jennifer
Gaudet provided an overview of the property and the surrounding neighbourhood consisting
of residential uses. The proposal for the site at 151 Water Street North will be developed
over two phases to provide a total of 199 units of which 115 will be assisted living units and
84 will be senior apartment units. Jennifer Gaudet stated that this development is not a
nursing home; the end of the spectrum will be assisted living with a meal care plan available
to residents.

Chris Jasinski spoke to the project vision; to create a safe, comfortable and enjoyable
environment for seniors; offering quality, value and community and assisting to keep
families (couples) together as long as possible. They are proposing 550 sq ft to 1200 sq ft
apartments with excellent indoor and outdoor amenities. They will lower and level the site
through retaining walls and are proposing softscaping to soften the development. The
development will provide 30 full time jobs and additional indirect employment within the St.
Marys community. They are also proposing to develop community partnerships in
conjunction with the development through churches, etc.

Chris Jasinski spoke to a map showing the Project Market Area (PMA). A radius of
approximately 12km from the site represents 65% of the target market; the remaining 35%
target market is from the surrounding area outside the community.

Chris Jasinksi showed the plan for Phase One and how the units would be developed on the
site. He also showed the amenity block which would be constructed as part of Phase One.
Chris Jasinski stated that the project is amenity rich inside and outside to create a great
environment for people. To support the amenities, additional units will be built in Phase Two
of the development. The main entrance to the surface parking is proposed to be located on
Wellington Street North.

Chris Jasinski spoke to the proposed underground parking. More parking will be proposed in
Phase One as the demographic for Phase One is more parking intensive than the
demographic for Phase Two.

Chris Jasinski spoke to the block elevations drawing showing the former school ghosted in to
show the massing of the school compared to the propped apartment buildings. Chris
Jasinski stated that they have also imported onto the drawing the elevation of the church
across the road on Wellington Street to illustrate the scale of the proposed development.

Chris Jasinski spoke to the demographics study completed by CBRE. The study shows that
there is an unfulfilled need for seniors’ residences in St. Marys and surrounding area. The
study also shows that the target population for seniors’ residences will significantly increase
over the next 30 years.

Chris Jasinski spoke to the supply/demand ratio analysis which showed a 76.4% increase
for demand in seniors’ apartments over the next 10 years; and a 61.4% increase in demand
for assisted living units over the next 10 years. The population of 75-85 year olds in the PMA
is forecasted to grow 62% in the next 10 years. Chris Jasinski stated that they believe the
Arthur Meighen Manor development is consistent with development norms, provincial
mandate and societal needs; and that this project can be a strong asset to the community.
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Jennifer Gaudet spoke to the planning analysis with respect to the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS), stating that every planning decision in Ontario is required to be consistent
with the PPS. The proposed development of this site is consistent with the PPS in that it
promotes efficient use of infrastructure within the Town through intensification; supports
active transportation (close to downtown, parks and trails); is within an existing residential
area and has no safety or security concerns.

Jennifer Gaudet spoke to the Town Official Plan policies with respect to the proposed
development. The site is designated Residential; the proposed development provides
housing for seniors; is an intensification of a serviced site; provides a diversification of
housing stock; includes on site recreational facilities; and is a higher density senior citizens
development.

Jennifer Gaudet stated that the proponents are asking for an Official Plan Amendment to
add a provision for mid-rise apartments with a density of 153 units per hectare; and also an
Official Plan amendment to permit a building height increase to five storeys.

Jennifer Gaudet stated that the proponents are asking for a Zoning By-law Amendment. The
site is currently zoned “Residential Development - RD” and the zoning amendment is
required to develop the site. The proposed development will meet most zone provisions for
the “Residential Zone Six - R6” zone but will require relief from some provisions through site
specific zoning. Amendments are requested for lot area to reduce 90 sq m per dwelling unit
to 50 sq m; for building height from 13.5m to 18.0m; for number of storeys from 3 to 5; and
for driveway requirements to request a driveway off the rear lot line for loading purposes.

Jennifer Gaudet provided photos of the Town Hall which measures 65 feet (19.81m) to the
peak and 40 feet (12,19m) to top of the roof; the Opera House building at 12 Water Street
which measures 50 feet (15.24m) in height; and Kingsway Lodge, 310 Queen St E which
consists of three storeys plus peaks on the upper level.

Jennifer provided photos of other developments that Sierra construction has built. This
concluded the proponents’ presentation.

Chairman Don Van Galen asked PAC members for comments and questions.

Steve Cousins asked if the proposed parking referenced on page 11 of the Planning
Justification Report is sufficient to allow for the overlap of shifts and also for residents living
in the development, stating that most people living in St. Marys own a car due to the lack of
public transit.

Jennifer Gaudet responded, stating that there is additional space in the underground
parking area to be provided if required. Chris Jasinski stated that there are 53 surface
parking spaces proposed for Phase One and in addition to this there is an open area located
off the underground parking where additional parking spaces could be constructed. Chris
Jasinski stated they are providing one parking space underground for every unit. Chris
Jasinski stated that for assisted living facilities, one parking space for every 6 units is
considered to be good.

Steve Cousins asked clarification of the proposed staff parking. Chris Jasinski stated there
are 53 surface parking spaces for staff and visitors.
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Steve Cousins stated his opinion that the number of parking spaces proposed seems light.

The proponents stated that if found to be light on parking in Phase One; more parking could
be added in Phase Two.

Steve Cousins asked the proponents if the facility will require a nursing home license. The
proponents stated that the facility will not require a nursing home license.

Marti Lindsay asked for clarification of the firm of CBRE who had done the market analysis.
Chris Jasinski clarified that CBRE is a commercial real estate firm.

Marti Lindsay asked that since Sierra are experts in construction, who is going to look after
the assisted living component of the development. Chris Jasinski responded, stating there
are companies who operate the business model of the amenities centre; the developer will
vet the process of establishing an agreement with a company who will provide those
services. Chris Jasinski stated that companies will bid on the opportunity to operate the
facility. It will not be the proponent of the development who operates the facility; it will be an
expert in seniors’ care.

In response to Chairman Don Van Galen, Mark Swallow declined comment on the
applications at this time.

Chairman Don Van Galen opened the meeting to comments and questions from members of
the Public.

Chairman Don Van Galen invited Susan McMaster to speak first as per her request.

Susan McMaster, 112 Church Street North stated that she is a retired architect having
worked on many projects including seniors’ projects ranging from 17 units to 250 units.
Susan McMaster stated that with respect to height and density, the proposed development
will be the tallest building in St. Marys and finds the proposal inappropriate in the single
detached neighbourhood. The proposal will block light from the east and the west. The
proposed density is double the maximum that is permitted in the area; there could be 280
tenants in the complex while there are approximately 250 residents living in the Town’s
entire north ward. Susan McMaster stated that the large size proposed for assisted living is
not required for efficient operation of the facility. Susan McMaster wondered why Phase Two
is required for the business plan if Phase One can support itself for five years at which time
the second Phase is proposed to be built. Susan McMaster stated that she is not saying we
do not need seniors’ housing or this model of aging in place; it is the size that is
inappropriate. She is surprised there is no service component proposed at this time as it is
unknown of the level of care and who will be providing the services to the residents. Susan
McMaster stated that she agrees this could be a seniors’ project but she is unsure if the site
specific zoning demands it can be only seniors housing; she is not sure it couldn’t be opened
to other uses such as youth housing; an addiction centre; or uses other than for seniors.
Susan McMaster asked for clarification of the CBRE market study area. Chris Jasinski
confirmed the market study area to be a radius of 12 km from the site.

Susan McMaster also stated that the seniors living at this site will not have easy access to
shopping, healthcare and services unless they have family members to drive them or they
use the Town mobility bus; asking how many additional mobility busses would be needed?
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Susan McMaster observed that the loading bay and garbage storage area is next to the
amenities entrance and patio and questioned this design. She also questioned the design in
that the lands around the proposed buildings do not seem to belong to anyone and
wondered what will happen to those areas. As the only level location for occupants to walk is
along Egan Avenue, Susan McMaster suggested a sidewalk be built on both sides of Egan
Avenue and a traffic light be installed at Wellington Street for seniors walking. Susan
McMaster stated that she fee s the proposed development is a huge strain on the Town’s
infrastructure; trucks required for snow removal and garbage collection will be a burden on
the bridges and streets as will heavy trucks delivering supplies to the facility. Susan
McMaster addressed emergency response, asking about the ability of the Town volunteer
fire department to reach the upper floors and also the ability to evacuate the building in an
emergency. Unlike larger centres, St. Marys has one fire department and any help to assist
in an emergency is from community fire departments 20 minutes away. Susan McMaster
stated further concerns that the turnaround at the north end of Water Street is not
appropriate; windows and balconies of the proposed buildings will overlook existing yards;
the surrounding area consists of historic houses which will be overwhelmed by the size and
height of the apartment structures; and the increased traffic of cars and trucks. She
suggested looking into connecting Wellington and Water Streets by a road through the site
for deliveries and movements across the site. Susan McMaster stated that a residential use
for the lands is good; and suggested that the zoning height and density of the surrounding
neighbourhood be upheld which would be 93 units to match the existing density.

Jennifer Gaudet responded to Susan McMaster. With regard to the request for increase in
height, they are asking for five storeys and have added some height to that as a safeguard.
With regard to densities, the density for low-rise apartments in St. Marys is 75 units per
hectare. Currently the Town has no density targets for medium-rise apartments. By
constructing to five storeys it allows for high quality amenities. By allowing for a higher
density it lowers the costs for residents moving into the development. With regard to the
possibility of turning the proposal into a development other than for seniors, Jennifer Gaudet
cited the permitted uses in the R6 zone which are all based on seniors accommodation and
so the proposal could not be anything other than seniors’ housing under the R6 zone
permitted uses without another zoning amendment. With regard to transportation, in other
developments that they have completed, there is a private shuttle service for use by the
residents. With respect to the garbage storage being located close to the patio and
amenities entrance, it is the plan to store garbage indoors until pick up. With regard to use
of the bridges by truck traffic; they are proposing to give the drivers maps of St. Marys for
routes to avoid uses of the bridges in making deliveries to the site. Also, they are planning
on using cube vans for food delivery. Jennifer Gaudet deferred the questions raised by
Susan McMaster regarding sidewalks and traffic lights to Town staff. With regard to fire
protection, Jennifer Gaudet stated that the building will be sprinklered. With regard to
balconies overlooking yards, Jennifer Gaudet stated the proponents are looking into
screening methods as they are aware of privacy concerns and will be addressing this
through design.

Chris Jasinski also responded to Susan McMaster. With regard to phasing the development,
Chris Jasinski stated that the market is not there to do the entire project in one step;
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however the market will be there in future years. The project is designed in an effort to make
people as comfortable as possible. With regard to the green spaces around the perimeter,
Chris Jasinski stated that they are proposing raised gardens and the use of these areas by
the resident seniors. With respect to fire protection; the building is fully sprinklered and the
building design is still in the preliminary stages. The buildings could be divided internally into
separate buildings to facilitate evacuation in cases of emergency. With regard to densities,
Chris Jasinski stated that if 91 units each with four bedrooms were constructed on the site
for families, this would be more intensive than what is being proposed here. Chris Jasinski
stated that he feels this is a development that will fit nicely into the community.

Chairman Don Van Galen spoke to a letter dated November 7, 2016 from the Town Fire
Chief received by PAC members today stating some concerns about fire protection. Although
the Fire Department would have the ability to fight a fire in the building; there are some
operational concerns with servicing this development with the current firefighting
equipment.

Chairman Don Van Galen asked Public Works staff for a response regarding infrastructure.
Jeff Wolfe, Engineering Specialist spoke to Susan McMaster’'s comment regarding the
installation of traffic lights, stating that the volume of traffic may be higher but the density of
traffic would not be more than the previous use of the site as a school. Although it is
expected that there will be more volume of traffic, this will be spread throughout the day so
a traffic study was not requested by the Town. It is believed that servicing could
accommodate the development; however this will need to be confirmed when the time
comes.

Chairman Don Van Galen asked for comments and questions from other members of the
Public.

Teresa Barresi Wunder, 196 Widder Street East stated that the project should not proceed
until a further study has been completed on the impact on infrastructure. Teresa Barresi
Wunder asked if the provision of infrastructure to accommodate the development would
increase taxes. She asked how the proponents can guarantee who would provide the care
for the facility; stating that it is unclear as to the organization that would provide care for the
residents - the proponents should have a proposal for a care provider. Teresa Barresi
Wunder referenced a facility owned by Sierra in Sarnia which has had care issues and
citations.

Chris Jasinski responded to Teresa Barresi Wunder, stating that they are at this time
rezoning the property. They will still need to enter into a site plan agreement with the Town
which will address infrastructure; these items do not get addressed through re-zoning. With
respect to taxes, Chris Jasinski stated that the facility will be an excellent tax base for the
Town. They want to build something that is good for people; by increasing the density on the
site they can increase the quality of amenities for the development.

Jennifer Gaudet responded to the question whether the required infrastructure would
increase taxes, stating that development charges will be paid by the developer at the time of
construction to offset some of the infrastructure costs.
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Chris Jasinski and Jennifer Gaudet confirmed that the Sarnia development Teresa Barresi
Wunder referenced in her comments is hot owned by Sierra.

David Cullen, 140 Church Street North asked for a show of hands how many people are in
favour of the project with none forthcoming. David Cullen stated that the neighbourhood
wants to stay with current densities and the number of storeys currently permitted.

Joel Ceresny of 165 Queen Street West stated he is dealing with caring for seniors; and the
proponents’ business plan is not sound with the system. Most people want to age in place in
their own homes and this plan is not in keeping with the direction the province is taking on
senior care.

Chris Jasinski responded, stating that with the number of seniors increasing; people want
choice. Chris Jasinski stated that they are not intending to move people out of their own
homes; they only want to provide seniors’ with a choice. In some families, remaining in their
home is not an option and to that demographic homes like this are appreciated. The facility
is designed to keep couples together rather than separate them when one becomes sicker
than the other.

Robin Ward, 100 Wellington Street North spoke to the aesthetics of the proposal with
respect to the neighbourhood, stating that he is understanding of seniors’ needs but do they
all need to be living at the top of Wellington Street.

Stephen Wunder, 196 Widder Street East asked how five storey boxes could fit into the
aesthetics of the community. Chris Jasinski responded that this will be done through good
design and architecture. Jennifer Gaudet stated that the detailed design will come later in
the process; “compatible” does not mean “same as”. It does not need to be a century home
to be compatible.

Geoff Loucks, 350 Widder Street East complimented the plan in that there is a housing
shortage in St. Marys and Perth County. He asked if any thought has been given to the rental
rates on a per square foot basis. Chris Jasinski stated they aim for the rental rates to be
slightly lower than other surrounding facilities; they have not looked at a square foot price at
this point. They are looking at prices locally making their project attractive through a cost
and feature advantage. Chris Jasinski stated that at this time they do not have a detailed
design; they are currently at the stage of rezoning.

Geoff Loucks responded, stating in other words they do not know what they are presenting.
Geoff Loucks stated that he does not see enough information; he hopes they consider the
average market rentals for this area and rental costs for seniors so that people from St.
Marys will be able to afford to live in the development.

Brian Busby, 137 Water Street North spoke to the height of his house and the proposed
building with respect to scale. He also spoke to truck traffic on the street for garbage and
winter snow removal citing that currently trucks often back down from the north end of
Water Street to the intersection of Water, Widder and Emily. He clarified that the drawing of
the church on their scaling drawing in the PowerPoint presentation is of the large Catholic
church not the nearby Presbyterian church. He stated his concerns about increased truck
traffic in the neighbourhood. Brian Busby stated that he is concerned with having this
development located next to the nature trail. In walking along the nature trail, the building
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will have the appearance of a six storey building. He is concerned about the height of the
building and spoke to the architectural assets of the Town Hall and the Opera House but
feels this proposal is a box.

Gary Austin, 163 Maiden Lane stated that he hopes this committee does not pass this
application on to Council for approval like the application heard earlier tonight. All the
comments heard tonight regarding this development show doubt in this application.

Marie Maisel, 179 Water Street North provided photos of other Sierra developments stating
they look like a hotel; and the top of Wellington Street is no place for a hotel. Her concern is
that the mature trees may be impacted by the development. She agrees with three storeys
but five storeys is an intrusion into the neighbourhood. She also stated concern that the
proposed apartments would be overlooking the existing residential uses.

Alexander Best, 92 Wellington Street North referenced the final paragraph on page 12 of the
Planning Justification Report which states: “The proposed amendment is consistent with the
Provincial Policy Statement (2014) and the requested amendments conform with the intent
of the Official Plan by directing residential development to an infill site on full municipal
services.” Alexander Best asked where this came from. He also referred to page 8 of the
Planning Justification Report and stated that he could not find the word “infill” in paragraph
two. Alexander Best read Section 3.1.2.3 from the Town Official Plan, “Residential infilling
type development is generally permitted throughout the “Residential” designation where
such development is in keeping with the attributes of the neighbourhood in terms of building
type, building form, and spatial separation. When evaluating the attributes of the
neighbourhood, regard shall be given to lot fabric (i.e. area, frontage, and depth), and built
form (i.e. setbacks, massing scale and height). In cases where one or more of the existing
zone provisions are not met, an amendment or a minor variance to the zone provisions may
be considered to permit the proposed development provided that the spirit of this Section is
maintained.” Alexander Best stated that he finds Section 3.1.2.3 to be absent from the
application. The requested Official Plan amendment is to amend a stipulation about height,
but is not about Section 3.1.2.3.

Chris Jasinski responded, stating that the floor heights shown on the drawings are close to
scale; he was with the understanding that it was the Presbyterian church that had been
referenced and did not realize it was the Catholic church. They have articulated a plan at a
zoning level; not at the detail of the site plan level.

Ron Hodgins, 177 James Street North spoke to the matter of truck routes to avoid the
bridges, assuming that to avoid use of the bridges all the construction trucks will come past
his house and past the school with playgrounds on two sides of the road. He referenced the
former manufacturing plant at 189 Wellington Street North and the constant truck traffic
along Egan Avenue past his house located at Egan and James. Ron Hodgins asked if there
has been any thought about the truck traffic for the duration of the construction.

Chris Jasinski responded that the phases will be constructed within four to five years of one
another. The construction of each phase will be about one year in duration.

Henry Monteith, 111 Widder Street East provided petitions to the Town and stated there are
petitions available at the back of the room for anyone to sign. Henry Monteith spoke to the
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application with respect to the Official Plan, stating that he feels every development should
be reviewed in light of the Residential land use policies under Section 3.1.2. Henry Monteith
cited past Official Plan amendments which usually have had to do with the use of a site.
There have been six Official Plan amendments since 2007 and none of those have had to
do with a change in a Residential policy under Section 3.1.2. This proposal deals with
3.1.2.5 regarding density; and with 3.1.2.7 regarding number of storeys. Henry Monteith
handed out colourings of the neighbourhood lot fabric identifying the character of the
neighbourhood to illustrate that the proposal does not fit into the existing neighbourhood.
Henry Monteith provided a comparison of the proposed development calculating a total of
241 occupants for the development and a density of 185 persons per hectare. With regard
to the neighbourhood, he found there to be 256 occupants of the neighbourhood over an
area of 11.6 hectares, calculating to a density of 22 persons per hectare. Henry Monteith
stated he finds the proposed development inappropriate for the neighbourhood. Henry
Monteith stated that the developer has referenced an economically viable development.
Henry Monteith stated that for an appropriate density, the seniors’ complex would need to
be located on 2.7 hectares of land. In researching similar facilities in Stratford, Henry
Montetih stated that he found the unit count lower in those developments which included:
Anne Hathaway residence with 63 units; Royal Palisades with 150 units; Cedarcroft with
100 units; River Gardens with 101 units. Henry Monteith estimated that by approving the
Official Plan Amendment and the Zoning By-law amendment a value of approximately
$400,000 would be added to the lands. The value of the surrounding houses would be
depreciated. Henry Monteith stated that high density for St. Marys is low rise apartment
buildings. Henry Monteith stated that in his mind the appropriate development for this site
would include semi-detached and duplex dwellings or larger townhouse dwellings.

Nicole Taylor, 130 Wellington Street North. asked about the ownership of two other seniors’
homes that Sierra has claimed to own. Nicole Talyor referenced MTCO Holdings who are a
developer and a builder of seniors’ homes and mentioned the subsidies received to build
their projects. Nicole Taylor stated that she is asking Council to consider the development
and the impact it would have on the neighbourhood.

Alex Kastner of Stratford spoke to the retirement homes and assisted living facilities in
Stratford, stating that occupancy rates are currently sitting at 65-75%. He also spoke to the
citations issued to Cedarwood Village in Simcoe. Alex Kastner stated that if the proponents
are applying to extend residential densities, they need to have the people to fill the facility
and the caregivers to look after them.

Chris Jasinski addressed the questions stating it is clear the group of individuals present is
not in support of the application. His group is from Woodstock, not the big city; they are not
building a nursing home. He is not connected to Cedarwood Village. They are not building a
facility for long term care or for dementia care. They are not looking for any subsidies for this
project.

Tom Froese, 158 Water Street North stated that the details of the proposed development
need to be addressed before deciding to change the zoning.

Marie Maisel, 179 Water Street North stated concern that the proposal will consume the
space.
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Henry Monteith stated it is clear the residents do not want the development and asked the
proponents that if they want to develop seniors’ housing why don’t they find a piece of land
on which to develop without requiring an Official Plan amendment or a Zoning By-law
amendment.

Chris Jasinski responded, stating that he thinks the development fits on the site and that it
will be good for St. Marys.

Chairman Don Van Galen asked for other questions and comments from members of the
Public. None were forthcoming,

Chairman Don Van Galen stated that this concludes the Public input period and that he
expects at least one further meeting at the PAC level before the application goes forward to
Council. Chairman Don Van Galen reminded those present to sign the sign-in sheet at the
back of the room.

Chairman Don Van Galen called for a recess at 9:00 pm.
Chairman Don Van Galen called the meeting back to order at 9:10 pm.

Chairman Don Van Galen asked Mark Swallow for a list of items required for the next
meeting.

Mark Swallow stated that the planning analysis has not been completed by Town staff at this
time. Infrastructure for water and sewer is being looked at, as is fire protection for the
buildings; there are still a number of matters with the Official Plan that will be looked at
including compatibility with the neighbourhood; impact on neighbours with regard to
shadowing; discussions of road network; the use of Water Street and the deficiency for truck
movements; protection for the green bridge. Staff is still doing this analysis and at this time
are not making a recommendation to PAC on the proposed development.

In response to Chairman Don Van Galen, Mark Swallow confirmed that it will be at least the
first PAC meeting in December before staff is able to provide more information.

Councillor Jim Craigmile asked if the water looping from Glass Street to Emily Street would
have any impact on water pressure to the development area. Councillor Jim Craigmile
requested for the next meeting that instead of estimating heights, PAC members be
provided with actual heights and also with figures for densities around Town.

In response to Chairman Don Van Galen, the proponents stated they had nothing further to
add at this time.

MOTION:

Applications OP01-2016 and Z06-2016 to Amend the Town of St. Marys Official Plan and
the Town of St. Marys Zoning By-law Z1-1997, as amended Lots 14-17, inclusive w/s
Wellington Street and Lots 13-17, inclusive e/s Water Street, Registered Plan No. 225 and
Part of Lot 16, Concession 17, formerly in the Township of Blanshard, now in the Town of St.
Marys.

Motion by W. J. “Bill” Galloway, seconded by Jim Craigmile that the Planning Advisory
Committee for the Separated Town of St. Marys receives the November 4, 2016 report
submitted by Planning staff regarding 151 Water Street North.
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Carried.

Next Meeting:
T.B.A.

Adjournment:
Motion by Dr. Jim Loucks, seconded by Marti Lindsay that the meeting adjourn at 9:15 pm.

Councillor Don Van Galen Susan Luckhardt,
Chairman Secretary-Treasurer
Copies to:

PAC Members
Allan Rothwell
CAO-Clerk
Council
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