Commentaries on the Draft Land Use Planning ance@ewment Plan
of the urban agglomeration of Montreal

Brief presented by SEDA HOLDINGS

From: Diana Shahmoon
President, SEDA Holdings

To:  Members of the Agglomeration council, the CM&nd the City of Beaconsfield
Re:  Motion to Exempt Angell Woods from the TOD

Date: October 28, 2014

We are writing to register our objection to thereat agglomeration proposal for the implementatbthe PMAD in Angell
Woods, under which the Beaurepaire train statidhbgiexempted from its TOD designation and the@gegration will as-
sume the Interim Control Bylaw that is currentlyfance from Beaconsfield. With these proposals,dheof Beaconsfield is
confident that most of the Angell Woods’ green spadl “remain private land, just zoned for consaign” [The Suburban,
October 1, 2014]. In fact, they will make Angell Bs the only area to be exempted from the TOD dasign imposed by
the PMAD on the whole Island of Montreal. We subthiét these proposals, which were meant to guieéntiplementation of
the PMAD, in fact violate them. They do not satidfg PMAD and they do not satisfy the law.

THE PMAD

1. In the PMAD Angell Woods was designated both as an area podserved, but also as a TOD by virtue of the Beaaire
and Beaconsfield train stations. The large redecittat is drawn around the Beaurepaire train@tathcompasses most of
Angell Woods. We challenge the agglomeration’s auityr to exempt a legally defined transportationo hwith a simple decla-
ration that it is no longer so.

2. If the Beaurepaire train station is exempted @ansportation hub, all that will remain eligilite development in Angell
Woods is a slim sliver just above Elm on Yale'spgedy, and nothing at all on Seda’s property. Adogg to the PMAD, the
amount of area to be developed as a TOD was noifigae but inclusion of the TOD designation wasndated, not volun-
tary. The single slim sliver does not satisfy thient of the PMAD requirement for a mix of conseimaand TOD. Angell
Woods will be exactly as the city claims it will,deoned for conservationThis also represents a violation of the law. Prop-
erty that that has been zoned developable profmrtiie 55 years that we owned it cannot legallyuseed into conservation
property by simple fiat of the zoning law.

3.The interim control bylaw that the agglomeratmwaposes to take over from Beaconsfield constitategher violation of

the PMAD, negating the requirement that the reguiatof the PMAD be implemented by 2014. It alsolates the bylaw
itself which, by definition, is supposed to be niteonly, but which is already into its fourth ye#rthe agglomeration takes it
over, it will be extended even further. We haweadly instituted proceedings against Beaconsfegdnding the bylaw, with
a date early in November to set the date for tlaihgs.

4. Finally these agglomeration proposals are irgdrid represent the will of the local populatiort@athe implementation of
the PMAD. Beaconsfield’s most systematic effortap the will of the population took the form of “advisory committee”
that it sponsored in 2011, approximately one yéar ¢hey implemented the Interim Control Bylawhelgroup was made up
of three main constituencies—landowners, severad@&wation entities, and concerned citizens—altodm were to “give
their input on the future of Angell Woods.” They itleree times and their proceedings led, as theyblean designed to do, to
the development of three taxpayer-funded scenaAdishese elements projected an image of a teraatratic process, but it
was not. Right from the outset it was announcetlribafficial minutes would be kept and recordifbgsparticipants were
prohibited. And at the end of it all, despite rafeel protests, the three taxpayer-funded scenaaas$, of which called for a
mix of conservation and development, were suppdesgehe city and never publicly circulated. Thereat agglomeration
proposals for near total conservation represenivth®f only one constituency, that of APAW ancetbhonservationists.

THE LAND

The justification for elevating preservation at thg@pense of the TOD is the claim of Angell Woodghler ecological value.
However, Beaconsfield has yet to provide credibidence to support their claim.

--At its April meeting, the Beaconsfield city coulngassed a resolution requesting recognition aepxional forest ecosys-
tems in Angell Woods. At its May meeting, they maka resolution requesting further protection efwetlands in Angell
Woods. Both requests were denied by the ecologigaktries from which they were sought.

--Even the Biofilia study, one of three the cityedsas a basis for its unsuccessful ecological uésak this past spring, was
equivocal as to Angell Woods'cological value: “we recognize that there are gnogs of vegetation or portions of them with
relatively weaker ecological functions for whicletimtegral conservation is not absolutely necessatlye maintenance of
sensitive habitats of Angell Woods.”

--William Pollock, a forest engineer who examinkd southernmost portion of Seda’s property in 2@0&ive to an expro-
priation of a 7 meter strip by Hydro-Quebec, wasremore equivocal: “There are very few trees of\alye on this 7 meter
stretch of land.”

--William Pollock also contradicted the city’'s regped claim of Old Growth in Angell Woods, statingdst, if not all, of the 7
meter strip is the result of an abandoned agricallfield. It may have been abandoned between @iR@ryears ago.'We
submit that ALL the woods of Angell Woods are ndd Growth at all, but woods that have resulted ffanmland that was
abandoned some decades ago, a situation that &eectdristic of land use generally in the parisRointe Claire.

--Even the most ardent conservationists who putpdoe dedicated to preserving all of the woodsHeir ecological value,
don’t treat it that way. APAW, with the supportB¢aconsfield, has permitted, and even encouragedes of trespassers and
their dogs over decades. This is not an apprdatione takes towards land to be conserved, ther&wards parkland for
recreational use. Over the years, it has servetbassively defile and degrade the woods.

— The current proposal for Angell Woods remains sanhyl equivocal between conservation and recreatidre Montreal
study from 2005, (the second of the three studie<itly used this spring as a basis for its unswsfakscological resolutions)
and which carries the name of Daniel Hodder himseifgests that the value of preserving the wostistiategic .. not only
on the ecological level begually on the recreational leve(émphasis added); it recommends making Angell Waoplark,
and even suggests: "Leave a gap between the swdithf &ngell Woods and Elm Street for hospital@gifities (cottage, bi-
cycle parking, etc.) for the recreational corritddtthe intent is really to conserve the land aslegically sensitive, the ques-
tion remains: Would Beaconsfield residents suppomnserving woods that they could not use? Would:8esfield find the
will to restrict the recreational use that theyniselves have supported for decades? And if theydaaantinue to allow rec-
reational use, then the ecological claims for presg it are a fraudThe Biofilia study explicitly states, recreationaleuse-
verely degrades the ecological value of the land.

--The third of the three studies the city used hass for its ecological resolutions was done BAW. The city has refused
to release that study to us, and an access tonatwn request has not yet been decided. How#wefact that a study done



by APAW, a group with a clear conservation agemdss used at all severely diminishes the city’sigtiib claim objectivity
in asking for total conservation.

--The administration itself anticipates a furthierep acceleration in the degradation of the wogdié sheer number of ash
trees which they expect to become infected withBmnerald Ash Borer, leaving open the question cditvexactly will be
conserved through the conservation process.

THE NEGOTIATIONS

Both Montreal and Beaconsfield are claiming thajatetions to purchase Angell Woods from the landers are currently
taking place. All these claims are untrue. No nigjoins are taking place. We have received no sfi@purchase our land
from either Beaconsfield or Montreal in the curradministration. No one from either Beaconsfieldamtreal has even
reached out to begin to negotiate with us. At eestime, our phone calls and emails to officiagenot been returned. We
can only assume that those who wish to acquirdamar will attempt to negotiate with us only aftey commercial value has
been severely reduced by deeming it “conservation.”

The simple fact is that Angell Woods is extraordiyavaluable land that cannot be acquired in tébalgreen space with the
available funds. The people of Beaconsfield hadecated that they favor a real compromise of pregern and development
that will allow the city to acquire it legitimatelinstead, the city has acceded to the loudesesomho refuse any and all sug-
gestion of compromise. The city would have its ¢ibmsnts believe that these kinds of agglomerapimposals, combined
with a punitive approach to the treatment of askgr can bully the Angell Woods landowners intmading their land for
pennies on the dollar. This is wishful thinkingidtalso a violation of our property rights undee taw, and eventually must
end up either in the courts or on the backs oBtbaconsfield taxpayers.

CONCLUSION

By virtue of Beaconsfield’s claim to its exceptibeaological value, the agglomeration has singled/ngell Woods as the
sole area on the Island of Montreal that desevé®texempted from the TOD designation mandatetidMAD. However,
neither in their resolutions nor in their studieas Beaconsfield met the high ecological standdatsthey claim. The ag-
glomeration proposals are both legally and ethycsitewed. They have advocated in favor of a distbimterpretation of the
PMAD and dubious claims about the ecological valuevery inch of the woods, while totally ignorittge clearly defined
rights of the landowners.

As landowners, we have always asserted the rigBeatonsfield to preserve precious green spaceyédalso assert the rule
of law as it applies to our rights. We have beegyirgataxes on Angell Woods as developable prodertpver 50 years, even
as the city has actively encouraged its residense¢ it as a public park. The claim by the cityattmost of Angell Woods
will “remain private land, just zoned for consereat—goes to the heart of it. The agglomeratioogmsals are a cynical
effort to subvert the law in order to reduce thkigaof our land, continuing a pattern of using Argell Woods property as
public while never acquiring it legitimately for plic use. We submit that this is nothing less tleguised expropriation, and
we will continue to pursue its contestation.

Diana Shahmoon

President, Seda Holdings

email: blustain@suffolk.lib.ny.us
phone: 631 325 1908



WILLIAM S. POLLOCIK

Forest Engineer
7123 Lac Noir Road, Slte=A\ga1t]hue;=<dle§:—M(onmlts, Quebec, J8C 278, Canada
TEL: ((8][(9))) 326-3602
e-mail: bill@tuckamor.ca

October 27, 2008

Me. Alfred Belisle

Godard, Belisle, St. Jean,

3 Préfontaine East,
Ste-Agathe-des-Monts, Qc.

Dear Alfred,

You had asked me to inspect a property at Beaconsfield, Quebec known as part of lot 1 416 442 owned by
Seda Holdings Ltd. You explained that Hydro-Quebec planned to expropriate a 7 meter band by the full
width of the lot (about 185 meters) at its south end. You had asked me to prepare an evaluation of the trees
with respect to this expropriation.

On October 23, 2008 I visited the property and examined the portion to be expropriated and am able to report
the following:

The land on the 7 meter stretch is quite dry and thus suitable for trees. It is also very stony thus making it
somewhat unsuitable for agriculture. There are very few trees of any value on this 7 meter stretch of land.
The east and west sides of the property were not clearly marked, but the existence of old loose stone walls
were assumed to be the boundaries. At the west end there are some large Carolina Poplars and a few Elms.
Smaller trees include a few maples and ash. There are many shrub species including buckthorn, hawthorn,
willow, sumac, chokecherry and apple.

During this past spring or summer, a
bulldozer or other machinery had pushed
rocks, shrubs and downed vegetation away
from the hydro line to create a rough
roadway as shown in the photo to the left.
The pickets mark the center line of the
expropriated area. The building in the
distance is just outside the property.




There is a trail running east-
west roughly parallel to the 7
meter strip. The distance
from the 7 meter strip varies
between 5 and 10 meters. It is
used mainly as a walking and
biking trail but is wide
enough for snowmobiles and
all-terrain-vehicles. This
picture shows the trail
looking westward. In the
foreground to the left is an
area recently bulldozed to
access a hydro pole. As can
be seen most of the
vegetation is brush. There
was no sign of live mature
trees having been pushed out
by the roots and piled to the
north side of the 7 meter
strip.

It appeared as though the hydro poles had recently been replaced. Older, shorter poles remained standing
beside new ones in some locations.

It occurred to me that all the bulldozing was done in order to access the old poles so that they could be
replaced and actually had been replaced in the spring or summer of 2008. The existence of patches of crushed
stone along the rough road and around some of the poles further re-enforces this theory.

mim Most, if not all, of the 7 meter
' strip is the result of an
abandoned agricultural field. It
may have been abandoned
between 10 and 20 years ago.
As one can see from the photo
to the left the vegetation is
extremely dense and almost
impenetrable with lots of
brambles and thorny brush
species.

On the north side of the trail
there are many piles of metal,
wood and roofing debris
suggesting that the area was
used for dumping garbage after
the field was abandoned. One
of the larger piles of debris is
shown in the photo to the left.




To the right is another
picture typical of the
vegetation. The trees are
mostly ash and elm. The
hydro line is to the left.

Since this was an
exploratory visit to the
site, no tree
measurements were
taken. I spent my time
examining the vicinity of
the expropriated area and
the east and west lot
lines.

If my theory holds true
and the hydro line has
already been installed
and that the
expropriation was for . ,

that purpose, then it is likely that no further work will be done which will affect the vegetation. Any
vegetation that has been destroyed or affected is of little value both economically and aesthetically. The
compensation of $6,500.00 for the servitude overwhelmingly covers any damages. However, damages from a
real estate point-of-view might prove otherwise.

[ briefly inspected the rest of the property. With the exception of the abandoned fields the rest of the property
contains a good quality mature mixed hardwood forest with sugar maple, red maple, hickory, butternut, white
birch, basswood, elm, poplar, ironwood, black cherry, white ash and other species. The north end of the
property is quite wet, but contains cedar, black ash, silver maple and other species. There are a number of
marked walking trails through the property which are quite heavily used.

Respectfully submitted,

W.S.Pollock,
Forest Engineer



BEACONSFIELD

Beaconsfield March 215 2011

Seda Holdings
PO BOX 488

3 Bayberry Lane
Remsenburg
NY 11960

SUBJECT: Your property located in Angell Woods in Beaconsfield

Dear Madam, Sir

Please find enclosed a copy of an article that was published in the March edition
of our municipal publication. This article is an invitation to all major owners,
citizens, associations or any interested parties to participate in an advisory
committee that will give their input on the future of the Angell Woods.

The City Council will nominate a representative group for this task. As an owner
of a major property in the Angell Woods, we are inviting you to participate in this
committee. This exercise will lead to the production of scenarios for the future of
the Angell Woods that will be publicly debated.:

If you wish to participate, please confirm to myself in writing at the address
enclosed in the article or by email. You can also state your opinion in writing if
you do not wish to participate in the advisory group. : -

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions'.

Denis Chabot, Director,

Urban Planning and Municipal Patrol
514 428-4400 ext 4431
denis.chabot@beaconsfield.ca

Ville de Beaconsfield * City of Beaconsfield
303, boulevard Beaconsfield, Beaconsfield (Qc) HOW 4A7
T:(514) 428-4400 F:(514)428-4424
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