LPRA  SPECIAL  MEETING,  OCTOBER 17, 2009


	Agenda Item
	Action Item

	1) Welcome to the LPRA Special Meeting.  Bill Allman, President of the Association acted as Chairman and Ruth Carlisle, a Director of the Association acted as Secretary.  There being at least 20 members of the Association present, the meeting was declared to be duly constituted.
Bill – welcome & moment of silence in memory of Sharon Hazen
	

	2) Reason for the Special Meeting.

Bill – explained the meeting was to allow members to express their concerns to the Board about the At Play development.  Poll to be taken
	

	3) Special Guests- Councillor John Hunt

Bill explained John was here to listen and take their comments back to council
	

	4) Rumours/Conflict of Interest.

Bill declared no executive member has a conflict of interest with the At Play owner or his development.
Bill made the following statement:

“There are rumors going around that attack my family and me personally.  

Rumours:

· that I work for Jeff – I do not

· that I receive free coffee every day - I do not receive free coffee from Jeff when I go there in the morning.
· that my daughter worked for Jeff - my daughter did not work for Jeff or at the restaurant during the summer months.
· Therefore, please, before you spread a story, make sure that it is true and not just a rumour that creates fear and false implications.

Also I declare that I do not have a conflict of interest in dealing with this Condo Project.  Just in case someone is wondering, I am not related to Jeff or any of his family members.  Also, the LPRA Directors polled do not have a conflict of interest with this Condo Project.”
	

	5) Information received by LPRA from members.

Bob Welsh read to members Jeff Bouck’s letter to LPRA 
	Attach Jeff Bouck’s letter to LPRA to the minutes

	6) Public Meeting –Nov 10, 2009—Norfolk Council Chambers 5 PM, Simcoe

Bill informed members that this meeting was taking place.
	

	7) Rules of the Special Meeting.

Bill read out the rules (see Bill’s notes)
	

	8) Members Presentations.

1. Kevin McDonald 
Salient Points:

Size and scale
· 3x larger than existing bldg & 17ft higher than zoning bylaw

· Building & design is in direct contradiction with recently passed Secondary Plan
Traffic

· Parking is already congested

· At whose expense will parking be addressed (current limited parking with added volume from condo development)

Waste Management

· Responsibility and liability for cost if system fails

Summary

· Not opposed to change – but change should be within current zoning bylaws and plans for Long Point.

· Scott Peck – stated planning department is opposed to development as it stands/needs to be reduced in scale.
2.Pauline Halcovitch
· Cottage on channel in question.
· Concern about effluent sewage if system is overwhelmed.

· Development is oversized for the plot of land and is not in keeping with the area
· Support only development that meets current zoning bylaws.

3. Mark Clark
· Family against development

· Survey – 800, and 90+% of people were against the development of a condo on the Point.  65% didn’t know it was going to be a condo.

· Another development already starting.

· Suggests wording of poll as it is written is vague … would prefer a poll written to ask who is/is not in favour of condo development on Long Point.

4. Christine Meyer
· Her involvement – if we are going to have development we (residents) need to take an active part.

· This type of development was meant for settlement areas. – meant for municipal systems that can support it.

· Condos are owned by the owners not the developers.  Has to have proper demand funds.  Urge members to learn what a Condo Corp is.
· Sewage – 

· Letter – what does it mean … has it been submitted?

· Increasing tourism?  All studies done on the basis of 60 people.  Should the ratepayers have a committee to deal with development?
· For information see Website: www.longpointvalues.blogspot.com

5. Peter Welsh
· Process – concern by letter from Chair implying neutrality …. Implies acquiescence …. Endorsement … promotion 
· LPRA must put forward concerns of our members … must declare its position.
· Members must provide direction to directors on what they are to do by a vote.  (much applause)

6. Julie Stone
· Congrats to members for attending

· If the community says “no” … should take this back to council.

· Money talks … environment set aside to achieve economic roles.

· Not a benefit for tourism … a benefit for a single person.

· Support managed change to support integrity of LP.

· LP should be respected – look to the future to maintain and support what we have … development must be thoughtful.
7. Peter LaFleche
· Left in the dark?  Need a strong body at LP to support the integrity of LP and the Official and Secondary Plans and bylaws.

8. Bernice Wallace 
· Concerned about timing of finding out about the Condo development

· Change needs to be controlled to maintain the integrity of LP

· New precedence?  - Now we’ve learned that another (resort) development– is this the start of spin off before anything has been approved.

· Need to be pro-active and encourage council to keep development within the Official and Secondary Plan.

· Lack of transparency.

· Brings limited tourism

· Dark Skies Association … large #s of birds killed by high structures – this is a flyway for migratory birds
· See websites (dark skies & 

· Make effort to Nov 10th council meeting.  Encouraged members to write, contact express member comments on this issue.

· Arizona was able to stop inappropriate development

9. Scott Hammond
· Long term cottager

· Opposed to size … not opposed to new development.  

· Sewage effluent – area for releasing is dry most of the time because of the winds.  If system failure, would be disaster.

10. Muir Sumner
· Nitrates and phosphate release cannot be controlled.  Big creek already is aging our inner bay with these nutrients. (increase of phosphate causes algae bloom)  Need to be concerned and careful of a development that increases the release of these nutrients.

11. Stu Ross
· Introducing Motion: - (he was asked to delay this motion to the end of the meeting.
12.  Roger Lindner

· Not opposed to development but opposed to size … is 30 current same as 30 condos?  Where does sewage go now?
· Bylaw amendment will lead to more amendments

· Zone changes … notification within certain radius. (i.e. 400 ft of property line in question)

13. Leslie Andrews gave same presentation as she gave to Council on Oct 17, 2009, with the following new points:

· Developer, Mr. Valee could not remember measurements of the building

· No matter what # of units we have nothing in front of us – no plan – to comment on.

· Condos are a contradiction to tourism / seasonal development.
· Development on narrowest part of land on LP … too small for size of proposed development

· Unit size -  smallest condo to be 1000 sq ft

· 24 cottages piled on top of one another.

· See her presentation to council (attached pdf)
· “Give an inch – take a mile”
14. Bob Welsh

· Declared position and no conflict

· Talked about Jeff’s presentation to LPRA board and that Board did not support this project … not acquiescence … just an information item.
· Year round use aspect identified.
· Precedence? Jim Malcolm has made it clear that this project is site specific.  But once it is there … it could go elsewhere.
· Norfolk County website … proposal by a planning company out of London to change the zoning from resort zoning to settlement zoning.

· Directed to Mary Elder of NC office.  

· Zoning change is in error … but how did it get on the website?

· Vast majority of council seem to be in favour of this project

· Where do we go from here?
· Signalizing the intersection to allow pedestrian crossing safely

· What would happen to the old park?
· Referred to Jeff’s comment that he’ll leave long point if it doesn’t pass.
· Site 41 in Collingwood … stopped by community action even though the council for it.

· If presentation to the Ontario Municipal Board is required – as treasurer, Bob informed membership that LPRA has the money to do it.

Stu’s Motion:

· Following deferral – see Action Items (
Discussion:

· Patty Moore – LPRA bylaws are not meant to take political decisions.  Ensure LPRA bylaws 

· Erica Andrew:  Wording on our survey is resort but what it is is a condo – 

· Peter Welsh:  only the motion before the membership - do the membership want to direct its directors – is Mr. Ross’s motion accepted or not.  Do the members wish to direct the directors?

· Stu Ross – intent to vote on whether we wish to give direction to executive that members would like to take a stand.

· Jim Kent:  why do we have to have a vote.  In favour or not.

· Q:  Can we vote on anything before we find out what it is?

· Stu … the question before us is whether or not we want to give our executive direction.

· Q: Is this motion appropriate for our association based on our association’s current bylaws.  

· Stu thinks no bylaw against it.

· Bill read the bylaw Sections 1 and 2.

· Printed survey not taken prior to vote on Stu’s motions.


	Link Website: www.longpointvalues.blogspot.com to LPRA website.

Stu’s 1st Motion:  “That the official position of LPRA on the proposed development by At Play be determined exclusively by the simple majority results of the LPRA survey taken on October 17th.
Moved by Stu Ross

Seconded by:  Muir Sumner

Bill identified Stu’s 1st motion would be a vote by ballot 

Ballots dispersed, Vote of Yes or No called. Ballots collected and counted.
Jack Dertinger (member, 31 Teal) acted as scrutineer.  Dennis Parish, a director of the Association, took count.
Results:  87 votes cast.  82 votes for and 5 votes against.  
Bill brought forward a motion:  That ballots counted will be destroyed at end of meeting.

Seconded by: Konrad Kot 

Vote by show of hands in favour / not in favour was called on Bill’s motion.
Result:  Motion Carried

Stu Ross brought forward his 2nd Motion:  “That the LPRA executive present the official position of this organization at the Norfolk Council public meeting on November 10, 2009.”
Seconded: Jack Grose  
Vote also by ballot with 92 votes cast.  9 votes opposed and 83 votes in favour.
Result:  Motion Carried.



	9) Polling Members at the meeting---Results to follow quickly --- see actions for results (
Following the Poll, Bill asked John Hunt to address the members:
His comments:
John said that if the proposed condo development met all the planning recommendations and received the necessary regulatory approvals, he would vote for approval.

Re:  Secondary Plan

· Compromises made to put restrictions on Lake Front properties 

· Can Council allow property owners to go outside of restrictions?
· There are variances allowed.  

· Property owners carry weight.

· Property development needs to fit within guidelines (is that what ratepayers want)

· Re: try to get another deferral of council meeting to spring?  

· Council package on Friday before the meeting.

Q:  Next proposal – when will residents get Jeff’s next proposal.
A: talk to planning office.

Q:  If he submits revised proposal … does 180 day planning rules apply from then?… it’s a new plan or will council be voting 

Q: Concrete stones and cages on other side of road from motel … 

A:  many people do things 

Q:  needs of many outweigh wants of few – what about all the letters sent to council, don’t’ they count?

A: Are they taxpayers (some letters came from boat owners

Q:  will you represent and take LPRA’s

Point

Comment by Bob Welsh:  92 members present today … a fair representation.  LPRA members position deserves  to be represented by JH

Q(Leslie): Is land  use being considered rather than just whether the dimensions fit the bylaws?


	Results of the poll:
10 members voted in favour of the proposed condo development and 79 voted against the proposal.

Based on motion previously passed, the LPRA president will go to council to state that LPRA has taken a position against this project.

	10) Ending comments 

· Meeting adjourned.
	


Bill Allman, Chairman                                                                          Ruth Carlisle, Secretary

