
 

 

March 11, 2021 

Alain Miguelez, Manager, Policy Planning, Planning Infrastructure and Economic 
Development, City of Ottawa  

Re: Comments on the Draft Official Plan from the McKellar Park Community 
Association 

Attached please find comments on the Draft Official Plan, as released on November 20. 

We hope you will find them useful in your ongoing work on the Official Plan. 

In sum, we find much to like in the high-level goals outlined in the Draft.  We are largely 
on the same page in terms of goals for the City and how we should respond to 
emerging and future challenges.   

We are concerned, however, that many of these goals have not been translated, at this 
point, into usable and measurable policies that would allow people to participate in 
shaping our communities.  The lack of detail on key concepts, such as how 
intensification will be measured, and how improvements to the tree canopy will be 
implemented, has led to uncertainty and concern, and some mistrust, among our 
residents. 

We thank our residents who have been communicating with us on this issue at a rate 
unmatched by other recent events.  Interest and concern remain high, and we would 
urge staff and elected officials to prioritize public participation in the next stages. 

We would like to thank Councillor Kavanagh and Councillor Leiper, who organized and 
participated in online sessions which helped us to clarify our thoughts on the Draft Plan. 

We would also like to thank City staff who participated in these sessions and patiently 
answered questions from our residents, who are concerned about their communities 
and their city and are not always as familiar with planning language and concepts as are 
City staff. 

 

Sybil Powell 
President, McKellar Park Community Association 
On behalf of the Executive, and residents of the McKellar Park community 

 

c.c. Mayor Jim Watson, Councillor Jeff Leiper, Councillor Theresa Kavanagh. General 
Manager, Planning Infrastructure & Economic Development



 

 

 March 11, 2021 

McKellar Park Response on the Official Plan 

The Plan Contains a Number of Positive High Level Policy Goals 

The McKellar Park Community Association, on behalf of its residents, would like to note 
that the Draft Official Plan released on November 20 has a number of positive 
objectives that we support. 

First, we have been in support of moves to limit the Urban Boundary.  The need to 
preserve agricultural land and limit housing and industrial development on sensitive and 
environmental land makes this decision necessary, and we, as well as most urban 
communities, supported this decision. 

We understand that the decision taken earlier this year on the urban boundary leads 
inevitably to the decision to accommodate much of the predicted growth of the City by 
intensification, and as a high-level policy goal, we are in support.  Council has said that 
our city should grow predominantly through intensification in the next 25 years, and 
given decisions about the Urban Boundary and the need to preserve greenspace and 
sensitive lands, it is hard to disagree. 

As a high-level policy goal, we are also supportive of encouraging active transportation, 
such as walking, cycling, increased use of transit.    Council has decided, as a high-level 
goal, that we should be moving toward a situation where a majority of trips should be by 
something other than the private automobile, as a climate goal, and we understand that 
this will also drive development plans. 

Intensification and transportation issues are critical to our future as a City, and we are 
not opposed, at a high level of policy, to the direction Council is taking. 

The Councillor for Kitchissippi has noted, and we agree, that  

within the City’s purview, we can nibble around the edges of 
climate change mitigation through measures such as encouraging 
the use of fossil fuel alternatives or seeking changes in the Ontario 
Building Code, but the biggest sticks we have to address 
greenhouse gasses are how we constrain or not the physical 
growth of the city, and the transportation networks we build to 
support that. Taxpayers and those who care about the climate 
have a strong interest in encouraging intensification as the most 
sustainable way to grow. 

We are in favour, as a high-level policy goal, of the use of 15-minute neighbourhoods as 
a way of shaping development in existing communities. 



 

2 
 

We understand, as well, that higher levels of density around transit stations is an 
important part of the development strategy and makes sense from a climate point of 
view. 

As a high-level policy goal, we also support the push for greater housing choices, to 
accommodate a range of incomes and family sizes. 

And we support the Draft Plan when it says that Ottawa must reverse the trend of urban 
tree loss.  As a high level policy goal, this is not just desirable, it is necessary, even 
mandatory. 

The Devil, As Always, Is In the Details 

Having limited the Urban Boundary, the decision, at a high level, to accommodate 51% 
of population growth, leading to a longer-term goal of 60%, becomes an inevitable 
result. 

However, it behooves the City to adopt an attitude of some humility with respect to its 
projections. 

In effect, the new Official Plan, when it is approved at some point in the next couple of 
years, will be based on projections of population, on assumptions about new 
transportation and other technologies, assumptions about climate change, and about 
the nature of the people who will be living in Ottawa in the next generation – ethnic 
diversity, demographics including age, how quickly the population is changing, how and 
where people will be working and what the economy of Ottawa and Canada will look 
like, what the needs for health and other services will be. 

As with any plan, many of these assumptions are likely to be reasonable, and some will 
not.  The development of high technology, where and how people want to live, the 
pandemic of 2020 and 2021 and its impacts, demonstrate that not all projections are 
likely to be accurate, and people are entitled to differ on how fast the City will grow and 
how people will want to live in the years between now and 2046. 

High Level Policy Goals, Questions About Details 

Tree Canopy in the Official Plan 

It would appear that the high-level goals with respect to tree canopy, at least in this 
Draft, sit uneasily with the high-level goals for intensification.  Perhaps this is not where 
the Official Plan is going, ultimately, but more details on how Tree Canopy and 
Intensification will coexist need to be given. 
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For instance, it appears that mature trees and space for new trees are threatened by 
high lot coverage in areas that are subject to intensification.  

Is this so, or is the apparent conflict to be resolved in a further revision of the draft 
document? 

Second, while there is a 40% citywide target for tree canopy, there are no tree canopy 
coverage targets by neighbourhood, at least at this point.  This is another example, it 
seems to us, of a desirable high-level goal which will be difficult to achieve unless there 
are specific metrics, at the neighbourhood level, and an action plan.  High level goals 
need to be accompanied by detailed implementation plans or they will remain simply 
goals, and not achievements.  Will this be rectified in further iterations of the Plan?  Can 
we expect this gap between high level goals and detailed implementation plans to be 
rectified in the Zoning Review? 

Also, there needs to be some sense of how the priority for tree canopy fits with the 
priority for intensification of some neighbourhoods.  This has been mentioned by a 
number of organizations. 

As the FCA, for example, has noted in its recent brief,  

while the document is meant to be read as a whole, it is difficult to 
ascertain what policy has preference over another. For example, 
where the OP policy on transforming a neighbourhood through 
intensification conflicts with the OP policy preserving tree canopy, 
what policy prevails? 

It is a question to which we would also like an answer. 

Questions About Corridors 

While we have no comment, at the moment, on the intensification goals on major 
corridors, in terms of units per hectare, we do have questions about what will be 
designated as-of-right in terms of height and massing. 

As the Councillor for Kitchissippi has pointed out, there is a great deal of controversy on 
the introduction of “locally oriented businesses” (i.e., mom and pop stores) in areas 
where they have not been before, and the extent to which this will change the character 
of some neighbourhoods. 

The most obvious example in the McKellar Park neighbourhood, is Sherbourne Road, 
which is currently mostly single-family dwellings and parkland.  The level of uncertainty 
about this is quite unsettling for some of our residents and needs to be cleared up 
quickly.  The failure to let people know about what could be a major change in the 
character of their neighbourhood leads to mistrust and lack of faith in the City. 

The Councillor for Kitchissippi has suggested that new minor corridors should be 
implemented only after a secondary plan is adopted or amended, and we agree. 
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He has also suggested that “nine storeys on major corridors that have functioned as 
traditional commercial Mainstreets is inappropriate, and I will oppose that.” 

We oppose it too. 

What Is In Store for Neighbourhoods in Inner Urban Transects? 

The Draft Plan seems to suggest that areas with neighbourhood designation in 
Transects that are to be subject to rapid change (designated as Transformational 
Overlay) might be looking at residential buildings generally up to 3 stories, as of right, 
with small scale commercial possibly allowed. 

It also suggests that a minimum density of 80 units per hectare, which is a significant 
increase in density, will be imposed on neighbourhoods in “transformational” 
communities.  However, how these calculations are to be made is still not clear, and the 
consultation process, such as it is, has not yet cleared up this ambiguity. 

Can we expect more clarification of this 80 units per hectare concept in the next 
iterations of the Draft Plan?  Or will we need to wait until the Zoning Review and the 
creation of Secondary Plans, sometime after the next election? 

As well, the Draft Plan refers to reduced front yard or side yards, greater lot coverage, 
limited or no parking, and smaller landscape areas. 

All of these would result in major changes to the character of some existing streets in 
our community.  Our question here is when will the ambiguity about these measures be 
cleared up?  Again, will this be in the Zoning Review?  If so, residents will be going into 
the next municipal election facing major changes to the character of their 
neighbourhoods with no real guidance on these changes and no way to influence them. 

We have similar questions about the introduction of small-scale commercial in 
neighbourhood interiors.  Our experience to date is that most of our residents oppose 
this, but it is not clear how they can exert influence on this policy if they need to wait for 
2 or 3 years after the Official Plan is passed this fall. 

Similar issues arise in the case of what the Draft Plan refers to as the “Missing Middle”.   

The Draft suggests that  

the City shall support the production of a missing middle range of 
mid-density, low-rise multi-unit housing, in order to support the 
evolution of healthy walkable 15-minute neighborhoods and 
corresponding 15-minute neighbourhoods around key hubs and 
corridors. 
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As the Draft notes,  

in Ottawa's context and for the purposes of this Plan, the missing 
middle generally refers to low-rise, multiple unit infill residential 
development of between three and sixteen units, or more in the 
case of unusually large lots and for the lower density types is 
typically ground oriented. 

This would be achieved by  

a) Allowing housing forms which are denser, small-scale, of 
generally three or more units per lot in appropriate locations, with 
lot configurations that depart from the traditional lot division and 
put the emphasis on the built form and the public realm, as-of-right 
within the Zoning By-law; 

b) Allowing housing forms of eight or more units in appropriate 
locations as-of-right within the Zoning By-law; and 

c) On appropriate locations, allowing missing middle housing 
forms while prohibiting lower-density typologies within the Zoning 
By-law. 

This suggests that what the Draft refers to as “lower density typologies”, such as new 
singles and semis, may be prohibited. 

Is this so?  Will this be clarified in later Drafts of the Plan? 

As the Councillor for Kitchissippi has recently suggested,  

The Official Plan sets out that inner urban neighbourhoods will 
have a density requirement of 80 units per ha. …. People are 
concerned that one-size-fits-all zoning might be applied to their 
community without respect for its history, character, infrastructure, 
or other considerations. 

The obvious challenge, though, is that the new Official Plan will be 
passed with required densities that will then constrain future 
councillors ahead of understanding the implications for particular 
communities. In the next term of Council, the next councillor for 
Kitchissippi may well be asked by residents to preserve, for 
example, the single-detached nature of some neighbourhoods – in 
fact, I consider it highly likely and that this will be an important 
election issue. With required densities in place, though, that will be 
difficult to accomplish. The big decisions are being made now, but 
the details are being left to another day in another term of Council. 



 

6 
 

Recently, I asked our City’s planning staff whether the new 80 
unit/ha density requirement would force an up-zoning in the R1 
and R2 neighbourhoods. What I’ve been told is that maintaining 
neighbourhoods near transit as exclusively for single-family homes 
wouldn’t be in keeping of the Official Plan’s direction. 

I believe that before a vote can take place, we need to set out 
clearly and transparently some principles with respect to what, if 
any limits, will be applied to intensification. It’s clearly coming, but 
if we pass this Official Plan today in its current form, councillors 
and residents will need to know to what extent the next Council’s 
hands will be tied with respect to placing limits on regeneration. 

If the Councillor for Kitchissippi, with direct access to Planning Staff, is still unclear 
about key aspects of how some of the neighbourhoods in his Ward could change, 
imagine how ordinary people without such direct access must feel about what is 
happening in their neighbourhoods. 

We need this uncertainty cleared up as soon as possible. 

We see, with these issues, that the desirable high-level goals of the Draft Plan begin to 
generate questions at a lower, more detailed, level.  And they create uncertainty about 
the future, and about the City’s ability or willingness to act on their behalf.  In a 
democracy, such uncertainty is not desirable.  Council and Planning staff should be 
working to clear up these ambiguities and answer these questions as soon as possible. 

What Is To Be Done With the Draft Plan, and What Can We 
Expect Beyond the Draft? 

Ditch Orwellian Language 

The first priority, if we are dealing honestly with each other, is to get rid of euphemisms.  
As Council has made clear in its recent decisions, we are heading inevitably into a 
period of intensification.  If we are dealing with intensification, let us call it intensification, 
and not “regeneration.” 
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Drop Down From High Level Goals and Define What They Mean In 
Practice 

The FCA in its recent brief, notes that,   

FCA members support the concept of 15-minute neighbourhoods 
in principle, but wish to make the following points: 

• There needs to be a mapping of neighbourhoods to identify 
which communities already fit the 15-minute neighbourhood 
concept, and which do not. This should be done in 
consultation with each community. 

• There needs to be a clearer definition of what 
services/amenities are needed to qualify for a 15-minute 
neighbourhood. A survey should be conducted within each 
community to determine what these should be. As well, 
there needs to be scope within the definition to 
accommodate diversity. 

• There needs to be recognition of how the 15-minute 
neighbourhood is derived e.g., for seniors, for the disabled, 
for families, etc. Such measurements should include 
factoring in winter conditions, and availability of safe 
walking and cycling infrastructure and connectivity. 

• 15-minute neighbourhoods should also accommodate a 
range of housing affordability that accommodates family 
size. 

• The City will need to develop metrics to ensure that access 
to amenities and services grow with intensification in each 
15-minute neighbourhood, and a strategy to deal with 
deficiencies in current neighbourhoods that do not meet the 
15-minute neighbourhood standard (e.g., access to parks, 
etc.). 
 

This would take “15-minute neighbourhoods” down from a vaguely desirable high-level 
goal, and make it into a useful tool in the planning process, and it would put some meat 
on the bones of how the City intends to make the City livable under intensification. 

Similarly, with the Tree Canopy, definitions of how the high-level goal will be measured 
in practice at the neighbourhood level, and how it will fit with intensification if the two 
goals conflict, would make a high level, generally desirable, goal into a planning tool 
that residents can take into the discussions on Zoning and Secondary Plans that we 
know are coming. 
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More details on this, please. 

Delay the Process So Real Consultation Can Take Place 

As someone has suggested recently, planning without buy-in from the people affected is 
bound to alienate. In our community, as in others, many residents are unhappy because 
they see big changes in the offing, and they feel powerless and rushed. 

Again, as has been pointed out recently big “changes to how the city is going to 
develop, set out in a document that is difficult to decipher for most people, and hitched 
to a consultation process that is too quick to allow genuine consultation” breeds 
cynicism and distrust. 

This can be corrected, but only if the timing of the process is adjusted to meet people’s 
needs, and not some other objective. 

The FCA has suggested,  

Be It Resolved that the Federation of Citizens Associations of 
Ottawa (FCA) request that:   

1. City Council delay its draft Official Plan process until such time 
that there can be a complete assessment made of the permanent 
changes to life, work and play as a result of COVID-19, 

2. City of Ottawa amend its draft Official Plan planning process to 
seek public input on an updated draft Official Plan in the first 
quarter of 2023. 
 

We agree. 

Again, as has been suggested recently, “an election is the ultimate form of 
consultation.” 

The next election is the place where significant debate on the future of Ottawa should 
take place, and where the people of Ottawa get to make their decision on which vision, 
and which politician, has their support. 

 


