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Attachment 3 
 to Report PDS-051-21 

Public and Landowners Comments Summary Table 
Received after September 13, 2021 

Submission  
Date, Number  

Name, group (if 
applicable) 

Summary of Comments Response 

September 13, 
2021 
SPAF-46 

Submitted on 
behalf of 
Farsight 

Development in AREA #4.  Clause 16.7.6.3 of proposed OPA 
121 and the requirement that areas designated Low Density 
Residential provide a mix of dwelling types and tenure, which 
will include freehold units having frontage along a public right 
of way.  The physical geometry of Area #4 is extremely 
difficult as it is bounded by greenspace on the east, south 
and west as well as an active railway line to the north.  As a 
result of the mandated setbacks and buffers as well as the 
expense of providing a creek crossing for access, looping 
water services and the need to provide deep sanitary sewers 
to service the site a certain threshold of units and density is 
required to make development economically feasible.   While 
access to the Area will be provided by a public ROW, any 
inclusion of freehold units will have a cascading and 
restricting effect on the remainder of the development 
footprint that is greatly problematic. 

Municipal Staff 
will outline 
request in 
information 
report, Council 
can provide 
direction. 

September 21, 
2021 
SPAF-47 

Submitted on 
behalf of 
Farsight 

After further review and careful consideration, I come to the 
same conclusion that the requirement in Clause 16.7.6.3 of 
proposed OPA 121, to require a mix of dwelling types, 
tenures including freehold units having frontage along a 
public ROW does not work for our lands in Area #4.   The 
development costs on these lands are significantly higher as 
compared to standard a “greenfield” location and as 
previously noted, this situation is compounded by the 

Municipal Staff 
will outline 
request in 
information  
report, Council 
can provide 
direction. 
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awkward size and setback constraints associated with the 
development of Area #4.  Even if these constraints could be 
mitigated only a handful of very expensive freehold units 
could potentially be provided which would in no way be any 
meaningful contribution towards a mix of housing types and 
tenures within the Camp 30 neighbourhood. For these 
reasons, it is appropriate to remove clause 16.7.6.3 from 
OPA 121.  In fact, considering the development proposals for 
Area #4 provided by the Kaitlin Group and ourselves, OPA 
121 would be aligned with these concepts if Area #4 was 
designated Medium Density Residential as essentially that is 
what is being proposed. This designation would provide the 
opportunity for a greater number of future residents within 
this neighbourhood to live in close proximity to a natural 
heritage environment at a reasonable cost which would be a 
unique situation in the Bowmanville marketplace and be 
complementary to the to the development  vision of the 
Camp 30 lands.  

September 22, 
2021  
SPAF-48 

Submitted by 
Bousfield on 
behalf of LRSP 

• Policy 16.7.1.2a) directs that the DTAH Design and Master 
Plan + Design Guidelines be implemented however, since 
that report was completed in 2019 there have been changed 
to the vision and direction of the plan, including changes 
capture din this most recent draft OPA. As such, this policy 
should be revised to state that the DTAH report generally be 
implemented.  
• Similarly, Policy 16.7.1.2c) speaks to implementing the 
architectural control guidelines and should be revised to state 
that they guidelines will generally be implemented.  

Policy 16.7.1 
2a) and 2c) are 
part of the 
Introduction, 
Vision and 
Objectives of 
the Official Plan 
Amendment. 
“Generally” 
does not add 
any specificity 
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• The density ranges for High Density Residential/Mixed Use 
Local Corridor and Medium Density Residential Local 
Corridor are the same (a minimum net density of 40 units per 
hectare) however the minimum building heights differ 
between these two designations (4 storeys for medium and 5 
storeys for high). The Medium Density Residential – Heritage 
designation also has a minimum density of 40 units per net 
ha but has a minimum height of 2 storeys. Given the 
differences in the permitted uses in these forms should the 
minimum densities all be the same?   
• Policy 16.7.4.5 states that the minimum height is 4 storeys 
for Medium Density Residential Local Corridor whereas the 
legend on a previous version of the schedule stated that the 
permitted heights are 3 to 6 storeys.  
• Policy 16.7.5.2 requires that development in the Medium 
Density Residential – Heritage designation shall be 
complimentary yet subordinate to the adjacent Heritage site. 
It is unclear how this policy would be implemented with 
respect to the requirement for development to be 
subordinate. 
 • Policy 16.7.6.3 requires a mix of dwelling types and tenure 
be provided including a mix of freehold units having frontage 
along a public right of way. This policy should be revised to 
delete the requirement for freehold units on a public right of 
way. Low density areas can be designed to address the 
Municipality’s vision and requirements without this restriction. 
• Policy 16.7.9.7 requires a publicly accessible open space at 
the corner of Lambs and Concession as a Promient 
Intersection. To provide flexibility in the design of this 
intersection, the policy should be revised to say that the 

to the policy.  
Implement 
means that the 
guideline will 
be used. 
Densities are 
set a minimum 
of 40 units/ha, 
this provides 
flexibility to the 
land owner.   
In discussion 
with owner on 
preference, 
Policy 16.7.4.5 
will be updated 
to match the 
schedule (3-6 
storeys). 
Policy 16.7.5.2 
the words “yet 
subordinate” 
will be deleted.  
The HIAs will 
be used to 
ensure 
complimentary 
development.   
Municipal Staff 
will outline 
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publicly accessible open space should be located in proximity 
to the intersection. The design of the site will be addressed 
through the site plan approval and may warrant consideration 
of a building at the corner to signal the prominence of the 
intersection, with an open space area more appropriately 
located adjacent to the intersection.  
• Policy 16.7.9.21 requires that surface parking be at the side 
or rear of principal buildings in high and medium density 
residential areas, however, townhouses are permitted in 
medium density residential areas and would not be able to 
locate all parking at the side or rear of a building.  
 
Given these outstanding matters and the owner’s intent to 
resubmit applications for a zoning by-law amendment and 
plan of subdivision, we request that the finalization and 
approval of this Official Plan Amendment be deferred and 
dealt with in conjunction with the owner’s applications. 

request in 
information 
report, Council 
can provide 
direction. 
Policy 
16.7.9.21 
requires a 
wording 
clarification. 
 
The request to 
defer the OPA 
and deal with it 
in conjunction 
with the 
owner’s 
applications 
means 
continual 
evolution and 
no resolution 
as to what the 
future plans 
are. 

 


