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London Housing Advisory Committee 

Report 

 
2nd Meeting of the London Housing Advisory Committee 
January 9, 2019 
Committee Room #4 
 
Attendance PRESENT: J. Coley Phillips, A. Galloway, J. Malkin, D. Nemeth, 

B. Odegaard, D. Peckham, J. Stickling; and P. Shack 
(Secretary) 
   
 ALSO PRESENT:  J. Binder, D. Calderwood-Smith, S. Giustizia, 
G. Matthews,  and B. Turcotte 
   
 REGRETS:   M. Inthavong, J. Peaire, and N. Reeves 
   
 The meeting was called to order at 12:25 PM. 

 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

2. Organizational Matters  

2.1 Election of Chair and Vice Chair for term ending June 1, 2019 

That consideration of the London Housing Advisory Committee election of 
chair and vice chair for term ending June 1, 2019 BE DEFERRED until 
next meeting. 

 

3. Scheduled Items 

None. 

4. Consent 

4.1 1st Report of the London Housing Advisory Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the 1st Report of the London Housing Advisory 
Committee, from its meeting held on December 12, 2018, was received. 

 

5. Sub-Committees and Working Groups 

None. 

6. Items for Discussion 

6.1 ReThink Zoning Draft Terms of Reference 

That it BE NOTED that the London Housing Advisory Committee held a 
general discussion with respect to the ReThink Zoning Draft Terms of 
Reference. 

 

7. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

7.1 (ADDED) Provincial Consultation on "Increasing Housing Supply in 
Ontario" 

That it BE NOTED the London Housing Advisory Committee held a 
general discussion with respect to the Provincial Consultation on 
"Increasing Housing Supply in Ontario"; 
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it being noted that members of the committee are encouraged to complete 
the on-line survey at www.ontario.ca/housingsupply before January 25, 
2019, with respect to the Provincial Consultation on "Increasing Housing 
Supply in Ontario". 

 

8. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 1:05 PM. 
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Date of Notice: January 24, 2019 

PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE 

 

 
 

 
File: O-8879 
Applicant: The Corporation of the City of London 

What is Proposed? 

The draft Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor 
Secondary Plan will be presented. The draft Secondary Plan 
contains: 
• A long term vision for the Secondary Plan area. 
• Detailed policies to guide the future character of 

development, including policies regarding land 
use, built form, public realm design and heritage. 

 
There will be further opportunities to review the draft 
Secondary Plan and provide comment after this 
meeting.   

 

 
 

 

Further to the Notice of Application you received on March 12, 2018, you are invited to a public 
meeting of the Planning and Environment Committee to be held:  
Meeting Date and Time: Tuesday, February 19, 2019, no earlier than 5:00 p.m. 
Meeting Location: City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, 3rd Floor 

 
 
For more information contact:  
Kerri Killen 
kkillen@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 2659 
City Planning, City of London,  
206 Dundas St., London ON N6A 1G7 
File:  O-8879 
getinvolved.london.ca

To speak to your Ward Councillors: 
Jesse Helmer 
jhelmer@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4004 
 
Arielle Kayabaga 
akayabaga@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4013 

 

Official Plan Amendment 

Draft Old East Village Dundas Street 
Corridor Secondary Plan 

If you are a landlord, please post a copy of this notice where your tenants can see it.  
We want to make sure they have a chance to take part. 
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Application Details 
Commonly Used Planning Terms are available at london.ca/planapps. 

Requested Future Amendment to the Current Official Plan   
To add the Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan to the list of adopted 
Secondary Plans in Section 20.2 and 20.3 of the Official Plan. To add the Old East Village 
Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan to Schedule D of the Official Plan. 
 

Requested Future Amendment to The London Plan (New Official Plan)   
To add the Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan to the list of adopted 
Secondary Plans in Policy 1565 of The London Plan. To add the Old East Village Dundas 
Street Corridor Secondary Plan to Map 7.  

How Can You Participate in the Planning Process? 
You have received this Notice because someone has applied to change the Official Plan 
designation of land located within 120 metres of a property you own, or your landlord has 
posted the notice of application in your building. The City reviews and makes decisions on 
such planning applications in accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act. If you 
previously provided written or verbal comments about this application, we have considered 
your comments as part of our review of the application and in the preparation of the planning 
report and recommendation to the Planning and Environment Committee. The additional ways 
you can participate in the City’s planning review and decision making process are summarized 
below.  For more detailed information about the public process, go to the Participating in the 
Planning Process page at london.ca.  

See More Information 
You can review additional information and material about this application by: 

• visiting City Planning at 206 Dundas Street, Monday to Friday between 8:30am and 
4:30pm; 

• contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or 
• viewing the application-specific page at london.ca/planapps. 

Attend This Public Participation Meeting 
The Planning and Environment Committee will consider the requested Official Plan changes at 
this meeting, which is required by the Planning Act. You will be invited to provide your 
comments at this public participation meeting.  A neighbourhood or community association 
may exist in your area.  If it reflects your views on this application, you may wish to select a 
representative of the association to speak on your behalf at the public participation meeting. 
The Planning and Environment Committee will make a recommendation to Council, which will 
make its decision at a future Council meeting.  

What Are Your Legal Rights? 
Notification of Council Decision 
If you wish to be notified of the decision of the City of London on the proposed official plan 
amendment, you must make a written request to the City Clerk, 300 Dufferin Ave., P.O. Box 
5035, London, ON, N6A 4L9, or at docservices@london.ca. You will also be notified if you 
speak to the Planning and Environment Committee at the public meeting about this application 
and leave your name and address with the Secretary of the Committee.  

Right to Appeal to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
If a person or public body would otherwise have an ability to appeal the decision of the Council 
of the Corporation of the City of London to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal but the person 
or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written 
submissions to the City of London before the proposed official plan amendment is adopted, the 
person or public body is not entitled to appeal the decision. 
 
If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written 
submissions to the City of London before the proposed official plan amendment is adopted, the 
person or public body may not be added as a party to the hearing of an appeal before the 
Local Planning Appeal Tribunal unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable 
grounds to add the person or public body as a party. 

For more information go to http://elto.gov.on.ca/tribunals/lpat/about-lpat/. 
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Notice of Collection of Personal Information 
Personal information collected and recorded at the Public Participation Meeting, or through 
written submissions on this subject, is collected under the authority of the Municipal Act, 2001, 
as amended, and the Planning Act, 1990 R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13 and will be used by Members of 
Council and City of London staff in their consideration of this matter. The written submissions, 
including names and contact information and the associated reports arising from the public 
participation process, will be made available to the public, including publishing on the City’s 
website. Video recordings of the Public Participation Meeting may also be posted to the City of 
London’s website. Questions about this collection should be referred to Cathy Saunders, City 
Clerk, 519-661-CITY(2489) ext. 4937. 

Accessibility – Alternative accessible formats or communication supports are available 
upon request.  Please contact accessibility@london.ca or 519-661-CITY(2489) extension 
2425 for more information.  
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Secondary Plan Area Boundary 
 

 
The Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan area boundary. 

7



File: O-8879 
Planner: K. Killen 

 

Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: John M. Fleming 
 Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Draft Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan 
Public Participation Meeting on: February 19, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the 
draft Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan, attached as Appendix 
“B” BE RECEIVED for information purposes; it being noted that: 

(a) The draft Secondary Plan will serve as the basis for further consultation with the 
community and stakeholders; 

(b) The feedback received through this consultation process and the outcomes of 
supporting and informing studies will feed into a revised Secondary Plan and 
implementing Official Plan amendment that will be prepared for the consideration 
and approval of the Planning and Environment Committee at a future Public 
Participation Meeting in the second quarter of 2019. 

Executive Summary 

The purpose and effect of the recommended action is for Municipal Council to receive 
the draft Old East Village Dundas Street Secondary Plan and for it to be subsequently 
circulated for public review and for staff to return with a revised Secondary Plan in the 
second quarter of 2019. 

Analysis 

1.0 Pertinent Reports 

• Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan Draft Terms of 
Reference; Planning and Environment Committee – April 30, 2018 

• Downtown OEV East-West Bikeway Corridor Evaluation; Civic Works Committee 
– February 20, 2019 

2.0 Background 

2.1  Purpose of the Secondary Plan 
Secondary Plans provide more detailed guidance by establishing policies which build on 
the parent policies of the Official Plan. In cases where the policies of the two plans are 
inconsistent, the Secondary Plan policies prevail. Where the Secondary Plan is silent on 
a matter that is addressed within the Official Plan, the Official Plan policies apply. In the 
case of the Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan, the intent is to 
provide more detailed guidance for future development within the identified area 
building on the general policies of The London Plan. 

2.2  Terms of Reference 
The Terms of Reference was endorsed by Municipal Council on May 9, 2018. Outlined 
in the Terms of Reference were the following ongoing and upcoming initiatives: 

• The future implementation of rapid transit service along King Street from the 
downtown to Ontario Street and continuing east along Dundas Street. 
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• The evaluation and implementation of cycling infrastructure to establish an east-
west corridor connecting east London with the downtown. 

• A planned infrastructure renewal project, which will include upgrades to 
underground services and streetscape reconstruction along Dundas Street 
between Adelaide Street North and Ontario Street. 

• The planned construction of the Adelaide Street/CP Rail underpass. 

• Proposed redevelopment of a portion of the Western Fair grounds, as well as 
multiple development applications along both Dundas Street and King Street.  

• Ongoing investment in heritage building conservation and adaptive reuse. 

2.3  Secondary Plan Study Area 
The Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan study area generally 
includes properties fronting onto Dundas Street, between Colborne Street and Burbrook 
Place/Kellogg Lane, properties fronting onto King Street, between Colborne Street and 
Ontario Street, and properties fronting onto Ontario Street. 

2.4  Secondary Plan Boundary Map 
 

 
 

3.0 Overview of the Draft Secondary Plan  

The draft Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan policies were 
prepared by Urban Strategies Inc. and the City of London City Planning service area.  
 
3.1  Vision and Principles 
The Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan vision statement is:  

A vibrant commercial core with a unique heritage character that serves as a community 
hub for local residents and draws visitors as a distinct destination. 

The guiding principles outlined in the Secondary Plan are: 

• Foster the local and creative entrepreneurial spirit and support community 
economic development; 

• Respect and reinvest in heritage resources to enhance the unique character 
of the area; 
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• Provide a distinct retail offer with a wide range of commercial uses including 
restaurants and cafes;  

• Create a safe and welcoming environment to pedestrians and cyclists of all 
ages and abilities; 

• Establish safe connections to the local transit system and surface parking 
lots; and, 

• Support properly scaled residential growth. 

3.2  Character Areas 
Four distinct character areas are identified within the Secondary Plan area, including: 

•  Dundas Street – Midtown; 
•  Dundas Street – Old East Village Core; 
•  Dundas Street – Old East Village East; and, 
•  King Street. 

These character areas define the existing context of the Secondary Plan area. In some 
instances they are used to determine the applicability of specific policies within the 
Secondary Plan area. 

3.3  Policies 
The policies of the draft Secondary Plan provide guidance on land use, the design of 
the public realm and mobility framework, heritage, and built form. 

The land use policies within the draft Secondary Plan promote a mixed-use community 
focussing on active ground-floor uses. A broad range of residential, retail, service, 
office, cultural, recreational and institutional uses are proposed, consistent with the 
vision for the Rapid Transit Corridor Place Type, and Main Street segment policies in 
The London Plan. 

The public realm policies of the draft Secondary Plan focus on creating an environment 
that is pedestrian-oriented to enhance the mainstreet atmosphere of the Dundas Street 
corridor and to cater to future rapid-transit users on King Street. In addition, policies aim 
to enhance the pedestrian experience along north-south linkages, connecting the 
residential populations north and south of Dundas Street to the corridor to support local 
business. As well, emphasis is placed on creating safe connections between the 
Municipal parking lots and Dundas Street with the overall intent of making the 
Secondary Plan area safe and walkable. 

Also central to the public realm policies is the integration of new and/or upgraded 
cycling infrastructure and facilities into the Secondary Plan area. The Downtown OEV 
East-West Bikeway Corridor Evaluation identifies Dundas Street as a key location for 
future cycling infrastructure and cycling infrastructure upgrades. The policies reflect the 
route identified by this evaluation and integrate the dedicated cycling lanes into the 
streetscape design. 

The heritage policies were guided by the recommendations of the Cultural Heritage 
Assessment Background Report. The policies focus on approaches for mitigating 
impacts from new developments on or adjacent to listed, designated and potential 
cultural heritage resources. The policies also indicate that a Heritage Impact 
Assessment will be required in certain instances to ensure that significant cultural 
heritage resources are conserved.  

The built form policies of the Secondary Plan also include consideration for the nearby 
established heritage conservation districts and the historical streetscape of the Dundas 
Street corridor. Height policies within the draft Secondary Plan require new 
developments to provide a height transition when adjacent to residential properties 
and/or properties within a heritage conservation district. Acknowledging the character of 
the Dundas Street corridor, the built form policies direct new development to provide 
step backs to retain the established mainstreet scale. 

Built form policies also provide direction to new high-rise development, nine storeys in 
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height and taller. For these developments, policies provide direction on podium design, 
step backs as well as tower design and location to support a pedestrian-scaled 
environment and protect sunlight access.  

4.0 Relevant Background 

4.1  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix C) 
To assist in the preparation of the draft Secondary Plan, two community information 
meetings were jointly held by City Planning with Transportation Planning and Design to 
engage the community on both the Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary 
Plan and the Downtown OEV East-West Bikeway Corridor Evaluation. The timelines 
and study areas for these projects overlapped significantly and the results of the 
Downtown OEV East-West Bikeway Corridor Evaluation were intended from the onset 
of the process to be integrated into the policies of the Old East Village Dundas Street 
Corridor Secondary Plan. 

The first community information meeting was held on June 27, 2018. This meeting was 
organized to collect the community members’ feedback regarding high-level concepts 
such as the overall vision for the Secondary Plan area and their preferences for the 
initial east-west cycling route options. Approximately 70 community members were in 
attendance. A presentation was made by City staff and members of the consultant 
teams from Urban Strategies Inc. and WSP. The detailed report of the feedback 
received from this meeting was prepared by Urban Strategies Inc. and can be found in 
Appendix C.  

A project webpage for the Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan was 
created on the Get Involved website to allow those unable to attend the June 27, 2018 
community information meeting the opportunity to view the presentation and submit 
comments.  

Comments were primarily suggestions for the study area, which generally included: 

• Improving walkability 
• Removing crosswalk buttons to change the light 
• Improving bikeability 
• Providing wide and/or separated bicycle lanes on Dundas Street 
• Removing bicycling lanes from Dundas Street 
• Redesigning the King Street and Adelaide Street North intersection to be less 

intimidating to pedestrians and cyclists 
• Removing on-street parking in favour of wider sidewalks and protected cycling 

lanes 
• Retaining on-street parking for delivery trucks 
• Improving access to parking lots 
• Increasing the number of parking spaces through parking lots and/or parking 

garages 
• Removing vehicular traffic on Dundas Street, between the core and Quebec 

Street 
• Increasing the spacing of bus stops in the area to save time from 

loading/unloading passengers 
• Filling in the gaps in the commercial corridor 
• Preserving the mainstreet feel; restoring old buildings 
• Locating high-rise buildings along King Street and low- to mid-rise on Dundas 

Street  
• Improving the perception of safety 
• Helping those at risk on the street 
• Increasing the number of street trees, benches, and garbage receptacles 
• Providing low planters instead of street trees, as trees block signs 
• Creating a cohesive streetscape and distinct character; artistic or themed street 

furniture 
• Burying electrical wires  
• Keeping the sidewalk clean 
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• Providing bike lockers in parking lots; more bicycle parking generally 
• Preserving existing trees 
• Creating clear signage for landmark locations in the area 
• Reducing the impact of or eliminating construction 
• Increasing “eyes on the street”  

Comments also included suggestions on how the key connections between the King 
Street and Dundas Street should be designed, which generally included: 

• De-emphasizing the car 
• Widening sidewalks or other connections 
• Planting trees 
• Creating new pedestrian-only connections 
• Improving lighting 
• Providing signage, including directional signage and maps 
• Creating a smoke-free environment 

A second community information meeting was held on November 1, 2018. This meeting 
was also jointly held with Transportation Planning and Design to coordinate the 
Downtown OEV East-West Bikeway Corridor Evaluation with the Secondary Plan. This 
meeting was organized to present the draft policy direction of the Secondary Plan, 
which was developed from the feedback received at the initial community information 
meeting and web submissions. The preferred bikeway option was also presented. The 
meeting provided an open-house component to allow community members to engage 
City staff and staff from the consultant teams in discussions and to ask questions and 
provide feedback in a less structured way. 

Approximately 50 community members were in attendance at this second community 
information meeting. Comments cards were distributed to attendees as an additional 
means of providing feedback. Each attendee was provided one comment card specific 
to the Secondary Plan and one for the Bikeway Evaluation; 19 comment cards specific 
to the Secondary Plan were filled out and returned to City staff. 

Comments relating to the Secondary Plan generally included: 

Support for: 

• Prioritizing existing and emerging cultural and creative businesses 
• De-emphasizing vehicle priority 
• Creating an accessible space for pedestrians and cyclists 
• Retail only at ground floor frontages 

Concerns for: 

• The increase in pedestrian and vehicle traffic 
• The impact of construction on businesses 
• The impact of transit stops on Dundas Street creating car traffic congestion  
• The loss of customers due to loss of on-street parking 

Suggestions or consideration, including: 

• Provide more benches along the corridor 
• Improve lighting 
• Preference for cycling lanes in both directions continuously along Dundas Street 
• Inconvenience to commuters; loss of “drive by” advertising for local businesses if 

fewer cars travel along Dundas Street 
• Include incentive programs to create a unified appearance to facades 
• Reference the McCormick Area Secondary Plan 
• Protect heritage buildings through sensitive design of new adjacent buildings 
• Keep tall buildings off of Dundas Street; if tall buildings are proposed, set them 

back north and south of Dundas Street 
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• Require more policing 
• Specific bonusing policies for the area; do not allow bonusing to increase the 8-

storey maximum proposed 
• Connectivity of Municipal parking lots 1, 2, 4 and 7 to Dundas Street 
• Provide funding for connections between parking and Dundas Street 
• Provide shelters for those sitting on the sidewalk 
• Preference for a bike lane on King Street 

Several additional meetings were held at the request of the Manager of the Old East 
Village Business Improvement Area (BIA) relating to the Old East Village Dundas Street 
Corridor Secondary Plan, including: 

• October 17, 2018: City staff from City Planning and Transportation Planning and 
Design attended and presented at the Old East Village BIA board meeting 

• November 13, 2018: City staff from City Planning and Transportation Planning 
and Design met with Old East Village BIA board members and additional 
community stakeholders invited by the Old East Village BIA; BIA members gave 
a presentation to City staff 

• December 13, 2018: Old East Village BIA members held a walking tour of the 
Dundas Street corridor and subsequent meeting with City staff from City 
Planning and Transportation Planning and Design as well as representatives 
from the consultants teams from Urban Strategies Inc. (Secondary Plan), WSP 
(Bikeway Evaluation), and Dillon (infrastructure renewal). 

• January 7, 2019: City staff from City Planning met with Old East Village BIA 
members 

It is important to note that since the Downtown OEV East-West Bikeway Corridor 
Evaluation was undertaken in parallel with the Secondary Plan process, City staff from 
City Planning and Transportation Planning and Design shared comments received with 
both project teams to ensure that the feedback could be addressed through the 
appropriate project and process. Additional feedback specific to the Downtown OEV 
East-West Bikeway Corridor Evaluation that was collected by City Planning was 
provided to Transportation Planning and Design staff and may not be reflected in detail 
above.  

4.2  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix D) 
Old East Village and the surrounding area has been the focus of revitalization efforts 
through numerous plans and studies, including the Mayor’s Task Force on Old East 
London Report in 1998 and the Re-establishing Value: A Plan for the Old East Village 
report in 2003. In 2004, the Old East Village Community Improvement Plan Area was 
established. The Old East Village Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual was 
adopted in 2016.  

Re-establishing Value: A Plan for the Old East Village, 2003 
Re-establishing Value: A Plan for the Old East Village was prepared by the Planners 
Action Team (PACT), a team of members from the Ontario Professional Planners’ 
Institute (OPPI). This provided a detailed analysis of the corridor and identified issues 
facing the area as well as strategies for improvement and revitalization. 

Old East Village Community Improvement Plan, 2004 
One recommended strategy of the Re-establishing Value: A Plan for the Old East 
Village report was the creation of a community improvement area, which was 
established in 2004. The purpose of the Old East Village Community Improvement Plan 
is to provide context for a coordinated municipal effort to improve the physical, 
economic, and social conditions of Old East Village and to stimulate private investment 
and property maintenance and renewal. 

Old East Village Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual, 2016 
The Old East Village Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual was prepared by the 
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City of London and adopted in 2016. The purpose of this design manual is to provide 
design guidance in the review of all planning and development applications. It promotes 
high-quality design that responds to the area’s unique context and overall vision.  

The London Plan 
Policy 1556 of The London Plan provides the direction to prepare a Secondary Plan to 
elaborate on the policies of The London Plan. Policy 1557 identifies instances that may 
warrant the preparation and adoption of a Secondary Plan, this includes areas within 
the Rapid Transit Corridor Type that may require vision and more specific policy 
guidance for transitioning from their existing form to the form envisioned by The London 
Plan. 

The Secondary Plan area is predominantly located within the Rapid Transit Corridor 
Place Type. Dundas Street, between Colborne Street and Quebec Street, is a Main 
Street segment of the Rapid Transit Corridor. A few properties within the Secondary 
Plan area are Institutional. The Dundas Street and King Street segments within the 
Secondary Plan area are both classified as Rapid Transit Boulevards by The London 
Plan. It should be noted that the Rapid Transit Environmental Assessment (EA) is still 
underway at this time and The London Plan recognizes potential alignments. The Place 
Types and street classifications will be modified to align with the results of the EA 
process for the final version of The London Plan. 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
The Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) provides policy direction on matters of 
provincial interest related to land use planning and development. The policies support 
efficient and resilient development patterns within settlement areas through the 
promotion of opportunities for intensification and redevelopment where this can be 
accommodated by the existing context. It also promotes the long term economic 
prosperity by enhancing the vitality and viability of mainstreets as well as encouraging a 
sense of place by promoting well-designed built form and cultural planning, and by 
conserving features that help define character, including built heritage resources and 
cultural heritage landscapes. The PPS also directs transportation and land use 
consideration to be integrated at all stages of the planning process. 

4.3  Bus Rapid Transit 
The Draft Environmental Project Report for London’s Bus Rapid Transit project was 
approved by Municipal Council on May 8, 2018. This report identified the north-east 
route as running through the Secondary Plan area along King Street, Ontario Street, 
and Dundas Street as illustrated below. Proposed rapid transit stop locations within the 
Secondary Plan area include King Street at Colborne Street, King Street at Adelaide 
Street North, and King Street at Ontario Street. 
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4.4  Downtown OEV East-West Bikeway Corridor Evaluation 
Transportation Planning and Design retained WSP to undertake an evaluation of east-
west cycling corridors to identify a safe and continuous connection between the 
downtown and east London. This evaluation has been coordinated with the Secondary 
Plan process and the results of the feasibility study will be presented at the Civic Works 
Committee on February 20, 2019. 

4.5  Cultural Heritage Assessment 
City Planning retained ASI to conduct a Cultural Heritage Assessment of the Old East 
Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan area. The Cultural Heritage Assessment 
was submitted on January 14, 2019. 

5.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

5.1  Use 

The London Plan contemplates a range of residential, retail, service, office, cultural, 
recreational and institutional uses (Policy 837.1) and encourages mixed-use buildings 
(Policy 837.2) within Rapid Transit Corridors. Retail and services uses are encouraged 
to front the street at grade within mixed-use buildings (Policy 837.4). The Old East 
Village Main Street segment contemplates a broad range of uses at a walkable 
neighbourhood scale to support local shopping and commercial options (Policy 845). 
The uses proposed within the draft Secondary Plan area are consistent with the vision 
for the Old East Village Main Street segment and will support future rapid transit 
services within the Rapid Transit Corridor. 

5.2  Intensity 

Within the Old East Village Main Street segment (Dundas Street, between Colborne 
Street and Quebec Street), The London Plan contemplates buildings that are a 
minimum of two storeys (or eight metres) and a maximum of 12 storeys in height (Policy 
847.1 and 847.2). Bonusing up to a maximum height of 16 storeys is contemplated 
(Policy 847.2). The London Plan also directs us to carefully manage the interface 
between corridors and the adjacent lands within less intense neighbourhoods (Policy 
830.6). This is achieved through the draft Secondary Plan policies requiring building 
heights in close proximity to existing established low-rise residential neighbourhoods, 
predominantly north of the Secondary Plan area, to be stepped back from the low-rise 
residential properties to provide a sensitive height transition and by limiting opportunities 
to obtain increased height through a bounsing.  

The London Plan contemplates a wide range of uses and greater intensities of 
development along Rapid Transit Corridors close to transit stations (830.5). The policies 
contemplate a minimum of two storeys (or eight metres) and a maximum height of 12 
storeys with bonusing (Table 9). Greater residential intensity may be permitted within 
the Rapid Transit Corridor Place Type on sites that are located within 100 metres of a 
rapid transit station (Policy 840.6) up to a maximum of 16 storeys with bonusing (Table 
9).  

Within the draft Secondary Plan, high-rise development is directed along the King Street 
corridor and the south side of Dundas Street, consistent with general intent of the 
aforementioned policies. Rapid transit stations are planned at the King Street and 
Adelaide Street North intersection, the King Street and Ontario Street intersection, and 
the King Street and Colborne Street intersection. Increasing the residential intensity 
south of Dundas Street and along King Street, to permit bonusing for a height beyond 
12 storeys is proposed within the policies of the Secondary Plan. This residential 
intensity is intended to support the functions of the future rapid transit service and 
further promote the revitalization of the Dundas Street corridor. 
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5.3  Form 

The London Plan’s vision for Rapid Transit Corridors includes transit-oriented and 
pedestrian-oriented development forms (Policy 830.7), creating a strong building edge 
(Policy 841.2) and breaking down the mass of large buildings (Policy 841.3). Buildings 
and the public realm will be designed to be pedestrian, cycling and transit-supportive 
through building orientation, location of entrances, clearly marked pedestrian pathways, 
widened sidewalks, cycling infrastructure and general site layout that reinforces 
pedestrian safety and easy navigation (Policy 841.5). The policies of the draft 
Secondary Plan are consistent with this approach to building form and mode priority in 
the design of new development.  
 
5.4  Reduction of On-street Parking 

The Downtown OEV East-West Bikeway Corridor Evaluation results identify Dundas 
Street as the primary cycling corridor connecting the downtown with east London. As 
the right-of-way provides limited space to fully accommodate all modes of 
transportation, the approach taken seeks to balance the needs of all users. The 
proposed cycling network aims to reduce the impact of the added cycling lanes through 
the core of Old East Village by shifting the dedicated west-bound cycling lane to 
Queens Avenue, between William Street and Quebec Street. At this same segment, a 
single east-bound cycling lane will be integrated into the right-of-way design of Dundas 
Street. Vehicle travel lanes widths will be reduced and sidewalks widened to redistribute 
modal priority.  

To accommodate the additional cycling lane as well as widened sidewalks and street 
trees, the existing on-street parking on the south side of Dundas Street will be removed. 
Concern has been raised from the business community along the corridor that this loss 
of parking may negatively impact business. Within this core area, there are three 
underutilized Municipally-owned parking lots. Policies within the draft Secondary Plan 
address strengthening the connection between the Dundas Street corridor and these 
parking lots both physically and through a co-ordinated signage program to address the 
loss of on-street parking through changing drivers’ habits.  

5.5  Heritage 

The Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan area is located in close 
proximity to three heritage conservation districts: the East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District, the West Woodfield Heritage Conservation District, and the Old 
East Heritage Conservation District. Furthermore, there are a number of listed and 
individually designated properties within the Secondary Plan area. Recognizing this, a 
Cultural Heritage Assessment was undertaken for the area in parallel to the Secondary 
Plan process. The Cultural Heritage Assessment Background Report has been 
considered in the policies of the draft Secondary Plan. This background report will also 
be provided to the London Advisory Committee on Heritage for further consideration 
and for recommendations that may further refine the heritage policies of the Secondary 
Plan.  

6.0 Next Steps 

The draft Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan will be circulated to 
the community and stakeholders. Feedback received will be considered through 
revisions to the Secondary Plan. The revised Secondary Plan will be brought forward to 
the Planning and Environment Committee in the second quarter of 2019. 

7.0 Conclusion 

The draft Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan was guided by the 
policies of The London Plan in combination with community and stakeholder input as 
well as expert knowledge from Urban Strategies Inc. staff. 
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Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from Planning Services 
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Appendix A 

  Bill No. (number to be inserted by Clerk's Office) 
  2019  

By-law No. C.P.-XXXX-  

 A by-law to amend The London Plan for 
the City of London, 2016 relating to the 
Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor 
Secondary Plan area. 

  The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London enacts as 
follows: 

1.  Amendment No. (to be inserted by Clerk's Office) to The London Plan for 
the City of London Planning Area – 2016, as contained in the text attached hereto and 
forming part of this by-law, is adopted. 

2.  This by-law shall come into effect in accordance with subsection 17(38) of 
the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13. 

  PASSED in Open Council on XXXX. 

  Ed Holder 
  Mayor 

  Catharine Saunders 
  City Clerk  

First Reading –  
Second Reading –  
Third Reading –  
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AMENDMENT NO. 
 to the 
 THE LONDON PLAN FOR THE CITY OF LONDON 

A. PURPOSE OF THIS AMENDMENT 

 The purpose of this Amendment is: 

To add the Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan to the 
list of adopted Secondary Plans in policy 1565 of The London Plan for the 
City of London. 

B. LOCATION OF THIS AMENDMENT 

This Amendment applies to lands generally fronting Dundas Street, 
between Colborne Street and Burbrook Place/Kellogg Lane, lands fronting 
King Street, between Colborne Street and Ontario Street, and lands 
fronting Ontario Street in the City of London. 

C. BASIS OF THE AMENDMENT 

The preparation of the Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary 
Plan was undertaken to coordinate a number of ongoing and upcoming 
initiatives in the area, including: (1) the future implementation of rapid transit 
service along King Street from the downtown to Ontario Street and 
continuing east along Dundas Street; (2) the evaluation and implementation 
of cycling infrastructure to establish an east-west corridor connecting east 
London with the downtown; (3) a planned infrastructure renewal project, 
which will include upgrades to underground services and streetscape 
reconstruction along Dundas Street between Adelaide Street North and 
Ontario Street; (4) the planned construction of the Adelaide Street/CP Rail 
underpass; (5) proposed redevelopment of a portion of the Western Fair 
grounds, as well as multiple development applications along both Dundas 
Street and King Street; and, (6) ongoing investment in heritage building 
conservation and adaptive reuse . 

The City of London was responsible undertaking public consultation through 
community meetings and satisfying certain planning requirements and 
criteria as set out in the Terms of Reference adopted by Council. The 
background studies, community and agency input, and proposed policies 
were, in turn, reviewed and assessed by municipal staff in the context of the 
Provincial Policy Statement and The London Plan, and used in the 
finalization of the Secondary Plan. This background work forms the basis 
and rationale for amendments to The London Plan. 

The Secondary Plan will be used in the consideration of all applications 
including Official Plan amendments, zoning by-law amendments, site plans, 
consents, minor variances and condominiums within the Planning Area. 

D. THE AMENDMENT 

The London Plan is hereby amended as follows:  

1. Policy 1565 – List of Secondary Plans of The London Plan for the City of 
London is amended by adding the following:  

( ). Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan 

2. Map 7 – Special Policy Areas to The London Plan for the City of London 
Planning Area is amended by the boundary of the Old East Village Dundas 
Street Corridor Secondary Plan area in the City of London, as indicated on 
“Schedule 1” attached hereto.  
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Appendix B – Draft Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor 
Secondary Plan 
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1.0  Introduction 

1.1  BACKGROUND 

Important regeneration efforts have been carried out in Old East Village 
and the surrounding area for more than three decades. In 2003, the Ontario 
Professional Planners Institute’s Planners Action Team came together to 
undertake a detailed analysis of the corridor. Their report, Re-establishing Value: 
A Plan for the Old East Village, included a number of strategies for improvement 
and revitalization. Guided by these recommendations, the Community 
Improvement Plan area was established in 2004.  The associated Old East Village 
Community Improvement Plan was created to provide context for a coordinated 
municipal effort to improve the physical, economic, and social conditions of 
Old East Village and to stimulate private investment and property maintenance 
and renewal. 

Following this, the Old East Village Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual 
was prepared by the City of London and adopted in 2016. The purpose of 
this design manual is to promote high-quality design that responds to the 
area’s unique context and overall vision. Throughout all of these projects and 
initiatives, the neighbourhood and business community has been instrumental, 
working closely with staff to ensure the project outcomes are appropriate for 
the local context. 

The area faces future challenges and opportunities that come with rapid transit 
service, infrastructure upgrades, cycling infrastructure and development. 
This Secondary Plan aims to build on the ongoing efforts to revitalize the 
community, knitting together planned transit and cycling infrastructure 
upgrades with development pressures and public realm design priorities. 
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The Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan applies to the 
general area along Dundas Street between Colborne Street and Burbrook Place, 
and King Street between Colborne Street and Ontario Street. The Secondary 
Plan boundary is illustrated in Schedule 1. This Secondary Plan incorporates the 
area that extends beyond the boundaries of what is traditionally considered 
Old East Village to ensure that appropriate connections are created to the 
downtown to the west as well as to the McCormick Area Secondary Plan area 
and former Kellogg’s property to the east. 

The East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District, the West Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District, and the Old East Heritage Conservation District are in 
close proximity to the Secondary Plan area. In addition, there are areas located 
adjacent to the Secondary Plan boundary, identified as ‘Areas of Special 
Sensitivity’ (illustrated in Schedule 1), where development guidance would help 
prevent conflicts with the existing built form and uses. 

Schedule 1: Secondary Plan Area 
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The purpose of this Secondary Plan is to establish 
the vision, principles, and detailed policies for 
the Old East Village and surrounding areas and to 
continue the neighbourhood’s evolution into a 
unique destination and a vibrant community core. 
This Secondary Plan provides a policy framework 
for future developments and for public realm 
improvements within the Old East Village Dundas 
Street Corridor Secondary Plan area. The intent 
of the policies is to ensure that the Secondary 
Plan area finds continuing uses for its cultural 
heritage resources and provides a rich, diverse, 
and balanced street life for residents, shoppers, 
pedestrians, cyclists, transit users, vehicles, and 
other modes of transportation. 

This Secondary Plan provides a greater level of 
detail than the general policies in The London 
Plan and is guided by the policies of the Provincial 
Policy Statement. This Secondary Plan shall be 
used for the review of planning applications. This 
Secondary Plan is further intended to be used 
in conjunction with other policies of The London 
Plan. In instances where the overall policies of 
The London Plan and the Old East Village Dundas 
Street Corridor Secondary Plan are inconsistent, the 
Secondary Plan shall prevail. 

The text and schedules of the Old East Village 
Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan will be 
added to Policy 1565 of The London Plan. The 
schedules form part of this Secondary Plan and 
have policy status whereas other figures and 
photographs included in this Secondary Plan are 
provided for graphic reference, illustration, and 
information. 

Any required funding associated with the 
recommendations in the Secondary Plan are 
subject to the availability and approval of funding 
through the Corporation’s multi-year budget 
process. 
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1.4  VISION AND PRINCIPLES  

The Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan area is envisioned  
as a vibrant commercial core with a unique heritage character that serves as a  
community hub for local residents and draws visitors as a distinct destination.  
The vision for this area has been developed to continue the momentum of  
three decades of revitalization efforts, the ongoing evolution and the current  
success of Old East Village and the surrounding areas.  

The development of this Secondary Plan has been guided by the following  
principles: 

•  Foster the local and creative entrepreneurial spirit and support  
community economic development; 

•  Respect and reinvest in heritage resources to enhance the unique  
character of the area; 

•  Provide a distinct retail offer with a wide range of commercial uses  
including restaurants and cafes;  

•  Create a safe and welcoming environment to pedestrians and  
cyclists of all ages and abilities; 

•  Establish safe connections to the local transit system and surface  
parking lots; and, 

•  Support properly scaled residential growth. 
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2.0  Character Areas 

2.1  OVERVIEW 

The Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan area is broadly 
made up of four character areas: Dundas Street – Midtown, Dundas Street – Old 
East Village Core, Dundas Street – Old East Village East, and King Street. Each 
character area has distinct characteristics that together create a unique identity 
for the Secondary Plan area. 
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2.2  DUNDAS STREET  – MIDTOWN CHARACTER  
AREA  

Midtown is characterized by low-rise buildings with institutional and 
commercial uses fronting Dundas Street. High-quality cultural heritage 
resrources line both sides of the street. The area provides a transition between 
the downtown to the west, and the core of Old East Village to the east. 

The vision for Midtown is for the area to be a vibrant and pedestrian-oriented 
connection between the downtown and Old East Village. Supporting the 
continued retail health is a priority for this character area. New development is 
envisioned, especially on the south side of the corridor, in a form that is well-
integrated into the existing context and is respectful of the cultural heritage 
resources in the area. This portion of Dundas Street is identified as a Main 
Street within the Rapid Transit Corridor Place Type in The London Plan, where 
street-oriented built form is supported, meaning that buildings are close to the 
street and parking is generally located to the rear of the building, underground, 
or within the architectural mass of the building. A broad range of uses and 
intensification is envisioned to take place at a walkable neighbourhood scale. 
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2.3  DUNDAS STREET  – OLD EAST VILLAGE  
CORE CHARACTER AREA  

The Old East Village Core is located along Dundas Street, between Adelaide 
Street and Ontario Street, and is the heart of Old East Village anchoring the 
overall Secondary Plan area. Today, this segment of Dundas Street is lined 
with independent shops and restaurants. This area has a history of grassroots 
revitalization efforts that have created a distinct and attractive character. The 
momentum of revitalization needs to be maintained and fostered for the area’s 
continued success. 

The vision for the Old East Village Core is a vibrant pedestrian-oriented district 
with a broad range of commercial uses. In The London Plan, this segment of 
Dundas Street is identified as a Main Street within the Rapid Transit Corridor 
Place Type, where continuous street-oriented built form is supported, with a 
broad range of uses and intensification designed at a walkable neighbourhood 
scale. 

Retaining and enhancing the character of the Old East Village Core to achieve 
a continuous streetscape is a key strategy of this Secondary Plan. New 
development should be harmonious with the existing character, rhythm, 
and massing of the current built form, and have building materials that are 
sympathetic to the character of the existing structures, cultural heritage 
resources, and the street. 
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2.4  DUNDAS STREE T –  
OLD EAST VILLAGE EAST  
CHARACTER AREA  

Old East Village East is located along Dundas 
Street, between Ontario Street and Burbrook 
Place, and is characterized by the Western Fair 
Grounds and Queens Park to the south and 
fine-grained retail uses on the north side of 
the street. The Western Fair Farmer and Artisan 
Market anchors the character area, and has been 
an incubator for independent local businesses, 
some of which have opened storefront locations 
along Dundas Street. This segment of Dundas 
Street connects the Old East Village Core to 
the McCormick Area Secondary Plan area and 
the former Kellogg’s property, two industrial 
neighbourhoods with distinct heritage character 
undergoing significant transformation and 
revitalization. 

The vision for Old East Village East is to strengthen 
the walkability of the area with strong retail 
and restaurant presence to sustain year-round 
activity, in addition to supporting its marquee 
events like the Western Fair. Significant change is 
anticipated on this segment of Dundas Street with 
future rapid transit service and the associated 
streetscape redesign. Strengthening the physical 
connection to the Old East Village Core will be a 
priority for this character area. 
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2.5  KING STREET CHARACTER AREA 

King Street is characterized by varying land uses ranging from residential to 
light industrial and institutional. The built form is also varied with low-rise 
single-detached dwellings alongside high-rise apartment buildings. Today 
along King Street, there are a number of large surface parking lots offering 
excellent opportunities for transit-oriented intensification. The area between 
Dundas Street and King Street is characterised by deep lots which offer good 
high-rise development opportunities. 

Rapid transit service is anticipated along King Street, from the downtown 
through to Ontario Street. King Street is identified as a Rapid Transit Boulevard 
within the Rapid Transit Corridor Place Type in The London Plan. The Plan 
encourages intensification here, especially around future rapid transit stations 
planned along King Street at Colborne Street, Adelaide Street North and 
Ontario Street. 

High-rise residential and office uses are appropriate along King Street, and 
have recently been introduced to the corridor. It is envisioned that the highest 
residential intensity will be accommodated in the King Street Character Area to 
strengthen the market for Old East Village businesses, especially within walking 
distance to the future rapid transit stations. 

9 34



D
raft - February 2019

D
R

A
FT D

R
A

FT

10 35



D
ra

ft 
- F

eb
ru

ar
y 

20
19

D
R

A
FT

3.0  Policies 

3.1  OVERVIEW 

The intent of this Secondary Plan is to provide a policy framework to guide  
future development and public projects in the Old East Village Dundas Street  
Corridor Secondary Plan area. Policies in this Secondary Plan support the vision  
by providing guidance on: 

•  land uses; 
•  built form; 
•  public realm design and the mobility framework; and, 
•  heritage. 

The policies of this Secondary Plan generally provide a greater level of detail  
than the general policies of The London Plan.  Where the policies of The London  
Plan provided sufficient guidance to implement the vision of this Secondary  
Plan, these policies were not repeated in this Secondary Plan. As such, the  
policies of this Secondary Plan should be read in conjuncture with The London  
Plan. In instances where the overall policies of The London Plan and the Old East  
Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan are inconsistent, the Secondary  
Plan shall prevail. 

The policies of this Secondary Plan that use the words “will” or “shall” express  
a mandatory course of action. Where the word “should” is used, suitable  
alternative approaches to meet the intent of the policy may be considered. 

The policies of this Secondary Plan will be implemented through mechanisms  
set out in this Secondary Plan, Municipal investments in infrastructure and  
public realm improvements, as well as other tools available to the City  
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including the Zoning By-law, the Site Plan Control  
By-law, and urban design review.  

3.2  LAND USE  

Today, Old East Village, Midtown, and King Street  
feature a diverse mix of land uses and an artisanal  
spirit which contribute to its positioning as an  
active urban node and an area of entrepreneurial  
activity. The intent of the following land use  
policies is to allow for the Secondary Plan area  
to continue to evolve as a thriving mixed-use  
community and a cultural hub. The Zoning By-law  
will provide more detail on individual permitted  
uses; this may not include the full range of uses  
identified in this Secondary Plan. 

The following land use policies apply to the entire  
Secondary Plan area, unless otherwise specified  
within the individual policy: 

a)  Mixed-use buildings are encouraged as the  
preferred form of development within the  
Secondary Plan area. 

b)  A broad range of residential, retail,  
service, office, cultural, recreational, and  
institutional uses may be permitted. 

c)  Dundas Street properties, between  
Adelaide Street North and Burbrook Place,  
shall provide street-oriented active uses  
on the ground floor for the majority of the  
Dundas Street frontage. Street-oriented  
active uses include, but are not limited to:   

•  Retail;  
•  Service; 
•  Recreational; 
•  Cultural; and, 
•  Institutional.   

Street-oriented non-active uses, such as  
residential lobbies and office uses, may be  
permitted if they comprise less than the  
majority of the Dundas Street frontage of  
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an individual property.  The segment where this policy is applicable is  
illustrated in Schedule 2: Ground-floor Uses.  

d)  Street-oriented active uses are encouraged at the ground floor of  
properties fronting Dundas Street, between Colborne Street and  
Adelaide Street North, as well as properties on Colborne Street, Adelaide  
Street North and Ontario Street between Dundas Street and King Street.  

e)  Residential uses are encouraged above the ground floor to increase the  
residential population and provide a variety of housing options.  

f )  Primary access to residential units above the ground floor should be  
located on a street-facing facade. 

g)  Artisanal workshops and craft breweries may be permitted to support  
the emerging businesses.   

h)  Community facilities and institutional uses may be permitted for the  
continued provision of neighbourhood services. The ground floor of  
these uses will be designed to contribute to the vibrancy and animation  
of the street. 

i)  Drive-through facilities may be permitted where it can be clearly  
demonstrated that they will not detract from the vision and role of the  
Place Type and the quality and character of the pedestrian-oriented  
street environment.  Proposals for new drive through facilities will  
be subject to a zoning by-law amendment and site plan approval, in  
conformity with the policies of this Secondary Plan and The London  
Plan. 
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3.3  BUILT FORM 

One of the Secondary Plan area’s strongest assets is its rich and complex built  
environment with various building forms and types that contribute to a unique  
sense of place. From the historic low-rise houses and retail buildings fronting  
on Dundas Street to the high-density podium-tower condominiums emerging  
along King Street, the variety of building types that allow diverse uses to  
flourish will be key to the area’s continued evolution and vibrancy. The purpose  
of this Secondary Plan is to provide guidelines to coordinate and guide future  
developments while celebrating the continued diversity in the urban fabric. 

3.3.1 PERMITTED HEIGHTS 

a)  For the purposes of this Secondary Plan, low-rise will describe buildings  
up to, and including, three storeys in height. Within the entirety of  
the Secondary Plan area, low-rise buildings will be permitted, with a  
required minimum of height of two storeys or eight metres. 

b)  For the purposes of this Secondary Plan, mid-rise will describe buildings  
four storeys and up to and including eight storeys in height.  

c)  Low-rise and mid-rise buildings are generally permitted on the north  
side of Dundas Street and on the south side of Dundas Street between  
Egerton Street and Kellogg Lane. Refer to Schedule 3: Permitted  
Heights. Maximum building heights may be less than eight storeys as  
determined through the policies in Section 3.3.3 Mid-Rise Form. 

d)  For the purposes of this Secondary Plan, high-rise will describe buildings  
nine storeys in height and taller.  
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Schedule 3: Permitted Heights 

e) Low-rise, mid-rise, and high-rise buildings up to 12 storeys are generally 
permitted on the south side of Dundas Street, on both sides of King 
Street, and on both sides of Ontario Street. Refer to Schedule 3: 
Permitted Heights. 

f ) Within a 100 metre radius of a rapid transit station and within the 
boundary of the Secondary Plan area, permitted building height shall be 
up to 16 storeys to promote transit-oriented development. 

g) Where high-rise forms are permitted (refer to Schedule 3), height 
exceeding the established maximum, up to 24 storeys, may be 
permitted through a site-specific bonus zone, where it can be 
demonstrated that significant measures are put in place to support 
or mitigate this additional height or density, subject to the policies of 
Section 3.4 Bonusing. 

h) Development proposals for residential intensification may require 
studies to determine servicing capacity and necessary upgrades. The 
results of these studies may influence the maximum permitted height 
and density that is permitted through zoning. 
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a) The Old East Village Core and Old East 
Village East character areas have an 
existing relatively consistent built form 
which establishes a continuous street 
wall. The placement of buildings within 
these character areas should support this 
continuous street wall, and exceptions for 
small plazas, courtyards or patios spaces 
should be designed to carefully integrate 
into this established streetscape. 

b) The Midtown character area has an existing 
built form condition which is highly 
diverse. The placement of buildings will 
respond to the immediately adjacent built 
form context. 

c) The King Street character area is planned 
to accommodate rapid transit service 
and high-rise development. To create a 
comfortable pedestrian environment along 
King Street, new buildings in this character 
area will be set back from the right-of-way 
to provide space for landscaping. 

d) Portions of buildings at intersections may 
be setback for small plazas, courtyards, 
patios spaces, or to accommodate 
enhanced sidewalk treatments. 

e) Parking shall not be located between the 
building front and public right-of-way. 

f ) Landscape treatment should be provided 
along the edge of parking lots and within 
parking lots to mitigate water runoff, 
heat island effect and enhance the user 
experience. 

g) Access for parking and service areas should 
be located away from main streets and on 
side streets and laneways where possible. 
Where it is not possible, parking access will 
be minimized to reduce pedestrian conflict 

and will be integrated in a way that does  
not detract from the character of the street. 

h)  Corner buildings should be designed with  
the primary building entrances fronting  
onto the higher order street. 

i)  High- and mid-rise buildings should  
be designed to express three defined  
components: a base, middle, and top.  
Alternative design solutions that address  
the following intentions may be permitted: 

•  The base should establish a humanscale  
façade with active frontages including,  
where appropriate, windows with  
transparent glass, forecourts, patios,  
awnings, lighting, and the use of  
materials that reinforce a human scale. 

•  The middle should be visually cohesive  
with, but distinct from, the base and  
top. 

•  The top should provide a finishing   
treatment, such as a roof or a cornice  
treatment, and will serve to hide and  
integrate mechanical penthouses. 

j)  Buildings should have articulated façades  
that complement the façade rhythm of  
the existing streetscape and no large blank  
walls should be visible from the street. 

k)  Building façades should address and frame  
the public street at grade. 

l)  Façade elements of infill development or  
new construction fronting onto Dundas  
Street will be designed to support the  
existing character along the Dundas  
Corridor. These elements may include: 
•  Entryways and doors;  
•  Windows;  
•  Window base; 
•  Sign band and signage; 
•  Awnings; and, 
•  Lighting.  
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m)  Regardless of the intended use, the ground floor of  
new buildings should be designed with the flexibility to  
accommodate future conversion to non-residential uses  
in the future. Strategies could be considered, such as  
providing a raised floor over the slab that can be removed  
to provide additional ground floor height in the future.  

n)  All development fronting onto Dundas Street should be  
consistent with the Old East Village Commercial Corridor  
Urban Design Manual to coordinate the façade and built  
form with the existing character of Dundas Street.  
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3.3.3 MID-RISE FORM 

D
raft - February 2019

D
R

A
FT D

R
A

FT

a) To provide an appropriate transition 
of building scale to the adjacent low-
rise neighbourhood areas, transition 
policies will apply in Height Transition 
Areas illustrated in Schedule 3: Permitted 
Heights. 

b) A 45-degree angular plane beginning from 
the rear of the low-rise properties fronting 
Queens Avenue will set the limit to the 
height of new buildings located on the 
north side of Dundas Street. A 45-degree 
angular plane beginning from the rear 
of the low-rise properties fronting King 

Street will set the limit to the height of 
new buildings on the south side of Dundas 
Street east of Burbrook Street, to ensure 
an appropriate transition to the low-rise 
neighbourhoods as illustrated in Figure 3 
and 4. 

c) Mid-rise buildings should stepback a 
minimum of five metres at the third or 
fourth storey, depending on the built form 
context, to mitigate downward wind shear 
and support the existing street character at 
street level. 

Figure 3: Illustration of New Mid-Rise Buildings 
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Figure 4: 45-degree Angular Plane Transition 

3.3.4 HIGH-RISE FORM 

a) The podium shall be designed to support a pedestrian-scaled 
environment at street level. 

b) The tower portion should be stepped back above the podium along all 
public rights-of-way, at the third or fourth storey, to mitigate downward 
wind shear and limit the visual impact of the building at street level. 

c) High-rise buildings should be designed with slender towers that reduce 
shadow impact, minimize the obstruction of views, and are less massive 
to neighbouring properties. A typical floor plate of approximately 1,000 
square metres is a reasonable target to achieve this goal. 

d) Separation distance between towers should generally be not less than 
30 metres to ensure adequate privacy. 
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e)  Where possible, towers should be offset to provide maximum access  
to sunlight and views. In cases where towers can be offset, reduction  
of tower separation distance may be considered to approximately 25  
metres.  

f )  Towers shall not have any blank façades. 

g)  The top portions of the tower shall be articulated through the use of a  
small setback, difference in articulation, or the use of an architectural  
feature. The mechanical penthouse shall be integrated into the design  
of the tower. 
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Figure 5: Illustration of New High-Rise Buildings 
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3.4  BONUSING  
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a)  Where high-rise forms are permitted  
and where it can be demonstrated that  
significant measures are put in place to  
support or mitigate additional height or  
density, City Council may pass a by-law,  
known as a bonus zone, to authorize  
increases in the height and density of  
development beyond what is otherwise  
permitted by the Zoning By-Law, in return  
for the provision of such facilities, services,  
or matters as are set out in the bonus zone. 

b)  In accordance with the permitted heights  
identified in Section 3.3.1 Permitted  
Heights, additional height or density may  
be permitted in favour of facilities, services,  
or matters such as:  

•  Cultural heritage resources designation  
and conservation.  

•  Affordable housing. 

•  Public art.  

•  Provision of off-site community  
amenities, such as parks, plazas, civic  
spaces, or community facilities. 

•  Publicly-accessible mid-block  
connections and laneways, or widening  
of existing mid-block connections that  
provide access from Dundas Street to  
municipal parking lots.  

•  Generous front yard setbacks along  
King Street to widen the public right-
of-way, provide landscaping and noise  
buffer, and act as a spatial relief for  
high-rise building forms.  

•  Contribution to the development of  
transit amenities, features and facilities,  
available to the public during transit  
operating hours. 

• Substantial contribution to publicly 
accessible secure bicycle parking, and 
cycling infrastructure such as lockers 
and change rooms. 

• Contribution to façade restoration and 
other heritage investments within the 
Secondary Plan area. 

• Other facilities, services, or matters that 
provide substantive public benefit. 

c) The facilities, services and matters to be 
provided in return for greater height or 
density do not necessarily have to be 
provided on the same site as the proposed 
development. City Council may want to 
have such benefits directed to another 
property within the Secondary Plan area. 

d) Each proposal for bonus zoning will 
be considered on its own merits. The 
allowance for greater height and density 
on one site in return for certain facilities, 
services and matters will not be considered 
to establish a precedent for similar height 
and density on any other site. 
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3.5  PUBLIC REALM  

A well-designed public realm will contribute to the success of the Old East  
Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan area as a safe and attractive  
place for people to live and visit. An excellent pedestrian environment, lively  
public spaces, a coordinated streetscaping approach, and safe and convenient  
connections to transit and parking will help to achieve this. In addition to  
enhancing the pedestrian thoroughfares of the Secondary Plan area, there is a  
need to build up a network of public spaces that will provide places to gather  
and act as focal points for the community. There is also a need to safeguard  
landscape areas which will help act as a buffer between the pedestrian zones  
and the proposed rapid transit infrastructure along King Street. 

The design of the public realm within Old East Village and the surrounding  
areas should provide a safe, comfortable, and attractive environment. The  
public realm and streetscape will be designed in a way that allows flexibility  
and the ability for adaptation over time as resources become available and as  
the area evolves. The following policies apply to the public realm, including all  
public streets and mid-block connections to municipal parking lots within the  
Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan area:  

a)  Pedestrian comfort, connectivity, and safety will be prioritized in the  
design of the public realm.  

b)  Main building entrances, terraces, and gathering spaces will be oriented  
towards public rights-of-way to support safety and provide direct access  
from the sidewalk.   
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c)  All north-south streets connecting Queens  
Avenue, Dundas Street, and King Street  
are essential pedestrian and cycling  
connections, and will be enhanced  
through: 

•  Ensuring generous sidewalk width;  

•  Adding integrated and coordinated  
directional signage;  

•  Incorporating pedestrian-scaled  
lighting; 

•  Creating safe cycling conditions on  
north-south streets that connect  
the existing and future cycling  
infrastructure;  

•  Providing bicycle parking facilities; and,  

•  Designing attractive and high-quality  
landscaping, planted in conditions that  
support a future mature landscape. 

d)  Safety and accessibility of connections to  
municipal parking lots from public rights-
of-way will be enhanced with appropriate  
sightlines, pedestrian-scaled lighting, and  
signage.  

e)  A coordinated wayfinding approach should  
be developed for the Secondary Plan area,  
which includes municipal parking lots.  

f )  Existing street trees will be retained where  
possible, and new trees with potential for  
large canopy will be planted in landscape  
zones with adequate soil volume to  
provide shade.   

g)  The integration of open spaces, such as  
plazas or parkettes, are encouraged with  
new development, especially at street  
intersections for visibility and accessibility.  

h)  Opportunities to incorporate gateway  
features should be considered at key  
intersections.   

i)  Coordinated street furniture, including  
bicycle parking, benches, planters,  
waste receptacles, and lighting will be  
incorporated into the street design. 

j)  Opportunities to add walkways and/or  
widen and extend laneways to provide safe  
midblock connections and connections to  
municipal parking lots should be explored.  

k)  Opportunities to accommodate outdoor  
restaurant patios within the sidewalk and  
in on-street parking spaces should be  
considered.  

l)  Dundas Street will be designed with the  
flexibility to accommodate events of  
different scales and sizes; consideration  
should be given to electrical outlet access  
and capacity as well as moveable features.    
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3.6  CONNECTIVITY AND MOBILITY  
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The Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan area is located 
in close proximity to established residential neighbourhoods, new high-rise 
residential development, the downtown, the evolving industrial areas of the 
McCormick Area Secondary Plan area and the former Kellogg’s property, and 
at the juncture of four heritage conservation districts. The area is anticipating 
cycling infrastructure improvements on Dundas Street and Queens Avenue, 
as well as rapid transit service along King Street, Ontario Street, and Dundas 
Street. To serve residents, attract visitors, and support the local businesses in 
the area, establishing safe access by various modes of transportation is vital to 
ensure the Secondary Plan area functions for everyone. 

Schedule 4: Connectivity Framework provides an overview of the current 
pedestrian routes and future areas for mid-block connections as well as the 
planned Rapid Transit routes and the proposed cycling network. 

The following section outlines policies that provide directions for pedestrian, 
cycling, transit, and automobile connections. The intent of these policies is to 
improve existing connectivity, and to identify potential opportunities for new 
connections to be established as the area evolves. 

Schedule 4: Connectivity Framework 
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3.6.1 PEDESTRIAN PRIORITY 
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The core of Old East Village is a pedestrian  
supportive environment today with landscaping  
and street furniture. With anticipated  
improvement to the cycling infrastructure and  
introduction of rapid transit service, the walking  
environment requires special attention and  
upgraded treatments. Well-designed streetscapes  
with opportunities to incorporate street furniture  
and patio space will also encourage visitors  
to linger and patronise the local businesses,  
enhancing Old East Village’s appeal as an urban  
destination. 

The design of Dundas Street, King Street,  
connections to municipal parking lots, and all  
intersecting north-south streets will be designed  
to prioritize pedestrian connectivity, safety,  
comfort, and enjoyment by:  

a)  Ensuring a generous sidewalk width;  

b)  Incorporating attractive paving, plantings,  
and lighting; 

c)  Seeking opportunities to create safe new  
connections to provide public access to  
municipal parking lots, public space or  
public streets. This will include exploring  
opportunities to create new mid-block  
connections where appropriate, through  
acquisition of property as it becomes  
available, or through redevelopment as it  
occurs; 

d)  Installing coordinated directional signage  
at key locations, particularly on north-
south streets that provide connections  
between commercial uses, residential  
neighbourhoods rapid transit service, and  
municipal parking lots; and, 

e)  Ensuring that rights-of-way, mid-block  
connections, and laneways that provide  
access to municipal parking lots are safe  
and well lit with pedestrian-scale lighting. 

25 50



D
raft - February 2019

D
R

A
FT D

R
A

FT

3.6.2 CYCLING 

Cycling infrastructure upgrades are planned for Dundas Street and Queens  
Avenue. Eastbound and westbound cycling lanes will be provided on Dundas  
Street between the downtown and William Street. At William Street the network  
will split, with the eastbound cycling lane continuing along Dundas Street  
and the westbound cycling lane along Queens Avenue. At Quebec Street, the  
cycling lanes will merge again onto Dundas Street, as illustrated in Schedule 4:  
Connectivity Framework. This arrangement accommodates the limited right-
of-way width through the core of Old East Village and allows for the retention  
of on-street parking and widened sidewalks as well as opportunities for bicycle  
parking facilities on Dundas Street.  

Cycling within the Secondary Plan area will be further supported by: 

a)  Integrating cycling infrastructure, such as separated cycling lanes and  
route signage, into the design of the rights-of-way; and,   

b)  Providing cycling facilities, such as bicycle parking and repair stations, in  
accessible and highly visible locations.  

3.6.3 TRANSIT 

Local bus routes along Dundas Street, Adelaide Street North, and Quebec Street  
currently service the Secondary Plan area. Rapid transit service is anticipated  
to run along King Street from the downtown to Ontario Street, then proceed  
along Dundas Street from Ontario Street eastward, as illustrated in Schedule 4:  
Connectivity Framework.  
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As the Secondary Plan area is and will continue to  
be highly accessible by transit, considerations for  
transit-oriented intensification informed the built  
form policies and streetscape design throughout  
the Secondary Plan area. 

a)  Pedestrian connections between Dundas  
Street and planned rapid transit stations  
on King Street at Colborne Street, Adelaide  
Street North, and Ontario Street will be  
prioritized for future enhancements to the  
pedestrian environment.  

b)  Where possible, local transit stops will be  
designed and located to minimize the  
impact to vehicular traffic.       

3.6.4 PARKING AND VEHICLE ACCESS  

a)  Considering the needs of the existing  
commercial uses as well as new businesses  
emerging in the area, loading spaces  
and on-street parking will continue to be  
provided and considered in the design of  
the rights-of-way within the Secondary  
Plan area. Loading spaces will be provided  
in the rear of buildings where possible.  

b)  Pedestrian and vehicle access to existing  
municipal parking lots will be improved  
through securing new access points  
through redevelopment, extending  
existing laneways, and enhancing existing  
public laneways with improved lighting  
and design treatment.  

c)  Pedestrian access to existing municipal  
parking lots should be delineated and  
separated from vehicle access whenever  
possible for pedestrian safety.  
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3.6.5 RIGHTS-OF-WAY DESIGN  

The following section illustrates the design of  
rights-of-way within the Secondary Plan area  
alongside applicable policies for the following  
segments: 

•  Dundas Street, between Colborne and  
William Streets 

•  Dundas Street, between William and  
Ontario Streets 

•  Dundas Street, between Ontario and  
Quebec Streets 

•  Dundas Street, between Quebec and  
Egerton Streets 

•  King Street, between Colborne and  
Ontario Streets 

•  Connectors street, between Dundas  
and King Streets  
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3.6.5.1 Dundas Street, between Colborne Street and William Street  

The design of Dundas Street between Colborne Street and William Street will  
include: 

a)  Widened sidewalks on both sides of the road to create a comfortable  
pedestrian condition;  

b)  Landscape zones on both sides of the road with large canopy trees with  
appropriate soil volume, and spaces for street furniture;   

c)  Pedestrian-scaled lighting with coordinated design throughout the  
Secondary Plan area;  

d)  Separated cycling lanes travelling in both directions;  

e)  Loading zones on the north side of the street to support institutional  
functions; and,  

f )  Two traffic lanes, travelling in both directions.   
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Figure 6: Dundas Street, Colborne Street to William Street 
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3.6.5.2 Dundas Street, between William Street and Ontario Street   

The design of Dundas Street between William Street and Ontario Street will  
include: 

a)  Widened sidewalks on both sides of the road to create a comfortable  
and safe pedestrian environment;  

b)  Generous landscape zones on both sides of the road with large canopy  
trees with appropriate soil volume, and spaces for street furniture;  

c)  Pedestrian-scaled lighting with coordinated design throughout the  
Secondary Plan area;  

d)  A separated cycling lane travelling eastbound;   

e)  On-street parking on the north side of the street to support retail and  
commercial functions on both sides of the street;  

f )  Two traffic lanes, travelling in both directions; and,  

g)  Opportunities for restaurant patios between transit stops and loading  
areas on the south side of the street.  
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Figure 7: Dundas Street, William Street to Ontario Street 
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3.6.5.3 Dundas Street, between Ontario  
Street and Quebec Street  

The design of Dundas Street between Ontario  
Street and Quebec Street will include: 

a)  A widened sidewalk on the north side of  
the road with generous landscape zones  
for large canopy trees with appropriate soil  
volume, and street furniture; 

b)  A widened south sidewalk to  
accommodates street furniture;  

c)  Pedestrian-scaled lighting with  
coordinated design throughout the Plan  
area; 

d)  A separated cycling lane travelling  
eastbound;  

e)  Two dedicated rapid transit lanes, travelling  
both directions, subject to the results  
of the Bus Rapid Transit Environment  
Assessment; and, 

f )  Two traffic lanes, travelling both directions.  

3.6.5.4 Dundas Street, between Quebec  
Street and Egerton Street  

The design of Dundas Street between Quebec  
Street and Egerton Street will include: 

a)  A widened sidewalk on the north side of  
the road with generous landscape zones  
for large canopy trees with appropriate soil  
volume, and street; 

b)  A widened south sidewalk to  
accommodates street furniture;  

c)  Pedestrian-scaled lighting with  
coordinated design throughout the Plan  
area;  

d)  Separated cycling lanes travelling both  
directions;  
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e)  Two dedicated rapid transit lanes, travelling  
both directions, subject to the results  
of the Bus Rapid Transit Environment  
Assessment; and, 

f )  Two traffic lanes, travelling both directions.  

3.6.5.5 Dundas Street, between Egerton  
Street and Burbrook Place 

The design of Dundas Street between Egerton  
Street and Burbrook Place will include: 

a)  Widened sidewalks on the north side of  
the road with generous landscape zones  
for large canopy trees with appropriate soil  
volume, and street; 

b)  A widened south sidewalk to  
accommodates street furniture;  

c)  Pedestrian-scaled lighting with  
coordinated design throughout the Plan  
area;  

d)  On-street parking on the north side of the  
street to support the emerging retail and  
commercial functions; 

e)  Two dedicated rapid transit lanes, travelling  
both directions, subject to the results  
of the Bus Rapid Transit Environment  
Assessment; and, 

f )  Two traffic lanes, travelling both directions.  

3.6.5.6 King Street, between Colborne Street  
and Ontario Street 

The streetscape design for King Street will include:  

a)  Generous sidewalks on both sides of the  
road to accommodate the rapid transit  
function of the corridor and ensure  
adequate room for pedestrians and transit  
riders; 

b)  Generous landscape zones on the both  
sides of the road with large canopy trees  

30 55



D
ra

ft 
- F

eb
ru

ar
y 

20
19

D
R

A
FT

with appropriate soil volume, and space for  
street furniture including benches, waste  
receptacles, and rapid transit stations;  

c)  General front-yard setback for landscaping  
between the sidewalk and the private  
realm to be secured through development;  

d)  Pedestrian-scaled lighting with  
coordinated design throughout the Plan  
area;   

e)  Two dedicated rapid transit lanes, travelling  
both directions, subject to the results  
of the Bus Rapid Transit Environment  
Assessment; and, 

f )  One traffic lane, travelling eastbound.   

3.6.5.7 North-South Connector Streets  

North-south streets within the Secondary Plan  
area have an important role of connecting  
people between Dundas Street, King Street, and  
Queens Avenue. With future planned cycling  
infrastructure upgrades on Queens Avenue and  
Dundas Street, there is an imperative to create  
safe cycling connections between these two  
streets. Furthermore, the north-south connections  
between King Street and Dundas Street will  

play an important role in facilitating pedestrian  
movement, particularly near transit stations on  
King Street.  

To enhance pedestrian and cycling connections,  
the design of connector streets will include:  

a)  Wide sidewalks on both sides of the  
street to create comfortable pedestrian  
conditions;  

b)  Cycling infrastructure and/or on-street  
parking where possible;  

c)  Directional signage for pedestrians and  
cyclists;  

d)  Generous landscape zones with large  
canopy trees with appropriate soil volume;  
and, 

e)  Pedestrian-scaled lighting with  
coordinated design.  
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3.7  CULTURAL HERITAGE 

The Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan area has a 
substantial number of cultural heritage resources. It is the intent of the 
Secondary Plan to promote the restoration and enhancement of heritage 
properties. Significant cultural heritage resources shall be integrated with new 
development and public realm improvements in respectful and creative ways. 

The City of London maintains a Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources). Any 
proposed development on or adjacent to a property designated under the 
Ontario Heritage Act or a property listed in City of London’s Register shall: 

a) Require a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) to ensure that significant 
cultural heritage resources are conserved. Any assessment must include 
consideration of its historical and natural context within the City of 
London, and should include a comprehensive evaluation of the design, 
historical, and contextual values of the property. 
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The following potential mitigation approaches may be suitable for  
consideration and application for minimizing impacts from proposed  
developments on or adjacent to listed, designated, and potential cultural  
heritage resources within the Secondary Plan area: 

b)  Avoidance and mitigation to allow development to proceed while  
retaining the cultural heritage resources in situ and intact; 

c)  Adaptive re-use of a built heritage structure or cultural heritage  
resources; 

d)  Commemoration of the cultural heritage of a property/structure/area,  
historical commemoration means such as plaques or cultural heritage  
interpretive signs; and, 

e)  Urban design policies and guidelines for building on, adjacent,  
and nearby to heritage designated and heritage listed properties,  
and properties with potential cultural heritage resources to ensure  
compatibility by integrating and harmonizing mass, setback, setting,  
and materials. 
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4.0  Schedules 
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SCHEDULE  1: SECONDARY PLAN AREA 
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SCHEDULE  2: GROUND-FLOOR USES 
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SCHEDULE  3: PERMITTED HEIGHTS 
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SCHEDULE  4: CONNECTIVITY FRAMEWORK 
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Appendix C – Public Engagement 

Notice of Application 

Public liaison: Notice of Application was published in the Public Notices and Bidding 
Opportunities section of The Londoner on March 15, 2018.  

No replies were received. 

Nature of Liaison: The need for an Old East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary 
Plan was identified through discussions on the implementation of the Bus Rapid Transit 
System. The east-west bus rapid transit route is proposed to run eastward from the 
Downtown along King Street onto Ontario Street and then eastward along Dundas 
Street within the study area (see attached Map). 
 
The purpose of the Secondary Plan is to establish a long term vision for the area and 
guide the future character of development through more specific policies than those 
contained in the Rapid Transit and Urban Corridors Section of the London Plan. The 
Secondary Plan can also be used to implement a vision or design concept, specifically, 
an urban design framework to connect the King Street rapid transit corridor and the Old 
East Village business district to the north. The Plan will provide a framework for the 
evaluation of future planning applications and public and private investment in the area. 
 
Possible amendments to Sections 20.2 and 20.3 and Schedule D of the existing Official 
Plan and Policy 1565 and Map 7 of The London Plan to add the Old East Village 
Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan as a new Secondary Plan. 
 

Community Information Meeting – June 27, 2018 

Public liaison: Notice of the Community Information Meeting was sent to 1,527 
property owners in the Secondary Plan area. 
 
Approximately 70 people were in attendance at the Community Information Meeting.  
 
Meeting Summary: 
 
The following meeting summary was provided by Urban Strategies Inc.: 
 
On June 27th, 2018, the City of London hosted a Public Information Meeting for the Old 
East Village Dundas Street Corridor Secondary Plan Study. At this meeting, participants 
were also consulted for their opinion on preferred cycle lane options for an ongoing 
Bikeway study. The consultation was held at Aeolian Hall on 795 Dundas Street 
between 6:30 – 8:30 pm and consisted of a presentation and facilitated table-based 
discussions. Approximately 70 community members attended the meeting. Participants 
provided feedback by writing directly or placing notes and place markers on boards, 
providing feedback on comment sheets, and by speaking directly with staff and 
consultants. This report provides a high-level summary of participant feedback and is 
not intended to provide a verbatim transcript of the meeting. 
 
The purpose of the consultation was to: 

• consult community members on identifying a vision for the study area 
• discuss preferred land uses and building heights along Dundas and King Streets 
• focus the discussion on the character and design of Dundas Street; and 
• receive feedback on East-West Bikeway options. 

 
Presentation and Activities: 
 
The public meeting consisted of two parts. First, a presentation was given by staff and 
consultants to provide an overview and context for the Secondary Plan Study as well as 
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the Bikeway study. The second part involved a series of facilitated table discussions 
based on the following questions: 

1. What are the key characteristics of Dundas Street, King Street and the 
surrounding area? What would you like to see preserved? What is missing? 
What would you like to see change? 

2. How should Dundas Street be designed? What would you like to see included in 
the streetscape? (i.e. trees, patios, benches, etc.) 

3. How would you rank the proposed Bikeway corridors? 
4. Where are the key connections between the Dundas corridor and the future BRT 

stops on King Street? How would you like them designed? 
5. Where would intensification (mid-to high-rise buildings) be best suited within the 

study area? 
 
Working with a staff facilitator at each desk, participants at 10 tables were encouraged 
to discuss and provide input to the questions. Report-back period followed, where tables 
took turns to share a summary of their discussion with the rest of the participants. 
Diagrams, images, and maps of the study area and Bikeway options were provided for 
the discussion. 
 
Response Summary: 
 
Question 1 
 
What are the key characteristics of Dundas Street, King Street and the surrounding 
area? What would you like to see preserved? 
 
Participants at most tables mentioned heritage buildings and attributes as key 
characteristics that they would like to see preserved. Some participants identified 
specific landmark buildings and destinations that they felt were important, including 
Aeolian Hall, Farmer’s Market, and the Western Fairgrounds. Preserving independent 
businesses was also frequently mentioned, as well as the importance of the artisan 
culture and the artistic character of the area. Pubs and restaurants were mentioned as 
important anchors along Dundas Street.  
 
What would you like to see more on Dundas Street and the surrounding area? 
Having more trees and other landscaping elements such as planters were frequently 
mentioned, as well as integrating more public art to the area. Some participants 
mentioned a long-standing need in the community for a coherent identity for the area. A 
couple tables suggested that adding a gateway feature to the Western Fairgrounds 
could help reinforce the identity of the area. Some participants mentioned the 
importance of accessibility and inclusivity. Wanting to feel a sense of community was 
also mentioned several times. At the same time, other participants mentioned a desire 
to see more intensification and human-scale development. Participants also expressed 
that they would like to see a more diverse mix of uses along Dundas Street that include 
retail and services that can support their everyday needs and give them more reasons 
to visit the area. Safety was also one of the main concerns for many participants. 
What would you like to see changed on Dundas Street and the surrounding area? 
Several comments were made about gaps in the street wall and empty sites. Concerns 
were expressed about the concentration of social services in two blocks on Dundas 
Street in close proximity to businesses. Some participants mentioned a desire to see 
Dundas Street cater to all ages and offer a more family-friendly environment. A need for 
safer crossings was also mentioned. 
 
What is missing from Dundas Street and the surrounding area? 
 
A few comments were made about the missing visual and physical connections from 
Dundas Street to the existing parking behind buildings. There was a general agreement 
on the missing rhythm and pedestrian activities on Dundas Street. A need for gathering 
places were also mentioned. Some participants expressed that Dundas Street lacks 
multi-modal travel options, although there were conflicting opinions on whether Dundas 
Street should have cycle lanes. 
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Question 2 
 
How should Dundas Street be designed? What would you like to see included in the 
streetscape? 
 
Elements that residents would like to see in the design of Dundas Street include:  

• Trees 
• Public art and identity markers including signs and wayfinding elements 
• Parkette or square 
• Improved lighting 
• Road diet 
• Pedestrian amenities including benches, flexible seating, and chess-board tables 
• Garbage cans 
• Traffic calming measures 
• Patios (possibly flexible/seasonal patio in parking spaces) 
• Maximizing sidewalk width 
• On street parking 
• Outdoor power outlet for events and buskers 
• Cycle lanes 
• Cycle parking 
• Improvements to traffic flow and safety at intersections (particularly at Elizabeth 

Street and Dundas Street)  
 
Question 3 
 
What do you think of the four proposed East-West Bikeway route candidates? 
 
Tables equally ranked Dundas Street and the Queens and King Street Couplet option 
as the top choice among the four Bikeway route candidates. Dufferin Street was 
deemed less preferable mainly due to being too far away from destinations, although 
some participants expressed that the section in downtown may be suitable. All tables 
universally expressed negativity towards the York Street option as they felt that the 
street is unsafe due to high traffic volume and speed. 
 
Question 4 
 
Where would intensification (mid-to high-rise buildings) be best suited within the study 
area? 
 
Participants were asked to mark where they thought intensification would be best suited 
using place markers, with red markers for where mid-rise buildings may be appropriate 
and green markers for where high-rise buildings may be appropriate.  
 
Generally, participants thought that high-rise buildings are appropriate to the south side 
of the study area near King Street. Some participants also marked the east end of 
Dundas Street near the fairgrounds and the west end of Dundas Street towards the 
downtown as being appropriate for high-rise development. Participants thought that 
mid-rise buildings are appropriate along Dundas Street, mostly on the north side of the 
street. On Dundas Street, participants emphasized the importance of appropriate 
integration of heritage buildings. Many participants also added that new developments 
to step down towards the existing low-rise neighbourhood.  
 

Community Information Meeting – November 1, 2018 

Public liaison: Notice of the Community Information Meeting was sent out by 
Transportation Planning and Design to property owners adjacent to the cycling route 
options. 
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Approximately 50 people were in attendance at the Community Information Meeting.  
 
Comment cards were provided to submit comments regarding the Secondary Plan; 19 
comment cards were filled out and returned. 
 
Response Summary: 
 
Land uses: 

• Support for prioritizing the existing/emerging cultural and artistic 
presence/businesses in the Old East Village, as well as of creative 
entrepreneurial businesses. 

• Please reference the McCormick Secondary Plan. There are positive exciting 
activities happening in that area already which need to and are already 
connecting to the OEV Corridor. There are two craft brewers, a climbing gym, the 
redevelopment of Kellogg’s that needs to be supported and integrated. 

• Need to ensure mandated commercial areas are thoroughly thought out. 
• Ensure new building along Dundas Street have retail only at the ground floor 

frontage. 
•  

 
Intensity: 

• Concern that the area cannot handle the increase in pedestrians and traffic.  
 
Building heights and bonusing: 

• Support for the stepped building massing. 
• Tall buildings aren’t required along Dundas Street. The heights now there 

(original) are to scale. Stepback further north and south of Dundas if high-rise 
buildings are proposed. 

• Suggestion that bonusing may need to be different in Old East Village than 
elsewhere in the city. 

• Concern for bonusing that turns eight storeys into 10 and 12. 
•  

 
Modal priority: 

• Support a vision that integrates a more inclusive and accessible space for 
cyclists/pedestrians and a de-emphasizing of motorways/parking. Businesses 
need the business that east/west traffic will provide via a protected bike lane. 
Remove 10 parking spaces to provide the additional bike lane on Dundas Street. 
Reduce speed limit to 30km/hr. 

• Dundas Street business owner relies on commuters driving past their store and 
needs the area to remain a convenient location for people to commute in their 
personal vehicles. 

• Preference for two bike lanes continuously on Dundas Street. 
• Have the bike lane going east on King Street. 

 
Parking: 

• Elaborate on connectivity of available parking in municipal lots to Dundas Street. 
• Determine how many businesses on the south side of Dundas Street where 

parking will be lost have rear access. 
• Provide funding for enhanced parking connections between the parking lots and 

Dundas Street. Complete enhancements in conjuncture with other 
improvements.  

• Reducing parking spaces to half would hurt all the businesses in this area. Ease 
of access to reach to us is of utmost importance to our customers. 

• Maintain good parking for businesses – especially professional businesses. 
 
Streetscape: 

• The area needs more benches.  
• Connections to BRT from Dundas Street need to be well lit.  
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• Glad to see plans that include more bike paths, pedestrian space, public space, 
green space, patios etc.  

• Would like to see Dundas Place continued in Old East Village. 
 
Heritage: 

• Protect heritage facades. Blend new buildings with surrounding heritage 
buildings. 

• Any high-rise on the south side of Dundas Street, Adelaide to Ontario, should not 
be allowed to reduce heritage properties to visual insignificance. 

• Protect heritage buildings. Keep the structures intact. 
 
Other: 

• Business owner disapproves of any further construction for at least three years. 
• Incentive programs need to both provide financial resources to help renovate 

facades (in particular) but through the provision as well of design guidelines & 
principles that specify a unified “appearance” that is welcoming without being 
wholly contrived. 

• Not in favour of BRT. 
• Suggestion to demolish the former dive locker building to improve access to 

Dundas Street at that point from the parking lot north of Dundas Street.  It is 
currently a very narrow passage tightly hemmed in by buildings on either side – 
no amount of lighting can compensate that. 

• Provide a space for those waiting for the food shelters can wait around – shelter 
our park. 
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Appendix D – Policy Context  

The following policy and regulatory documents were considered in their entirety as part 
of the evaluation of this requested land use change.  The most relevant policies, by-
laws, and legislation are identified as follows: 

The Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

1.1.3.3 Planning authorities shall identify appropriate locations and promote 
opportunities for intensification and redevelopment where this can be accommodated 
taking into account existing building stock or areas, including brownfield sites, and the 
availability of suitable existing or planned infrastructure and public service facilities 
required to accommodate projected needs. Intensification and redevelopment shall be 
directed in accordance with the policies of Section 2: Wise Use and Management of 
Resources and Section 3: Protecting Public Health and Safety. 
 
1.1.3.4 Appropriate development standards should be promoted which facilitate 
intensification, redevelopment and compact form, while avoiding or mitigating risks to 
public health and safety. 
 
1.1.3.6 New development taking place in designated growth areas should occur 
adjacent to the existing built-up area and shall have a compact form, mix of uses and 
densities that allow for the efficient use of land, infrastructure and public service 
facilities. 
 
1.5.1 Healthy, active communities should be promoted by a) planning public streets, 
spaces and facilities to be safe, meet the needs of pedestrians, foster social interaction 
and facilitate active transportation and community connectivity. 
 
1.6.7.5 Transportation and land use considerations shall be integrated at all stages of 
the planning process. 
 
1.7.1 Long-term economic prosperity should be supported by: 

c) maintaining and, where possible, enhancing the vitality and viability of 
downtowns and mainstreets. 

d) encouraging a sense of place, by promoting well-designed built form and cultural 
planning, and by conserving features that help define character, including built 
heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. 

 

The London Plan 

830_ Where the term “corridor” is used, without the “rapid transit” or “urban” modifier, it 
is meant to apply to both of these types of corridors. We will realize our vision for our 
corridors by implementing the following in all the planning we do and the public works 
we undertake: 

5) Allow for a wide range of permitted uses and greater intensities of 
development along Rapid Transit Corridors close to transit stations 
6) Carefully manage the interface between our corridors and the adjacent lands 
within less intense neighbourhoods. 

 
837_ The following uses may be permitted within the Rapid Transit Corridor and Urban 
Corridor Place Types, unless otherwise identified by the Specific-Segment policies in 
this chapter:  

1) A range of residential, retail, service, office, cultural, recreational, and 
institutional uses may be permitted within the Corridor Place Type. 
4) Where there is a mix of uses within an individual building, retail and service 
uses will be encouraged to front the street at grade. 

 
840_ The following intensity policies apply within the Rapid Transit and Urban Corridor 
Place Types unless otherwise identified: 
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6) As shown on Table 9, greater residential intensity may be permitted within the 
Rapid Transit Corridor Place Type on sites that are located within 100 metres of 
a rapid transit station. 

 
841_ The following form policies apply within the Rapid Transit and Urban Corridor 
Place Types: 

2) Buildings should be sited close to the front lot line, and be of sufficient height, 
to create a strong street wall along Corridors and to create separation distance 
between new development and properties that are adjacent to the rear lot line. 
3) The mass of large buildings fronting the street should be broken down and 
articulated at grade so that they support a pleasant and interesting pedestrian 
environment. Large expanses of blank wall will not be permitted to front the 
street, and windows, entrances, and other building features that add interest and 
animation to the street will be encouraged. 
5) Buildings and the public realm will be designed to be pedestrian, cycling and 
transit-supportive through building orientation, location of entrances, clearly 
marked pedestrian pathways, widened sidewalks, cycling infrastructure and 
general site layout that reinforces pedestrian safety and easy navigation. 

 
845_ Main Street segments are streets that have been developed, historically, for 
pedestrian oriented shopping or commercial activity in the older neighbourhoods of the 
city. In an effort to provide local shopping and commercial options so that residents can 
walk to meet their daily needs, this Plan will support main streets within specific 
segments of the Rapid Transit Corridor and Urban Corridor Place Types. These areas 
will be in a linear configuration and street-oriented, meaning buildings will be close to 
the street with parking generally located to the rear of the site, underground, or 
integrated into the mass of the building. A broad range of uses at a walkable 
neighbourhood scale will be permitted within these areas.  
 
847_ The Intensity policies for the Rapid Transit Corridor Place Type will apply, in 
addition to the following policies: 

1) Within the Old East Village, Richmond Row, and SoHo segments, buildings 
will be a minimum of either two storeys or eight metres in height. Podiums for 
taller buildings will be a minimum of either two storeys or eight metres in height. 
2) Buildings in these three Main Street segments will be a maximum of 12 
storeys in height. Type 2 Bonus Zoning beyond this limit, up to 16 storeys, may 
be permitted in conformity with the Our Tools part of this Plan. 

 
1556_ Where there is a need to elaborate on the parent policies of The London Plan, or 
where it is important to coordinate the development of multiple properties, a secondary 
plan may be prepared by the City of London. Secondary plans will allow for a 
comprehensive study of a secondary planning area, considering all of the City Building 
and Environmental Policies of this Plan. It will also allow for a coordinated planning 
approach for the secondary planning area and the opportunity to provide more detailed 
policy guidance for the area that goes beyond the general policies of The London Plan. 
 
1557_ Secondary Plans may be applied to areas of varying sizes – from large planning 
districts and neighbourhoods to small stretches of streetscape or even large individual 
sites. Areas that may warrant the preparation and adoption of a secondary plan include: 

11) Areas, in whole or in part, within the Transit Village, Rapid Transit Corridor, 
or Urban Corridor Place Types that may require vision and more specific policy 
guidance for transition from their existing form to the form envisioned by this 
Plan. 
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Date of Notice: February 4, 2019 

NOTICE OF 
PLANNING APPLICATION 

 

 
 

 
File: Z-9011 
Applicant: Westchester Homes Ltd. 

What is Proposed? 

Zoning amendment to allow: 

 two, 3 storey townhouse dwellings with a total of 
17 units  

 

 

 
 

 

Please provide any comments by February 25, 2019 
Barb Debbert 
bdebbert@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 5345  
Development Services, City of London, 300 Dufferin Avenue, 6th Floor, 
London ON PO BOX 5035 N6A 4L9 
File:  Z-9011 

london.ca/planapps 

 
 

You may also discuss any concerns you have with your Ward Councillor: 
Maureen Cassidy 
mcassidy@london.ca 
519-661-CITY (2489) ext. 4005
 

Zoning By-Law Amendment 

348 Sunningdale Road East 

If you are a landlord, please post a copy of this notice where your tenants can see it.  
We want to make sure they have a chance to take part. 
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Application Details 

Commonly Used Planning Terms are available at london.ca/planapps. 

Requested Zoning By-law Amendment 
To change the zoning from an Urban Reserve (UR1) Zone to a Residential R5 Special 
Provision (R5-2(_)) Zone. Changes to the currently permitted land uses and development 
regulations are summarized below. The complete Zoning By-law is available at 
london.ca/planapps. 

Current Zoning 

Zone: Urban Reserve (UR1) 
Permitted Uses: existing dwellings; agricultural uses except for mushroom farms, 
commercial greenhouses, livestock facilities and manure storage facilities; conservation lands; 
managed woodlot; wayside pit; and passive recreation use. 
Special Provision(s): n/a 
Residential Density: n/a 
Height: 15.0 metres 

Requested Zoning 

Zone: Residential R5 Special Provision (R5-2(_)) 
Permitted Uses:cluster townhouse dwellings and cluster stacked townhouse dwellings 
Special Provision(s): side yard setbacks of 3.0 metres in place of 6.0 metres for units with 
windows on the side elevations 
Residential Density: 30 units per hectare 
Height: 12 metres (3 storeys) 

An Environmental Impact Study has been prepared to assist in the evaluation of this 
application.  

Planning Policies 
Any change to the Zoning By-law must conform to the policies of the Official Plan, London’s 
long-range planning document. These lands are currently designated as Multi-family, Medium 
Density Residential in the Official Plan, which permits multiple attached dwellings, such as row 
houses or cluster houses, low-rise apartment buildings, rooming and boarding houses, 
emergency care facilities, converted dwellings and small-scale nursing homes, rest homes and 
homes for the aged as the main uses. 

The subject lands are in the Neighbourhoods Place Type in The London Plan, permitting a 
broad range of residential forms up to low-rise apartment buildings, home occupations, group 
homes, emergency care establishments, rooming houses, and supervised correctional 
residences. 

How Can You Participate in the Planning Process? 

You have received this Notice because someone has applied to change the zoning of land 
located within 120 metres of a property you own, or your landlord has posted the notice of 
application in your building. The City reviews and makes decisions on such planning 
applications in accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act. The ways you can 
participate in the City’s planning review and decision making process are summarized below.  
For more detailed information about the public process, go to the Participating in the Planning 
Process page at london.ca.  

See More Information 
You can review additional information and material about this application by: 

 visiting Development Services at 300 Dufferin Ave, 6th floor, Monday to Friday between 
8:30am and 4:30pm; 

 contacting the City’s Planner listed on the first page of this Notice; or 

 viewing the application-specific page at london.ca/planapps. 

Reply to this Notice of Application 
We are inviting your comments on the requested changes at this time so that we can consider 
them as we review the application and prepare a report that will include Development Services 
staff’s recommendation to the City’s Planning and Environment Committee.  Planning 
considerations usually include such matters as land use, development intensity, and form of 
development. 

This request represents residential intensification as defined in the policies of the Official Plan.  
Under these policies, Development Services staff and the Planning and Environment 
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Committee will also consider detailed site plan matters such as fencing, landscaping, lighting, 
driveway locations, building scale and design, and the location of the proposed building on the 
site.  We would like to hear your comments on these matters. 

Attend a Future Public Participation Meeting 
The Planning and Environment Committee will consider the requested zoning changes on a 
date that has not yet been scheduled.  The City will send you another notice inviting you to 
attend this meeting, which is required by the Planning Act. You will also be invited to provide 
your comments at this public participation meeting.  The Planning and Environment Committee 
will make a recommendation to Council, which will make its decision at a future Council 
meeting.  

What Are Your Legal Rights? 

Notification of Council Decision 
If you wish to be notified of the decision of the City of London on the proposed zoning by-law 
amendment, you must make a written request to the City Clerk, 300 Dufferin Ave., P.O. Box 
5035, London, ON, N6A 4L9, or at docservices@london.ca. You will also be notified if you 
speak to the Planning and Environment Committee at the public meeting about this application 
and leave your name and address with the Secretary of the Committee.  

Right to Appeal to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
If a person or public body would otherwise have an ability to appeal the decision of the Council 

of the Corporation of the City of London to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal but the person 

or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written 

submissions to the City of London before the by-law is passed, the person or public body is not 

entitled to appeal the decision. 

If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make written 
submissions to the City of London before the by-law is passed, the person or public body may 
not be added as a party to the hearing of an appeal before the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable grounds to do so. 

For more information go to http://elto.gov.on.ca/tribunals/lpat/about-lpat/. 

Notice of Collection of Personal Information 
Personal information collected and recorded at the Public Participation Meeting, or through 
written submissions on this subject, is collected under the authority of the Municipal Act, 2001, 
as amended, and the Planning Act, 1990 R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13 and will be used by Members of 
Council and City of London staff in their consideration of this matter. The written submissions, 
including names and contact information and the associated reports arising from the public 
participation process, will be made available to the public, including publishing on the City’s 
website. Video recordings of the Public Participation Meeting may also be posted to the City of 
London’s website. Questions about this collection should be referred to Cathy Saunders, City 
Clerk, 519-661-CITY(2489) ext. 4937. 

Accessibility – Alternative accessible formats or communication supports are available 

upon request.  Please contact accessibility@london.ca or 519-661-CITY(2489) extension 

2425 for more information.  
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Site Concept 
 

 

The above image represents the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change. 
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Building Elevations 
 

 

The above images represent the applicant’s proposal as submitted and may change. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Westchester Homes (the proponent) has initiated the planning process for a proposed Zoning By-law

Amendment for the lands at 348 Sunningdale Road East [Figure 1] to permit townhouse dwelling units in

a condominium format. The legal parcel is referred to the Subject Lands for the purposes of this report

[Figure 1]. There was a single residential home on the Subject Lands up until late 2016.  

An Initial Proposal Summary prepared by Zelinka Priamo was completed in August 2017 and submitted

to the City of London. An Issues Scoping Report (BioLogic, December 12 2017) was submitted to the

City of London, followed by a scoping meeting on January 11, 2018 with the City of London and

UTRCA. The City of London requested that the residential yard trees be evaluated using the City of

London Guideline Document for the Evaluation of Ecologically Significant Woodlands (Woodland

Guidelines) (2006).  Despite not meeting the requirements for the application of the Woodland

Guidelines, the guidelines were applied to the site to flag anything that might be considered important as

a part of the site plan application, with the results compiled into a letter to the City of London April 3,

2018. The results are also discussed in this report.  Further to this, a site meeting took place on May 2,

2018 to refine any additional life science requirements for this EIS [Appendix A]. 

The Site Plan has been updated since the submission of the Issues Scoping Report (BioLogic, December

12, 2017). The 2017 Site Plan had a condominium style development of 9 single detached units and 2

townhouse style buildings with 4 units each. The Site Plan is reduced now to 2 row townhouse style

buildings and one internal road to accommodate a pipeline setback. 

1.1 Report Objective

This EIS is submitted in support of a planning application for a condominium development of two

townhouse style units: one 3-storey building with 8 units, and one 3-storey building with 9 units. The two

buildings will have associated stormwater and sanitary servicing on the Subject Lands.

This report assesses the natural heritage features and functions, based on the life science data collected

for this EIS.
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The process and reporting is also designed to provide  a support document to subsequent site alteration

permit applications which may be submitted to the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority

(UTRCA). 

1.2 Format

Natural heritage features and functions identified in this EIS are evaluated through a review of the

Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM, 2010) for policy 2.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement

(MAH, 2014); and Section 15 of the City of London Official Plan (Office Consolidation, January 2006).

The EIS will also follow the City of London Environmental Management Guidelines (2007).

The EIS contains the following components, in accordance with the standards noted above:

Section 2.0 Land Use Setting

Section 3.0 Triggers for EIS

Section 4.0 Description of the Natural Environment 

Section 5.0 Natural Heritage Policy Considerations

Section 6.0 Description of Development

Section 7.0   Potential Impacts and Mitigation Recommendations

Section 8.0 Summary and Conclusions

1.3 Background Documents

The following existing data and studies were used to review the current environment.

• Uplands North Area Plan (City of London, 2003)

1.4 Pre-Consultation

To date, pre-consultation has consisted of discussions with the City of London and UTRCA including:

• Pre-Application Consultation August 22, 2017

• A Scoping meeting January 11, 2018

• A site meeting May 2, 2018

• Scope of project (by email) May 25, 2018 [Appendix A]. 
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2.0 LAND USE SETTINGS

The Subject Lands are 0.64 ha and located at 348 Sunningdale Rd, approximately 20m east of the

intersection of Lindisfarme Road and Sunningdale Road East. The site is a vacant residential lot that was

formerly occupied by a single detached house and outbuilding that were removed in 2016. The Subject

Lands are currently accessed by a gravel driveway to Sunningdale Road East near the east boundary of

the site. There is residential development on the south side of Sunningdale Road East, opposite the

Subject Lands. There are agricultural lands approximately 90m to the north [Figure 1].

The descriptions in this section are based on a review of the records available. The descriptions of the

site based on field investigations are found in Section 4.0 Description of the Natural Environment. 

2.1 Environmental Designations

There are no natural heritage features identified on the Subject Lands on Schedule B1(London Official

Plan, September 2015) [Figure 2]. There is an unevaluated vegetation patch abutting the north property

boundary, and a Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) further north of the unevaluated vegetation

patch [Figure 2]. The PSW is somewhat linear and loosely wraps around the west, north and east sides of

the Subject Lands. This linear feature continues through to the south side of Sunningdale Road East on

the west side of the Subject Lands [Figure 2] (City of London Official Plan September 2015). There are

also flow paths and Maximum Hazard Lines associated with the PSW offsite to the north.

2.2 Land Use Designations

The Subject Lands are designated as Multi-family Medium Density Residential, and surrounded by Open

Space which corresponds to the PSW boundary. North of the PSW, the lands are designated Low Density

Residential (City of London Official Plan Schedule A, 2015) [Figure 3]. There is a flow path shown 

from the (mid) east property line to the Powell Drain, a flow path not shown on the Natural Heritage

Features map.
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2.3 Zoning Bylaws 

The Subject Lands are zoned Urban Reserve (UR1) Zone (City of London Zoning). Urban Reserve

zoning is applied to lands to protect large tracts of land from premature subdivision and development, to

ensure comprehensive development [Figure 4]. The proposed re-zoning will bring the lands in conformity

with the Official Plan.

2.4 Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) Regulation 

There is a small portion of the northwest corner that is regulated by Upper Thames River Conservation

Authority (UTRCA) under Ontario Regulation 157/06 [Figure 4] for Hazard Lands (Zelinka Priamo,

August 2017). This graphic is from the City of London zoning map rather than the official regulation

map provided by UTRCA. As agreed in the Scoping meeting of January 11, 2018, there were no

regulatory issues for the Subject Lands. 
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3.0 TRIGGERS FOR EIS

When a development proposal requires a Planning Act application (ie. Draft Plan submission, or

amendments to the Official Plan and/or zoning by-law), the City of London requires an EIS to be

completed if the Subject Lands are entirely or partially within specified distances adjacent to the natural

heritage components set out in Table 15-1 of the City of London Official Plan (2006).

The proponent is planning a medium density development within the Subject Lands which will require

planning amendments.

Triggers for the Environment Impact Study are as follows:

• proposed development within 120m of a Provincially Significant Wetland

As well, application for a permit under the UTRCA Ontario Regulation 157/06 may require an EIS

• Subject Lands are within the UTRCA’s regulation limits

In addition, the Endangered Species Act (2007) protects species and habitat that are not always identified

on Official Plan Schedules. To be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (MMAH, 20005 &

MMAH, 2014) the requirements for an additional study can be triggered without any adjacent features

identified on the Official Plan. 

The following section (Section 4) reviews the natural heritage setting of the legal property. Section 5

reviews the proposed land use change in conjunction with generic natural heritage issues which may

require consideration in the application process.
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4.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The following section reviews the abiotic and biotic features on and directly adjacent to the Subject

Lands that contribute to the overall natural heritage features and functions. This review provides relevant

background information for interpreting environmental features and functions on the Subject Lands for

the evaluation in Section 5.

4.1 Physical Setting

4.1.1 Physiography

Quaternary structural features include sandy, silt, loam, till of the Arva Moraine (Sado and Vagners,

1971). The surficial physical landscape in the area is Till Moraine (Chapman and Putnam, 1984).

 

4.1.2 Soils

Soils on the Subject Lands are associated with an Eroded Channel; the eroded channel appears to be

related to the wetland and flow path further north. Soils of the lands surrounding the Subject Lands are

Bryanston association, comprised of well drained Bryanston, imperfectly drained Thorndale, and poorly

drained Nissouri soils of silt loam and loam glacial till (Hagerty and Kingston, 1992).  

The water well record for the domestic well on site indicate there is thin layer of gravel (~1m) beneath

42m of clay (with streaks of sand) (Ontario.ca) [Appendix B].

4.1.3 Topography

Regionally the area is very gently sloped to gently sloped (Hagerty and Kingston, 1992). 

In general, the Subject Lands are gently sloped to the south, however there are some localized

undulations within the property. The northwest corner of the site slopes (approximately 3:1) to the north,

where the slopes start about 5m from the north boundary, with the majority of the slopes offsite. At the

southeast quadrant, off property, the gradients rise slightly to the east. The northeast quadrant is flat with

some evidence of sheet flow off site to the east. There is also a rise in grade from Sunningdale Rd to the

south property line. There are no low areas of localized ponded water.  
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4.1.4 Hydrology

The Subject Lands are within the Stoney Creek Subwatershed in the City of London. 

Water well records for dug well for the prior home on the Subject Lands indicate ground water was

found 41m below ground surface, within a thin layer of gravel (Ontario.ca). There were no seeps or

springs observed on the Subject Lands. 

4.2 Biological Setting

Provincially Significant Areas

The Powell Drain wetland (a unit of the Arva Moraine PSW Complex) is identified to the north, west and

east of the Subject Lands (City of London, 2003; LIO, December 2017). The wetland boundary is 32m

away from the Subject Lands, at its closest location, at the northwest corner, and 95m from the west

property line and 60m at the northeast corner. 

Area Plan Data (i.e. Uplands North Area Plan)

The Uplands North Area Plan (City of London, 2003) completed an analysis of the Powell Drain wetland

that surrounds the Subject Lands on the west, north and east sides. At the time of the Area Plan, the

Powell Drain wetland was designated as Open Space on Schedule A of the City of London Official Plan

(Consolidated January 2001) and protected as a Locally Significant Wetland (Wetlands Class 4-7) on

Schedule B.

4.2.1 Vegetation

Investigations for Ecological Land Classification (ELC) [based on Lee et al (1998)] for the Subject

Lands were conducted on October 18, 2017, June 5 and June 20, 2018 by Will Huys (MNRF certified in

ELC) [Appendix C]. The Subject Lands are former residential lands from which the buildings have been

removed, however the residential yard trees remain. The most densely treed section of the former yard is

concentrated in the southwest corner of the property and is best classified as a Mineral Cultural

Woodland Ecosite (CUW1). This community is dominated by Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum), Norway

Spruce (Picea abies), and Red Pine (Pinus resinosa). Within this community, near the south central edge

of the Subject Lands, a mature Tulip Tree (Liriodendron tulipifera) is notable as a specimen tree in the

City of London. Vegetation within the former residential lands outside of the Cultural Woodland

community, includes a hedgerow of 10 Norway Spruce at the northeast corner and a few ornamental
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shrubs (Honeysuckle and Lilac) mainly limited to the edges of the property. The groundlayer is

dominated by grasses from the former residential lawn, however, Goldenrods (Solidago sp.), Asters

(Symphiotrichum sp.) and Canada Thistle (Cirsium arvense) are beginning to colonize the area. [Figures

5a and 5b].

On the adjacent lands, there is a Cultural Thicket community to the north and abutting the east property

line; and a Cultural Woodland community abutting the west property line [Figures 5a and 5b]. Between

the north property line and the Cultural Thicket there are no trees, save and except where the Cultural

Thicket abuts the Cultural Woodland towards the northwest corner of the Subject Lands.

 

A tree inventory was conducted for the Subject Lands to identify valuable trees for retention (RKLA,

2017). First and Second Priority trees for retention and hazard trees were identified [Appendix D].

4.2.2 Wildlife Habitat

MNRF Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 7E (January 2015) uses

ELC Ecosite codes and habitat criteria (eg. size of ELC polygon, location of ELC polygon) to identify

candidate significant wildlife habitat. The Residential lands/cultural woodland (A1/CUW1) on the

Subject Lands did not meet the habitat criteria thresholds for candidate significant wildlife habitat

according to the MNRF Criteria Schedules (2015) [Appendix E]. 

There were individual snag/wildlife trees on the Subject Lands, but not enough to meet the quantity and

habitat area (>10/ha >25cm DBH) to be considered SWH (habitat for Bat Maternity Colonies). The snag

trees as potential habitat for Species At Risk bats is discussed below under Section 4.2.5 Fauna.

Summary

There is no candidate significant wildlife habitat on the Subject Lands. 

4.2.3 Aquatic

There are no aquatic Species At Risk or species of provincial interest listed by NHIC within 1 km of the

legal parcel (NHIC website) [Appendix F]. 

At the east boundary of the Subject Lands, in the northern third of the property, there is some sheet flow

that generates on site and flows to the east. However, there is no defined channel on or next to the site.
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By air photo interpretation, there appears to be a small wetland pocket (less than 100m2) to the east of the

Subject Lands. There are no channels, watercourses, or ponded water within the Subject Lands. 

Summary 

There is no aquatic habitat, nor aquatic species found on the Subject Lands. 

4.2.4 Flora

Branching Burreed (Sparganium androcladum) (SH) was the only floral species of provincial interest

that has the potential to be found within 1km of the Subject Lands (NHIC website) [Appendix F]. No

floral Species At Risk (SAR) were listed by NHIC. 

A three season floral inventory was conducted by Will Huys on October 18, 2017, May 22, June 5, June

20 and July 10, 2018 [Appendix G]. There was no habitat [bogs or shallow water (Britton and Brown,

1970)] suitable for Branching Burreed observed on the Subject Lands. While there was some Red-osier

Dogwood observed on and adjacent (to the east) to the Subject Lands, this species is not indicative of

groundwater (TRCA, 2017) but instead likely represent a small lowland pocket or possibly a hole (old

well, foundation, tree uprooted) that has been subsequently been filled with loose material.  

No floral Species At Risk, including Butternut (Endangered), Chestnut (Endangered) or Blue Ash

(Threatened), were observed on the Subject Lands. No floral Species At Risk were observed on the

adjacent lands, with observations from the property limits.   

Summary 

There is no habitat for Species At Risk (Endangered or Threatened) nor species of provincial interest

(Special Concern, or S1-S3 Ranked) on or adjacent to the Subject Lands.  

4.2.5 Fauna

Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina) (Special Concern) was the only faunal species of provincial

interest that has the potential to be found within 1km of the Subject Lands (NHIC website). There were

no faunal Species At Risk listed by NHIC within 1km of the Subject Lands (NHIC website) [Appendix

F]. 
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Birds

A breeding bird study was conducted by Will Huys on June 5 and 20, 2018 for the Subject Lands. No

Species At Risk, nor species of provincial interest  were observed on the Subject Lands, nor on adjacent

lands during the breeding bird study [Appendix H].

Summary

There is no significant habitat for breeding birds on the Subject Lands. 

Amphibians

Amphibian monitoring was completed by Laura McLennan on April 23, May 22 and June 18, 2018

[using the Great Lakes Marsh Monitoring Protocols (Bird Studies Canada)]. In 2018, spring temperatures

were not consistently over 5oC until latter half of April. During these investigations, there were no frogs

heard on the Subject Lands [Appendix I]. On the adjacent lands to the north (Powell Drain Wetland)

Spring Peepers were heard in early spring, while Green Frogs were heard in summer [Appendix I].

Summary

There is no significant habitat for amphibian species on the Subject Lands. 

Reptiles

During site investigations in 2017 (October 18) and 2018 (April 25, May 22, June 5, June 20, July 10),

investigators did not locate any open water features (including those shown on the City of London

Official Plan Schedule A [Figure 3]) nor gravelly or sandy areas (Ontario.ca) that could be potential

nesting habitat for Snapping Turtle (SC). There were no incidental observations of turtles including

Snapping Turtle on the Subject Lands during any site investigations through 2018. There was also no

incidental evidence of reptile hibernacula during any site investigations through 2018.

 

Summary

There is no significant habitat for reptiles on the Subject Lands. 

Mammals 

During site investigations in 2017 (October 18) and 2018 (April 25, May 22, June 5, June 20, July 10),

investigators incidentally searched for large burrows that had the potential to be American Badger

(Endangered) habitat, and none were observed. American Badgers require deep sandy soils with organic
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matter to create dens for resting, rearing young and overwintering (Ontario American Badger Recovery

Team, 2010). The underlying soils are mineral and not conducive for large burrows for American

Badger.

A site investigation for potential bat maternity roost habitat was completed on April 25 2018, during leaf-

off conditions. There were 10 trees identified as potential Species At Risk bat maternity roost habitat

trees [Appendix J]. A Stage 1 Information Request was submitted to MNRF (August 1, 2018) that

included the inventory and decay class of the potential SAR bat maternity roost habitat trees.  A Letter to

Proponent was issued by MNRF on October 30, 2018 stating that the project activities are not likely to

contravene the Endangered Species Act (2007) if tree removal was limited to a timing window (outside

of May - September) and bat boxes were installed at a rate of 2:1 [Appendix K].  Fewer trees are planned

for removal with the updated application than what was presented to MNRF in their approval. 

Summary

There is no significant habitat for American Badger (Endangered) or SAR bats on the Subject Lands,

although replacement of suitable snag trees with bat boxes was requested by MNRF.

EIS - 348 Sunningdale Road Westchester Homes
BioLogic November 20, 201811

91



5.0 NATURAL HERITAGE POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

This section reviews the provincial, municipal and Conservation Authority regulatory policies within the

project location with respect to Natural Heritage considerations.

The provincial and municipal natural heritage policies provide guidelines that determine appropriate land

uses on and adjacent to natural heritage features and functions.  Policies that pertain to this site include:

• the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement from MAH, Section 2.1

< these have been reviewed with the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM) (MNR,

2010), 

< the City of London Official Plan, Section 15.2 and 15.4,

< the City of London Environmental Management Guidelines (2007), and 

< the UTRCA Regulations.

The natural features and functions identified in Section 4 of this EIS, are applied to the above policies in

order to determine which components of the natural heritage system will require additional consideration.

Features which warrant further evaluation for significance or require guidance with respect to

construction activity are discussed in more detail in Section 6.

5.1 Provincial Policy

The Provincial Policy considerations are based on Provincial Policy Statement from MAH, 2014, section

2.1 and reviewed using the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (Sections 5-11) (MNR, 2010). 

2.1.4 

a), b) Significant Wetlands/Coastal Wetlands

Section 6 - Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands

The adjacent Powell Drain wetland (a unit of the Arva Moraine PSW Complex) that surrounds (32m

away at its closest location on the north side) the Subject Lands has been identified as provincially

significant (NHIC website, December 2017; and City of London Official Plan Schedule B1, September

2015) [Figure 2].
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While this PSW unit is approximately 32m to the north, the functions of the wetland will require further

consideration.

2.1.5

b) Significant Woodlands

Section 7 - Significant Woodlands

The residential trees within the Subject Lands are not a provincially significant woodland as they did not

form part of Official Plan updates. Woodlands are further evaluated for local significance with the City

of London municipal policy (item 15.4.5 of the following Section 5.2).

c) Significant Valleylands

Section 8 - Significant Valleylands

The Subject Lands are relatively flat and there are no significant Valleylands on or adjacent to the

Subject Lands.  

d) Significant Wildlife Habitat

Section 9 - Significant Wildlife Habitat

Criteria to identify wildlife habitats that should be considered significant are taken from the Ecoregion

Criteria Schedules (MNRF, 2015) [Appendix E]. There was no candidate significant wildlife habitat

(based on ELC) as discussed in Section 4.2.2. There was no significant wildlife habitat confirmed with

site investigations and evaluation of species use for the Subject Lands.

e) Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest

Section 10 - Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest

There are no ANSIs identified on or adjacent to the Subject Lands.  

2.1.6 

Fish Habitat

Section 11 - Fish Habitat - Broad Scale 

Broad scale fish habitat, for the purposes of this review, considers downstream fisheries. There is likely

indirect fish habitat associated with the wetland 32m to the north of the Subject Lands. However there

are no flow paths that directly connect the Subject Lands to this habitat. The flow path to the east is not a

defined channel and is dominated by terrestrial grasses through this broad swale.
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Section 11 - Fish Habitat - Detailed Scale

Detailed scale fish habitat, for the purposes of this review, considers fisheries habitat within the Subject

Lands. There are no channels, watercourses or fish habitat within the Subject Lands.  

2.1.7

Habitat of Endangered Species and Threatened Species

Section 5 - Significant Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species

There were no Species At Risk (Endangered or Threatened species) or habitat of Species At Risk found

within the Subject Lands [Appendix K].

Summary - Provincial Policy:

This EIS will need to consider adjacent features and functions including the Powell Drain Wetland to

address provincial planning policy. 

5.2 Municipal Policy

The Municipal Policy Natural Heritage considerations are based on the City of London Official Plan,

2006, section 15.4.

15.4.1 Environmentally Significant Areas

There are no ESAs on or adjacent to the Subject Lands. 

15.4.2 Wetlands

The Powell Drain Wetland (a unit of the Arva Moraine PSW Complex) is on the adjacent lands to the

north, west and east of the Subject Lands. Uplands North Area Plan (City of London, 2003)

Environmental Management Recommendations include the consideration of buffers to the Powell Drain

wetland to mitigate adjacent land impacts and that the buffers should consider slope, vegetation and soils.

In this location, the Subject Lands are well set back (at least 32m) from the wetland boundary and no

additional buffer is required to protect the wetland from physical disturbances and/or direct impacts.  

The unevaluated pocket of wetland (less than 100m2) habitat appears to be approximately 35m to the east

(off property) by air photo interpretation. This feature is too small to be considered under City of London
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Official Plan policies (not on a map and much smaller than 0.5 ha).

15.4.3 Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest

There are no ESAs on or adjacent to the Subject Lands.

15.4.4 Habitat of Endangered, Threatened and Vulnerable Species

There were no Species At Risk (Endangered or Threatened species) or habitat of Species At Risk found

within the Subject Lands, as discussed above.

15.4.5 Woodlands

The City of London requested that the Woodland Evaluation from the City of London Guidelines (2007)

be applied to the residential yard trees [Appendix L]. The treed area on the Subject Lands does not meet

any high standard for significance using the City guidelines [Appendix L].

15.4.6 Corridors

Any corridor function would be limited to the Powell Drain Wetland on the adjacent lands to the north. 

15.4.7 Wildlife Habitat

There is no significant wildlife habitat on the Subject Lands. 

i) The review of significance of wildlife habitat is based on the following considerations

that have had regard for and having regard for the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical

Guide (MNR, 2000)

a) 1) Habitats of seasonal concentrations of animals:

No seasonal concentration areas were identified.

2) Rare vegetation communities

No rare vegetation communities were identified. 

3) Specialized habitat for wildlife 

No specialized habitat for wildlife was identified.

4) Habitat of species of conservation concern:
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There are no species of conservation concern no habitat of species of

conservation concern on the Subject Lands. 

5) Animal movement corridors: 

There are no distinct passageways for wildlife movement between habitats that

are required to complete wildlife species life cycles. The Subject Lands are not

linked to a significant animal movement corridor. Any corridor function would

be limited to the Powell Drain Wetland on the adjacent lands to the north.   

 

b) The Subject Lands do not have any habitat that is under represented in the City

of London. 

c) There are no areas of habitat having a high diversity of species composition that

are of value for research, conservation, education and passive recreation

opportunities. 

ii) There are no areas of Significant Wildlife Habitat identified on Schedule B1.

15.4. 8 Fish Habitat

There is no direct fish habitat and no drainage features within the Subject Lands.

15.4.9 Groundwater Recharge Areas, Headwaters and Aquifers

There are no groundwater recharge areas, headwater and aquifers identified on the Subject Lands.  

15.4.10 Water Quality and Quantity

Water quality and quantity to the adjacent Powell Drain Wetland needs to be considered in this EIS. 

15.4.11 Potential Naturalization Areas

There are no potential naturalization areas identified on or adjacent to the Subject Lands.  

15.4.12 Carolinian Canada Big Picture Concept

The Subject Lands are not identified as part of the local Big Picture Meta-Cores and Meta-Corridors. 
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15.4.13 Unevaluated Vegetation Patches

There is an unevaluated vegetation patch associated with the Powell Drain Wetland to the north of the

Subject Lands.  

15.4.14 Other Woodland Patches larger than 0.5 Hectares

The residential yard trees abut the cultural woodland habitat that is on the adjacent lands to the west. The

residential trees however would not be considered a woodland patch due to managed lawn in

groundlayer. There is one Tulip Tree within the frontage of the property that would be considered a

specimen tree in the City of London.  

15.4.15 Other Drainage Features

There are no drainage features within the Subject Lands.

Summary - Municipal Policy:

This EIS will need to consider adjacent features and functions including the Powell Drain Wetland, and

water quality and quantity to address municipal planning policy. 

5.3 UTRCA Policy Considerations and Regulated Lands

Wetland Interference

A portion of the northwest corner of the Subject Lands are within the Regulation Limit. This EIS will

need to consider wetland interference to the Powell Drain Wetland on adjacent lands. 

Conservation Authority Regulation Limit

Any development proposed within the areas regulated by UTRCA will require a permit.

Summary - Conservation Authority Regulations

An EIS that considers adjacent features and functions including the wetland, and wetland interference 

will provide the appropriate supporting information to be submitted with a Site Alteration Permit

Application to the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA).
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5.4 Summary of Identified Features and Functions

The features and functions in Table 1 have been identified through the policy review as requiring further

consideration in this EIS. In the ISR, a 30m setback from wetland habitat was set as the Environmental

Management Strategy [Figure 6 (Figure 7b in ISR)] to make sure wetland habitat features were protected.

Table 1: Environmental Considerations for the Subject Lands:

Policy Category Environmental Consideration Natural Heritage Feature 

Provincial Policy
Statement

Wetland Powell Drain Wetland

City of London

Wetland Powell Drain Wetland

Water Quality and Quantity  On site water contribution

UTRCA
Regulations

Wetland Interference area Powell Drain Wetland 

EIS - 348 Sunningdale Road Westchester Homes
BioLogic November 20, 201818

98



6.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT

Westchester Homes is proposing a condominium development on the property located at 348

Sunningdale Rd in London. Access to the development will be from Sunningdale Rd at the south end of

the property [Figure 7].

The proposed site plan consists of two townhouse style buildings: one 3 storey building with 9 units and

one 3 storey building with 8 units, private amenity space at the rear of each building, and an internal road

accessed from Sunningdale Rd [Figure 7]. The development proposal, which will require a zoning bylaw

amendment, is limited to the central portion of the Subject Lands within an Urban Reserve zoning. The

rear of the north building is setback 18m from the north property line; the rear of the south building is

setback 25m from Sunningdale Rd. 

Piped and cabled services will be placed within the municipal road allowances and under the pavement

deck of internal roads. Sanitary services will be provided through connections to the municipal system,

serviced from Sunningdale Rd. Water supply will be from the watermain on Sunningdale Rd. Service

depths of between 2 to 4 metres will not interfere with groundwater on the property.  Grades will be

matched within the limits of the Subject Lands. 
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7.0 Impacts and Mitigation 

Westchester Homes (the proponent) is proposing a 17 Unit condominium development on a property that

is approximately 0.635ha in area, located at 348 Sunningdale Rd East in London [Figure 7]. This plan

represents a smaller footprint than first circulated as a result of setbacks from a pipeline that were not

previously considered. 

The proposed Site Plan respects the environmental management strategy proposed in the Issues Scoping

Report [Figure 6], whereby the plan is 30m or more from any wetland feature.

While the Subject Lands is void of significant natural heritage features, it does have a Tulip Trees within

the frontage that would be considered a specimen tree in London. The Site Plan retains the majority of

the residential yard trees (including the Tulip Tree) in the frontage of the property and is setback 18m

from the north property line (at least 50m from the Powell Drain Wetland) [Figure 8]. Additionally, the

development footprint will retain any sheet flow that is generated at or near the east boundary (in the

northern third of the property) with a setback of 3.2m to the east property line.  

This section identifies potential indirect impacts to the significant natural heritage features adjacent to

the Subject Lands. Protection and mitigation measures for indirect impacts are presented. A net effects

table is provided at the end of this section.

Water Balance and Wetland

Considering the lack of drainage features, clay soils and relatively steep slopes to the north at the

northwest corner, there is likely minor surface flow contributions to the Powell Drain Wetland from the

Subject Lands.

Recommendation 1: The development footprint is setback 18m from the north property line (50m

from the wetland at its closest in the northwest corner). The development

avoids impact to the northerly slopes localized to the northwest corner.

Easterly from this location, the development footprint is up to 130m away

from the wetland. The post-development runoff should be managed so that

flows do not scour a flow channel down the slope at the northwest corner. If

the development is modified or the private amenity space requires grading, it
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should be reviewed for potential natural heritage impacts again. 

Recommendation 2: No surface road runoff should be conveyed directly to the north. These flows

should be directed to the stormwater sewers. Roof leaders should direct

water to the vegetated areas to the rear of the buildings. 

Recommendation 3: A landscape plan should be developed at detailed design. 

Wildlife

Nesting migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA), 1994. No

work is permitted to proceed that would result in the destruction of active nests (nests with eggs or young

birds), or the wounding or killing of birds, of species protected under the Migratory Birds Convention

Act, 1994 and/or Regulations under that Act.

Recommendation 4: Avoid vegetation clearing during migratory bird breeding season (May

to July 31) to ensure that no active nests will be removed or disturbed, in

accordance with the Migratory Birds Convention Act and/or Regulations

under that Act. If works are proposed within the breeding season, prior to

any vegetation removal, the area should be checked for nesting birds. If there

are any nesting birds, works within the nesting area should not proceed until

after July 31.

There are wildlife/snag trees found within the Subject Lands that are candidate SAR bat maternity roost

habitat trees. MNRF has issued a Letter to Proponent on October 30, 2018 stating that the project

activities are not likely to contravene the Endangered Species Act (2007) with the following

recommendations:

Recommendation 5: If candidate bat roosting trees require removal for construction works,

removal should be limited to a timing window (outside May - September) to

avoid critical habitat use times. If the private amenity space does not require

grading, three candidate bat roosting trees will be removed for the buildings

and roadway. Six bat boxes should be installed (2 bat boxes for every

candidate tree removed) near the vegetated edges of the property [Figure 8]
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as requested by MNRF and the City of London. If the private amenity space

requires removal of additional candidate bat maternity trees, more bat boxes

will need to be installed. Any changes to private amenity space will also

need to be reviewed for a hazard tree assessment.     

Recommendation 6: The locations of the bat boxes should be incorporated into the landscape plan. 

Construction Related Impacts

There is general construction related impacts that require mitigation. 

Recommendation 7: Prior to construction, sediment and erosion control fencing should be

installed along the development limit. This fence will:

< act as a barrier to keep construction equipment and spoil away from

the slope in the northwest corner, and surrounding vegetation to

remain. 

< prevent erosion and sedimentation

Recommendation 8: Sediment and erosion control fencing should be inspected prior construction

to ensure it was installed correctly and during construction to ensure that the

fencing is being maintained and functioning properly. Any issues that are

identified are resolved in the same day.

Recommendation 9: Sediment and erosion control fencing will be installed according to the

Guidelines for Erosion and Sediment Control for Urban Construction Sites

(OMNR, 1987) and the applicable standards established in the Ontario

Provincial Standard Specification/Ontario Provincial Standard Drawings

(OPSS/OPSD) documents.

Recommendation 10: Sediment and erosion control fencing should not be removed until adequate

re-vegetation and site stabilization has occurred. Additional re-vegetation

plantings and/or more time for vegetation to establish may be required,

however two growing seasons are typically sufficient to stabilize most sites.
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Recommendation 11: A tree preservation report should be completed in conjunction with the

grading plan for the trees to remain outside the development footprint.  

Recommendation 12: All disturbed areas should be re-seeded as soon as possible to maximize

erosion protection and to minimize volunteer populations of invasive species

which may spread to the adjacent feature. 

Recommendation 13: Once construction is complete, installation of a black chain link fence at the

property boundary to prevent indiscriminate trails in the adjacent lands.  

Recommendation 14: Roof runoff to bare ground can generate considerable sediment movement

beyond the construction limits. Until rear yards have been vegetated and

stable for housing backing onto vegetation, roof leaders should be directed to

the streets or nearby stabilized vegetated areas. To facilitate surface flows to

the north, roof leaders from the northerly townhouse building should be

directed to the rear.   

 

Recommendation 15: All stormwater should be temporarily directed away from the natural

heritage feature through a system of swales, preferably adjacent to the road

pattern. 

Homeowner Education

Recommendation 16: Develop an information package to educate residents and the

condominium corporation on appropriate ways to dispose of landscaping and

lawn maintenance waste and protect the natural heritage components beyond

the property boundaries. This is important for preservation of the vegetation

and wetland features, and also to minimize encroachment issues which can

occur from private lands if not properly managed.
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8.0 Summary and Conclusions 

Westchester Homes (the proponent) is proposing a 17 Unit condominium development on the property

located at 348 Sunningdale Rd East in London [Figure 6]. The proposed Site Plan reflects the

environmental management strategy proposed in the Issues Scoping Report and also retains the majority

of the residential yard trees (including the specimen Tulip Tree) in the frontage of the property. The

development footprint is 50m from the Powell Drain Wetland at its closest location [Figure 8].  

The Site Plan avoids impacts with natural heritage features and the EIS has set out recommendations to

protect the adjacent significant natural heritage features. Provided these are met, the Zoning change can 

proceed as proposed. When there is confirmation on the development plan, the water balance and

stormwater management requirements will come forward at the Site Plan approval stage.

BioLogic seeks comments from the City of London and the UTRCA with respect to the contents of this

EIS. Formal comments can be submitted in writing to BioLogic on behalf of the client. Should you wish

to clarify any questions or require additional information as part of the review of this EIS, do not hesitate

to contact us.

BioLogic Incorporated

__________________
Dave Hayman M.Sc
WestchesterHomesEIS_final.wpd

[lm]

EIS - 348 Sunningdale Road Westchester Homes
BioLogic November 20, 201824

104



9.0 REFERENCES

Britton N., and A. Brown. 1970. An Illustrated Flora of the Northern United States and Canada. In Three

Volumes. General Publishing Company Ltd., Toronto. 

Chapman, L.J. and D. F. Putnam. 1984. The Physiography of Southern Ontario, 3rd Edition. Ontario

Geological Survey, Special Volume. Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. 270pp.

City of London. 2007. Environmental Management Guidelines. Revised January 2007.

City of London. 2006. Official Plan for the City of London, Office Consolidation, January 1, 2006.

Hagerty, T.P. and M.S. Kingston 1992. The Soils of Middlesex County- Volumes 1 and 2. Report No. 56

of the Ontario Centre for Soil Resource Evaluation. Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Food and

Agriculture Canada.

Lee, H.T., W.D. Bakowsky, J. Riley, J. Bowles, M. Puddister, P. Uhlig, and S. McMurray. 1998.

Ecological Land Classification for Southern Ontario: First Approximation and its Application. Ontario

Ministry of Natural Resources,  Southcentral Science Section,  Science Development and Transfer

Branch.  Field Guide FG

Ontario American Badger Recovery Team, 2010.

https://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/map-well-records.

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry.  Natural Heritage Information Centre Website. 

http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/MNR/nhic/nhic.cfm

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. 2010.  Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Natural

Heritage Policies the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005.  April 2010  Toronto, Ontario. 

Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs. 2014. Provincial Policy Statement. Ontario Ministry of Municipal

EIS - 348 Sunningdale Road Westchester Homes
BioLogic November 20, 201825

105

http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/MNR/nhic/nhic.cfm


Affairs, Toronto, Ontario. 50 pp.

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. 2015.  Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for

Ecoregion 7E.  Ontario, Canada.  40 pp.

Sado, E.V. and U.J. Vagners. 1975. Quartenary Geology of the Lucan Area, Southern Ontario.

Preliminary Geological Map P.1048, Ontario Division of Mines, Ministry of Natural Resources.

Toronto and Region Conservation. 2017. Wetland Water Balance Risk Evaluation. 48pp.

EIS - 348 Sunningdale Road Westchester Homes
BioLogic November 20, 201826

106



Table 7: Net Effects Table - Westchester Homes 348 Sunningdale Rd E

Source of Impact Affected Feature, 
Function or Linkage

Predictions of physical
impact and effect on
features, functions and
linkages

Mitigation Strategy Net Effects Summary Recommendations for
Management and
Monitoring

Artificial lighting Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

low impacts expected
- 17 residential yard lights

Avoidance; development
footprint is 50m from
wetland, tree preservation
for frontage

no net effect none

Litter and garbage Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

low impacts expected
- garbage litter from
residents 

Garbage bins available on
condo grounds; grounds
maintenance by condo
corporation

no net effect public garbage bins
should be readily
available and emptied
regularly

Yard waste Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

low impacts expected
- yard maintenance is
managed by condo
corporation

Educational brochure,
web based resources

no net effects monitoring and on-going
education provided to
condo board 

Increased access to
sensitive area

No sensitive areas within
the subject lands, adjacent
Powell Drain wetland

medium impacts expected
- access to Powell Drain
wetland, trampling

Fence, educational
brochure, web based
resources, 
guide residents to the
existing open space at
Heron Haven Park

no net effects on-going education
provided to condo board,
monitor for fence
openings

Creation of new trails Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

low impact expected
- there are no formal trails 
planned

There are no planned
trails;
Fence and guide residents
to the existing open space
at Heron Haven Park

no net effects on-going education
provided to condo board,
and residents

Increased trail use No sensitive areas within
the subject lands, adjacent
Powell Drain wetland

low impact expected
- residents of 17 units will
not impact near-by trails

There are no planned
trails;
Fence and guide residents
to the existing open space
at Heron Haven Park

no net effects on-going education
provided to condo board,
and residents
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Tree damage Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

medium impacts expected
- limb removal, tree forts 

Educational brochure,
web based resources

no net effects condo board to monitor
for tree forts, and
dismantle

Increased noise Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

low impacts expected
-common wildlife species
found

Avoidance; development
footprint is 50m from
wetland

no net effects Residential by-laws
restrict excessive noise

Decreased infiltration and
increased run-off

Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common plants

low impacts expected Avoidance; setback
distance of 50m is large
enough to support
sufficient surface flows to
the wetland, clay soils are
not conducive to
infiltration,  stormwater
management strategies to
control flow during
construction and post
construction, sediment
and erosion control
fencing at edge
development, fencing
should remain until the
area is serviced by storm
sewers and disturbed
areas are seeded; all issues
with sediment and erosion
control measures should
be resolved the same day;
roof leaders directed to
vegetated areas 

no net effects monitor sediment and
erosion control fence
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Increased erosion slopes at northwest corner low impacts expected sediment and erosion
control fencing at edge
development, fencing
should remain until the
area is serviced by storm
sewers and disturbed
areas are seeded; all issues
with sediment and erosion
control measures should
be resolved the same day;
roof leaders directed to
vegetated areas 

no net effects monitor sediment and
erosion control fence

Increased nutrient,
pesticide and sediment

Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common plants

low impacts expected
- grounds are managed by
condo corp.

stormwater management;
sediment and erosion
control during
construction; ban on
cosmetic pesticides 

no net effects on-going education
provided to condo board,
and residents

Visual intrusion Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

there are no adjacent
houses or parkland

Avoidance; tree
preservation plant,
development footprint is
18m from the rear lot line
and 25m from road ROW 

no net effects

Domestic animals Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

low impacts expected 
- cats that roam and catch
small animals; off leash
dogs can trample plants 

educational brochure -
including information on
the impacts of cats on
wildlife; dogs on leashes;
signage; fence

no net effects on-going education
provided to condo board,
and residents

Introduced invasive plants Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common plants

low impacts expected 
- residence do not manage
or maintain grounds

educational brochure for
condo
corporation/grounds
maintenance staff; ensure
use of only native plants

no net effects on-going education
provided to condo board,
and residents

Increase in urban wildlife
species

Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

medium impacts expected
- limited garbage will be
generated with this small
development; garbage can
attract nuisance wildlife

educational brochure, web
based resources; including
information on what
attracts nuisance wildlife;
ensure an accessible
garbage disposal location

no net effects on-going education
provided to condo board,
and residents
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Air pollution Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

no impacts expected residential homes and
parkland will not generate
substantial air pollution

no net effects

Fire hazards Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

low impacts expected
- potential for recreational
gatherings in the adjacent
lands

educational brochure, web
based resources; including
information on potential
impacts of recreational
bonfires in the woods  

no net effects

Use of heavy machinery -
broken limbs

Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

high impacts expected
- machinery too close to
trees on site can break off
branches

install construction fence
to restrict access to areas
protected in the tree
preservation report

no net effects tree protection
fencing/sediment and
erosion control fencing
should be inspected by a
qualified ecological
consultant

Use of heavy machinery -
soil compaction

Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

medium impacts expected
- machinery too close to
the trees can compact
soils over vital tree roots

install construction fence
to restrict access to the
patch; tree protection
fencing/sediment and
erosion control fencing
should be inspected by a
qualified ecological
consultant

no net effects

Use of heavy machinery -
oil, gasoline, grease spill

Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

medium impacts expected
- machinery can leak or
refueling can generate
spills

establish storage/refueling
area away from property
edges

no net effects low infiltration soils on
site; containment of spills
should be included in plan

Changes in soil grade Adjacent Powell Drain
wetland,
residential/cultural
woodland 
-common birds and plants

medium impacts expected
-lowering the grades may
result in removal of tree
roots
-raising the grades may
result in root suffocation
- grade changes can alter
water table or drainage
patterns

setback are 3m on the
west side adjacent to
cultural woodland trees,
tree preservation report
will review tree species to
be protected

subject to tree
preservation report and
grading plan
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Figure 1: Site Location
(City of London Air Photo 2016)
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Figure 2: Natural Heritage Features
(City of London Official Plan Schedule B1, September 2015)
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Figure 3: Land Use
(City of London Official Plan Schedule A, September 2015)
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Figure 4: Zoning
(City of London Zoning Bylaw)
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Figure 5a: Vegetation Communities
(City of London Air Photo 2017)
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Figure 5b: Vegetation communities 
                  with Site Photos
(City of London Air Photo 2017)
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Figure 6: Environmental Management 
                Strategy 
(City of London Air Photo 2017)
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Figure 7: Development Proposal                   
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Figure 8: Development Proposal 
                Overlay                  
(City of London Air Photo 2017)
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1

Laura McLennan

From: MacKay, James <jmackay@london.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:19 AM
To: Laura McLennan
Cc: mathew.c@zpplan.com; Dave Hayman; Tchir, Tara; Page, Bruce
Subject: RE: Westchester Homes Sunningdale Rd East

Hi Laura, I will try to follow-up with the UTRCA this week to confirm what they want to see as 
well.  But based on our site visit and what we discussed in the field, doing the basic inventory work is 
still required – Birds, veg (2 season), etc.  Please follow-up with the MNRF regarding bats.  Based on 
the site visit, even if SAR bats are confirmed to be in the area and likely using the multiple cavities 
identified in the field, the MNRF may not identify the cultural woodland as SAR habitat 
based.  Providing bat boxes in place of the cavity trees at the rear of the property may be sufficient 
and would not require acoustic monitoring surveys according to MNRF Aylmer district 
protocols.  However, if the MNRF indicate that the woodland could still be designated as SAR habitat, 
studies according to the protocols would likely need to be carried out to confirm. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
James MacKay, M.Sc. 
Ecologist 
ISA Certified Arborist 
City of London, Planning Services 
Environmental and Parks Planning 
T: (519) 661‐CITY (2489) ext. 4865 | F: (519) 963‐1483 | E: jmackay@london.ca 

 
This email is confidential and privileged and is intended solely for the recipients named in it.  Any further distribution without the sender’s permission 
is prohibited.  If you receive this email and you are not a recipient named in it, please delete the email and notify the sender.  DISCLAIMER RELATING 
TO PLANNING OPINIONS: A reasonable effort has been made to ensure that the information in this letter is correct.  The opinions in this letter reflect 
the writer's interpretation of the information provided.  Any opinion set forth in this letter may be changed at any time during the review process.  Only 
the final report to Planning Committee reflects the position of the Planning and Development Department.  The Corporation of the City of London 
accepts no liability arising from any errors or omissions.  Every Applicant should consider seeking independent planning advice.  
 
 
 
From: Laura McLennan [mailto:lmclennan@biologic.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2018 2:01 PM 
To: MacKay, James <jmackay@london.ca> 
Cc: mathew.c@zpplan.com; Dave Hayman <dhayman@biologic.ca>; Tchir, Tara <TchirT@thamesriver.on.ca> 
Subject: FW: Westchester Homes Sunningdale Rd East 
 
Hello James, 
Following up again. I am looking for the scope of life science work for the Westchester Homes location at 348 
Sunningdale Rd East. 
 
 
Laura McLennan 
BioLogic Incorporated 
110 Riverside Dr, Suite 201 
London, ON  N6H 4S5 
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Tel:  519‐434‐1516 
Fax: 519‐434‐0575 
 
 
 

From: Laura McLennan  
Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2018 2:56 PM 
To: 'MacKay, James' <jmackay@london.ca> 
Cc: 'mathew.c@zpplan.com' <mathew.c@zpplan.com>; Dave Hayman <dhayman@biologic.ca>; Tchir, Tara 
<TchirT@thamesriver.on.ca> 
Subject: FW: Westchester Homes Sunningdale Rd East 
 
 
Hello James, 
Just following up again to see if you have some direction for us on the Westchester Homes location at 348 Sunningdale 
Rd East. 
 
Thanks,  
 
Laura McLennan 
BioLogic Incorporated 
110 Riverside Dr, Suite 201 
London, ON  N6H 4S5 
 
Tel:  519‐434‐1516 
Fax: 519‐434‐0575 
 
 

From: Laura McLennan  
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 12:18 PM 
To: MacKay, James <jmackay@london.ca> 
Cc: Dave Hayman <dhayman@biologic.ca>; Tchir, Tara <TchirT@thamesriver.on.ca> 
Subject: Westchester Homes Sunningdale Rd East 
 
 
Hello James 
This email is to follow up on our site meeting of May 2, 2018 at the Westchester Homes location at 348 Sunningdale Rd 
East in London. 
As discussed, you were going to get back to us with the scope of the life science inventory to complete the EIS for the 
proposed condominium development at this location. 
Please provide this information so we can move forward with the data collection as necessary.  
 
Thanks and regards,  
Laura McLennan 
BioLogic Incorporated 
110 Riverside Dr, Suite 201 
London, ON  N6H 4S5 
 
Tel:  519‐434‐1516 
Fax: 519‐434‐0575 
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Water Well Records
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Appendix C
Ecological Land Classification Information Sheets
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Appendix D
RKLA Tree Report
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RKLA JOB # 17-176

 348 SUNNINGDALE ROAD, LONDON ONTARIO

Date of inspection: June 19, 2017

TAG# TREE SPECIES DBH
CANOPY 

RADIUS 

STRUCTURE 

MS=multistem

CROWN     

CONDITION

DEFECT 

CODE
COMMENTS PROPOSED ACTION RATIONALE

(cm) (m) 1=Dead First Priority

5=Healthy Second Priority

Remove - hazard

737 Acer saccharum 55 8 5 S1 City ROW

along east edge of existing driveway, wide 

trunk flare, basal scar, minor dieback, 

codominant stems

738 Acer saccharum 55 5 5 along east edge of existing driveway, no 

trespassing sign nailed to tree, several nails in 

trunk, bulging due to damage from abutting 

fence, low branching

Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

739 Prunus spp. 51 6 3 along east edge of existing driveway, recently 

pruned, no trespassing sign nailed to tree, 

crooked upper stem, large exposed/damaged 

roots, girdling roots, damage from abutting 

fence

740 Acer saccharum 33 5 5 along east edge of existing driveway, recently 

pruned, limbed up,  grade change at base, 

along edge of existing driveway

Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

741 Acer platanoides 22 5 5 along east edge of existing driveway, sealing 

pruning cuts, supressed, exposed/damaged 

roots, girdling roots

742 Acer platanoides 32 5.5 5 along east edge of existing driveway, sealing 

pruning cuts, codominant stems, 

exposed/damaged roots, grade change at 

base

743 Acer saccharum 79 7 5 S1 along east edge of existing driveway, loose 

bark, lateral branch larger than main stem, 

internal rot at base, burly main stem, instects 

at base

Remove poor/weak branch structure, in 

decline

744 Pinus nigra 78 9 5 along west edge of existing driveway, 

unbalanced crown - heavy towards SW, insect 

holes in trunk, limbed up to approx. 50'

745 Picea abies 78 4 4 along west edge of existing driveway, grade 

change at tunk due to driveway, codominant 

stems, included bark, butressing from 

branches to base, limbed up to approx. 30'

746 Pinus nigra 64 6 4 R3 along west edge of existing driveway, no root 

flare, codominant leaders, fused leaders, 

included bark, butressing on west side of base, 

uneven crown - heavy to the W, limbed up to 

approx. 30'

747 Pinus sylvestris 43 3 4 R3 along west edge of existing driveway, grade 

change at trunk due to driveway, insect holes 

in trunk, no root flare, limbed up to approx. 30'

748 Picea abies 51 3 5 S1 along west edge of existing driveway, 

supressed, droopy habit, grade change at base 

due to driveway

749 Pinus nigra 46 7 3 R3, S1 along west edge of existing driveway, bowed 

trunk, thin crown, supressed, no root flare

GENERAL 

INFORMATION
BIOLOGICAL HEALTHSIZE

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON 

TREE SPECIES VALUE AND VIGOUR

Refer to Appendix A - Tree Inventory Codes page for defect descriptions Completed by: M Peeters A Hosfeld
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RKLA JOB # 17-176

 348 SUNNINGDALE ROAD, LONDON ONTARIO

Date of inspection: June 19, 2017

TAG# TREE SPECIES DBH
CANOPY 

RADIUS 

STRUCTURE 

MS=multistem

CROWN     

CONDITION

DEFECT 

CODE
COMMENTS PROPOSED ACTION RATIONALE

GENERAL 

INFORMATION
BIOLOGICAL HEALTHSIZE

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON 

TREE SPECIES VALUE AND VIGOUR

750 Acer saccharum 58 7 5 R3, S1 along west edge of existing driveway, 

girdling/exposed/damaged roots alond 

driveway edge, limbed up, no root flare on S 

side, damage from abutting fence

751 Thuja occidentalis 42, 42 2.5 ms2 5 exposed roots, minor interior dieback, low 

branched

752 Thuja occidentalis 18 3 5 supressed, low branched, minor dieback, 

uneven crown

753 Prunus spp. 15, 8 4 ms2 5 S1, C8 curling leaves, epicormic growth, scrubby 

habit, S1 in small stem

754 Picea pungens 24 2 3 supressed, dieback, limbed up to approx. 20'

755 Picea abies 9 2 5 hedge row, thin crown, low branched

756 Picea abies 16 2.5 5 hedge row, thin lower branches, low 

branched, Adelges abietis (pineapple spruce 

gall)
757 Picea abies 16 2.5 5 hedge row, thin lower branches, low 

branched, Adelges abietis (pineapple spruce 

gall)

758 Picea abies 13 2.5 4 hedge row, thin lower branches, low branched

759 Picea abies 20 2.5 5 hedge row, thin lower branches, low branched

760 Picea abies 13 2 5 hedge row, low branched

761 Picea abies 8 2 5 hedge row, low branched

762 Liriodendron 

tulipefera

55 8 5 uneven crown - heavy to SE due to a torn off 

scaffold branch in crown

First Priority Preservation Carolinian species, good health 

and condition

763 Acer saccharum 19, 13 7 ms2 5 exposed roots, partial root rot, remnants of 

previous third stem, excellent condition

First Priority Preservation Valuable species, excellent health 

and condition

764 Acer saccharum 38 7 5 codominant stems, included bark, butressing, 

supressed on NW side, dead branches

First Priority Preservation Valuable species, good health and 

condition

765 Acer saccharum 34 7 5 S1 vertical S1, sealing wounds, discolouration at 

base, minor dead branches

766 Acer saccharum 43 7 5 low branches on E side, minor dead branches, 

excellent condition

First Priority Preservation Valuable species, excellent health 

and condition

767 Acer saccharum 19 6 5 open crown, supressed, minor dead branches Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

768 Picea abies 45 3 4 large vertical wound on N side, basal scar, 

previously supressed, limbed up to approx. 30'

769 Picea abies 47 3 5 wide root flare

770 Acer saccharum 17 3.5 5 minor dead wood, abutting large stump Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

771 Acer saccharum 15 4 5 excellent condition First Priority Preservation Valuable species, excellent health 

and condition

772 Prunus serotina 13 2 5 crooked at base - self corrected, high crown Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

773 Acer saccharum 10 2.5 5 high crown, supressed on NW Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

774 Acer saccharum 13 3 5 supressed Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

775 Acer platanoides 17 4.5 5 crook at base, clustered upper crown, 

supressed

776 Acer saccharum 10 2 5 C8 supressed, high crown, epicormic along trunk

Refer to Appendix A - Tree Inventory Codes page for defect descriptions Completed by: M Peeters A Hosfeld131



RKLA JOB # 17-176

 348 SUNNINGDALE ROAD, LONDON ONTARIO

Date of inspection: June 19, 2017

TAG# TREE SPECIES DBH
CANOPY 

RADIUS 

STRUCTURE 

MS=multistem

CROWN     

CONDITION

DEFECT 

CODE
COMMENTS PROPOSED ACTION RATIONALE

GENERAL 

INFORMATION
BIOLOGICAL HEALTHSIZE

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON 

TREE SPECIES VALUE AND VIGOUR

777 Pinus nigra 71 5.5 4 L lean E, dead branches, natural limb drop, 

codominant stems, included bark with dead 

stem, high/small crown, small fungal fruiting 

body at root flare

778 Acer saccharum 10 3 5 C8 supressed, epicormic

779 Juglans nigra 14 3.5 5 high crown, dead branches, supressed

780 Juglans nigra 16 3.5 4 S1 S1 at 7' from grade, several major 

wounds/burls, ants

Remove Health and condition - may pose a 

hazard

781 Tilia americana 21 3 5 crook in upper stem, insect damage to leaves, 

1 mature epicormic sprout from base, minor 

dieback, supressed on N, young virginia 

creeper on trunk

782 Juglans nigra 29 6.5 5 supressed, uneven crown - heavy to the S, 

young virginia creeper on trunk

783 Acer saccharum 10 2.5 5 low branched, vertical crack in bark, supressed

784 Acer saccharum 11 2.5 5 C8 rodent protection present, minor dieback, 

supressed, epicormic growth

785 Pinus sylvestris 40 3 4 insect holes, dead/drooping branches, thin 

crown, bulbous root flare

786 Acer saccharum 95 10 4 S1 S1 - MAJOR cavity, codominant stems, dieback 

in upper crown, thin crown, buckthorn 

understory

Remove Health and condition - may pose a 

hazard

787 no tag - no tree

788 Acer saccharum 28 6 4 C8 large lower dead branches, supressed, 

dieback, epicormic growth

789 Pinus nigra 75 5 4 elevated root plate, high crown, thin crown, 3 

codominant stems, major dead branches

790 Acer saccharum 12 3 4 supressed, abutting tree no. 789, leaf spot, 

dieback in lower branches

791 Prunus spp. 14 4 3 supressed, dead lower branches

792 Acer saccharum 10 4 5 supressed, minor die back

793 Prunus spp. 18 4 4 S1 vertical wound below crown, dead lower 

branches, supressed, crooked - self corrected

794 Tilia americana 14 5 5 L insect damage to leaves, lean SW, supressed, 

included bark

Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

795 Tilia americana 18 5 5 insect damage to leaves Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

796 Tilia americana 23 5 5 insect damage to leaves Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

797 Tilia americana 23, 22 7 ms2 5 S1 major wound on one stem, included bark, 

insect damage to leaves, buckthorn 

understory
798 Prunus spp. 12 3 5 S1, L wound 2' from grade, supressed, lean SW

799 Prunus spp. 10 3 5 L supressed, minor die back, lean SW

800 Prunus spp. 9 2 5 supressed, large epicormic sprout from base

801 Tilia americana 85 6 5 S1 several large wounds at 5' from grade and at 

unions, wide spreading root flare, 3 

codominant stems, large dead limbs, minor 

dieback, burls, basal wound/rot

Remove Health and condition

802 Prunus spp. 12 2 5 dead lower branches, supressed

803 Acer saccharum 74 9 5 S1 exposed/damaged roots, minor root girdling, 

one large low branch, uneven crown-heavy on 

SW, previously supressed

Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, mature 

specimen, good health and 

condition

Refer to Appendix A - Tree Inventory Codes page for defect descriptions Completed by: M Peeters A Hosfeld132



RKLA JOB # 17-176

 348 SUNNINGDALE ROAD, LONDON ONTARIO

Date of inspection: June 19, 2017

TAG# TREE SPECIES DBH
CANOPY 

RADIUS 

STRUCTURE 

MS=multistem

CROWN     

CONDITION

DEFECT 

CODE
COMMENTS PROPOSED ACTION RATIONALE

GENERAL 

INFORMATION
BIOLOGICAL HEALTHSIZE

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON 

TREE SPECIES VALUE AND VIGOUR

804 Prunus spp. 18 3 5 supressed, canopy heavy to SW, dead lower 

branches

805 Prunus spp. 18 3 5 supressed, canopy heavy to W, dead lower 

branches

806 Prunus spp. 16 2 5 supressed, canopy heavy to N, dead lower 

branches

807 Prunus spp. 40 4 4 burly growth at 20' from grade, dead lower 

branches, butressing

808 Prunus spp. 33 4 4 large butress root on N side, dead lower 

branches, supressed

809 Prunus spp. 20 4 4 L Lean to SE, lower canopy dieback

810 Prunus spp. 22 4 5 L Boundary tree between subject site and Lot 15, 

Lean to SW, lower canopy dieback

811 Acer saccharum 77 10 5 S1 Boundary tree between subject site and Lot 15, 

weeping wound, minor interior dieback, low 

union, clothesline hardware attached to trunk

Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, mature 

specimen, good health and 

condition

812 Thuja occidentalis 24 3 5 L supressed, lean N, previous codominant stem 

removed at 1' from grade

813 Picea abies 53 5 5 dead interior canopy, supressed, drooping 

habit, exposed/damaged roots, limbed up to 

approx.15'

814 Picea abies 48 5 5 dead interior canopy, supressed, drooping 

habit, exposed/damaged roots, limbed up to 

approx.15', Adelges abietis (pineapple spruce 

gall), soil/debris piled against base

815 Picea abies 51 5 5 dead interior canopy, supressed, drooping 

habit, exposed/damaged roots, limbed up to 

approx.15', Adelges abietis (pineapple spruce 

gall), soil/debris piled against base

816 Ulmus pumila 70 7 3 on slope, codominant stems, dead wood

817 Ulmus pumila 34 3 2 on slope, supressed, dieback

818 Ulmus pumila 45 4 1 fully dead Dead

819 Ulmus pumila 55, 35 11 ms2 4 L, S1, C7, C8 on slope, significant lean NE, significant cavity 

at base, codominant stem, major dead limbs, 

epicormic growth, one major limb to the W, 

virginia creeper on trunk

Health and condition - may pose a 

hazard

820 Ulmus pumila 65 10 3 S1, C7, L Hazard, major dead limbs, major vertical scar 

at base, supressed, lean, codominant stems

Health and condition - may pose a 

hazard

821 Thuja occidentalis 28, 21, 18, 14 4 ms4 3 hedgerow, dead interior

822 Thuja occidentalis 32, 28, 15, 9 3.5 ms4 4 hedgerow, dead interior, included bark

823 Ulmus pumila 15 3.5 4 L Property of Lot 15

dead lower branches, supressed, lean N

824 Ulmus pumila 21 2.5 4 C8 Property of Lot 15

dead lower branches, supressed, girdling 

roots, epicormic growth

825 Ulmus pumila 28, 19 3 ms2 4 Property of Lot 15

uneven crown - heavy to W, dieback of lower 

branches

826 Acer platanoides 30 6 5 low scaffold branches, exposed roots, minor 

dieback

827 Acer saccharinum 18, 13 4.5 ms2 5 S1 butressing at union, cavity halfway up smaller 

stem

Refer to Appendix A - Tree Inventory Codes page for defect descriptions Completed by: M Peeters A Hosfeld133



RKLA JOB # 17-176

 348 SUNNINGDALE ROAD, LONDON ONTARIO

Date of inspection: June 19, 2017

TAG# TREE SPECIES DBH
CANOPY 

RADIUS 

STRUCTURE 

MS=multistem

CROWN     

CONDITION

DEFECT 

CODE
COMMENTS PROPOSED ACTION RATIONALE

GENERAL 

INFORMATION
BIOLOGICAL HEALTHSIZE

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON 

TREE SPECIES VALUE AND VIGOUR

828 Acer platanoides 28 5 5 low branching, minor interior dieback

829 Acer platanoides 46 5 5 multiple branch union cluster at 4' from grade, 

fused branches at union, minor interior 

dieback

830 Acer platanoides 31 4.5 3 significant interior dieback, thin crown, low 

branches, low vigor

831 Picea abies 22 3.5 3 supressed, thin crown, branched to grade

832 Acer saccharum 18 4 2 highly supressed, low vigor

833 Picea abies 16 4 4 supressed, thin crown, branched to grade

834 Acer platanoides 38 6 4 included bark, exposed roots, low union, 

double codominant stems, low branched

835 Picea abies 12 3 5 lower dead branches, minor Adelges abietis 

(pineapple spruce gall)

836 Picea abies 22 3 5 lower dead branches

837 Pinus nigra 25 3 3 L lean NE, natural limb drop - remianint stubs 

up to approx. 10', codominant stems

838 Pinus nigra 25 3 3 browning foliage, dead lower limbs, 

codominant stems, low union, included bark

839 Picea abies 12 1.5 5 supressed, branched to grade,  minor Adelges 

abietis (pineapple spruce gall)

840 Picea abies 15 1.5 2 only upper 30' of canopy is living

841 Malus spp. 62 5 4 S1 wood pecker damage, twisting trunk, bark 

splitting, thin crown, major dead limbs, cavity

842 Acer saccharum 18 4 5 supressed, uneven crown - heavy to NE, low 

union, low branched

843 Acer saccharum nigrum 50 7 5 C1, C2 low scaffold branches, cupped/discolourd 

leaves, woodpecker damage, exposed/girdling 

roots, butressing

844 Pinus nigra 10 2 4 twisted/crooked trunk, supressed, low 

branched, browning needles

845 Prunus spp. 20 3.5 5 exposed roots, low branched, supressed

846 Pinus sylvestris 25 4 4 dead lower branches, thin canopy

847 Prunus spp. 11 2 5 L lean NE, supressed

848 Acer x freemanii 16, 11 5 ms2 5 uneven crown - heavy to W, root flare 

butressing

Second Priority 

Preservation

Valuable species, good health and 

condition

849 Thuja occidentalis 30, 12 2.5 ms2 5 hedgerow, dead lower branches

850 Thuja occidentalis 13, 10 2 ms2 5 hedgerow, dead lower branches

851 Thuja occidentalis 32, 15 3 ms2 5 hedgerow, dead lower branches

852 Prunus spp. 9 3 5 L crook in trunk, supressed, lean E, minor 

dieback

A Acer saccharum 70 7 5 S1 City ROW

major root damage along road side, epicormic 

growth, large burl, large exposed/girdling 

root, on slope, pruned

B Acer saccharum 65 8 5 S1 City ROW

severed roots on street side, pruned, major 

dead wood, adjacent to hydro line

Trees not tagged during tree inventory - beyond subject site or inaccessible 

Refer to Appendix A - Tree Inventory Codes page for defect descriptions Completed by: M Peeters A Hosfeld134



RKLA JOB # 17-176

 348 SUNNINGDALE ROAD, LONDON ONTARIO

Date of inspection: June 19, 2017

TAG# TREE SPECIES DBH
CANOPY 

RADIUS 

STRUCTURE 

MS=multistem

CROWN     

CONDITION

DEFECT 

CODE
COMMENTS PROPOSED ACTION RATIONALE

GENERAL 

INFORMATION
BIOLOGICAL HEALTHSIZE

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON 

TREE SPECIES VALUE AND VIGOUR

C Acer saccharum 65 8 5 S1, L City ROW

slight lean N, lilac shrub growing from roots, 

girdling roots, large dead branches, minor 

dieback

D Crataegus spp. 12 2 4 L City ROW

insect damage to leaves, supressed, uneven 

crown, scrubby habit, slight lean S

E Acer saccharum 85 7 3 S1 cavities in branches, weeping wound, crown 

dieback, major dead limbs, fused leaders, 

clustered branching, girdling roots

F Tilia americana 75 na 1 Property of Lot 15

completely dead

G Acer saccharum 85 8 1 Property of Lot 15

completely dead

H Acer saccharum 86 10 5 S1 Property of Lot 15

low crotch, cavity at base, minor dead 

branching, cavity in upper crown

I Acer saccharum 80 9 5 S1 Property of Lot 15

burls on roots, low crotch, ants present, 

butressing, near existing pile of debris

J Acer saccharum 80 10 5 Property of Lot 15

girdling roots, low scaffold branches, dieback 

to main branches

K Thuja occidentalis 

group

 +-15  +-2 4 Subject site property

good condition, low area

L Vegetation unit - 

Ulmus pumila

 +-15 4 Property of Lot 15

stand of trees along entire north property line - 

beyond subject site boundary

M Picea pungens 7 1 5 Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

Second Priority 

Preservation

healthy hedgerow

N Picea pungens var. 

glauca

8 1.5 5 Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

Second Priority 

Preservation

healthy hedgerow

O Picea abies 25 4.5 5 Subject site property

hedgerow, low branched

Second Priority 

Preservation

healthy hedgerow

P Picea abies 21 4.5 5 Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

Second Priority 

Preservation

healthy hedgerow

Q Picea abies 21 4.5 5 Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

Second Priority 

Preservation

healthy hedgerow

R Picea abies 32 4.5 5 Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

Second Priority 

Preservation

healthy hedgerow

S Picea abies 12 1 5 Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground, supressed

Second Priority 

Preservation

healthy hedgerow

T Picea abies 25 4.5 5 Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

Second Priority 

Preservation

healthy hedgerow

U Lonicera spp. na 4 4 Subject site property

large shrub

V Prunus spp. 23, 20, 15 4 ms3 4 Property of Lot 15

large cavity in 20cmDBH stem, gall, open 

crown, dieback

W Prunus spp. 52 6 5 L Property of Lot 15

lower canopy dieback, supressed, lean E

Refer to Appendix A - Tree Inventory Codes page for defect descriptions Completed by: M Peeters A Hosfeld135



TREES WITHIN CURRENT CITY ROW

TREES WITHIN 6m EASEMENT
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ELCs:CUW1 Westchester Homes - 348 Sunningdale Rd

Seasonal Concentration of Animals

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers 

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Waterfowl Stopover and Staging
Areas (Terrestrial)

none present - no fields with sheet water during spring present No

Waterfowl Stopover and Staging
Areas (Aquatic)

 none present - habitat - ponds, marshes, lakes, bays - not available  No

Shorebird Migratory Stopover
Area

none present - habitat - shorelines of lakes, rivers and wetlands - not
available 

No

Raptor Wintering Area combination of
forest and upland
needed  

- combination of forest and meadow is not large enough
(need to be >20ha); nearby field is not idle/fallow, it is
active agriculture, subject lands are small (0.6ha) with
landscape trees 

No

Bat Hibernacula none present - none present No

Bat Maternity Colonies - standing snags on the subject lands - not enough
(>10/ha, >25cm DBH) to be SWH, but possible habitat
for SAR

No

Turtle Wintering Areas none present - no water on the subject lands No

Reptile Hibernaculum all other than
really wet 

- no rock piles, stone fences, crumbling foundations, or
rock crevices, no active animal burrows

No

Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding
Habitat (Bank / Cliff)

none present - no steep slopes of exposed banks or cliff faces present No

Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding
Habitat (Trees/Shrubs)

none present - nests in live or dead standing trees No

Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding
Habitat (Ground)

none present - no rocky islands or peninsulas present or watercourses
in open fields with scatted trees present

No

Migratory Butterfly Stopover
Areas

combination of
field and forest
needed

- less than the required 10ha in size; not located with
5km of Lake Erie

No

Land Bird Migratory Stopover
Areas

none present - not within 5km of Lake shore No

Deer Winter Congregation Areas none present - deer movement during winter in Ecoregion 7E is not
constrained by snow depth

No

138



ELCs:CUW1 Westchester Homes - 348 Sunningdale Rd

Rare Vegetation Communities

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers 

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Cliffs and Talus Slopes not present No

Sand Barren not present No

Alvar not present No

Old Growth Forest not present No

Savannah not present No

Tallgrass Prairie not present No

Other Rare Vegetation not present No

Specialized Habitats of Wildlife considered SWH

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers 

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Waterfowl Nesting Area none present - suitable upland communities are not present on
site within 120m of adjacent wetlands  

No 

Bald Eagle and Osprey
Nesting, Foraging, Perching 

none present - no lakes, ponds, rivers, wetlands along forest
shorelines, islands or structures over water 

No

Woodland Raptor Nesting
Habitat

none present -no forest communities  >30ha, or with >4ha
interior habitat

No

Turtle Nesting Areas none present - no exposed mineral soil adjacent to wetlands No

Springs and Seeps none present - no headwater forested areas present No

Amphibian Breeding
Habitat (Woodland)

none present - no forest, wetland, pond or woodland pool on
site, wetland is within 120m on adjacent lands 

No   

Amphibian Breeding
Habitat (Wetlands)

none present - wetlands >120m from woodland ecosites;
wetlands >500m2

No 

Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird
Breeding Habitat

none present -habitats where interior forest breeding birds are
breeding; large mature (>60yrs old) forest stands
or woodlots >30ha

No
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ELCs:CUW1 Westchester Homes - 348 Sunningdale Rd

Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern considered SWH

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers 

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Marsh Breeding Bird
Habitat

none present - all wetland habitat is to be considered as long as
there is shallow water with emergent aquatic
vegetation

No

Open Country Bird
Breeding Habitat 

none present - natural and cultural fields  >30ha are not present No

Shrub/Early Successional
Bird Breeding Habitat

CUW1 - no large fields succeeding to shrub and thicket
habitats > 10ha in size 

No

Terrestrial Crayfish none present - no wet meadow and edges of shallow marshes no

Special Concern and Rare
Wildlife Species (NHIC and
MNRF pre-consultation)

- Snapping Turtle (SC); Branching Burreed (SH) 
habitat for Snapping Turtle not found on the
subject lands
habitat for Branching Burreed not found on the
subject lands
 October 18, 2017 site investigation 

no

Wildlife Habitat ELC Codes
Triggers*

Additional Habitat Criteria Candidate
SWH

Amphibian Movement
Corridors

based on
identifying
SWH

Movement corridors are determined when
there is confirmed amphibian breeding habitat
- wetland. 

No

Wildlife Habitat Ecosites Habitat Criteria and Information Candidate
SWH

Bat Migratory Stopover
Area

no triggers - site is not near Long Point No
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Observer Name: William Huys Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 3 Survey 4 Survey 5
Title: Date (YYYY-MM-DD): 2017/10/18 2018/05/22 2018/06/05 2018/06/20 2018/07/10

Company: BioLogic
Street Address 1: 201-110 Riverside Drive
Street Address 2: Single Survey

City/Town: London
Province: Ontario

Postal Code: N6H 4S5
Phone: 519-434-1516

Fax: 51-434-0575
E-mail: whuys@biologic.ca

Other Observers: Erin Boynton

Natural Feature ID (Name/Location): Cultural Woodland
Upper Tier Municipality: City of London
Lower Tier Municipality:

Property Ownership/Owner: Westchester Homes

ARN:
PIN:

Lat/Long:
UTM x:
UTM y:

decimal degrees separated by a comma (eg. 42.0415, -82.5137)

Survey Information (Please fill in all information)
Surveyor(s) Contact Information

Detailed Directions to the Site:

Natural Feature Information

Date(s) of Survey(s):

Multiple Surveys
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Scientific Name Common Name CW OSEWI SARO MD Type Invasive
Acer platanoides Norway Maple 5.0 IU TR Y
Acer rubrum Red Maple 0.0 C TR
Acer saccharinum Silver Maple -3.0 C TR
Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 3.0 C TR
Achillea millefolium Common Yarrow 3.0 FO
Agrostis gigantea Redtop -3.0 IC GR Y
Alliaria petiolata Garlic Mustard 0.0 IC FO Y
Arctium minus Common Burdock 3.0 IC FO
Asclepias syriaca Common Milkweed 5.0 C FO
Barbarea vulgaris Bitter Wintercress 0.0 IC FO
Carex blanda Woodland Sedge 0.0 C SE
Carex sparganioides Burreed Sedge 3.0 U SE
Cichorium intybus Chicory 3.0 IC FO
Cirsium arvense Canada Thistle 3.0 IC FO Y
Clinopodium vulgare Field Basil 5.0 X FO
Convallaria majalis European Lily‐of‐the‐valley

5.0 IR
FO

Y

Cornus racemosa Gray Dogwood 0.0 X SH
Cornus sericea Red‐osier Dogwood -3.0 C SH
Dactylis glomerata Orchard Grass 3.0 IC GR
Daucus carota Wild Carrot 5.0 IC FO
Dianthus armeria Deptford Pink 5.0 IX FO
Echinochloa crus‐galli Large Barnyard Grass -3.0 IC GR
Elymus repens Creeping Wildrye 3.0 IC GR
Erigeron annuus Annual Fleabane 3.0 C FO
Erigeron canadensis Canada Horseweed 3.0 C FO
Frangula alnus Glossy Buckthorn 0.0 IU SH Y
Galium odoratum Sweet Bedstraw 5.0 IR FO
Geranium robertianum Herb‐Robert 3.0 C FO
Glechoma hederacea Ground Ivy 3.0 IX FO
Hemerocallis fulva Orange Daylily 5.0 IX FO Y
Hypericum punctatum Spotted St. John's‐wort 0.0 X FO
Iris x germanica (Iris pallida X Iris variegata)

5.0 hyb
FO

Juglans nigra Black Walnut 3.0 X TR
Juncus tenuis Path Rush 0.0 X RU
Lapsana communis Common Nipplewort 3.0 IR FO
Leucanthemum vulgare Oxeye Daisy 5.0 IC FO
Liriodendron tulipifera Tulip Tree 3.0 U TR
Lolium arundinaceum Tall Fescue 3.0 IC GR
Lonicera tatarica Tartarian Honeysuckle 3.0 IX SH Y
Lotus corniculatus Garden Bird's‐foot Trefoil 3.0 IX FO Y
Mollugo verticillata Green Carpet‐weed 0.0 IR FO
Muhlenbergia mexicana Mexican Muhly -3.0 C GR
Nepeta cataria Catnip 3.0 IC FO
Oxalis stricta Upright Yellow Wood‐sorrel

3.0 X
FO

Penstemon digitalis Foxglove Beardtongue 0.0 X FO

Floral Inventory
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Picea abies Norway Spruce 5.0 IX TR
Picea glauca White Spruce 3.0 IR TR
Pinus resinosa Red Pine 3.0 IR TR
Plantago lanceolata English Plantain 3.0 IC FO
Poa pratensis Kentucky Bluegrass 3.0 GR
Prunella vulgaris ssp. vulgaris Common Self‐heal 0.0 FO
Prunus avium Sweet Cherry 5.0 IR TR
Rhamnus cathartica Common Buckthorn 0.0 IC SH Y
Rhus typhina Staghorn Sumac 3.0 C SH
Ribes americanum Wild Black Currant -3.0 C SH
Rubus occidentalis Black Raspberry 5.0 C SH
Rumex crispus Curly Dock 0.0 IC FO
Setaria faberi Giant Foxtail 3.0 IC GR
Solidago altissima Tall Goldenrod 3.0 FO
Solidago canadensis Canada Goldenrod 3.0 FO
Spiraea x vanhouttei (Spiraea cantoniensis X Spiraea 

trilobata) 5.0
SH

Symphyotrichum pilosum var. pilosum Old Field Aster 3.0 U FO
Syringa vulgaris Common Lilac 5.0 IX SH Y
Taraxacum officinale Common Dandelion 3.0 IC FO
Thuja occidentalis Eastern White Cedar -3.0 X TR
Tilia americana American Basswood 3.0 C TR
Trifolium arvense Rabbit‐foot Clover 5.0 FO
Trifolium pratense Red Clover 3.0 IX FO
Tussilago farfara Colt's‐foot 3.0 IC FO Y
Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm 3.0 IR TR Y
Verbascum thapsus Common Mullein 5.0 IC FO
Verbena urticifolia White Vervain 0.0 X FO
Viola sororia Woolly Blue Violet 0.0 X FO
Viola tricolor Johnny‐jump‐up 5.0 IR FO
Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape 0.0 C VW
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AVIFAUNAL SURVEY INFORMATION SUMMARY SHEET
Project: Collector(s): WH
Visit 1: Visit 2:
Start: End: 7:12 Start: 7:30 End: 8:30
Weather: Weather:

Species Species Community Notes
Code Name vis 1 vis 2 vis 1 vis 2
DOWO Downy Woodpecker P 2 S5 108
GCFL Great Crested Flycatcher VO 1 S4 118
AMCR American Crow VO FY 1 3 S5 126
BCCH Black-capped Chickadee P 2 S5 134
AMRO American Robin FY 5 S5 152
GRCA Gray Catbird P 3 S4 153
EUST European Starling FY 2 SNA 156
CEDW Cedar Waxwing P 3 S5 157
YWAR Yellow Warbler SM 1 S5 163
SOSP Song Sparrow SM 2 S5 198
NOCA Northern Cardinal SM P 1 2 S5 203
RWBL Red-winged Blackbird P P 2 2 S4 207
BHCO Brown-headed Cowbird P 2 S4 211
BAOR Baltimore Oriole P P 2 2 S4 213
AMGO American Goldfinch P 2 S5 215
Evidence Codes:
Breeding Bird - Possible
SH=Suitable Habitat   SM=Singing Male   S7=Singing Male present >7days
Breeding Bird - Probable
T=Territory   A=Anxiety Behaviour   D=Display   N=Nest Building   P=Pair   V=Visiting Nest   P7=Pair present >7days
Breeding Bird - Confirmed
DD=Distraction   NE=Eggs   AE=Nest Entry   NU=Nest Used   NY=Nest Young   FY=Fledged Young   FS=Food/Faecal Sack
Other Wildlife Evidence
OB=Observed   DP=Distinctive Parts   TK=Tracks   VO=Vocalization   HO=House/Den   FE=Feeding Evidence   CA=Carcass
Fy=Eggs or Young   SC=Scat   SI=Other Signs (specify) FO=Flyover

No.Evidence Code

348 Sunningdale
20-Jun-185-Jun-18

6:45
18°C overcast, light precipitation, cool, still11°C clear, cool, still

PIF 
StatusS Rank ESA 

Status
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Appendix J
Candidate SAR Bat Maternity Roosting Habitat Field Sheets
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Rd
Westerchester Homes 348 Sunningdale
Table 1: Woodland Evaluation –

Low

1.1 Site Protection

Features 
Important
15.4.5 -i 

Medium

1.2 Landscape Integrity

Medium

2.1 Age and Site Quality

functions
important
15.4.5 -ii

HIGH

2.2 Size and Shape

 

Associated Species
Communities and
2.3 Diversity of Natural

Medium

Communities
High Quality Natural
4.1 Distinctive, Unusual or

unusual
distinctive or
15.4.5 -v

Vegetation Communities: unevaluated patch not mapped on Schedules
  

Highest StandardStandardPatch StandardPatch AttributesFactors for Evalution EvaluationCriterion

Low

intregrity of the Natural Heritage system
should not be considered important to the
within the patch but it is often dry and
is one to the east. There is a small swale
does not contain a wetland, although there
recharge or in a large wetland; the patch
The patch is not cat1/groundwater

the east
Subject Lands; water may sheet flow to
in area; no swale or watercourse on the
to a pocket of reed canary grass 0.02ha
ephemeral water at east edge connecting

or contiguous with the patch
Presence of Hydrological Features within

Low

slopes <10%  slopes nearly levelErosion and Slope Protection 

Medium

7-10% local vegetation cover96 ha witin 2 km2Landscape Richness

Medium

woodland habitat gaps <40m

Area Plan
patch when evaluated in SWStudies or
on site were not considered part of the
wetland and Sunningdale Rd). The trees
surounds the property (between the
by contiguous cultural meadow that
is connected to the Powell Drain Wetland
separated by culltural meadow; the patchLandscape Connectivity

Low
patch cluster <20ha

15ha
patch cluster north of Sunningdale isPatch Distribution

medium

road.
property save and except for 10m at the
present; maintained grounds on the
there are no woodland or forest layers
mature trees, but not a mature community;

young and woodland is young to midage
Adjacent lands - thicket is pioneer to
Spruce, Red Pine                                 
mature trees - mix of Sugar Maple, White
Trees on the subject lands are generallyCommunity Successional Stage

Low
<4
all communities with MCC<4.2 and patchMCC = 2.95   with a Fall plant list

Communities
Mean Coefficient of Conversatism of

Low

poor
residential lot with maintained grounds
The Subject Lands are a formerDistrubances related to human activity

High

patch is >9ha 

Drain wetland
with vegetation connected to the Powell
trees on Subject Lands are contiguous
City requested patch to evaluate is 0.9ha;Patch Size - Air photo interpretation used

Low

no interior with P:A>3m/100m 2patch has no interiorPatch Shape/Interior

*** don't use PIF birds to replace CP birds
not included in evaluation                          this system has been replacedConservative Bird Species

Low

Patch contains 1-2 Community Series2 community seriesELC Community Diversity

Low
ecosites on tableland
topographic feature - this patch is two
OR one to two Vegetation Types on one
patch relatively homogenous; 1 Ecosite

NO vegetation types
patch is two ecosite - CUW1 and CUT1 -

Diversity
ELC Vegetation Type and Topographic

unknown

 no data collected
for Amphibians
Diversity & Critical Habitat Components

Low

No coniferous communities
residence
Planted conifers in front yard of formerPresence of Conifer Cover

Low

not applicableno defined channelsFish Habitat Quality

followed
MNRF process to be

 

Not Applicable

Present
Threatened Species
3.0 Endangered or15.4.5-iv

Low

Rank is  S5 CUWELC Community SRANK

Low

no rare plantsNo rare plants
Presence/Absence
Specialized or Rare Species

Meduim

trees with >50cm dbh are occassional
there are large trees
in the front yard of the former residenceSize and Distribution of Large Trees

Low

<12m2/ha for trees >10cm DBH
 the average basal area is

former residence
some large trees in the front yard of theBasal Area

MediumMedium 

Till Plain or Till MorraineEroded Channel - Till MorraineDistinctive Landforms
High Quality Landforms
4.2 Distinctive, Unusual, or
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Westchester Homes Ltd. has submitted an application to amend the City of London Zoning 

By-Law for the lands known municipally as 348 Sunningdale Road East (the “subject lands”). 

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re-zone the subject lands from the current 

“Urban Reserve (UR1) Zone” to a site specific, special provision “Residential 5 (R5-2(_))Zone” 

to permit a townhouse development. 

The purpose of the following land use Planning Justification Report is to evaluate the 

proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment (ZBA) within the context of the 2014 Provincial Policy 

Statement, the City of London Official Plan (1989), the new Official Plan (The London Plan), 

and the City of London Z.-1 Zoning By-Law. 

2.0 THE SUBJECT LANDS 

The subject lands are located on the north side of Sunningdale Road East, between 

Lindisfarne Road and Bluebell Road (Figures 1). 

Figure 1 – Subject lands and surrounding context 
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Figure 2 – Subject lands 

 

 

The subject lands are comprised of a single, rectangular-shaped parcel with an area of 

approximately 0.635ha (1.57ac), a frontage of approximately 68.5m (224.7ft) along the north 

side of Sunningdale Road East, and a depth of approximately 92.0m (301.8ft). The lands were 

formerly occupied by a single-detached dwelling that has since been removed. A number of 

trees are present on the lands, consisting primarily of planted ornamental trees associated 

with the former residential use. The lands are currently accessed by a gravel driveway on 

Sunningdale Road East, close to the easterly lot line. 

The subject lands are generally flat but also contain gentle and moderate slopes. Generally, 

the lands slope away from the centre of the property, with steeper slopes in the northwest and 

southwest corners. An Imperial Oil pipeline is located along the frontage of the subject lands 

and has an associated easement over the front portion of the lands. Any new buildings on the 

subject lands are required to be set back a minimum of 20.0m from the centreline of the 

underground pipeline. 
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Figure 3 – Subject Lands from Sunningdale Road (looking North) 

 

The subject lands are within the “Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential” (MFMDR) land 

use designation in the 1989 City of London Official Plan; are within the “Neighbourhoods” 

place type on a “Civic Boulevard” road type classification in The London Plan; and, are 

currently zoned “Urban Reserve (UR1) Zone” in the City of London Z.-1 Zoning By-Law. 

3.0 SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Surrounding land uses consist of low-density residential in the form of single-detached 

dwellings (east and south), open space (Powell Drain Wetland adjacent to the north, Uplands 

North Wetland and Heron Haven Park) (east and southwest respectively), and vacant lands 

designated for future low- and medium-density residential development (north and west). 

Building heights in the immediate vicinity range between 1- to 2-storeys in height (Figures 4-

7). The subject lands are physically isolated from developable lands to the west and north due 

to Powell Drain Wetland and associated natural heritage features. 
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Figure 4: Low Density Residential to the Southwest, beyond Heron Haven Park 

Figure 5: Low Density opposite the Subject Lands to the South (Lindisfarne Road)

 
Figure 6: Low Density Residential along south side of Sunningdale Road (subject lands at left)

 

 

 

172



Planning Justification Report   

348 Sunningdale Rd. E., London, ON.         December 4, 2018 

 

 

Zelinka Priamo Ltd.  Page 7 

Sunningdale Road East is an arterial road according to Schedule “C” – Transportation 

Corridors in the 1989 Official Plan. The subject lands are approximately 300m (4 minute walk) 

from the nearest transit stop (for bus Route 38), which provides transit access to Masonville 

Mall and its associated transit hub. Public sidewalks along the south side of Sunningdale 

Road provide pedestrian connections to proximate parks and open space to the east and 

west. Further, pedestrian and cycling infrastructure is anticipated to be improved with the 

future widening and improvement of Sunningdale Road, including sidewalks and bike lanes, 

as set out in the Sunningdale Road Environmental Assessment. Given the context of the 

surrounding residential densities, location along an arterial road, and access to public open 

space (Figure 7) and public transit, the subject lands are considered a good candidate for 

residential intensification.  

Figure 7: Heron Haven Park and connection to Uplands Trail (Approximately 140m west of subject lands) 
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4.0 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The subject lands are proposed to be redeveloped for two, three-storey, townhouse buildings; 

one nine-unit building located on the south side of an internal driveway and a larger, eight-unit 

building on the north side of the driveway (Figure 12). The front building is located at a 20.0m 

setback from the oil pipeline. 

Figure 12 - Conceptual development plan (excerpt, north at left) 

 

Due to the large setback between the oil pipeline and the front townhouse building, it is 

anticipated that a large amount of trees and vegetation at the front of the property can be 

retained, providing a significant visual screen from Sunningdale Road. 

Shared vehicular access is provided by a single, 6.0m wide driveway close to the easterly lot 

line, in a similar location as the current driveway. Each townhouse unit is provided with an 

individual parking area and attached garage, accessed from the common driveway. Parking 

areas will not be visible from the public realm due to their location behind the front building. 

The front townhouse units, facing Sunningdale Road, will be designed to address the street. 

Given the large distance between the units and the street, direct pedestrian connections have 

not been provided, which also allows for further retention of trees. 
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Each unit is provided with generous yards, with both the front and rear buildings being 

provided with approximately 18.2m (60ft) yards. 

The 17 units correspond to a residential density of 27 units per hectare (UPH) (pre-road 

widening). 

Conceptual building elevations of the proposed single-detached dwellings and townhouses 

are shown in Figures 13-14. 

Figure 13 – Conceptual Front Elevations 

 
 
Figure 14 – Conceptual Rear Elevations 

 
 
Figure 15 – Larger scale elevations (front at left, rear at right) 

  

Although cladding materials will be refined through the Site Plan Approval process, white brick 

and stone are anticipated for all faces of the buildings. 
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5.0 PROPOSED ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT 

The current “Urban Reserve (UR1) Zone” does not permit the proposed townhouse 

development. As such, the subject lands are proposed to be rezoned through a Zoning By-

Law Amendment (ZBA) to a site specific “Residential 5 (R5-2(_)) Zone” with a special 

regulation to permit side yard setbacks of 3.0m for units with windows on side elevations. 

6.0 PLANNING DOCUMENTS AND ANALYSIS 

This section of the Planning Justification Report reviews applicable land use policies and 

regulations and provides analysis as to how the proposed development and Zoning By-law 

Amendment are consistent with these policies and regulations. 

6.1 2014 PROVINCIAL POLICY STATEMENT (PPS) 

The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), issued under the authority of Section 3 of the 

Planning Act, “provides policy direction on matters of provincial interest related to land use 

planning” in order to ensure efficient and feasible development and the protection of 

resources. All planning applications, including ZBA applications, are required to be consistent 

with these policies. 

In this analysis section, relevant policies are bordered and in italics, with discussion on how 

the proposed development and application are consistent with that policy immediately after: 

Section 1.1.1  

Healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by:  

a. promoting efficient development and land use patterns which sustain the financial well-
being of the Province and municipalities over the long term;  
 

b. accommodating an appropriate range and mix of residential (including second units, 
affordable housing and housing for older persons), employment (including industrial 
and commercial), institutional (including places of worship, cemeteries and long-term 
care homes), recreation, park and open space, and other uses to meet long-term 
needs; 
 

c. avoiding development and land use patterns which may cause environmental or public 
health and safety concerns; 

 

e. promoting cost-effective development patterns and standards to minimize land 
consumption and servicing costs; 

 

h. promoting development and land use patterns that conserve biodiversity and consider 
the impacts of a changing climate. 

The proposed development intensifies vacant, underutilized lands, for an efficient built form 

that provides an appropriate form of housing to meet the housing needs in this area of 
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London. The subject lands are well suited for increased density given their location along an 

arterial road and their planned function for medium density residential uses. As discussed in 

Section 8.3 of this report (Environmental), the proposed development has been designed to 

be compatible with proximate natural heritage features and maintain their function. The site 

has been evaluated by an ecologist (Biologic Inc.) which identified that no species at risk are 

present, and recommend the addition of bat boxes to the site to ensure bat habitat is 

preserved. Furthermore, significant building setbacks are provided from proximate, off-site 

environmental features. The proposed development promotes cost-effective development 

patterns by providing compact, efficient form of development that will make use of existing 

and planned services along Sunningdale Road East. A Functional Servicing Report (SBM 

Engineering) provides additional details on how the development will be serviced by full 

municipal services. 

Section 1.1.3.1 

Settlement areas shall be the focus of growth and development, and their vitality and 
regeneration shall be promoted. 

The subject lands are within the City of London Urban Growth Boundary, an urban settlement 

area, and are proposed to be redeveloped, thereby promoting regeneration for an intensified 

residential use. 

Section 1.1.3.2  

 Land use patterns within settlement areas shall be based on:  

a. densities and a mix of land uses which:  
 

1. efficiently use land and resources;  
 

2. are appropriate for, and efficiently use, the infrastructure and public service 
facilities which are planned or available, and avoid the need for their unjustified 
and/or uneconomical expansion; 

 
4. support active transportation;  

 
5. are transit-supportive, where transit is planned, exists or may be developed; and  

 

b. a range of uses and opportunities for intensification and redevelopment in accordance 
with the criteria in policy 1.1.3.3, where this can be accommodated. 

The proposed development contributes to the range of residential densities in the area that 

can efficiently use land, resources, infrastructure, and existing transportation networks 

(including the LTC bus network). The subject lands are proximate to open space and 

recreational resources (Uplands North Wetlands, Heron Haven Park and Uplands Trail) and a 

major commercial node (Masonville Mall). Masonville Mall is a transportation hub that 
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contributes to the overall transit network of North London and the rest of the city and is 

accessible by active transportation via the Uplands Trail. Energy saving construction methods 

and materials will also be used where feasible in order to promote energy efficiency. As 

further discussed in this report, the proposed development is an appropriate form of 

intensification. 

Section 1.1.3.3 

Planning authorities shall identify appropriate locations and promote opportunities for 
intensification and redevelopment where this can be accommodated taking into account 
existing building stock or areas, including brownfield sites, and the availability of suitable 
existing or planned infrastructure and public service facilities required to accommodate 
projected needs.  

Intensification and redevelopment shall be directed in accordance with the policies of Section 2: 
Wise Use and Management of Resources and Section 3: Protecting Public Health and Safety. 

As discussed throughout this report, the subject lands are an appropriate location for 

intensification and the proposed development is an appropriate form of intensification. 

Section 1.1.3.4 

 Appropriate development standards should be promoted which facilitate intensification, 
redevelopment and compact form, while avoiding or mitigating risks to public health and safety. 

The proposed development is considered appropriate intensification as it makes efficient use 

of vacant, underutilizedland for a compact urban form that is compatible with adjacent land 

uses. 

Section 1.1.3.6 

New development taking place in designated growth areas should occur adjacent to the 
existing built-up area and shall have a compact form, mix of uses and densities that allow for 
the efficient use of land, infrastructure and public service facilities. 

The proposed development is located within the City of London’s Urban Growth Boundary, 

across the street from the existing built up area. The proposed townhouses are an inherently 

compact form of development, and, given the site’s constraints (environmental, oil pipeline), 

land is used efficiently. 
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Section 1.2.1 

A coordinated, integrated and comprehensive approach should be used when dealing with 
planning matters within municipalities, across lower, single and/or upper-tier municipal 
boundaries, and with other orders of government, agencies and boards including:  

a.  managing and/or promoting growth and development;  

c.  managing natural heritage, water, agricultural, mineral, and cultural heritage and 
archaeological resources; 

d.  infrastructure, electricity generation facilities and transmission and distribution systems, 
multimodal transportation systems, public service facilities and waste management 
systems 

Supporting reports for the redevelopment of the subject lands have been prepared in 

consultation with the City of London, Upper Thames River Conservation Authority, Ministry of 

Natural Resources and Forestry, and the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport.  

Section 1.4.3  

Planning authorities shall provide for an appropriate range and mix of housing types and 
densities to meet projected requirements of current and future residents of the regional market 
area by:  

b. permitting and facilitating:  

 2. all forms of residential intensification, including second units, and redevelopment in 
accordance with policy 1.1.3.3;  

c. directing the development of new housing towards locations where appropriate levels 
of infrastructure and public service facilities are or will be available to support current 
and projected needs;  
 

d. promoting densities for new housing which efficiently use land, resources, 
infrastructure and public service facilities, and support the use of active transportation 
and transit in areas where it exists or is to be developed; and  

 
e. establishing development standards for residential intensification, redevelopment and 

new residential development which minimize the cost of housing and facilitate 
compact form, while maintaining appropriate levels of public health and safety.  

The proposed development contributes to an appropriate range and mix of housing types, 

being townhouses in an area that is dominated by single-detached dwellings, to 

accommodate residential growth in the City of London. The existing area has appropriate 

levels of infrastructure and public service facilities to support the development’s needs as 

examined in the attached Functional Servicing Report. The proposed density of 27 UPH 

contributes to the efficient use of infrastructure and public service facilities, and also supports 
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the use of active transportation and public transit along the Sunningdale Road  East. The 

proposed development minimizes the cost of housing and facilitates a compact form of 

development. There are no public health and safety concerns. 

Section 1.6.6.1 

Planning for sewage and water services shall: 

a. direct and accommodate expected growth or development in a manner that promotes 
the efficient use and optimization of existing: 

1. municipal sewage and municipal water services;  
 

d. integrate servicing and land use considerations at all stages of the planning process. 

The proposed development will connect to existing sanitary servicing from Lindisfarne Road to 

the west and water servicing from Sunningdale Road. Sanitary servicing will utilize gravity 

feed to the Lindisfarne system. The proposed density can be accommodated by current 

servicing levels efficiently. Extensive discussions between City of London staff and SBM 

Engineering have taken place to ensure servicing feasibility. See the attached Functional 

Servicing Report for further details. 

Section 1.6.6.7 

Planning for stormwater management shall: 

a) minimize, or where possible, prevent increases in contaminant loads; 
b) minimize changes in water balance and erosion; 
c) not increase risks to human health and safety and property damage; 
d) maximize the extent and function of vegetative and pervious surfaces; and 
e) Promote stormwater management best practices, including stormwater attenuation and re-

use, and low impact development. 

The Functional Servicing Report has identified preliminary stormwater management solutions 

that will be further detailed at the Site Plan Approval phase, including a water balance report 

demonstrating maintenance of flows from the subject lands to adjacent lands. Water quality 

and quantity controls will be implemented as required. Due to the large setbacks provided by 

the buildings, impervious areas are minimized. 

Section 2.1.2 

The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term ecological 
function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be maintained, restored or, where 
possible, improved, recognizing linkages between and among natural heritage features and 
areas, surface water features and ground water features. 

As provided in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by Biologic Inc., the 

subject lands do not contain any species at risk (SAR) or significant habitat. Provided that the 

development is consistent with the recommendations set out in the EIS, including maintaining 

180



Planning Justification Report   

348 Sunningdale Rd. E., London, ON.         December 4, 2018 

 

 

Zelinka Priamo Ltd.  Page 15 

a sufficient rear yard setback and integration of bat boxes, the development will maintain the 

natural heritage features and functions in the immediate area. 

 

Section 2.2.1 

 Planning authorities shall protect, improve, or restore the quality and quantity of water by: 

c)  identifying water resource systems consisting of ground water features, hydrologic 
functions, natural heritage features and areas, and surface water features including 
shoreline areas, which are necessary for the ecological and hydrological integrity of the 
watershed; 

 d)  maintaining linkages and related functions among ground water features, hydrologic 
functions, natural heritage features and areas, and surface water features including 
shoreline areas; 

e) implementing necessary restrictions on development and site alteration to: 
 
2. protect, improve or restore vulnerable surface and ground water, sensitive 

surface water features and sensitive ground water features, and their 
hydrologic functions. 

The proposed development has been designed to provide appropriate water quality and 

quantity management, including matching pre- and post-development flows through a water 

balance analysis to be completed at the Site Plan Approval phase. This approach will ensure 

maintenance of existing storm water flows to proximate natural heritage features. 

For the reasons noted above, the proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment is consistent with the 

policies of the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement. 

6.2 1989 CITY OF LONDON OFFICIAL PLAN 

The subject lands are within the “Multi-Family Medium Density Residential” (MFMDR) land 

use designation according to Schedule “A” – Land Use in the City of London Official Plan 

(Figure 16), and are subject to the policies of Section 3.3. The MFMDR designation permits a 

wide range of medium density residential uses, including townhouses, as well as a limited 

range of commercial uses. Schedule “B-1” - Natural Heritage Features, of the Official Plan 

shows subject lands proximate to “Unevaluated Vegetation” (Figure 17) but does not identify 

any natural heritage features within the boundary of the subject lands. Detailed discussion on 

environmental features related to the subject lands, adjacent lands, and the proposed 

development, is provided in Section 8.3 of this report, and the accompanying EIS from 

BioLogic Inc. 

The subject lands are also identified as being within an area with specific Official Plan 

policies, being the Uplands North planning area. This area was established through the 
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Uplands North Secondary Plan (2004) which has subsequently been incorporated into the 

Official Plan.  

Figure 16 – City of London Official Plan – Schedule ‘A’ – Land Use (excerpt Map 2) 

 

 
Figure 17 – Schedule B-1 Natural Heritage Features (excerpt Map 2) 

 

The MFMDR land use designation objectives are to support the development of MFMDR uses 

including cluster townhouses and single detached dwellings in locations which may enhance 

the character and amenity of a residential area. This designation aims to encourage the 

development of well-designed and visually attractive forms of housing and promote the 

retention of desirable natural features, while providing for residential densities typically greater 

than low density housing. 

The subject lands are appropriately located to accommodate the proposed townhouse 

development, being located along an arterial road and proximate to public open space. The 

182



Planning Justification Report   

348 Sunningdale Rd. E., London, ON.         December 4, 2018 

 

 

Zelinka Priamo Ltd.  Page 17 

buildings have been designed to provide an aesthetically appealing image, and, are proposed 

to be located to best retain existing vegetation and to maintain the natural heritage qualities 

and functions of the lands to the north.  

As per Section 3.3.1, permitted uses in the MFMDR designation include multiple-attached 

dwellings, such as row houses (townhouses); low-rise apartment buildings and single-

detached dwellings with a maximum residential density of 75 UPH. The proposed 

development for cluster townhouse dwellings at a density of 27 UPH is consistent with the 

range of permitted uses and residential density within the MFMDR designation. 

Section 3.3.2 of the MFMDR land use designation highlights criteria for medium density in the 

City of London. Compatibility between the proposed development and surrounding uses shall 

take into account surrounding land uses in terms of height, scale and setbacks and shall not 

adversely impact the amenities and character of the surrounding area (Section 3.3.2i)). The 

proposed development is three storeys in height, modestly higher than the single-detached 

dwellings across Sunningdale Road to the south; this height relationship is compatible, 

especially considering the separation of the subject lands from adjacent residential uses by an 

arterial road. Adequate municipal services are required to accommodate the needs of the 

development (Section 3.3.2ii)). As further detailed in the Functional Servicing Report, 

servicing will require minor extension of sanitary services, while water service is available 

along Sunningdale Road. 

Section 3.3.3 provides policies for the scale of development in the MFMDR designation, in 

that building heights shall generally not exceed four storeys in height, and shall be compatible 

with adjacent uses. The proposed development is three storeys in height, and is compatible 

with the residential uses on the south side of Sunningdale Road. There are no buildings to the 

east, west, or north of the subject lands that require compatibility considerations. The Official 

Plan also provides that residential densities shall not exceed 75 UPH. The proposed 

development is 27 UPH, well under the maximum density permitted. 

While typically residential intensification and redevelopments locate buildings at minimal 

setbacks to the street, the presence of the Imperial Oil underground pipeline approximately 

6m from the front lot line, and its required 20m building setback, requires that the southerly 

tier of townhouse buildings be located well back from the street. As such, a number of mature 

trees and vegetation are to be retained along the frontage, providing a visual screen from the 

public realm. Depending on the ultimate configuration of the development through the Site 

Plan Approval process, the buildings may not be easily visible from the street.  

The subject lands are identified as within the Uplands North Community Planning Area and 

have specific policies found in Section 3.5.15 of the Official Plan that arise out of the Uplands 

North Secondary Plan. These policies set out a framework for establishing a natural heritage 
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corridor along the Powell Drain, north of the subject lands. As the subject lands do not contain 

any natural heritage features associated with the Powell Drain, and are located approximately 

50m south of the feature, the policies of Section 3.5.15 do not directly apply to the 

development of the subject lands, but rather would be more applicable to the parcel of land 

abutting the subject lands to the north. 

Policies for archaeological resources are provided in Section 13.4 of the Official Plan. The 

proposed development is consistent with these policies as archaeological resources on the 

subject lands have been identified and conserved through three (3) archaeological 

assessments conducted by Golder Associates: a Stage 1-2, Stage 3, and Stage 4. Upon 

completion of the Stage 4 archaeological assessment, it has been determined that there are 

no further archaeological resources on the subject lands. 

Natural Heritage Objectives (Section 15.1.1) are provided in the Official Plan. While there are 

no natural heritage features identified on the property, there are natural heritage features 

proximate to the north. These proximate features have been taken into account in planning 

the proposed development, including maintaining a significant amount of vegetation and trees, 

and locating buildings well away from natural heritage features. City staff and UTRCA staff 

have provided comments throughout the initial planning process to refine the requirements of 

an Environmental Impact Study (EIS). The EIS prepared Biologic Inc. Provides a number of 

recommendations to be implemented through the Site Plan Approval process, including 

building setbacks and the provision of bat boxes (artificial bat habitat). Given the extensive 

consultation with City and UTRCA staff, and the recommendations of the EIS, the proposed 

development has been designed to maintain the function and viability of proximate, off-site 

natural heritage features. As such, the proposed development is consistent with Section 15 of 

the Official Plan. 

The proposed development provides an opportunity for efficient use of land for a compact 

form of residential development consistent with the planned function of the lands and the 

policies and intent of the Official Plan. The subject lands are well located and are appropriate 

to accommodate the proposed residential intensification, and have taken into account site 

constraints, including the 20m setback from the Imperial Oil underground pipeline, natural 

heritage features to the north, and retention of existing trees. The scale and intensity of the 

proposed development is compatible with adjacent land uses and is appropriate for the 

subject lands. 

 

184



Planning Justification Report   

348 Sunningdale Rd. E., London, ON.         December 4, 2018 

 

 

Zelinka Priamo Ltd.  Page 19 

6.3 NEW OFFICIAL PLAN – THE LONDON PLAN 

The new Official Plan, The London Plan, was adopted by the City of London Council June 

23rd, 2016 and approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs December 28th, 2016. However, 

as portions of The London Plan have been appealed to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal, 

many policies, including the “Neighbourhoods” place type, are not yet in force and effect. 

Although not in force and effect, planning decisions should have regard for the policies of The 

London Plan 

The London Plan shows the subject lands within the “Neighbourhoods” place type (Figure 18) 

along a “Civic Boulevard” road type. As per Tables 10-12 of The London Plan, this 

combination of place type and road type classification permits a variety of residential uses 

including townhouses and low-rise apartments. The maximum height for these permitted uses 

along a “Civic Boulevard” is four (4) storeys, or six (6) storeys with bonusing. 

Figure 18 – City of London – London Plan – Map 1 – Place Types (excerpt)  

 

Section 937 of The London Plan states that residential intensification, in the form of 

redevelopment, and the removal of existing buildings in favour of one or more new buildings, 

is encouraged. The proposed development is considered residential intensification as it 

proposes a greater number of dwelling units than the former single-detached dwelling.  
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Sections 940 and 953 of The London Plan provide that intensification projects should be 

appropriately located to fit well within the surrounding context. The subject lands are unique in 

their context as they do not abut development to the east, west, or north. The proposal is 

compatible with existing low-density residential uses on the south side of Sunningdale Road 

East, and, as lands to the east are planned to develop for the same range of uses as the 

proposed development, the proposed development is compatible with anticipated future 

development to the west.  

The proposed development supports the City’s Design policies in Section 193.  The proposed 

development is compatible within its neighbourhoodas it is of similar height (3-storeys) to 

proximate existing buildings (Section 193.2). The buildings are to be setback 20.0m from the 

oil pipeline thereby promoting the preservation of existing mature treesalong the street’s edge. 

With frontage on Sunningdale Road, the proposed development enhances the streetscape 

with individual unit driveways to the rear for convenient vehicle access. The proposed 

development proposes a housing type that is an appropriate form of residential intensification 

(Section 193.7). 

Given that the the proposed development is consistent with the policies in the 1989 Official 

Plan, and that the policies of The London Plan applicable to the subject lands are similar,  the 

proposed development is consistent with the policies and intent of The London Plan. 

6.4 CITY OF LONDON Z.-1 ZONING BY-LAW 

The subject lands are zoned “Urban Reserve (UR1)” in the City of London Zoning By-law No. 

Z-1 (Figure 19). The UR1 zone permits existing dwellings, agricultural uses, commercial 

greenhouses, livestock facilities, conservation lands, managed woodlot, wayside pit, and 

passive recreation use. The UR1 zone variation is intended to be applied to undeveloped 

areas within the former City boundaries and to areas which have been reviewed through the 

Community Plan Process. The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) 

regulated area abuts the lands to the north, east, and west, and extends into a small portion of 

the northwest corner of the subject lands.  

Lands to the east and west, and a small area of land to the north are zoned “Urban Reserve 

(UR4)” for potential future residential development (Figure 11). Initial discussions with the 

owner of the abutting lands indicate they are not intending to develop these lands in the near 

future. Beyond the UR4 lands are lands zoned OS4, associated with the Powell Drain and 

wetland feature. 
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Figure 19 – UTRCA Regulated Area (red hatching) and zoning 

The proposed ZBA seeks to rezone the subject lands to a site-specific “Residential 5 (R5-2-

(_)) Zone” zone to permit the proposed townhouse development. The R5-2 zone permits 

townhouses and stacked townhouses with a maximum residential density of 30 UPH. One 

special provision is requested to permit an interior side yard setback of 3.0m for a building 

with habitable windows, whereas 6.0m is typically required. 

The R5-2 zone is intended to be applied to medium density developments proximate to low-

density uses, such as the adjacent single-detached dwellings to the south, and is an 

appropriate implementing zone of the MFMDF land use designation. The maximum permitted 

density of 30 UPH and maximum height of 12.0m ensures compatibility between the proposed 

development and existing and future adjacent uses. 

All standard R5-2 zone regulations are complied with on the proposed site plan, save and 

except for the interior side yard setbacks; it is proposed that a 3.0m setback be permitted for 

windows to a habitable room. This provision allows for an appropriate building setback and 

access to the sides of the buildings into the front and rear yards. Given that there are currenty 

no existing or proposed buildings to the east or west, and that development of the abutting 
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lands may be impacted by natural heritage features which may limit the locations of future 

buildings, the proposed side yard setback has no undue negative impacts on abutting lands or 

uses. As such, the proposed 3.0m side yard setback is considered appropriate. 

The proposed development has been designed to comply with the policies of the Official Plan 

and provide for a compact development that retains a significant amount of trees and 

vegetation. The proposed site specific R5-2-(_) zone is compatible with proximate and 

abutting land uses and is appropriate for the development of the subject lands. 

7.0 ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

7.1 SERVICING 

As set out in the Functional Servicing Report, servicing for the proposed development is to be 

serviced by full municipal services. Water service is to be obtained by existing water 

infrastructure along Sunningdale Road East. Sanitary service will make use of a gravity feed 

system from the subject lands to sanitary services extended from the current limit of sanitary 

service at Lindisfarne Road. A preliminary design detail has been prepared for sanitary 

servicing demonstrating the need for new infrastructure (pipes and manholes) to access the 

existing sanitary service system. As there is no stormwater service along Sunningdale Road 

East, on-site quality and quantity controls will be implemented through the Site Plan Approval 

process. It is also understood that a water balance budget will also be required to ensure that 

overland stormwater flows are maintained to abutting lands. 

7.2 ARCHAEOLOGY 

An Archaeological Assessment consisting of Stages 1, 2, 3, and 4, has been completed to 

fully assess the subject lands for archaeological resources and artifacts.Upon completion of 

Stage 4, all archaeological significance has been reviewed and artifacts excavated and 

examined.   

7.3 ENVIRONMENTAL 

The subject lands contain a number of large trees and are proximate to natural heritage 

features associated with the Powell Drain, including a provincially significant wetland. As 

such, City staff and UTRCA staff were consulted early in the planning process for the 

proposed development to provide guidance on the preparation of an Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS). The EIS prepared by Biologic Inc. has evaluated the proposed development 

for potential impacts on proximate natural heritage features and provides recommendations 

for the development of the lands, including minimal building setbacks and provisions for bat 

boxes. 
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the above, the proposed Zoning By-law Amendment is consistent with the policies 

of the 2014 PPS and complies with the policies of the 1989 Official Plan and The London 

Plan. The proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment is considered appropriate for the subject 

lands as this type of medium density intensification is permitted and intended under both 

Official Plans in the City of London and is compatible with adjacent land uses.  As such, the 

proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment is appropriate and is considered good land use 

planning practice. 
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m/s

Length
m

Fall in 
Sewer

Headloss
Drop in 

U.S.
MH

U.S.
Invert

D.S.
Invert

*Upstream Areas S21 S22 13.01 3 3 834 3.8494 1.30 9.40 10.70 0.013 0.40% 156.04 200 20.76 0.66 46.6 0.186 0.00000 - 275.753 275.567

EXT.3 Sunningdale Rd E FSS6 FSS7 0.7 0.7 180 0.7 126 126 4.2147 0.07 1.56 1.63 0.013 0.40% 76.96 200 20.76 0.66 70 0.280 0.00000 275.190 274.910

EXT.4 Sunningdale Rd E SA2 Main 0.63 0.63 2.4 17 41 41 4.3314 0.06 0.52 0.58 0.013 1.00% 44.13 150 15.24 0.86 63.2 0.632
SA3 FSS7 0.58 0.013 0.50% 50.25 200 23.21 0.74 16.3 0.082 275.012 274.930
FSS7 S25 0.58 0.013 0.40% 52.40 200 20.76 0.66 20 0.080 0.02227 0.05 274.880 274.800

A28 Lindisfarne Road STUB S25 2.91 2.91 75 2.4 2.91 524 524 3.9637 0.29 6.08 6.37 0.013 0.33% 133.20 200 18.85 0.60 12.8 0.042 - - 274.740 274.698

A29 Lindisfarne Road S25 S26 0.55 4.79 3 6 18 709 3.8914 0.48 8.08 8.56 0.013 0.33% 148.77 200 18.85 0.60 76.2 0.251 0.01268 0.03 274.668 274.416
A30 Lindisfarne Road S26 S22 0.23 5.02 3 2 6 715 3.8892 0.50 8.14 8.64 0.013 0.33% 149.33 200 18.85 0.60 45.5 0.150 0.01268 0.03 274.386 274.236

A31 Skyline Avenue S22 S23 0.38 18.41 3 4 12 1561 3.6670 1.84 16.76 18.60 0.013 0.25% 209.68 250 29.75 0.61 74.8 0.187 0.05 274.186 273.999

*As per Storm & Sanitary Design Sheets (Sheet 8) by Stantec Consultant Ltd (accepted by City) the Upstream Lands consist of areas A1-A27, EXT1, EXT2, and Existing areas on the noted design sheet. Areas EXT.3 AND EXT.4 have been sketched onto the Sanitary Drainage Area Plan No. 2 attached to this Report.
*The sanitary design sheet used a sewage design criteria of 295 L/capita/day. This value has been revised to 230 L/capita/day in the 2018 City of London DS&RM

Location Area Sewer design

BH
KM
SBM-17-2235

Profile DesignSewage Flows

Sanitary Sewer Design Sheet
City of London

November 2, 2018
SBM-17-2235
Westchester Homes
348 Sunningdale Rd E
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Figure 1:  Subject site – from City of London website NTS 

Green indicates tree protection area 

Red outlines the subject site 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Ron Koudys Landscape Architects (RKLA) was retained by Zelinka Priamo Ltd to conduct a 

tree inventory and assessment in conjunction with site plan development of the proposed 

development at 348 Sunningdale Road East in London, Ontario. 

SUBJECT SITE 

The subject site is located on the 

north side of Sunningdale Road 

East.  The site was previously 

occupied by a single dwelling and 

out building.  All buildings had 

been torn down and were no 

longer present at the time of the 

tree inventory (June 2017).  The 

site is scattered with trees 

associated with the dwelling, with 

most of the trees concentrated 

heavily in the south end of the site, 

and loosely along the east and 

west edges. 

The site is bound on the north, 

west, and east sides by 310 

Sunningdale Road East.  This 

property has active agricultural use 

on the northern three quarters, and 

open grass land with scattered trees 

on the south end where it surrounds 

the subject site. 

Note that the subject site and the land immediately around it is within a tree protection area 

as defined by the City of London. 

LAWS AND BY-LAWS 
 

Municipal By-laws – City of London Tree Protection By-law - 2016 

Figure 1 shows the extent of the subject site that is within the City defined ‘tree protection 

area’; however, because this development is under the umbrella of an exemption, the by-law 

will not apply. 

Excerpt from City of London Tree Protection By-law C.P.-1515-228-Enacted August 30, 2016, 

passed by Council July 25, 2017. 

Section 5 - Exemptions 

1.1 (d) the Injuring or Destruction of Trees imposed after December 31, 2002, as a condition to the 

approval of a site plan, a plan of subdivision or a consent under section 41, 51 or 53, respectively, 

of the Planning Act, or as a requirement of a site plan agreement or subdivision agreement 

entered into under those sections; 
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Provincial Laws – Ontario Forestry Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. F.26 

Trees whose trunks are located wholly within a property limit can be removed at the owner’s 

discretion.  Trees whose trunks are located wholly beyond a property limit cannot be harmed 

by actions beyond that property limit.  Trees whose trunks are shared between two 

properties are considered boundary trees and require the consent of both property owners to 

remove or damage them.   

Refer to the Ontario Tree Act section 10 for provincial regulations regarding boundary trees. 

 

Excerpt from Ontario Forestry Act regarding boundary trees (shared trees) 

Boundary trees 

10 (1) An owner of land may, with the consent of the owner of adjoining land, plant trees on the 

boundary between the two lands.  1998, c. 18, Sched. I, s. 21. 

 

Trees common property 

(2) Every tree whose trunk is growing on the boundary between adjoining lands is the common 

property of the owners of the adjoining lands.  1998, c. 18, Sched. I, s. 21. 

 

Offence 

(3) Every person who injures or destroys a tree growing on the boundary between adjoining lands 

without the consent of the land owners is guilty of an offence under this Act.  1998, c. 18, Sched. I, s. 

21. 

 

There are two trees in this inventory that were noted as boundary trees.  They are tree 810 

and 811 located along the west property line. 

SCOPE OF SERVICE 

Our firm was instructed to 

undertake an assessment of the 

existing trees located within the 

subject site and 3m beyond the 

subject site. 

An RKLA Inc certified arborist 

undertook an assessment of the 

existing trees within the specified 

scope with respect to tree health 

and preservation.  Assessment of 

all existing trees with a DBH >10cm 

was undertaken with consideration 

for the proposed development and 

associated site work.  Inventoried 

trees include trees within the 

subject site, trees beyond the 

subject site, shared trees and trees 

within the City ROW,  

 

Site survey –The green 

dashed outline represents the 

tree inventory scope included 

in this report. NTS 

 

SUNNINGDALE RD E 
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METHODOLOGY & HEALTH ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

Methodology 

Field work was completed by RKLA on June 19, 2017.  The topographic survey prepared by 

AGM Lands Surveyors was used as the base for the field work. 

A comprehensive inventory following ISA standard practices of all trees >10cm DBH 

(diameter at breast height) within the scope specified above was completed.  Significant 

hedges were also identified.  Accessible trees were tagged in the field with aluminum tags 

affixed to the tree with a nail.  Tree tag numbers 737 - 786, and 788 - 852.  Inaccessible trees 

(due to physical barriers or limit of property) were identified with letters in this report and on 

the tree preservation drawing and NOT identified in the field.  Tree letters A - W. 

The following information was recorded for each tree: 

 Tag number or letter 

Species 

 Diameter at breast height (DBH) (centimeters) 

 Crown radius (meters) 

Crown Condition (overall general vigour of crown) 

Structural Condition (good, fair, poor) 

General Comments 

Location based on survey 

 

The tree data collected was analyzed in conjunction with the proposed site plan.  This 

information was analyzed to make recommendations on which trees to preserve, which trees 

to remove and recommendations for preconstruction, during construction, and post 

construction strategies for minimizing damage for trees to be preserved. 

Health Assessment Criteria 

Crown Condition Classification 

5 Healthy: less than 10% crown decline 
4 Slight decline: 11% - 30% crown decline 
3 Moderate decline: 31% - 60% crown decline 
2 Severe decline: 61% - 90% crown decline 
1 Dead 

Structural Condition Classification 

Good: Defects if present are minor (e.g. twig dieback, small wounds); defective tree part is 

small (e.g. 5-8 cm diameter limb) providing little if any risk. 

Fair: Defects are numerous or significant (e.g. dead scaffold limbs); defective parts are 

moderate in size (e.g. limb greater than 5-8 cm in diameter). 

Poor: Defects are severe (trunk cavity in excess of 50%); defective parts are large (e.g. 

majority of crown). 

Dead: Tree exhibits no signs of life. 

 

207



 

P a g e  | 5 

INVENTORY DATA AND PRESERVATION/REMOVAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

See appendix C. 

Recommendations are based on a tree data and requirements of the site plan. 

TREE PRESERVATION/REMOVAL ANALYSIS 

The proposed building construction and required site work may impact existing trees to be 

preserved with respect to root and canopy zones.  Tree Preservation measures will be 

implemented to mitigate these effects. 

No construction, stockpiling, or heavy equipment will be permitted beyond the construction 

limit (see Tree Preservation Barrier locations on the attached drawings).   

Potential impacts on trees to be preserved may include: 

2. Physical damage to branches, trunks, and roots of trees to be retained. 

3. Local moisture loss which may result from a decline in the water table during and after 

construction. 

4. Contamination of the soil from chemicals. 

5. Increased sun/wind exposure which could result in scald or windthrow. 

6. Placement of fill material on root zones resulting in stress and damage to the root 

structure. 

The successful survival of the trees to be preserved is largely dependent on adhering to the 

recommendations that follow. 

MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

These recommendations are designed to enhance the survival of trees to be preserved.  

While it is always desirable to retain as many trees as possible on a site, some trees, because 

they are in poor condition or are undesirable species, cannot be saved for safety, aesthetic, or 

sylvicultural reasons. 

There is no guarantee, however, that the trees to be preserved will not be impacted by the 

construction process. The following recommendations are supplied to ensure minimal impact 

on and to enhance the survival potential of the trees to be preserved: 

A) PRE-CONSTRUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Prior to tree removal operations, the limit of the removals will be clearly marked (i.e. 

all trees designated for removal are to be marked with spray paint). 

2. All removals must take place between September 1st and April 1st to avoid disturbing 

nesting migratory birds.  Trees may be removed outside this window (between April 

1st and August 31st) only if a qualified bird specialist/ecologist has determined there are 

no nesting birds in the trees.  All cutting will be done by chain saw. These trees to be 

identified by the project landscape architect working in conjunction with a qualified 

arborist and ecologist.  This requirement is in accordance with the Migratory Birds 

Convention Act, 1994. 
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3. Trees on site to be removed for sylvicultural, safety, or aesthetic reasons should be 

marked for removal (e.g. spray paint). All cutting will be done by chainsaw. These 

trees to be identified by the project Landscape Architect working in conjunction with 

a qualified arborist. 

4. Undertake a tree education program for all contractors and put in place enforceable 

penalties for any damage resulting from neglect. 

5. Care should be taken during the felling operation to avoid damaging the branches, 

stems, trunks, and roots of the trees to be preserved. Where possible, all trees are to 

be felled towards the construction zone to minimize impacts on adjacent vegetation. 

6. Stem damage to trees from skidding operations during the removal process should be 

avoided. Trunks of trees to be preserved near the construction zone should be 

wrapped with three layers of snow fencing to provide protection. 

7. Heavy equipment should not be allowed under the drip line (limit of branches) of the 

trees to be preserved. 

8. Broken branches on trees to be preserved should be cleanly cut by a qualified 

arborist/horticulturalist as soon as possible after the damage has occurred. Do not 

apply wound dressings to the cut areas. 

9. Final site grading should ensure that surface water is discharged from the site and that 

the existing soil moisture conditions are maintained. 

10. Some trees may be candidates for pre-construction root pruning to help reduce stress 

and prepare the tree for nearby construction activity.  These trees to be identified on 

tree preservation plan by landscape architect. 

11. It is recommended that the existing ground-layer vegetation remain intact so as not to 

disturb the soil around the base of the existing trees. 

 

 

B) RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO THE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS 

1. Heavy duty protection fencing (see appendix A) is to be maintained until all heavy 

construction work is complete.  No movement of equipment or dumping of solvents, 

gasoline, etc. is permitted beyond this fence line. 

2. Where high-quality specimens exist adjacent to areas subject to intensive construction 

activity, wooden cribbing (e.g. planks, plywood constructions) should be erected to 

protect their trunks from damage. 

3. During the excavation process, roots that are severed and exposed should be hand 

pruned to leave a clean-cut surface. This will reduce the opportunity for pests or 

disease to enter through the wounds. Wound dressing may be used in this process. 

4. If grade changes are required in areas adjacent to trees to be preserved, work should 

be done to minimize the impact on the trees. Tree wells, retaining walls, or other site 

features should be used. 

5. Form concrete sidewalk, if proposed, with fibre expansion material in place of wood 

forms where roots conflict with existing concrete sidewalks. 

6. Avoid running above-ground wires and underground services near trees to be 

preserved. Avoid open trenching within the tree root zone. Utilize horizontal boring 

techniques to install utilities below root areas. 

7. Regular monitoring of the site by the Landscape Architect will help to ensure proper 

procedures are followed and protection barriers are maintained. 
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C) POST-CONSTRUCTION REOMMENDATIONS 

1. Avoid discharging rain water leaders adjacent to retained trees. This may result in an 

overly moist environment which will cause the tree roots to rot. 

2. After all work is completed, snow fences and other barriers should be removed. 

3. A final review must be undertaken by the Landscape Architect to ensure that all 

mitigation measures as described above have been met. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

General Summary 

No rare, endangered, or unusual species were observed on site.  No specimen trees in terms 

of species or quality were observed on site.  All trees included in inventory are common to 

the geographic area and are typical of the previous and current land uses.   

Species Breakdown 

Tree Species Tree 

Count 

Percentage 

of Species 

  Sugar Maple 35 25.7% 

  Norway Spruce 26 19.1% 

  Cherry 20 14.7% 

  Black Cedar 8 5.9% 

  Siberian Elm 8 5.9% 

  Austrian Pine 8 5.9% 

  Norway Maple 8 5.9% 

  Basswood 7 5.1% 

  Scotch Pine 3 2.2% 

  Black Walnut 3 2.2% 

  Colorado Spruce 2 1.5% 

  Freeman Maple 1 0.7% 

  Apple 1 0.7% 

  Hawthorne 1 0.7% 

  Silver Maple 1 0.7% 

  Black Cherry 1 0.7% 

  Tulip Tree 1 0.7% 

  Black Maple 1 0.7% 

  Colorado Bllue Spruce 1 0.7% 

  

 

136 100% 

  

     Vegetation Units 

    

     Siberian Elm stand of trees north of subject site 

Black Cedar loose hedge at NW corner of site 

Honeysuckle Shrub large shrub on SE edge of site 
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Summary of findings  

Tree Recommendations Qty Tree Identification 
Number of trees included in inventory 136   
Number of trees to be preserved 61 751 - 767, 772 - 776, 778, 779, 781 - 

785, 788 - 797, 817, 818, 821 - 825, 
825B, 826, 827, C, D, M, N, O, P, Q, 
R, S, T, V, W 

Number of trees to be removed from subject 
site for construction and/or tree 
health/condition 

60 739 - 748, 768 - 771, 777, 780, 798 - 
809, 812 - 816, 819, 820, 828 - 852 

Number of boundary trees recommended for 
removal due to poor health/condition and/or 
construction (CONSENT REQUIRED) 

2 810, 811 

Number of trees located on private property 
beyond the subject site recommended for 
removal due to poor health/condition and/or 
construction (CONSENT REQUIRED) 

6 
 

E, F, G, H, I, J 

Number of trees recommended for removal 
from the CURRENT City ROW (CONSENT 
REQUIRED) 

3 737, A, B 

Number of trees recommended for removal 
within the PROPOSED City ROW (CONSENT 
REQUIRED) 

4 738, 749, 750, 786 

 

Vegetation Unit Recommendations Qty Veg Unit Identification 
Number of vegetation units included in 
inventory 

3   

Number of vegetation units to be preserved 2 K, L 
Number of vegetation units to be removed 1 U 

 

RKLA recommends the following: 

1. Removal of trees where there is conflict with the proposed development as indicated 

within this report and associated tree preservation drawing. 

2. Removal of trees in poor condition that pose a potential threat to health and safety 

during and post construction. 

3. Obtain written consent from neighbouring land owner for removal of boundary trees 

and trees wholly beyond the subject site. 

4. Obtain written consent from the City of London for removal of trees within the current 

and proposed City ROW.  

5. Installation and maintenance of tree preservation fencing as per the details and 

specifications on the tree preservation drawing. 

6. Follow the pre, during, and post construction recommendations outlined in this report 

to prevent damage to trees to be preserved. 
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DISCLAIMER 

The assessment of the trees presented within this report has been made using accepted 

arboricultural techniques. These include a visual examination of the above-ground parts of 

each tree for structural defects, scars, external indications of decay, evidence of insect 

presence, discoloured foliage, the general condition of the trees and the surrounding site, as 

well as the proximity of property and people. None of the trees examined were dissected, 

cored, probed, or climbed, and detailed root crown examinations involving excavation were 

not undertaken. 

Notwithstanding the recommendations and conclusions made in this report, it must be 

realized that trees are living organisms and their health and vigour is constantly changing. 

They are not immune to changes in site conditions or seasonal variations in the weather. 

While reasonable efforts have been made to ensure the trees recommended for retention are 

healthy, no guarantees are offered or implied, that these trees or any part of them will remain 

standing. 

APPENDIX A – TREE PROTECTION ZONE FENCE DETAILS 
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APPENDIX B – TREE PRESERVATION DRAWING  
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APPENDIX C – INVENTORY DATA AND PRESERVATION/REMOVAL 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
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RKLA JOB # 17-176

 348 SUNNINGDALE ROAD, LONDON ONTARIO

Date of field work: June 19, 2017

TAG#
BOTANICAL 

NAME
COMMON NAME LOCATION

DBH

(cm)

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m) 

CROWN     

CONDITION

STRUCTURAL 

CONDITION
COMMENTS RATIONALE

CONSENT 

REQUIRED?

737 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within current City 

ROW

55 8 5 fair City ROW

along east edge of existing driveway, wide 

trunk flare, basal scar, minor dieback, 

codominant stems, trunk cavity

construction of 

driveway

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

CITY

738 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within proposed 

road widening

55 5 5 good along east edge of existing driveway, no 

trespassing sign nailed to tree, several nails 

in trunk, bulging due to damage from 

abutting fence, low branching

construction of 

driveway

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

CITY

739 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 51 6 3 fair along east edge of existing driveway, 

recently pruned, no trespassing sign nailed 

to tree, crooked upper stem, large 

exposed/damaged roots, girdling roots, 

damage from abutting fence

construction of 

driveway

no

740 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 33  5 good along east edge of existing driveway, 

recently pruned, limbed up,  grade change at 

base, along edge of existing driveway

construction of 

driveway
no

741 Acer platanoides Norway Maple within subject site 22 5 5 fair along east edge of existing driveway, 

sealing pruning cuts, supressed, 

exposed/damaged roots, girdling roots

construction of 

driveway and south 

building

no

742 Acer platanoides Norway Maple within subject site 32 5.5 5 fair along east edge of existing driveway, 

sealing pruning cuts, codominant stems, 

exposed/damaged roots, grade change at 

base

construction of south 

building
no

743 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 79 7 5 poor along east edge of existing driveway, loose 

bark, lateral branch larger than main stem, 

internal rot at base, burly main stem, cavity, 

instects at base

construction of south 

building

no

744 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine within subject site 78 9 5 fair along west edge of existing driveway, 

unbalanced crown - heavy towards SW, 

insect holes in trunk, limbed up to approx. 

50'

construction of south 

building
no

745 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 78 4 4 fair along west edge of existing driveway, grade 

change at tunk due to driveway, codominant 

stems, included bark, butressing from 

branches to base, limbed up to approx. 30'

construction of south 

building and 

proximity to existing 

driveway

no

746 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine within subject site 64 6 4 poor along west edge of existing driveway, no 

root flare, codominant leaders, fused 

leaders, included bark, butressing on west 

side of base, uneven crown - heavy to the 

W, limbed up to approx. 30'

construction impacts - 

proximity to existing 

driveway no

747 Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine within subject site 43 3 4 fair along west edge of existing driveway, grade 

change at trunk due to driveway, insect 

holes in trunk, no root flare, limbed up to 

approx. 30'

construction impacts - 

proximity to existing 

driveway no

748 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 51 3 5 fair along west edge of existing driveway, 

supressed, droopy habit, grade change at 

base due to driveway

construction impacts - 

proximity to existing 

driveway no

749 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine within proposed 

road widening

46 7 3 poor along west edge of existing driveway, 

bowed trunk, trunk cavity, thin crown, 

supressed, no root flare

construction impacts - 

proximity to existing 

driveway and 

proposed driveway
no

750 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within proposed 

road widening

58 7 5 poor along west edge of existing driveway, 

girdling/exposed/damaged roots along 

driveway edge, limbed up, cavity, no root 

flare on S side, damage from abutting fence

construction impacts - 

proximity to existing 

driveway and 

proposed driveway
no

SIZE BIOLOGICAL HEALTH

PROPOSED 

ACTION 

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

RECOMMENDATIONGENERAL INFORMATION

remove

Completed by: M Peeters A Hosfeld216



RKLA JOB # 17-176

 348 SUNNINGDALE ROAD, LONDON ONTARIO

Date of field work: June 19, 2017

TAG#
BOTANICAL 

NAME
COMMON NAME LOCATION

DBH

(cm)

CANOPY 

RADIUS 

(m) 

CROWN     

CONDITION

STRUCTURAL 

CONDITION
COMMENTS RATIONALE

CONSENT 

REQUIRED?

SIZE BIOLOGICAL HEALTH

PROPOSED 

ACTION 

RECOMMENDATIONGENERAL INFORMATION

751 Thuja occidentalis Black Cedar within proposed 

road widening

42, 42 2.5 5 fair Multistem 2, exposed roots, minor interior 

dieback, low branched

752 Thuja occidentalis Black Cedar within proposed 

road widening

18 3 5 fair supressed, low branched, minor dieback, 

uneven crown

753 Prunus spp. Cherry within proposed 

road widening

15, 8 4 5 fair Multistem 2, curling leaves, epicormic 

growth, cavity, scrubby habit, S1 in small 

stem

754 Picea pungens Colorado Spruce within subject site 24 2 3 good supressed, dieback, limbed up to approx. 20'

755 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 9 2 5 good hedge row, thin crown, low branched

756 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 16 2.5 5 good hedge row, thin lower branches, low 

branched, Adelges abietis (pineapple spruce 

gall)

757 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 16 2.5 5 good hedge row, thin lower branches, low 

branched, Adelges abietis (pineapple spruce 

gall)

758 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 13 2.5 4 good hedge row, thin lower branches, low 

branched

759 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 20 2.5 5 good hedge row, thin lower branches, low 

branched

760 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 13 2 5 good hedge row, low branched

761 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 8 2 5 good hedge row, low branched

762 Liriodendron 

tulipefera

Tulip Tree within subject site 55 8 5 fair uneven crown - heavy to SE due to a torn off 

scaffold branch in crown

763 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within proposed 

road widening

19, 13 7 5 fair Multistem 2, exposed roots, partial root rot, 

remnants of previous third stem, excellent 

condition

764 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 38 7 5 fair codominant stems, included bark, 

butressing, supressed on NW side, dead 

branches
765 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 34 7 5 fair vertical cavity, sealing wounds, 

discolouration at base, minor dead branches

766 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 43 7 5 good low branches on E side, minor dead 

branches, excellent condition

767 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 19 6 5 good open crown, supressed, minor dead 

branches

768 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 45 3 4 good large vertical wound on N side, basal scar, 

previously supressed, limbed up to approx. 

30'

construction of north 

building no

769 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 47 3 5 good wide root flare construction of north 

building no

770 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 17 3.5 5 good minor dead wood, abutting large stump construction of north 

building
no

771 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 15 4 5 good excellent condition construction of north 

building
no

772 Prunus serotina Black Cherry within subject site 13 2 5 good crooked at base - self corrected, high crown

773 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 10 2.5 5 good high crown, supressed on NW

774 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 13 3 5 good supressed

775 Acer platanoides Norway Maple within subject site 17 4.5 5 fair crook at base, clustered upper crown, 

supressed

776 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 10 2 5 good supressed, high crown, epicormic along 

trunk

777 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine within subject site 71 5.5 4 poor lean E, dead branches, natural limb drop, 

codominant stems, included bark with dead 

stem, high/small crown, small fungal fruiting 

body at root flare

condition of tree

no

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

remove

remove

remove

remove

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

remove

preserve

preserve

preserve
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778 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 10 3 5 good supressed, epicormic

779 Juglans nigra Black Walnut within subject site 14 3.5 5 good high crown, dead branches, supressed

780 Juglans nigra Black Walnut within subject site 16 3.5 4 poor Cavity at 7' from grade, several major 

wounds/burls, ants

condition of tree
no

781 Tilia americana Basswood within proposed 

road widening

21 3 5 good crook in upper stem, insect damage to 

leaves, 1 mature epicormic sprout from base, 

minor dieback, supressed on N, young 

virginia creeper on trunk

782 Juglans nigra Black Walnut within proposed 

road widening

29 6.5 5 good supressed, uneven crown - heavy to the S, 

young virginia creeper on trunk

783 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within proposed 

road widening

10 2.5 5 fair low branched, vertical crack in bark, 

supressed

784 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within proposed 

road widening

11 2.5 5 good rodent protection present, minor dieback, 

supressed, epicormic growth

785 Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine within proposed 

road widening

40 3 4 fair insect holes, dead/drooping branches, thin 

crown, bulbous root flare

786 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within proposed 

road widening

95 10 4 poor MAJOR cavity, codominant stems, dieback in 

upper crown, thin crown, buckthorn 

understory

condition of tree CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

CITY

787 no tag - no tree

788 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 28 6 4 fair large lower dead branches, supressed, 

dieback, epicormic growth

789 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine within subject site 75 5 4 fair elevated root plate, high crown, thin crown, 

3 codominant stems, major dead branches

790 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 12 3 4 fair supressed, abutting tree no. 789, leaf spot, 

dieback in lower branches

791 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 14 4 3 fair supressed, dead lower branches

792 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 10 4 5 good supressed, minor die back

793 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 18 4 4 poor vertical cavity/wound below crown, dead 

lower branches, supressed, crooked - self 

corrected

794 Tilia americana Basswood within subject site 14 5 5 fair insect damage to leaves, lean SW, supressed, 

included bark, lean

795 Tilia americana Basswood within subject site 18 5 5 good insect damage to leaves

796 Tilia americana Basswood within subject site 23 5 5 good insect damage to leaves

797 Tilia americana Basswood within subject site 23, 22 7 5 poor Multistem 2, major cavities on one stem, 

included bark, insect damage to leaves, 

buckthorn understory

798 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 12 3 5 fair wound 2' from grade, supressed, lean SW construction of south 

building
no

799 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 10 3 5 fair supressed, minor die back, lean SW construction of south 

building
no

800 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 9 2 5 fair supressed, large epicormic sprout from base construction of south 

building
no

801 Tilia americana Basswood within subject site 85 6 5 poor several large wounds at 5' from grade and at 

unions, wide spreading root flare, 3 

codominant stems, large dead limbs, minor 

dieback, burls, basal wound/rot

construction of south 

building
no

802 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 12 2 5 good dead lower branches, supressed construction of south 

building
no

803 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 74 9 5 fair exposed/damaged roots, minor root 

girdling, cavity, one large low branch, 

uneven crown-heavy on SW, previously 

supressed

construction of south 

building
no

preserve

remove

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

remove

preserve

preserve

preserve

remove

preserve

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove
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804 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 18 3 5 good supressed, canopy heavy to SW, dead lower 

branches

construction of south 

building
no

805 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 18 3 5 good supressed, canopy heavy to W, dead lower 

branches

construction of south 

building
no

806 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 16 2 5 good supressed, canopy heavy to N, dead lower 

branches

construction of south 

building
no

807 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 40 4 4 fair burly growth at 20' from grade, dead lower 

branches, butressing

construction of south 

building
no

808 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 33 4 4 fair large butress root on N side, dead lower 

branches, supressed

construction of south 

building
no

809 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 20 4 4 fair Lean to SE, lower canopy dieback construction of south 

building
no

810 Prunus spp. Cherry boundary tree with 

310 Sunningdale

22 4 5 fair Lean to SW, lower canopy dieback construction of 

south building

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

LAND OWNER

811 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple boundary tree with 

310 Sunningdale

77 10 5 good Weeping wound, minor interior dieback, 

low union, clothesline hardware attached 

to trunk

construction of 

south building

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

LAND OWNER

812 Thuja occidentalis Black Cedar within subject site 24 3 5 fair supressed, lean N, previous codominant 

stem removed at 1' from grade

construction of south 

building
no

813 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 53 5 5 fair dead interior canopy, supressed, drooping 

habit, exposed/damaged roots, limbed up to 

approx.15'

construction of south 

building no

814 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 48 5 5 fair dead interior canopy, supressed, drooping 

habit, exposed/damaged roots, limbed up to 

approx.15', Adelges abietis (pineapple spruce 

gall), soil/debris piled against base

construction of south 

building

no

815 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 51 5 5 fair dead interior canopy, supressed, drooping 

habit, exposed/damaged roots, limbed up to 

approx.15', Adelges abietis (pineapple spruce 

gall), soil/debris piled against base

construction of south 

building

no

816 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm within subject site 70 7 3 fair on slope, codominant stems, dead wood proximity to north 

building and 

condition of tree

no

817 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm within subject site 34 3 2 fair on slope, supressed, dieback

818 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm within subject site 45 4 1 dead fully dead condition of tree 

(dead)

819 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm within subject site 55, 35 11 4 poor Multistem 2, on slope, significant lean NE, 

significant cavity at base, codominant stem, 

major dead limbs, epicormic growth, one 

major limb to the W, virginia creeper on 

trunk

condition of tree

no

820 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm within subject site 65 10 3 poor Hazard, major dead limbs, major vertical scar 

at base, supressed, lean, codominant stems

condition of tree

no

821 Thuja occidentalis Black Cedar within subject site 28, 21, 

18, 14

4 3 fair Multistem 4, hedgerow, dead interior

822 Thuja occidentalis Black Cedar within subject site 32, 28, 

15, 9

3.5 4 fair Multistem 4, hedgerow, dead interior, 

included bark

823 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm beyond subject site 15 3.5 4 fair Property of Lot 15

dead lower branches, supressed, lean N

824 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm beyond subject site 21 2.5 4 fair Property of Lot 15

dead lower branches, supressed, girdling 

roots, epicormic growth

825 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm beyond subject site 28, 19 3 4 fair Multistem 2, Property of Lot 15

uneven crown - heavy to W, dieback of 

lower branches

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

preserve

remove

remove

remove

preserve

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

remove
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825B Acer saccharum Sugar Maple withing subject site 14 2.5 5 good Codominant leaders with included bark

High canopy

826 Acer platanoides Norway Maple within subject site 30 6 5 good low scaffold branches, exposed roots, minor 

dieback

827 Acer saccharinum Silver Maple within subject site 18, 13 4.5 5 fair Multistem 2, butressing at union, cavity 

halfway up smaller stem

828 Acer platanoides Norway Maple within subject site 28 5 5 good low branching, minor interior dieback proximity to north 

building no

829 Acer platanoides Norway Maple within subject site 46 5 5 fair multiple branch union cluster at 4' from 

grade, fused branches at union, minor 

interior dieback

construction of north 

building no

830 Acer platanoides Norway Maple within subject site 31 4.5 3 good significant interior dieback, thin crown, low 

branches, low vigor

construction of north 

building
no

831 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 22 3.5 3 good supressed, thin crown, branched to grade construction of north 

building
no

832 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 18 4 2 good highly supressed, low vigor construction of north 

building
no

833 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 16 4 4 good supressed, thin crown, branched to grade construction of north 

building
no

834 Acer platanoides Norway Maple within subject site 38 6 4 fair included bark, exposed roots, low union, 

double codominant stems, low branched

construction of north 

building
no

835 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 12 3 5 good lower dead branches, minor Adelges abietis 

(pineapple spruce gall)

construction of north 

building
no

836 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 22 3 5 good lower dead branches construction of 

parking lot no

837 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine within subject site 25 3 3 fair lean NE, natural limb drop - remnant stubs 

up to approx. 10', codominant stems

construction of 

parking lot
no

838 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine within subject site 25 3 3 fair browning foliage, dead lower limbs, 

codominant stems, low union, included bark

construction of 

parking lot no

839 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 12 1.5 5 fair supressed, branched to grade,  minor 

Adelges abietis (pineapple spruce gall)

construction of 

parking lot
no

840 Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 15 1.5 2 fair only upper 30' of canopy is living construction of 

parking lot
no

841 Malus spp. Apple within subject site 62 5 4 poor wood pecker damage, twisting trunk, bark 

splitting, thin crown, major dead limbs, 

cavity

construction of 

parking lot no

842 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within subject site 18 4 5 fair supressed, uneven crown - heavy to NE, low 

union, low branched

construction of 

parking lot
no

843 Acer saccharum 

nigrum

Black Maple within subject site 50 7 5 fair low scaffold branches, cupped/discolourd 

leaves, woodpecker damage, 

exposed/girdling roots, butressing

construction of 

driveway no

844 Pinus nigra Austrian Pine within subject site 10 2 4 fair twisted/crooked trunk, supressed, low 

branched, browning needles

construction of 

driveway
no

845 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 20 3.5 5 good exposed roots, low branched, supressed construction of 

driveway
no

846 Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine within subject site 25 4 4 good dead lower branches, thin canopy construction of 

driveway
no

847 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 11 2 5 fair lean NE, supressed construction of 

driveway
no

848 Acer x freemanii Freeman Maple within subject site 16, 11 5 5 good Multistem 2, uneven crown - heavy to W, 

root flare butressing

construction of 

driveway
no

849 Thuja occidentalis Black Cedar within subject site 30, 12 2.5 5 good Multistem 2, hedgerow, dead lower branches construction of 

driveway
no

850 Thuja occidentalis Black Cedar within subject site 13, 10 2 5 good Multistem 2, hedgerow, dead lower branches construction of 

driveway
no

851 Thuja occidentalis Black Cedar within subject site 32, 15 3 5 good Multistem 2, hedgerow, dead lower branches construction of 

driveway
no

852 Prunus spp. Cherry within subject site 9 3 5 good crook in trunk, supressed, lean E, minor 

dieback

construction of 

driveway
no

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

preserve

preserve

preserve

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove

remove
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A Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within current City 

ROW

70 7 5 poor City ROW

major root damage along road side, 

epicormic growth, large burl, large 

exposed/girdling root, on slope, pruned, 

cavity

condition of tree and 

proximity to 

proposed driveway

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

CITY

B Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within current City 

ROW

65 8 5 poor City ROW

severed roots on street side, pruned, major 

dead wood, adjacent to hydro line

condition of tree and 

proximity to 

proposed driveway

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

CITY

C Acer saccharum Sugar Maple within current City 

ROW

65 8 5 fair City ROW

slight lean N, lilac shrub growing from roots, 

girdling roots, large dead branches, minor 

dieback

D Crataegus spp. Hawthorne within current City 

ROW

12 2 4 good City ROW

insect damage to leaves, supressed, uneven 

crown, scrubby habit, slight lean S

E Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 310 Sunningdale Rd 

& proposed road 

widening

85 7 3 poor cavities in branches, weeping wound, crown 

dieback, major dead limbs, fused leaders, 

clustered branching, girdling roots

poor tree condition CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

LAND OWNER

F Tilia americana Basswood 310 Sunningdale Rd 75 na 1 dead completely dead dead tree - potential 

risk for workers 

during construction 

and building/tenants

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

LAND OWNER

G Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 310 Sunningdale Rd 85 8 1 dead completely dead dead tree - potential 

risk for workers 

during construction 

and building/tenants

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

LAND OWNER

H Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 310 Sunningdale Rd 86 10 5 poor low crotch, cavity at base, minor dead 

branching, cavity in upper crown

poor health - 

potential risk for 

workers during 

construction and 

building/tenants

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

LAND OWNER

I Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 310 Sunningdale Rd 80 9 5 poor burls on roots, low crotch, ants present, 

butressing, near existing pile of debris

poor health - 

potential risk for 

workers during 

construction and 

building/tenants

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

LAND OWNER

J Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 310 Sunningdale Rd 80 10 5 fair girdling roots, low scaffold branches, dieback 

to main branches

poor health - 

potential risk for 

workers during 

construction, nearby 

tree removal and 

building/tenants

CONSENT 

REQUIRED FROM 

LAND OWNER

K Vegetation unit -

Thuja occidentalis 

group

Black Cedar within subject site  +-15  +-2 4 good Subject site property

good condition, low area

L Vegetation unit - 

Ulmus pumila

Siberian Elm 310 Sunningdale Rd  +-15 4 fair Property of Lot 15

stand of trees along entire north property 

line - beyond subject site boundary

M Picea pungens Colorado Spruce within subject site 7 1 5 good Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

Trees not tagged during tree inventory - beyond subject site or inaccessible 

remove

remove

remove

remove

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

remove

remove

remove

remove
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N Picea pungens var. 

glauca

Colorado Bllue 

Spruce

within subject site 8 1.5 5 good Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

O Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 25 4.5 5 good Subject site property

hedgerow, low branched

P Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 21 4.5 5 good Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

Q Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 21 4.5 5 good Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

R Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 32 4.5 5 good Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

S Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 12 1 5 good Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground, supressed

T Picea abies Norway Spruce within subject site 25 4.5 5 good Subject site property

hedgerow, branched to ground

U Vegetation unit - 

Lonicera spp.

Honeysuckle Shrub within subject site na 4 4 good Subject site property

large shrub

construction of 

driveway
no

V Prunus spp. Cherry 310 Sunningdale Rd 23, 20, 

15

4 4 fair Multiestem 3,

large cavity in 20cmDBH stem, gall, open 

crown, dieback

W Prunus spp. Cherry 310 Sunningdale Rd 52 6 5 fair lower canopy dieback, supressed, lean E preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

remove

preserve

preserve

preserve

preserve

Completed by: M Peeters A Hosfeld222
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INTRODUCTION 
 

On behalf of Westchester Homes, Zelinka Priamo ltd. has prepared this Urban Design Brief in 

support of a Zoning By-Law Amendment to provide design details of a proposed redevelopment 

on lands known municipally as 348 Sunningdale Road East (the “subject lands”) consisting of 

townhouse dwellings. This report is intended to be read in conjunction with the Planning 

Justification Report also submitted in support for the Zoning By-Law Amendment application.  

 
This report is made up of two sections, the contents of which are as follows: 

 

Section 1: 

 The Subject Property 

 Spatial Analysis 

 Design Goals and Objectives 

 The Proposaland Conceptual Design 

 Design Response to City Documents 

Section 2: 

 Compatibility Report 

 Public Realm 
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SECTION 1 
 

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY 

The subject lands are located on the north side of Sunningdale Road East, between Lindisfarne 

Road and Bluebell Road (Figure 1). The single, rectangular-shaped parcel has an area of 

approximately 0.635 hectares (1.57 ac), a frontage of approximately 68.5 metres (224.7 ft), and 

a depth of approximately 92.0 metres (301.8 ft). The subject lands were formerly occupied by a 

single detached dwelling that has since been removed. A number of mature trees line the 

frontage of the subject lands, consisting primarily of ornamental trees associated with the former 

residential use.  

Figure 1 – Subject Lands 

 

The subject lands abut lands zoned “Urban Reserve” to the north, east and west, with open 

space and provincially significant wetlands (Powell Drain Wetlands) located beyond. Low 

density and medium density residential uses are adjacent to the subject lands to the south and 

southeast across Sunningdale Road East in the form of single detached dwellings, with 

townhouse dwellings beyond.  

The subject lands consist of slopes that fall from the centre of the subject lands in all directions, 

especially towards the northwest and southwest corners. Vehicular access to the subject lands 

is provided by a single driveway on the east side of the subject lands via Sunningdale Road 

East. An Imperial Oil pipeline is located along the frontage of the subject lands; a 20.0m building 

setback from the centreline of the pipeline is required by the Zoning By-Law.  
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SPATIAL ANALYSIS 

Figure 2 shows the subject lands, notable features, and land uses within 400m and 800m radii. 

The two radii represent the walking distances of approximately 5 and 10 minutes, respectively. 

The subject lands are located along an arterial road (Sunningdale Road), with a single lane of 

traffic in each direction. Public sidewalks are located along the south side of Sunningdale Road 

East, providing connections to Lindisfarne Road and Heron Haven Park to the south. The area 

is served by public transit (Route 38). Eastbound and westbound transit stops are located 

approximately 300m east of the subject lands on Bluebell Road.  
 

Figure 2 – Spatial Analysis (400m and 800m) 
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The 400m area surrounding the subject lands is comprised of low density residential uses in the 

form single detached dwellings to the south, northeast and southeast; open space uses in the 

form of wetlands and wooded areas are located to the north, northeast, and northwest, as well 

as “Heron Haven Park” to the southwest. Lands beyond to the north, east, and west are planned 

for future development and are currently cultivated fields.  

The housing stock within the low density residential areas is primarily larger single detached 

dwellings, 1 to 2.5-storeys in height, with attached garages and front yard driveways (Figures 3 

and 4). The exterior finish of the buildings are typically neutral-coloured masonry and vinyl 

siding, with a mix of window styles and treatments. Young street trees line many of the 

residential streets.  

Figure 3 – Low Density Residential Built Form (Skyline Avenue)

 

Figure 4 – Low Density Residential Built Form (Meadowsweet Trail) 
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Lands within an 800m radius are comprised of a wider mix of residential uses, including both 

low density residential and medium density residential in the form of single detached dwellings 

and townhouse dwellings. 

The medium density residential areas are generally comprised of 1 to 2-storey multiple attached 

dwellings in the form of townhouses, with attached garages and front yard driveways. Similar 

exterior finishes, generally in the form of masonry and vinyl siding, are used throughout each 

respective housing development (Figures 5, 6, and 7).  

Figure 5 – Medium Density Residential Built Form (Sunnystone Road) 

 

Figure 6 – Low Density Residential Built Form (Chambers Avenue) 

 

Figure 7 – Low Density Residential Built Form (Elderberry Avenue) 
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DESIGN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Given the surrounding built form and land use context, the goal of the proposed development is 

to redevelop/intensify the underutilized subject lands for residential uses in a manner that is 

compatible with surrounding built form; will contribute and fulfill the planned function of the area; 

and, will provide visually attractive residential buildings. As such, the proposed developed is 

intended to: 

 Provide a development that utilizes high-quality materials in a built form compatible with 
proximate low-density residential dwellings; 

 Preserve as many trees on the site as reasonably possible; 

 Appropriately integrate the built form into the existing context, specifically in terms of 
massing, height, and articulation; 

 Ensure the maintenance, and enhancement where possible, of privacy between the 
subject lands and abutting properties; 

 Provide for a redevelopment of the subject lands that will be supportive of investments in 
public transit, and provides convenient access for pedestrians as well as those arriving 
by car; and,  

 Improve and enhance the Sunningdale Road East streetscape. 

 

THE PROPOSAL AND CONCEPTUAL DESIGN 

Westchester Homes proposes to redevelop the subject lands for a total of seventeen (17) 

townhouse dwelling units (Figure 8). The proposed site design provides one, 3-storey 

townhouse block with nine (9) dwelling units on the south side of a mutual driveway and another 

3-storey townhouse block with eight (8) dwelling units on the north side of the driveway. An 

existing oil pipeline with a 6m (20ft) easement in favour of Imperial Oil runs along the front 

property line of the subject lands. A 20m (65.6ft) setback from the centerline of the oil pipeline is 

required for any future development. For this reason, the front townhouse block is located 

26.1m (85.63 ft) from the current limit of the Sunningdale Road East right-of-way.  

Due to the large setback between the oil pipeline and the front townhouse block, it is anticipated 

that a large amount of trees and vegetation at the front of the property can be retained, 

providing a significant visual screen from Sunningdale Road East. A Tree Preservation Report 

and Plan, prepared by Ron Koudys Landscape Architects demonstrates that a significant 

number of trees will be preserved along the frontage of the development. Given the large 
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distance between the units and the street,  direct pedestrian connections have not been 

provided.  

Figure 8 – Conceptual Site Plan (Excerpt) 
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Shared vehicular access is provided by a single, 6.0m wide driveway close to the easterly lot 

line, in a similar location as the current driveway. Each townhouse unit is provided with an 

individual parking area and attached garage, accessed from the common driveway. Parking 

areas will not be visible from the public realm due to their location behind the front townhouse 

block. Units in the front building are provided with a single car garage while units in the rear 

building are provided with double car garages. The area between the townhouse buildings will 

be hardscaped with the driveways, patios, and a sidewalk. “Dark Sky” lighting is proposed to 

illuminate the driveway and parking areas on the subject lands, limiting light cast onto abutting 

lands.  

The buildings are proposed to be approximately 11 metres in height, modestly taller than the 

predominantly 1- and 2-storey dwellings in the adjacent low density and medium density 

residential area across Sunningdale Road East to the south. Building entrances are provided on 

the front elevations of the building (north elevation for front townhouse block; south elevation for 

rear townhouse block). The rear of each townhouse is proposed to feature a balcony on the 

third level. The south elevations of the front building, facing Sunningdale Road East, will receive 

detailed facade treatments to address the street.  

Conceptual cladding materials include white and grey brick, white stucco, and black asphalt 

shingles. Conceptual front, rear, and side elevations are provided in Figures 9, 10, 11, and 12. 

Each townhouse unit is proposed to have an attached garage at grade, with access to the front 

entrance from a raised porch. Front elevations are predominantly white brick, with extensive 

glazing and white stucco pillars. The rear of the townhouse units feature similar exterior finishes, 

with balconies proposed on the third level and patios at the ground floor. An additional white 

stucco header above the balconies visually delineate each unit.   

Figure 9 – Conceptual Front Elevation, Details(Excerpt) 
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Figure 10 – Conceptual Rear Elevation, Details (Excerpt) 

 

 

Figure 11 – Conceptual Side Elevation 

 

Windows are proposed on both side elevations of each building. Further detail regarding the 

architectural treatment is discussed in the “Compatibility Report” section of this Urban Design 

Brief. 

 

234



Urban Design Brief  December 13, 2018 
348 Sunningdale Road  Zelinka Priamo Ltd. 

 

11 
 

Figure 12 – Conceptual Front and Rear Elevations 
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Design inspiration for the proposed townhouse dwellings was taken from a number of sources, 

including a conceptual townhouse design shown below in Figure 13. 

Figure 13 – Design Inspiration Concept 

 

DESIGN RESPONSE TO CITY DOCUMENTS 

Due to the current transition between Official Plans (the 1989 City of London Official Plan and 

The London Plan), this Urban Design Brief address both documents. The 1989 City of London 

Official Plan is discussed first, and then a discussion on The London Plan policies follow.  

 

1989 City of London Official Plan 

The City of London Official Plan includes design principles that are to be applied to new 

developments. Section 11.1 lists the general design principles that are to be promoted in the 

preparation of development proposals. The individual principles listed do not always apply to 

each specific development, and are dependent upon the location and characteristics of the 

proposal.  

The design principles relevant to this proposed development and how they are addressed are 

outlined as follows: 

 Trees – As there are many trees on the subject lands, existing trees will be maintained 

wherever possible. See the associated Tree Preservation Report for additional details 

(Section 11.1.1 ii); 

 

 High Design Standards –The proposed development provides a contemporary building 

design that makes use of modern design practices and high quality materials (Section 

11.1.1 iv); 
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 Redevelopment - The proposed development will replace the former single detached 

dwelling with efficient, well designed housing that adds to the mix and range of housing in 

this area of the City of London (Section 11.1.1 vi); 

 

 Pedestrian Traffic Areas – Pedestrian traffic to and from the proposed development is 

intended to be connected to the future public sidewalk along Sunningdale Road East. The 

location of the connection will be refined through the Site Plan Approval process. The area 

between the buildings is proposed to be hardscaped with patios and a sidewalk; this area 

will facilitate pedestrian traffic entering/exiting the buildings to/from the sidewalk abutting the 

parking area (Section 11.1.1 viii); 

 

 Access to Sunlight – Access to sunlight is evaluated both in terms of potential effects on 

existing sunlight exposure to abutting lands and natural light penetration to the proposed 

development. Appropriate glazing is proposed on all north and south elevations, maximizing 

the amount of natural light that will enter each unit. There will be no significant shadowing on 

abutting lands, and no shadowing on proximate residential lands (Section 11.1.1 ix); 

 

 Landscaping –Existing trees and vegetation will be retained to the maximum amount 

feasible. Additional plantings and landscaping will be refined through the Site Plan Approval 

process (Section 11.1.1 x); 

 

 Privacy – There are no privacy concerns, given the physical separation of the subject lands 

from other residential uses by an arterial road and the large front yard setback. Abutting 

lands to the east and west consist of vacant open space. (Section 11.1.1 xii); 

 

 Outdoor Space – Large yards are provided for the proposed units, providing ample outdoor 

space (Section 11.1.1 xiii); and, 

 

 Waste Management – Although a waste management strategy has not yet been finalized, it 

is anticipated that waste will be collected by a private collection service and pickup areas will 

be internal to the site (Section 11.1.1 xix). 

The London Plan 

The London Plan has been adopted by Council, but is not yet in full force and effect. The 

London Plan sets out urban design policies that are applicable to both the city as a whole, and 

to specific place types. The subject lands are within the “Neighbourhoods” Place Type, and fall 

under the policies of the City Design chapter in The London Plan, which set out the general 

urban design policies that apply to the entire city. The proposed development is consistent with 

these policies as follows: 
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City Design 

 

The proposed residential buildings are separate and distinct from the adjacent low density 

residential area. Although the buildings will be largely screened due to trees and vegetation, the 

proposed built form provides a well-designed, low-rise built form that enhances the visual 

aesthetics of the area (Sections 197, 210). This form is unique in the immediate area and adds 

variety to the range of existing building types. The design of the proposed development 

responds to the larger context of the subject lands and the abutting lands, being predominantly 

single detached dwellings, through a compatible, and aesthetically pleasing development 

(Sections 252, 255, 256, 259, 261, 266, 268, 269, 272). The building maintains a low-rise form 

and exhibits architectural features which are compatible with proximate low density residential 

buildings (Sections 284, 285, 286, 287, 291, 295, 296).  

 

SECTION 2 
 

COMPATIBILITY REPORT 

Built Form 

The low-rise townhouses, being three storeys in height with a sloped roof, are compatible with 

proximate single detached dwellings.  

Building entrances face the common driveway/parking area between the two townhouse blocks. 

Balconies are proposed on the rear elevation of the front townhouse buildings, which will 

address the Sunningdale Road East. 

Massing and Articulation 

The 3-storey massing of the proposed development is typical of new townhome construction 

and is compatible with proximate uses. Due to existing Imperial Oil easement, the buildings are 

located close away from the street, and therefore are less apparent when views from the public 

realm than if a standard setback was used.The height of the proposed development is modestly 

higher than the single-detached dwellings across Sunningdale Road East to the south; this 

height relationship is compatible given the separation of the subject lands from adjacent 

residential uses.  
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Individual units are articulated through architectural treatment consisting of columns, 

fenestration, and headers. Individual units are easily distinguishable and break up the massing 

of the building when viewed from the street. The proposed development provides as much 

street presence as possible, given the required setback from the oil pipeline.  

No shadowing of proximate residential uses will occur due to the subject lands being on the 

north side of Sunningdale Road East.  

Architectural Treatment 

The overall style of the proposed development is a contemporary townhouse form with notable 

vertical elements. This approach allows the buildings to be compatible with the architectural 

style of the surrounding neighbourhood while providing unique and interesting features, such as 

white stucco columns. Generally, architectural treatments for the proposed buildings provide for 

a high quality building design that is visually stimulating and aesthetically pleasing. As noted 

above, individual units are easily identifiable due to the vertical architectural features to provide 

a heightened visual interest in the building's presentation to the street and provide a human 

scale. 

 

The overall design of the building conveys a modern look while being respectful to the more 

contemporary character of the dwellings to the south. 

Summary of Compatibility 

The neighborhood character in this area of the City includes a mix of low density residential 

medium density residential, open space and future development lands. Through high quality 

urban design and architectural treatments, this development will complement existing and future 

development within this growing neighbourhood. 

PUBLIC REALM 

The existing public realm along this section of the north side of Sunningdale Road is made up of 

primarily the side yards of single detached dwellings that front onto internal roads (Lindisfarne 

Road and Skyline Avenue). There is no effective activation of the streetscape in this area. Due 

to the large setback requirement, many mature trees are to be retained, maintaining a 

naturalized element along this portion of Sunningdale Road East. As a result, the proposed 

development will be located well back from the street and will not be a significant source of 

street activation. The public realm is largely maintained with the proposed development.  
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CONCLUSION 

The proposed development consists of two townhouse blocks, with a total of seventeen (17) 

units, located along the north side of Sunningdale Road East. The built form, scale, and 

massing of the proposed buildings is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, which is 

made up of predominantly low-density residential uses and vacant land. Due to the required 

20m setback from the oil pipeline, the first tier of townhouses are located well back from the 

street, and thereby permit the retention of trees and vegetation at the front of the site. Overall, 

the proposal introduces attractive, aesthetically pleasing buildings that are appropriate for, and 

compatible with, with the existing residential context and streetscape. 
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