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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
1.1 CONTEXT
Gatineau Park is the largest single open space in the National Capital Region. Of its total area of approximately 88,000 acres (over 35,600 hectares), the National Capital Commission owns around 75,000 acres (30,350 hectares). About 10,000 acres (4,200 hectares) is owned by the Province of Quebec. The remainder, some 3,000 acres (1,200 hectares) is in private hands, comprising 289 parcels ranging in size from less than 1 acre to over 100 acres.
Due to Gatineau Park’s unique location, natural features and major contribution to the Capital (as confirmed in the Federal Land Use Plan and the Gatineau Park Master Plan), the entirety of the Park was designated as having national interest land status pursuant to the Treasury Board decision respecting NCC landholdings. This decision was made in September of 1988. The significance of this designation places the Park in that grouping of lands which should be held by the federal government in perpetuity to support the realization of the NCC’s mandate in the Capital. The decision also lifted the moratorium on acquisitions required to complete the NCC’s ownership of lands included within the national interest land designation, subject to the availability of financial resources. 

The Park Master Plan Concept recognizes that, in the absence of a legal status for the Park, direct control over Park property is essential to its effective management. The existing residential clusters are recognized, but undeveloped lands within these areas are considered critical in that these areas should not be allowed to expand. The concept also points out that direct action is necessary to prevent the development of new residential subdivisions on private property. In the fall of 1988 a particular development prompted urgent action on the part of the Commission. Approval of a subdivision plan on a 100 acre parcel owned by C&B Vacation Properties (C. McInnis) meant that approximately 72 new houses would be built in Gatineau Park, in close proximity to Pink Lake. When negotiations between Mr. McInnis and the NCC came to an impasse in late 1988, the NCC requested that the Minister of Public Works expropriate the property. This expropriation has been confirmed. A similar situation has also arisen respecting the subdivision of and intent to expropriate the Dunne-Woodhouse property at Kingsmere, also in Hull-Quest. 

The NCC has no jurisdiction or control over subdivision approvals on private land in the Park. This is a municipal jurisdiction. Without the cooperation of the municipalities in controlling these types of developments, circumstances similar to the McInnis and Woodhouse situations will be possible in the future. 

Several of the key large private parcels in the Park are located in close proximity to one another (Pink Lake, Kingsmere, Camp Fortune areas). Their almost contiguous development could mean the creation of a veritable town within the Park when coupled with existing residential clusters. The possibility of a domino or floodgate effect of development of private parcels, one after the other, could have a drastic cumulative effect on the integrity of the Park and its future. 

The threat posed to the integrity of the Park by these proposals prompted the NCC to seek the support of municipalities and the Region in the control of development of private lands in the Park. This support has not been forthcoming to date.
To address the overall issue of private property in the Park, a special task force was established to consult with municipalities and to later develop an acquisition plan for all private holdings. This plan was deemed a necessary decision-making tool to ensure sound management of real assets and the effective use of resources. This task force met on several occasions to develop a methodology, criteria and approach to the acquisition plan which was presented to Executive Management Committee on two occasions. 

It will be necessary to monitor closely the range of factors affecting the properties and their priority to ensure that the acquisition plan is flexible and responsive to the current environment and changing conditions. 

1.2 METHODOLOGY
In order to devise an acquisition plan, each property passed through two stages:
1. properties were grouped into categories according to physical and locational factors; and
2. within these categories, each property was ranked or evaluated against a set of eight criteria, to determine the significance of the parcel to the NCC and the impact of potential development on the Park plans and resources.
1.2.1 Categories

Six categories of land were established as follows:
1. Large holdings in excess of 10 acres;
2. Waterfront holdings;
3. Parcels in existing residential clusters which affected federal facilities or interests;
4. Small landlocked parcels;
5. Small parcels on the Park periphery; and
6. Other parcels in existing residential clusters not having a direct impact on federal facilities or interests.
In general, the priority assigned to the categories in terms of their importance to the Park and to the NCC declines from category 1 through 6. However, categories 1, 2 and 3 have been assigned relatively the same priority. Category 4 has a lower priority than 1, 2 and 3; category 5 is lower priority than 4; category 6 is the lowest priority.
These relative priorities were determined based on the impact posed by development, the size of the properties, their location, etc. This methodology was recommended by the Task Force and approved by EMC on March 22, 1989.
1. 2. 2 Criteria
Within each category, all parcels were ranked against a set of eight criteria. The following is a description of the criteria and possible scoring ranges. 

1. Incompatibility of Potential Development of Property With the Gatineau Park and Other NCC Plans 

The Task Force looked at the Gatineau Park Master Plan (current and revision in progress) and the Federal Land Use Plan and other master or sector plans (e.g., Moorside Plan) where relevant to determine the degree of incompatibility a change in use or development of the subject property would pose with the provisions of the plans. 
Score of 3: Totally Incompatible with NCC Plans – development in the primary conservation zone or a normal ranking of “2” coupled with the fact that development would be of a sufficient magnitude to threaten the integrity of the Park.
Score of 2.5: Substantial Incompatibility or Compromise to the Intent of Plans and Policies – examples included properties located adjacent to visitor attractions at Kingswood, Moorside.
Score of 2: Moderate Incompatibility – waterfront locations – parcels in central or noticeable locations in zones other than primary conservation or the “heart” of the Park.
Score of 1.5: Medium Low Incompatibility – the profile or existence of special features caused a normal score of “1” to be raised slightly.
Score of 1: Low Incompatibility - no direct impact of potential development on specific plans or programs of the NCC:

- peripheral locations

- low profile areas

- not in primary conservation zone (and not in residential cluster)

2. Location

a. Macro Location

Based on general location and accessibility within the Park and in relation to the urban core (heart of the Capital), scores were assigned to the following zones: 
Score of 3: For the zone stretching from the south end of the Park, northward to include all of the parts of Hull, Aylmer and Hull Quest lying within the Park. 
Score of 2: The zone lying north of zone 1 and to the east of the Eardley-Masham Road (important factor being the access provided by the new A5). 
Score of 1: The zone lying west of the Eardley-Masham Road, being Pontiac and a small part of La Pêche (distance and relative difficulty of access for this zone). 
b. Micro Location 

The following scores of 3 (high), 2 (medium) and 1 (low),were assigned and relate to the level of concern posed by localized locational factors such as adjacent uses, conflicts, proximity to water bodies, profile vis-a-vis access routes and points, etc.

Rules of thumb or indicators associated with each score include:

Score of 3: The profile of this property is high and there are local conflicts with adjacent federal uses and interest of a significant magnitude, e.g., conflicts or threats posed to Moorside.

Score of 2: This property is located on the waterfront, is adjacent to federal assets or facilities of lesser significance than above (e.g., McCloskey Boat Launch at Meech Lake or the Wakefield Mill) or has a generally medium profile.

Score of 1: This property is on the periphery of the Park, is sufficiently removed from any federal asset or facility, poses no localized conflict of interest or concern to the NCC, or has a generally low profile.

3. Parcel Size

The breakdown of properties into categories is partly based on size. However, this factor is considered significant enough to warrant a further assessment of potential impact related to parcel size within categories. 
Break-off points in the scoring were established at 2, 10 and 50 acres. It is very difficult (and often questionable) to subdivide or sever a parcel under 2 acres in size. The threshold of 10 acres was considered the next step because it was felt that above 10 acres, the process of subdivision and the potential for financial gain became more attractive options. The development of parcels greater than 50 acres in size was considered to be the point where the magnitude of development would seriously affect the integrity of the Park.

Score of 3: Parcel size in excess of 50 acres

Score of 2: Parcel size less than 50 acres, greater than 10 acres

Score of 1: Parcel size less than 10 acres, greater than 1.9 acres

Score of 0: Parcel size less than 1.9 acres; parcel size not considered a factor

4. Built or Vacant State of Parcel

The ranking for this factor was related directly to the desirability of acquiring a vacant, unimproved parcel (easily integrated into Park environment) or, conversely, of an improved parcel where the improvements would contribute directly to the achievement of an objective of the Park Plan (i.e. convertible to a bed & breakfast or other visitor facility).

Score of 3: Vacant land or parcel with negligible structures/improvements or Parcel with improvements that are both immediately adaptable and highly desired for a Park use (fulfills a Park requirement or is supportive of an approved Park Master Plan use; fully compatible with Park plan or function)

Score of 2: Simple demolition required: The building or improvement is not desirable for adaptive re-use; more investment outlay is required than would be lost in the razing; property is a noneconomic unit from the Park perspective, or Some conversion potential: The building or improvement is not immediately adaptable but has a significant potential for conversion to a use supportive of the Park plan

Score of 1: Undesirable landlord situation: The NCC does not want to possess the improvements; there is no adaptive re-use potential; high maintenance input is required; NCC retention of this property would compromise plans/policy of the NCC (hypocritical stance)

5. Developability of the Property

This criterion is to measure the ease of development of the property. It refers to any topographical or geographical constraints, the ease of access to the property, any legal impediments (e.g., estate problems, zoning restrictions, servicing restrictions, presence of easements on the property (e.g., hydro lines), etc. In terms of its potential for development and impact on the Park, a higher score reflects greater ease of development.

Score of 3: This property is easy to develop from all perspectives. There are negligible or no impediments or special requirements.

Score of 2: There are medium constraints associated with development of this property, for example, a hydro easement, difficult access, zoning changes required, etc.

Score of 1: This property is difficult to develop, with severe impediments in terms of topography, access, etc.
6. Physical Impact of Development

This criterion is to measure the localized environmental impact posed by development (impact on natural resources and features, significant species or communities of flora and fauna, sensitive areas, etc.).
Score of 3: High Impact
- location on Eardley Escarpment

- other locations as deemed most significant, e.g., primary conservation zone

Score of 2: Medium Impact
- waterfront locations

- in proximity to significant natural features such as Pink Lake

- impact on significant species/communities of species

Score of 1: Low Impact

- not waterfront

- no more impact than basic removal of vegetation

- no significant species/communities impacted

7. Heritage Significance

This criterion attempts to measure the importance of a property from the perspective of heritage resources, specifically as it relates to NCC objectives and plans. The greater the importance of these resources, the more desirable is the property. .

Score of 3: High Significance - Property is exceptional in terms of heritage significance, e.g., political and architectural significance of properties around Kingswood.

Score of 2: Medium Significance – The heritage features of this property are important in terms of the historical function of the property, the authenticity of the improvements, especially in relation to other functions or structures of NCC interest, e.g., the

Miller’s House near the Wakefield Mill.

Score of 1: Low ·Significance – There is some heritage interest or period value in the property, but not of importance to the NCC necessarily, e.g., Margaret McLeod home near the Wakefield Mill.

Score of 0: No Heritage Significance
8. Incompatibility of Plans of Other Levels of Government with NCC Plans

This was a more difficult criterion to apply, as the information was not always clear cut. In general, the more incompatible the uses permitted by the plans of other levels of government, especially municipal zoning by-laws, the higher the property scored.

Score of 3: Other plans permit undesirable use from a Park plan perspective. Such undesirable uses, e.g., subdivisions, were approved or in the process of being approved.

Score of 2.5: There was some knowledge of or suspicion that approvals for undesirable uses were being sought.

Score of 2: Zoning or policy of other governments’ plans permit undesirable use, but no approvals are being sought for such uses.

Score of 1.5: This score was given to properties where a portion of the property was covered by restrictive agricultural zoning, or there were special restrictions in place which limit the extent of potential development (e.g., Radmore property occupied by hydro easement, litigation in progress).

Score of 1: Other governments’ plans are generally compatible with the Park plan respecting the property, for example, agricultural zoning. The property could also be located in proximity to a “point d’ancrage” as designated in the Park Master Plan, and therefore a commercial or recreo-touristic zoning would be compatible.

Weighting Factors

Due to the relative greater importance of the following factors, scores assigned for these criteria were given a weighting of 2:

1. Incompatibility of Development with Park Plan

2. Location - Micro

3. Physical Impact of Development

1.2.3 Special Factors

In addition to the ranking of each property against the above eight criteria, other information was noted respecting the following subjects:

a. Availability of the Property: An accounting was made if there was knowledge that the property was available for sale, or of the predisposition of the present owner toward selling. In this regard, special note was made respecting any title or estate questions.

b. Acquisition Requirements: This was a very crude assessment of not only the value, but the difficulty of creating a willing buyer-seller relationship. Certain aspects of land tenure, estate and title questions could figure here as well.

c. Other Considerations or Factors: Any other relevant information was noted here, for example, clarification of factors affecting the ranking, special environmental study information, history of property or past negotiations, etc.

This additional information is to be used as supplementary, and could aid in decision making.

1.3 Priorities of Categories

All private properties in Gatineau Park were divided into six categories:

1. Large holdings in excess of 10 acres;

2. Waterfront holdings;

3. Parcels in existing residential clusters which affected federal facilities or interests;

4. Small landlocked parcels;

5. Small parcels on the Park periphery; and

6. Other parcels in existing residential clusters not having a direct impact on federal facilities or interests.

Categories 1, 2 and 3 have similar priority, and are considered of primary interest for the Commission to acquire or control. These top three categories represent [number blanked out] properties.

Due to the equivalent priority of the three categories, individual properties and their rankings can be cross-referenced between categories.

Categories 4, 5 and 6 are totally distinct. If categories 1, 2 and 3 are first priority, categories 4, 5 and 6 are second, third and fourth priority respectively. Since there are distinct priorities for 4, 5 and 6, properties cannot be compared or cross-referenced between these categories. All of the properties in category 4 are of higher priority than those in category 5, and the same for those in 5 in relation to category 6 properties.

1.4 Implementation Considerations
Need for Implementation Strategy

This acquisition plan establishes the relative importance or priority of private properties in Gatineau Park, on an individual and group basis. It applies a comprehensive range of criteria in the assessment of the priority of NCC interest in each property. However, it does not provide an implementation strategy for the accomplishment of this plan. This wider task would require clear information respecting overall NCC acquisition and disposal strategies (for the entire NCR), available financial resources over a specified time frame, clear knowledge of the current municipal planning context, current estimates of market value for properties, accurate information respecting title to properties, better knowledge of the “availability” of certain properties and a clear appreciation for the political implications of certain land transactions in the Outaouais. Future boundary rationalization of the Park will also certainly affect how the plan should be implemented as it will raise a new set of “acquisition-disposal” issues.

Decision-Making Tool

This plan should therefore be used as a tool in decision making, rather than a definitive blueprint dictating a fixed order of action. Obviously, the Commission must be realistic respecting the manner in which we can acquire, over time, properties in the Park. In many cases, we will be reacting to properties that come available on the market or to urgencies created by plans for property development. The approval of development plans or the emergence of a new concern affecting any individual property will potentially change its priority in the plan. This is why the concept of monitoring and adjustment to the plan is essential to ensure that the priorities reflect the current situation.
The plan will help us to make choices and to justify those decisions. Since our resources are constrained, it will not be possible to acquire every property that is offered to us. We will be able to say “no” if we so choose based upon the relative priority assigned to parcels as set out in the plan. Having an orderly, comprehensive assessment of our overall priorities in the Park will help us avoid potentially problematic situations where a more proactive or justifiable response is needed. The top priority properties are the ones we should be striving to acquire or in which we should be attempting to gain some degree of control (through grandfathering, life estates, or other means). In this respect, the plan should provide the guidance for focussing our efforts. At the same time, other avenues of support should continue to be pursued. These avenues could include the promotion of a “Friends of the Park” movement, the institution of a special fund for acquisitions, or the development of a sponsorship program whereby donations or contributions could further the cause. 

Communication of this Plan 

Thought must be given to the communication of the Commission’s priorities respecting private property in the Park. The considerable media attention and public response generated by 
private development proposals such as the McInnis subdivision indicate a high level of interest in this issue. The interest will not stop with the first or second subdivision question. There will be additional challenges to protect the Park from development in the future. In order to inform the public of the Commission’s main areas of concern respecting private properties and to prevent the swell of unrealistic expectations, the Commission should seriously consider communicating the rationale of our approach. Municipalities and communities in and around the Park should be individually informed.
It must also be recognized that there is a history or legacy associated with almost each individual private property in the Park. Private owners’ perception of the NCC and our ability to foster positive relationships with them could depend on our understanding of the history of the Park. Unpleasant experiences and actions taken by the NCC’s predecessors remain vivid memories for some, and could create another track for future media attention. The better the Commission understands this history, the more equipped we will be to deal with the media and the concerns of individuals. 

The Minister and the Treasury Board Secretariat are also interested in the manner in which we approach decision making in the acquisition arena. Presentation of this plan and explanation of the rationale to them would also be beneficial. 

CHAPTER 2
 CATEGORY 1
 LARGE HOLDINGS IN 
EXCESS OF TEN ACRES
This category includes large holdings of 10 acres or more [blanked out]. They are located throughout the Park but exist in a higher concentration in its southern portion. Most of them are estates and belong to families who have resided in the Park for decades ([blanked out]). These large holdings have great potential for development and, if developed, would represent in every case a possible threat to the Park’s integrity. The best examples are the McInnis and Woodhouse properties. 

Most of these parcels are vacant or are occupied by a single house. Many are located at a critical juncture of the Park, in the southern section of the Park south of Kingsmere Road. We find these parcels located in the Primary Conservation Zone, the Escarpment, on lakes and river shores and on the Park periphery. 

Employing the methodology described in Chapter 1, all of these properties scored high (see Table 1). These large holdings are in the first order of priority for acquisition (along with categories 2 and 3), primarily due to their high potential for development. The most urgent cases are where a subdivision plan is being considered or approved. In these situations, strong measures may be necessary to prevent subdivisions proceeding (for example as was exercised in the expropriation of the McInnis property). Otherwise, the results could be disastrous and the integrity of the Park placed in jeopardy. A veritable town could result within the Park. 

Table 1 lists the ranking of these properties and Table 2 shows the scoring of each property against the eight criteria. When available, additional information was provided on the availability of the individual property, acquisition requirements and special factors. 

Table 1

Category 1: Large Holdings in Excess of 10 Acres

	Property

File


	Owner


	Parcel Size


	Location


	Weighted 

Score




[Remainder of table is blanked out]

Note: Properties are listed in descending order of acquisition priority.  
Table 2: Category 1

Large Holdings in Excess of Ten Acres
	Criteria for Ranking

Acquisition of Property
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	 9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17

	Incompatibility of 

Development with

Park Plans
	X2


	6


	5
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	4
	5
	2
	6
	3
	3

	Location Macro
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	1
	1
	1
	3
	3
	1
	3
	1
	1
	3

	Location Micro
	X2
	6
	6
	5
	4
	4
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	4
	4
	4
	2
	2
	2

	Parcel Size
	
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3

	Built or Vacant
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	1.5
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Developability
	
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	1.5
	1.5
	1.5
	1.5
	2
	3
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3

	Physical Impact of

Development
	X2
	4
	2
	2
	4
	4
	2
	6
	6
	6
	6
	2
	2
	4
	4
	6
	5
	3

	Heritage Significance
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Incompatibility of 

NCC & Municipal Plans
	
	3
	3
	2.5
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2.5
	2
	1.5
	2.5
	2

	Total Weighted Score
	
	31
	28
	27.5
	26
	25
	24.5
	24.5
	24.5
	24.5
	24.5
	24
	24
	23.5
	23
	22.5
	22.5
	22


CHAPTER 3
CATEGORY 2
WATERFRONT HOLDINGS
This category includes all the private parcels with frontage on a lake or a river, with the exception of such parcels in the residential cluster at Kingsmere and South Meech Lake. [Blanked out] properties were scored vis-à-vis the criteria and then ranked in order of priority. Development of these parcels could have a negative impact on water quality and, in some cases, for example at Meech Lake, would increase the conflicts between park residents and visitors. The consequence of development would also be increased privatization of beaches on Park lakes for a group of privileged residents. 

Potential uses for these waterfront properties could be, in many cases, incompatible with Park plans. Most of them are residential properties and are not accessible to visitors. Future development will cause mainly localized impact, not only on the water bodies but also on federal assets such as interpretation centres, beaches and visitor attractions. Table 3 shows the ranking of all waterfront properties and Table 4 the scoring of each against the criteria. 

Table 3
Category 2: Waterfront Holdings 
(outside of residential cluster,

 including north shore of Meech Lake)
	Property

File


	Owner


	Municipality


	Location


	Weighted 

Score




[Remainder of table is blanked out]

Note: Properties are listed in descending order of acquisition priority.  
Table 4: Category 2

Waterfront Holdings
	Criteria for Ranking

Acquisition of Property
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	 9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17

	Incompatibility of 

Development with

Park Plans
	X2


	6


	6
	6
	6
	6
	4
	4
	6
	6
	6
	6
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Location Macro
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1

	Location Micro
	X2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Parcel Size
	
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Built or Vacant
	
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3

	Developability
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Physical Impact of

Development
	X2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Heritage Significance
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Incompatibility of 

NCC & Municipal Plans
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Total Weighted Score
	
	25
	24
	24
	24
	24
	24
	24
	23
	23
	23
	23
	22
	22
	21
	21
	21
	21


	Criteria for Ranking

Acquisition of Property
	
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25

	Incompatibility of 

Development with

Park Plans
	X2


	4


	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Location Macro
	
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Location Micro
	X2
	4
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Parcel Size
	
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Built or Vacant
	
	3
	1
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2

	Developability
	
	2
	2
	3
	3
	1
	1
	3
	1

	Physical Impact of

Development
	X2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Heritage Significance
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Incompatibility of 

NCC & Municipal Plans
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2

	Total Weighted Score
	
	21
	19
	19
	18
	17
	17
	17
	16


CHAPTER 4
 CATEGORY 3

TOP PRIORITV HOLDINGS WITHIN KING5MERE

 AND SOUTH MEECH LAKE RESIDENTIAL CLUSTERS
The methodology employed in the evaluation of private properties in Gatineau Park places the lowest priority on properties within existing residential clusters within Park boundaries. However, a high priority was assigned to a special subset of these· properties in residential clusters, namely those which are in proximity to and pose a potential threat to NCC interests, facilities, future plans. This special subset has the same top priority as the large holdings and waterfront parcels (categories 1 and 2) [blanked out] properties at Kingsmere and [blanked out] properties at South Meech Lake were identified as the grouping of major concern. 

At Kingsmere, the [blanked out] parcels are located on the south side and at the southwest end of Kingsmere Lake, around the Mackenzie King Estate and on the alignment of the primary trail corridor. They vary in size from 1 to 4.5 acres. The NCC’s concerns are mainly related to the future development of the Mackenzie King Estate, including the Farm, the Speaker’s Residence and Kingswood. This is a national visitor attraction of prime importance. New private development in the vicinity could increase the level of visual impact and user-resident and traffic conflicts around the Estate, thereby reducing the quality of the visitor experience. At the southwest end of the Lake, a number of properties are located on the primary trail corridor at a juncture where access northward to the Escarpment is critical.
At Meech Lake, the south side is considered to be the major built-up or “village-like” area. All properties on the north side of the Lake were assessed in categories 1 and 2. In identifying the top priority properties at South Meech Lake, the relative importance of three groupings of development were evaluated – Blanchet Beach, McCloskey Boat Launch and O’Brien Beach. There are more user-resident conflicts at Blanchet and McCloskey due to the minimal amount of parking available, the narrowness of the road, the proximity of residents to the Lake and the higher degree of resident activity, i.e., using the Lake, more boat launch points for residents of the north side of the Lake, etc. At O’Brien Beach, there is increasing degradation of water quality, meaning the possible eventual phasing out of the Beach. The impact of residences in this area is mainly visual. Largely old cottages converted to principal residences, the potential re-use of some of these properties is high. 
The NCC’s objective is to limit the growth of these residential clusters in order to prevent any further threat to the Park’s federal assets and infrastructure, such as the parkways, trails and visitor facilities. 

Tables 5 and 6 show the overall ranking and individual scores for the properties at Kingsmere; Tables 7 and 8 provide the same information for South Meech Lake. 

Table 5
Category 3: Top Priority Parcels in 

Residential Clusters: Kingsmere
	Property

File


	Owner


	Municipality


	Adjacent Federal

Asset


	Weighted 

Score




[Remainder of table is blanked out]

Note: Properties are listed in descending order of acquisition priority.  
Table 6: Category 3

Existing Residential Cluster: Kingsmere
	Criteria for Ranking

Acquisition of Property
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	 9
	10
	11
	12

	Incompatibility of 

Development with Park Plans
	X2


	5


	5
	5
	5
	5
	5
	4
	  4
	4
	4
	2
	4

	Location Macro
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Location Micro
	X2
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3

	Parcel Size
	
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Built or Vacant
	
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Developability
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Physical Impact of

Development
	X2
	4
	4
	1
	2
	2
	2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	2

	Heritage Significance
	
	0
	0
	1.5
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	.5
	0
	0
	0

	Incompatibility of 

NCC & Municipal Plans
	
	2
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Total Weighted Score
	
	26
	26
	24.5
	24
	24
	23
	23
	23
	22.5
	22
	21
	20


Table 7

Category 3: Top Priority Parcels in 

Residential Clusters: Meech Lake
	Property

File


	Owner


	Municipality


	Adjacent Federal Asset


	Weighted 

Score




[Remainder of table is blanked out]

Note: Properties are listed in descending order of acquisition priority.  
Table 8: Category 3

Top Priority Parcels in

Existing Residential Enclaves:

South Meech Lake
	Criteria for Ranking Acquisition of Property
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17

	Incompatibility of Development with Park Plans
	X2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Location Macro
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Location Micro
	X2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Parcel Size
	
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Built or Vacant
	
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3

	Developability
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Physical Impact of Development
	X2
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Heritage Significance
	
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Incompatibility of NCC & Municipal Plans
	
	2.5
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Total Weighted Score
	
	24.5
	24
	23
	23
	23
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22
	22


	Criteria for Ranking

Acquisition of Property
	
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25

	Incompatibility of 

Development with

Park Plans
	X2


	4


	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Location Macro
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Location Micro
	X2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Parcel Size
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Built or Vacant
	
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Developability
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Physical Impact of

Development
	X2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Heritage Significance
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Incompatibility of 

NCC & Municipal Plans
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Total Weighted Score
	
	22
	21
	21
	21
	21
	21
	21
	21


CHAPTER 5

CATEGORY 4

SMALL HOLDINGS – LANDLOCKED
This category includes [blanked out] landlocked holdings located throughout the Park. Most of them are located on the alignment of the Park’s primary trail system. Table 9 shows the ranking and Table 10 the scores of the small holdings landlocked. 

Table 9

Category 4: Small Holdings – Landlocked

	Property

File


	Owner


	Municipality


	Adjacent Federal Assent


	Weighted 

Score




[Remainder of table is blanked out]

Note: Properties are listed in descending order of acquisition priority.  
Table 10

Category 4: Small Holdings – Landlocked

	Criteria for Ranking

Acquisition of Property
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Incompatibility of 

Development with

Park Plans
	X2


	4


	4
	4
	3
	6
	4

	Location Macro
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	1
	1

	Location Micro
	X2
	4
	4
	4
	2
	2
	2

	Parcel Size
	
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Built or Vacant
	
	3
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2

	Developability
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	1
	3

	Physical Impact of

Development
	X2
	4
	2
	2
	4
	4
	2

	Heritage Significance
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Incompatibility of 

NCC & Municipal Plans
	
	2
	2
	2
	1.5
	1
	2

	Total Weighted Score
	
	24
	21
	21
	18.5
	18
	16


CHAPTER 6
CATEGORY 5

 SMALL HOLDINGS ON 
PERIPHERY OF PARK
To be ranked and scored.

CHAPTER 7
CATEGORY 6

 OTHER HOLDINGS IN EXISTING RESIDENTIAL.CLUSTERS
Only certain properties at Skyridge and Secteur Centre of immediate importance were assessed in this category at this time. The remainder of all private parcels in the four residential 
clusters will be evaluated at a later date.
At Secteur Centre, only [blanked out] properties were identified as being of importance. These are located at [blanked out] [blanked out] [blanked out] [blanked out] [blanked out] [blanked out] directly opposite that portion of the [blanked out] sector where the primary recreational facilities and activities will be located. The desired role of these lots would 
be to act as buffers between this recreational area and the rest of the residential cluster. 

At Skyridge, [blanked out] lots were identified which back on the Gatineau Parkway corridor. If left in their present undeveloped state, these lots would act as buffers to the Gatineau Parkway corridor at a particularly narrow portion of the Park. Tables 11 and 12 show the ranking and individual scores for these properties.
Table 11

Category 6: Other Holdings in Existing Residential Clusters:

Skyridge

	Property

File


	Owner


	Municipality
	Adjacent Federal Asset
	Weighted 

Score




[Remainder of table is blanked out]

Category 6: Other Holdings in Existing Residential Clusters:

Secteur Centre

	Property

File


	Owner


	Municipality
	Adjacent Federal Asset


	Weighted 

Score




[Remainder of table is blanked out]

Note: Properties are listed in descending order of acquisition priority.  

Table 12

Other Holdings in Existing Residential Clusters:

Skyridge

	Criteria for Ranking

Acquisition of Property
	
	1
	2
	3

	Incompatibility of 

Development with

Park Plans
	X2


	3


	3
	3

	Location Macro
	
	3
	3
	3

	Location Micro
	X2
	4
	4
	4

	Parcel Size
	
	1
	0
	0

	Built or Vacant
	
	3
	3
	3

	Developability
	
	3
	3
	3

	Physical Impact of

Development
	X2
	2
	2
	2

	Heritage Significance
	
	0
	0
	0

	Incompatibility of 

NCC & Municipal Plans
	
	2
	2
	2

	Total Weighted Score
	
	20
	20
	20


Other Holdings in Existing Residential Clusters:

Secteur Centre

	Criteria for Ranking

Acquisition of Property
	
	1
	2

	Incompatibility of 

Development with

Park Plans
	X2


	5


	5

	Location Macro
	
	3
	3

	Location Micro
	X2
	4
	4

	Parcel Size
	
	0
	0

	Built or Vacant
	
	3
	3

	Developability
	
	3
	3

	Physical Impact of

Development
	X2
	2
	2

	Heritage Significance
	
	0
	0

	Incompatibility of 

NCC & Municipal Plans
	
	2.5
	2.5

	Total Weighted Score
	
	22.5
	22.5


