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Planning and Environment Committee 

Report 

 
The 9th Meeting of the Planning and Environment Committee 
May 13, 2019 
 
PRESENT: Councillors A. Hopkins (Chair), J. Helmer, P. Squire 
ABSENT: M. Cassidy, S. Turner, Mayor E. Holder 
ALSO PRESENT: J. Adema, I. Abushehada, G. Bailey, G. Barrett, G. Dales, B. 

Debbert, M. Feldberg, J.M. Fleming, K. Gowan, S. King, P. 
Kokkoros, G. Kotsifas, H. McNeely, L. Mottram, B. O'Hagan, N. 
Pasato, M. Pease, L. Pompilii,  V. Santos, C. Saunders, S. 
Spring, M. Sundercock, M. Tomazincic and P. Yeoman 
   
   
 The meeting was called to order at 4:01 PM 

 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

 

2. Consent 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That Items 2.1 to 2.7, inclusive, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

2.1 4th Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the 4th Report of the 
Trees and Forests Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on April 24, 
2019: 

  

a)            A. Valastro BE INVITED to attend a future meeting of the Trees 
and Forests Advisory Committee, to provide detailed information on her 
concerns, concurrent with the Civic Administration reporting back with 
respect to the following: 

  

i)             a request to address the definition of "hazardous trees"; 

ii)            a review of the current Tree Protection By-law; 

iii)           the protection of young trees; 

iv)           trees being used as dens by animals; and, 

v)            the requirement for property owners to replace trees that are 
removed from their property; 
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it being noted that the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee heard a 
verbal presentation from A. Valastro, with respect to the above-noted 
matters; 

  

b)            clauses 1.1, 3.1 to 3.4, inclusive, 5.1 to 5.4, inclusive, BE 
RECEIVED for information. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.2 Application - 1602 Sunningdale Road West - 3 Year Extension of Draft 
Plan of Subdivision 39T-11503 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the the request by Foxwood Developments (London) Inc., for the 
property located at 1602 Sunningdale Road West, the Approval Authority 
BE ADVISED that the Municipal Council supports the granting of a three 
(3) year extension of the draft plan of subdivision, submitted by Foxwood 
Developments (London) Inc. (File No. 39T-11503), prepared by Stantec 
Consulting Inc., certified David Bianchi, OLS (dated November 8, 2011), 
as redline revised which shows 18 low density residential blocks, six (6) 
medium density residential blocks, one (1) high density residential block, 
two (2) school blocks, two (2) park blocks, road widening blocks and 
various reserve blocks served by 14 new streets and the extension of 
Dyer Drive SUBJECT TO the conditions contained in Schedule "39T-
11503 appended to the staff report dated May 13, 2019.  (2019-D12) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.3 Application - 177 Edgevalley Road - Removal of Holding Provisions (H-
9045) 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by Drewlo Holdings Inc., relating to the property 
located at 177 Edgevalley Road, the proposed by-law appended to the 
staff report dated May 13, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal 
Council meeting to be held on May 21, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law Z.-1, 
(in conformity with the Official Plan), to change the zoning of the subject 
lands FROM a Holding Residential R5/Residential R6 (h*h-54*R5-7/R6-5) 
Zone TO a Residential R5/Residential R6 (R5-7/R6-5) Zone to remove the 
“h” and “h-54” holding provisions.   (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.4 City Services Reserve Fund Claimable Works - Riverbend South 
Subdivision Phase 1 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Finance, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the subdivision agreement 
between The Corporation of the City of London and Sifton Properties 
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Limited, for the construction of City Services Reserve Fund claimable 
works, relating to the Riverbend South Subdivision Phase 1: 

  

a)            the revised Special Provisions contained in the Subdivision 
Agreement for the construction of City Services Reserve Fund claimable 
works relating to the Riverbend South Phase 1 Subdivision (33M-711 / 
39T-14505) outlined in Section 2.0 of the staff report dated May 13, 2019, 
BE APPROVED; and, 

  

b)            the financing for this project BE APPROVED as set out in the 
Source of Financing Report appended to the staff report dated May 13, 
2019 as Appendix “A”.   (2019-F01) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.5 ReThink Zoning Terms of Reference 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planner, the ReThink Zoning Terms of Reference appended to the staff 
report dated May 13, 2019 BE APPROVED; it being noted that the 
ReThink Zoning Terms of Reference is the process to prepare a new 
zoning by-law to replace the existing Zoning By-law No. Z.-1.   (2019-D14) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.6 Community Improvement Plans - New Measures and Indicators of 
Success 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planner, the staff report dated May 13, 2019, entitled "Community 
Improvement Plans - New Measures and Indicators of Success" BE 
RECEIVED for information; it being noted that these measures will be 
circulated for feedback and modified as necessary within a future report to 
Municipal Council to include the measures within the relevant Community 
Improvement Plans.   (2019-D19) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.7 Building Division Monthly Report for March 2019 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That the Building Division Monthly Report for the month of March, 2019 
BE RECEIVED for information. (2019-A23) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

3. Scheduled Items 
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3.1 Delegation - S. Ratz, Chair and A. Tipping, Vice-Chair, Advisory 
Committee on the Environment - 5th Report of the Advisory Committee on 
the Environment 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 5th Report of 
the Advisory Committee in the Environment from its meeting held on May 
1, 2019: 

  

a)            clause 5.1 BE RECEIVED for information; it being noted that 
clause 5.1 reads as follows: 

  

"the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to report back at a future 
meeting of the Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE) with 
respect to the feasibility of adapting the Dark Sky Communities Guidelines 
in smaller communities within the City of London as per the International 
Dark Sky Communities Guidelines; it being noted that the ACE suggested 
the communities of Brockley-Shaver, Glanworth and/or Lambeth as pilot 
communities for this project;" 

  

b)            the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to report back at a 
future meeting the Advisory Committee on the Environment with respect to 
the feasibility of making the new park on South Street "off-grid" in terms of 
energy usage; 

  

c)            the following actions be taken with respect to the Advisory 
Committee on the 

Environment (ACE) Work Plans: 

  

i)             the revised attached 2018 ACE Work Plan BE FORWARDED to 
the Municipal Council for their information; and, 

ii)            the 2019 ACE Work Plan BE DEFERRED to the new term of the 
ACE, starting on June 1, 2019; 

  

d)            clause 6.1 BE RECEIVED for information; it being noted that 
clause 6.1 reads as follows: 

  

“the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to report back at a future 
meeting the Advisory Committee on the Environment with respect to the 
feasibility of making the new park on South Street "off-grid" in terms of 
energy usage: 

  

i)          demonstrate the commitment of the city of London to address the 
Climate Emergency by creating a Sustainability Office, independent of all 
existing departments, that reports directly to Council; it being noted that 
this office should be given the power to independently investigate matters 
of interest, make observations, issue reports, and act as a point of contact 
for receiving public concerns involving the environment and the City of 
London; 
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ii)         ensure that the above-noted Sustainability Office is run by an 
individual with a mandate that exceeds the terms for Municipal Council by 
no less than one year and who can only be removed from their position in 
exceptional circumstances which are enumerated as part of their contract 
of employment with the City of London; 

iii)        accept the use and validity of the Precautionary Principle as it 
relates to the environment and its protection through by-laws, regulations 
and city policies; and, 

iv)        request that the Civic Administration review existing policies, 
including but not limited to the Procurement Policy, for opportunities to 
apply the Precautionary Principle to strive to protect the environment 
through its application; it being noted that the Advisory Committee on the 
Environment wishes to be circulated on any reports related to this matter; 

  

e)            the delegation request from R. McNeil, with respect to the 
Proposed Maple Leaf Food Plant, BE APPROVED for a future meeting of 
the Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE); it being noted that Mr. 
McNeil will be requested to provide a submission for inclusion on the ACE 
agenda, when the delegation takes place; and, 

  

f)             clauses 1.1, 3.1 to 3.6, inclusive, 5.3 and 5.4, BE RECEIVED for 
information. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

3.2 Public Participation Meeting - Application - 1081 Riverside Drive (Z-9017)  

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by Hajar Properties Inc., relating to the property 
located at 1081 Riverside Drive, the proposed by-law appended to the 
staff report dated May 13, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal 
Council meeting to be held on May 21, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law No. 
Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official Plan), to change the zoning of the 
subject property FROM a Private Road Residential R6 (PR*R6-1) Zone 
TO a Residential R3 Special Provision (R3-2(  )) Zone; 

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting associated with 
these matters, the individuals indicated on the attached public participation 
meeting record made oral submissions regarding these matters; 

  

it being further noted that the Municipal Council approves this application 
for the following reasons: 

•              the recommended amendment is consistent with, and will serve 
to implement the policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 which 
encourage infill and intensification and the provision of a range of housing 
types, and efficient use of existing infrastructure; 

•              the proposed residential uses and scale of development are 
consistent with the Neighbourhoods Place Type policies of the London 
Plan; 



 

 6 

•              the recommended amendment is consistent with the policies of 
the Low Density Residential designation and will implement an appropriate 
infill development in accordance with the residential intensification and 
broader Official Plan policies; and, 

•              the subject lands are of a suitable size and shape to 
accommodate the development proposed, and provide for a sensitive and 
compatible development within the surrounding neighbourhood.   (2019-
D09) 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

3.3 Public Participation Meeting - Summerside Subdivision - 2910 and 3229 
Turner Crescent (Phase 12B) - Request for Revisions to Draft Plan of 
Subdivision 39T-07508 (Z-9021)  

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the application by Greengate 
Village Limited, relating to the lands located at 2910 to 3229 Turner 
Crescent (also known as Lots 1 - 38 and Blocks 97 - 108 within the 
Summerside Draft Plan of Subdivision – Phase 12B): 

  

a)          the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated May 13, 
2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on 
May 21, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the 
Official Plan), to change the zoning of the subject lands FROM a 
Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(2)) Zone TO: 

i)        a Residential R1/R4 Special Provision (R1-3(12)/R4-5(2)) Zone to 
permit single detached lots with a minimum lot frontage of 10 metres and 
minimum lot area of 300 square metres, and street townhouse dwellings; 
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ii)        a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(*)) Zone to permit street 
townhouse dwellings with a special provision for a lot frontage of 6.7 
metres minimum, a front yard depth to garage of 5.5 metres minimum, 
exterior side yard depth to main building of 3.0 metres minimum, interior 
side yard depth of 1.5 metres minimum, lot coverage of 45% maximum, 
east and west side yard depths to main building of 3.0 metres minimum, 
and a provision that the exterior side yard depth to main building shall 
apply to all adjacent street classifications; 

iii)        a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(**)) Zone to permit street 
townhouse dwellings with a special provision for a lot frontage of 7.0 
metres minimum, front yard depth to garage of 5.5 metres minimum, 
exterior side yard depth to main building of 3.0 metres minimum, interior 
side yard depth of 1.5 metres minimum, lot coverage of 45% maximum, 
and a provision that the exterior side yard depth to main building shall 
apply to all adjacent street classifications; 

  

b)          the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that the Municipal Council 
supports the proposed red-line revisions to the draft-approved plan of 
subdivision as submitted by Greengate Village Limited, prepared by 
Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Drawing No. 1, Project No. 161413742 dated 
January 18, 2019), which shows 62 single detached residential lots and 
six (6) street townhouse blocks on the extension of Turner Crescent, 
SUBJECT TO the  conditions contained in Appendix ‘A-2’ appended to the 
staff report dated May 13, 2019; and, 

  

c)          the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that issues were raised at 
the public meeting with respect to the proposed red-line revisions to the 
draft plan of subdivision for Summerside (Phase 12B), as submitted by 
Greengate Village Limited relating to the applicant's request to amend the 
lot frontage on Blocks 63 and 66 from 6.7 metres to 6.4 metres; 

  

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting associated with 
these matters, the individual indicated on the attached public participation 
meeting record made an oral submission regarding these matters; 

  

it being further noted that the Municipal Council approves this application 
for the following reasons:  

  

•              the recommended zoning amendments and revisions to draft 
plan of subdivision are considered appropriate and consistent with the 
Provincial Policy Statement; 

•              the recommended zoning amendments and revisions to draft 
plan of subdivision conform with The London Plan and the 1989 Official 
Plan; and, 

•              the zoning and red-line revisions as proposed are compatible 
and in keeping with the character of the existing neighbourhood.   (2019-
D09) 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 
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Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

3.4 Public Participation Meeting - Application - 462, 468, 470 and 472 
Springbank Drive (OZ-8995)  

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the application by Atlas 
Springbank Developments Ltd., relating to the properties located at 462, 
468, 470, 472 Springbank Drive: 

  

a)          the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated May 13, 
2019 as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting 
to be held on May 21, 2019 to amend the Official Plan to change the 
designation of the subject lands FROM an Office Area designation TO a 
Multi-Family, High Density Residential designation; 

  

b)          the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated May 13, 
2019 as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting 
to be held on May 21, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in 
conformity with the Official Plan, as amended in part a) above), to change 
the zoning of the subject property FROM a Holding Office Special 
Provision (h-11*OF5(4)) Zone TO a Holding Residential R9 Bonus Zone 
(h-11*R9-7*B(_) Zone; 

  

it being noted that the Bonus Zone shall be implemented through one or 
more agreements to provide for an apartment building with a maximum 
height of 9-storeys and 186 dwelling units which substantively implements 
the Site Plan and Elevations appended to the staff report dated May 13, 
2019 as Schedule “1” to the amending by-law in return for the following 
facilities, services and matters: 

  

i)        Exceptional Building Design 

  



 

 9 

The building design shown in the various illustrations contained in 
Schedule “1” of the amending by-law is being bonused for features which 
serve to support the City’s objectives of promoting a high standard of 
design: 

  

A)           an “L” shaped building located along the Springbank Drive 
frontage next to the internal driveway providing a well-defined built edge 
and activating both the Street and driveway frontages; 

B)           a well-defined principle entrance at the northwest corner of the 
building; 

C)           ground floor commercial/retail units along the Springbank Drive 
frontage oriented toward the street; 

D)           a significant setback above the sixth floor; 

E)           individual terraces for the ground floor units facing the internal 
driveway; 

F)           a variety of building materials and building articulation to break 
up the massing of the building; 

G)           all parking located underground or in the rear yard away 
Springbank Drive frontage; and, 

H)           a  purpose-designed amenity space and walkway within the 
internal portion of the site; 

  

ii)            Provision of Affordable Housing 

10% of the total unit count (rounded up to the nearest unit), above the 150 
unit per hectare threshold, to a maximum of 8 units, shall be allocated for 
affordable housing units (1 bedroom units) established by agreement at 
95% of average market rent for a period of 25 years.  An agreement shall 
be entered into with the Corporation of the City of London, to secure those 
units for this 25 year term; 

  

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting associated with 
these matters, the individuals indicated on the attached public participation 
meeting record made oral submissions regarding these matters; 

  

it being further noted that the Municipal Council approves this application 
for the following reasons: 

  

•              the recommended amendment is consistent with the Provincial 
Policy Statement 2014; 

•              the recommended amendment is consistent with the City of 
London Official Plan policies and Urban Corridor Place Type policies of 
the London Plan; 

•              the recommended amendment facilitates the development of an 
underutilized property and encourages an appropriate form of 
development; 

•              the bonusing of the subject site ensures the building form and 
design will fit within the surrounding area while providing a high quality 
design standard; 
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•              the subject lands are located in a location where intensification 
can be accommodated given the existing municipal infrastructure, location 
on and near arterial roads, close proximity to the Springbank Park trail 
system, and existing transit services in the area; and, 

•              the proposed development includes the provision of affordable 
housing which will be mixed throughout the development.   (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

3.5 Public Participation Meeting - Application - 4680 Wellington Road South 
(TZ-9027)  

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by 761030 Ontario Limited, relating to the 
property located at 4680 Wellington Road South, the proposed by-law 
appended to the staff report dated May 13, 2019 as Appendix "A” BE 
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on May 21, 
2019 to amend Zoning By-law Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official Plan), 
by extending the Temporary Use (T-74) Zone for a period not exceeding 
three (3) years; 

it being noted that no individuals spoke at the public participation meeting 
associated with this matter; 

  

it being further noted that the Municipal Council approves this application 
for the following reasons: 

•              the recommended amendment is consistent with Sections 1 and 
2 of the Provincial Policy Statement 2014 which directs Planning 
Authorities to manage and direct land use efficiently and protect natural 
and cultural heritage resources; 
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•              the recommended amendment conforms to the policies of The 
London Plan and the Urban Reserve – Industrial Growth and Open Space 
designation policies 1989 Official Plan; and, 

•              the recommended temporary use is not intended to continue on 
a permanent basis.    (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

3.6 Public Participation Meeting - Demolition Request for Heritage Designated 
Property - 123 Queens Avenue 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

That the request to demolish the heritage designated property located 
at 123 Queens Avenue BE REFERRED to a future meeting of the 
Planning and Environment Committee to allow for a structural assessment 
of the building to be undertaken; 

  

it being noted that the Planning and Environment Committee reviewed and 
received the following communications with respect to this matter: 

•              the attached communication dated May 7, 2019, from R. 
Stranges, Vice-President, VanBoxmeer & Stranges Ltd.; 

 the attached communication dated May 10, 2019, from P. Nanavati, 
Vice-President, Leasing & Property Management, FENGATE; 

  

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting associated with 
these matters, the individuals indicated on the attached public participation 
meeting record made oral submissions regarding these matters.    (2019-
P10D/R01) 
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Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

3.7 Public Participation Meeting - Demolition Request for Heritage Listed 
Property - 3303 Westdel Bourne  

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, relating to the request for 
the designation of the heritage listed property at 3303 Westdel Bourne, 
that the following actions be taken: 

a)    notice BE GIVEN under the provisions of Section 29(3) of the Ontario 
Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. O. 18, of Municipal Council’s intention to 
designate the property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne to be of cultural 
heritage value or interest for the attached reasons; and, 

b)    should no appeal be received to the notice of intent to designate, a 
by-law to designate the property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne to be of 
cultural heritage value or interest for the reasons outlined in the staff 
report dated May 13, 2019 as Appendix F BE INTRODUCED at a future 
meeting of Municipal Council immediately following the end of the appeal 
period; 

  

it being noted that should an appeal to the notice of intent to designate be 
received, the City Clerk will refer the appeal to the Conservation Review 
Board; 

it being further noted that the Planning and Environment Committee 
reviewed and received two Site Review Reports from centric Engineering 
relating to this property (attached); 

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting associated with 
these matters, the individuals indicated on the attached public participation 
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meeting record made oral submissions regarding these matters.   (2019-
P10D/R01) 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

3.8 Public Participation Meeting - Application - 3557 Colonel Talbot Road (Z-
9003) 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the application by 1423197 
Ontario Inc. (Royal Premier Homes), relating to the property located at 
3557 Colonel Talbot Road: 

a)          the comments received from the public during the public 
engagement process appended to the staff report dated May 13, 2019 as 
Appendix “A”, BE RECEIVED for information; and, 

  

b)          the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to make the necessary 
arrangements to hold a future public participation meeting regarding the 
above-noted application in accordance with the Planning Act, R.S.O 1990, 
c.P. 13; 

  

it being noted that staff will continue to process the application and will 
consider the public, agency, and other feedback received during the 
review of the subject application as part of the staff evaluation to be 
presented at a future public participation meeting; 
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it being further noted that the Planning and Environment Committee 
reviewed and received the attached communication dated May 13, 2019, 
from I. Campbell, 3637 Colonel Talbot Road; 

  

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting associated with 
these matters, the individuals indicated on the attached public participation 
meeting record made oral submissions regarding these matters.   (2019-
D09) 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

3.9 Public Participation Meeting - 2096 Wonderland Road North (Z-9010) 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by Invest Group Ltd., relating to the property 
located at 2096 Wonderland Road North, the proposed by-law appended 
to the staff report dated May 13, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal 
Council meeting to be held on May 21, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law No. 
Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official Plan), to change the zoning of the 
subject property FROM a Residential R1 (R1-16) Zone TO a Residential 
R5 Special Provision (R5-6(_)) Zone; 

  

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting associated with 
these matters, the individuals indicated on the attached public participation 
meeting record made oral submissions regarding these matters; 

  

it being further noted that the Municipal Council approves this application 
for the following reasons:   
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the recommended amendment is consistent with the 2014 Provincial 
Policy Statement (PPS) which encourages the regeneration of settlement 
areas and land use patterns within settlement areas that provide for a 
range of uses and opportunities for intensification and redevelopment. The 
PPS directs municipalities to permit all forms of housing required to meet 
the needs of all residents present and future; 

the recommended amendment conforms to The London Plan which 
contemplates townhouses and converted dwellings as a primary permitted 
use, and a minimum height of 2-storeys and maximum height of 4-storeys 
within the Neighbourhoods Place Type where the property has frontage on 
an Urban Thoroughfare.  The subject lands represent an appropriate 
location for residential intensification, along a higher-order street at the 
periphery of an existing neighbourhood, and the recommended 
amendment would permit development at an intensity that is appropriate 
for the site and the surrounding neighbourhood. The recommended 
amendment would help to achieve the vision of neighbourhoods providing 
a range of housing choice and mix of uses to accommodate a diverse 
population of various ages and abilities; and, 

the recommended amendment conforms to the 1989 Official Plan and 
would implement the residential intensification policies of the Multi-family, 
Medium Density Residential designation that contemplate residential 
intensification in the form of cluster townhouse dwellings at a density up to 
75 uph. The recommended amendment would permit development at an 
intensity that is less than the upper range of the maximum density for 
residential intensification within the Multi-family, Medium Density 
Residential designation to ensure the form of development is appropriate 
for the site and the surrounding neighbourhood. The recommended 
amendment would help to achieve the goal of providing housing options 
and opportunities for all people.    (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
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Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

Motion to grant Mr. Kirkness an extension to his presentation. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

3.10 Public Participation Meeting - Public Site Plan Meeting - 112 St. James 
Street SPA18-140 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the application by St. James 
Development Corp. relating to the property located at 112 St. James 
Street: 

  

a)          the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that the following issues 
were raised at the public meeting with respect to the application for Site 
Plan Approval to permit the construction of a112 unit apartment building: 

  

i)             waste collection and storage to be enclosed entirely within the 
main building; 

ii)            the volume of traffic, cut-through traffic and congestion; 

iii)           future intensification development proposals for the Grosvenor 
lands; and, 

iv)           the risk of personal injury; and, 

  

b)          the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that the Municipal Council 
supports issuing the Site Plan Application, SUBJECT TO the following: 

  

i)             a masonry enclosure for the temporary storage of external 
garbage be provided; and, 

ii)            the installation of a four way stop at the intersection of St. James 
Street and Talbot Street; 

  

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting associated with 
these matters, the individuals indicated on the attached public participation 
meeting record made oral submissions regarding these matters; 

  

it being further noted that the Municipal Council approves this application 
for the following reasons: 

  

•           the proposed Site Plan is consistent with the Provincial Policy 
Statement, which directs development to designated growth areas and 
that development be adjacent to existing development; 
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•           the proposed Site Plan conforms to the policies of the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type and all other applicable policies of The 
London Plan; 

•           the proposed Site Plan is in conformity with the policies of the 
Medium Density Residential designation of the Official Plan (1989) and will 
implement an appropriate form of residential intensification for the site; 

•           the proposed Site Plan conforms to the regulations of the Z.-1 
Zoning By-law; and, 

•              the proposed Site Plan meets the requirements of the Site Plan 
Control By-law.   (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to allow Mr. Owen an extension of time. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

Moved by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to approve the following: 

  

"the Site Plan Approval Authority BE REQUESTED to consider the 
following with respect to this application: 
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a)  a masonry enclosure for the temporary storage of external garbage; 
and, 

b) the installation of a four-way stop at the intersection of St. James Street 
and Talbot Street." 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

4. Items for Direction 

None. 

5. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

5.1 (ADDED) D. Dudek, Chair, London Advisory Committee on Heritage - 6th 
Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage  

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the 6th Report of the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage, from its meeting held on May 8, 
2019: 

  

a)            J.M. Fleming, Managing Director, Planning and City Planner and 
L. Davies Snyder, Planner II, Urban Regeneration BE ADVISED that the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) supports the Draft 
Lambeth Area Community Improvement Plan, as appended to the LACH 
public agenda, as it relates to heritage matters; 

  

b)         the following actions be taken with respect to the Stewardship 
Sub-Committee Report from its meeting held on April 24, 2019: 

  

i)            the property located at 700 Oxford Street East BE ADDED to the 
Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources); and, 

ii)            the remainder of the above-noted report BE RECEIVED; 

  

c)         on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and 
City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the following actions 
be taken with respect to the request for the demolition of a heritage 
designated property located at 123 Queens Avenue within the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District: 

  

i)            the demolition request BE REFUSED; and, 

ii)            the Chief Building Official BE ADVISED of Municipal Council’s 
intention in this matter; 

  

it being noted that the presentations appended to the 6th Report of the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage Report from K. Gowan, Heritage 
Planner and M. Rivard, Stantec Consulting, as well as a communication 
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dated May 7, 2019 from R. Stranges, VanBoxmeer & Stranges 
Engineering Ltd., were received with respect to this matter; 

  

d)         on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and 
City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the following actions 
be taken with respect to the request for the demolition of the heritage 
listed property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne: 

  

i)            notice BE GIVEN under the provisions of Section 29(3) of the 
Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. O. 18, of Municipal Council’s 
intention to designate the property to be of cultural heritage value or 
interest for the reasons outlined in the Statement of Cultural Heritage 
Value or Interest appended to the 6th Report of the London Advisory 
Committee on Heritage; and, 

i)            should no appeal be received to the above-noted notice of intent 
to designate, a by-law to designate the property located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne to be of cultural heritage value or interest BE INTRODUCED at a 
future meeting of the Municipal Council immediately following the end of 
the appeal period; 

  

it being noted that should an appeal to the notice of intent to designate be 
received, the City Clerk will refer the appeal to the Conservation Review 
Board; 

  

it being further noted that the presentation appended to the 6th Report of 
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage Report from K. Gowan, 
Heritage Planner, with respect to this matter, was received; 

  

e)   on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City Planning and 
City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the application 
under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act to permit the existing signage 
at 371 Dufferin Avenue in the West Woodfield Heritage Conservation 
District BE PERMITTED with the term and condition that internal 
illuminations be prohibited; it being noted that the presentation appended 
to the 6th Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
Report from K. Gowan, Heritage Planner, with respect to this matter, was 
received; and, 

  

f)          clauses 1.1, 3.1 to 3.5, inclusive, 3.7, 5.4 and 6.1, BE RECEIVED 
for information. 

Yeas:  (3): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, and P. Squire 

Absent: (3): M. Cassidy, S. Turner, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 0) 
 

6. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 8:45 PM 
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Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 
Report 

 
4th Meeting of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 
April 24, 2019 
Committee Room #2 
 
Attendance PRESENT:  R. Mannella (Chair), T. Khan, J. Kogelheide, C. 

Linton, A. Meilutis, A. Morrison, M. Szabo, S. Teichert and R. 
Walker and H. Lysynski (Acting Secretary) 
   
 ABSENT:   C. Haindl and G. Mitchell 
   
 ALSO PRESENT:  A. Beaton, K. Hodgins and J.-A. Spence 
   
   
 The meeting was called to order at 12:15 PM 

 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

2. Scheduled Items 

2.1 (ADDED)   A. Valastro - Removal of Trees and Exempting Property 
Owners from Planting Replacement Trees 

That A. Valastro BE INVITED to attend a future meeting of the Trees and 
Forests Advisory Committee, to provide detailed information on her 
concerns, concurrent with the Civic Administration reporting back with 
respect to the following: 
 
a) a request to address the definition of "hazardous trees"; 
 
b) a review of the current Tree Protection By-law; 
 
c) the protection of young trees; 
 
d) trees being used as dens by animals; and, 
 
e) the requirement for property owners to replace trees that are 
removed from their property; 
  
it being noted that the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee heard a 
verbal presentation from A. Valastro, with respect to the above-noted 
matters. 

 

3. Consent 

3.1 1st Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the 1st Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory 
Committee, from its meeting held on January 23, 2019, was received. 

 

3.2 2nd Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the 2nd Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory 
Committee, from its meeting held on February 27, 2019, was received. 
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3.3 3rd Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the 3rd Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory 
Committee, from its meeting held on March 27, 2019, was received. 

 

3.4 Municipal Council Resolution - 2019 appointments to the City of London 
Advisory Committees  

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution from its meeting 
held on March 26, 2019, with respect to the 2019 appointments to the City 
of London Advisory Committees, was received. 

 

4. Sub-Committees and Working Groups 

None. 

5. Items for Discussion 

5.1 Mitigation Banking as it Relates to Urban Forest Strategy - C. Linton 

That consideration of the mitigation banking relating to the Urban Forest 
Strategy BE POSTPONED to the next Trees and Forests Advisory 
Committee meeting. 

 

5.2 Tree Planting in Subdivision - C. Linton 

That consideration of the discussion on tree planting in subdivisions BE 
POSTPONED to the next Trees and Forests Advisory Committee meeting. 

 

5.3 Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 2018 Work Plan 

That consideration of the 2018 Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 
(TFAC) Work Plan Summary BE POSTPONED to the next TFAC 
meeting.  

 

5.4 Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 2019 Work Plan 

That consideration of the 2019 Work Plan for the Trees and 
Forests Advisory Committee (TFAC) BE DEFERRED to the new term of 
the TFAC. 

  

 

6. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

None. 

7. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 1:27 PM. 
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C.Smith 

 Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee 
From: G. Kotsifas, P. Eng. 
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and 
 Chief Building Official  
Subject: Application By: Foxwood Developments (London) Inc.    
 1602 Sunningdale Road West 
 3 Year Extension of Draft Plan of Subdivision (39T-11503) 
Meeting on:  May 13, 2019 
 
 

Recommendation 
 
That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following actions 
be taken with respect to the request from Foxwood Developments (London) Inc., for the 
property located at 1602 Sunningdale Road West that the Approval Authority BE 
ADVISED that Council supports the granting of a three (3) year extension of the draft plan 
of subdivision, submitted by Foxwood Developments (London) Inc. (File No. 39T-11503) 
prepared by Stantec Consulting Inc., certified David Bianchi, OLS (dated November 8, 
2011), as redline revised which shows 18 low density residential blocks, six (6) medium 
density residential blocks, one (1) high density residential block, two (2) school blocks, 
two (2) park blocks, road widening blocks and various reserve blocks served by 14 new 
streets and the extension of Dyer Drive SUBJECT TO the conditions contained in the 
attached Schedule "39T-11503.   

 

Analysis 
 

1.0 Description of Proposal 

 
This application for Draft Plan of Subdivision Approval was accepted on November 11, 
2011.  It was circulated to the required agencies and municipal departments on November 
18, 2011 and advertised in the London Free Press Civic Corner on November 26, 2011.  
A notice of Public Meeting was advertised in the London Free Press on March 10, 2012, 
and a notice of Public Meeting was sent out on March 20, 2012. The Public Meeting was 
held on March 26, 2012.   
 
On May 16, 2012, Old Oak Properties appealed the recommended Official Plan and 
Zoning By-law amendments.   The basis of the Old Oak appeals related to concerns 
regarding staff’s planning analysis and justification for the Zoning By-law amendment for 
the future high rise development on Foxwood's lands which provides for a maximum 
height of 45 metres.  It was also Old Oak’s position that there have been changes to the 
servicing scheme that would negatively impact the ability to develop their lands consistent 
with the Community Plan and in a cost effective and timely manner.  At the January 11, 
2013 prehearing conference, Old Oak Properties withdrew their appeals based on new 
servicing options available for their lands.  The Board agreed to the withdrawal of the 
appeals and advised the parties that the Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments 
are now in force as of January 11, 2013 
 
Staff issued draft approval of the subdivision with conditions on January 24, 2013. Old 
Oak Properties Inc., the property owners of high density residential designated lands 
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abutting the subdivision to the south-west at 2179 and 2201 Hyde Park Road, had 
concerns that the condition was insufficient to ensure the provision of full sanitary 
servicing for their property. Old Oak Properties Inc. appealed the draft plan of subdivision 
on February 15, 2013.    
 
Staff met with representation of Old Oak Properties Inc. and Foxwood Developments 
(London) Inc. and based on their discussions and additional information provided by 
Foxwood, Old Oak was satisfied that their servicing concerns were properly addressed. 
On July 31, 2013, the Ontario Municipal Board issued a notice advising the City of London 
Approval Authority that the appeal by Old Oak Properties Inc., was withdrawn by letter 
dated June 25, 2013.  
 
As per Section 51 (51) of the Planning Act, the draft approval lapse date was June 26, 
2016.  
 
On May 30, 2016 a three year extension in accordance with Section 2.2(p) of the 
Subdivision and Condominium Delegation and Approval By-law, to allow sufficient time 
for the completion of the detailed engineering review and registration of the remaining 
phases was granted by the Approval Authority.  The current draft approved lapse date is 
June 26, 2019. 
 
On October 6, 2015 the 1st phase of this subdivision (Plan, 33M-685) was registered, 
consisting of 95 single detached lots, one (1) medium density residential block, and 
various reserve blocks served by 1 new street and the extension of Dyer Drive and Tokala 
Trail. On October 18, 2018, the 2nd phase (Plan 33M-752) was registered, consisting of 
110 single detached lots and 1 medium density block along with several 0.3 metre 
reserves, all served by the extension of a secondary collector road and five new streets.   
 
The attached amendments to the conditions of draft approval are required to ensure that 
these lands are developed to today’s standards and to address engineering issues.  The 
amendments to the conditions of draft approval are shown as strikeouts (deletions) and 
bold italic lettering (additions) on the attached Appendix.  If granted, the new draft 
approval lapse date would be June 26, 2022. 
 
As a result of these minor changes to the conditions of draft approval, an extension may 
be granted and there is no requirement for public notice of the changes (in accordance 
with Section 51 (33) & (47) of the Planning Act). 
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Location Map 
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Approved Draft Subdivision Plan  
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Proposed Updated Redlined Draft Plan 
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2.0 Conclusion 
 

The attached revised conditions of draft approval plan are appropriate to ensure that this 
subdivision is developed under current City standards.   
 

Prepared by:  

 

C. Smith MCIP, RPP 

Senior Planner, Development Planning 

Recommended by:  

 

 

Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE  
Director, Development Services  

Submitted by:  

 

 

George Kotsifas, P. Eng. 

Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief Building Official 

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 

Development Services. 

 
CS/ 
 
CC:  Matt Feldberg, Manager, Development Services 
 Lou Pompilii, Manager Development Services 
 Ismail Abushehada, Manager, Development Services  
 

Y:\Shared\DEVELOPMENT SERVICES\4 - Subdivisions\2011\39T-11503 - 1602 Sunningdale Rd W 
(AM)\DAextension2019\PEC\Draft 1602SunningdaleRDW-DraftExtensionReport CS.docx  



   

 
 

Appendix 39T-11503 
 

 
THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON’S CONDITIONS AND 
AMENDMENTS TO FINAL APPROVAL FOR THE REGISTRATION OF THIS 
SUBDIVISION, FILE NUMBER 39T-11503 ARE AS FOLLOWS: 
NO.       CONDITIONS 

 
 

1. This draft approval applies to the draft plan submitted by Bob Stratford (File No. 
39T-11503 prepared by AECOM Ltd, certified by David Bianchi, OLS (dated 
November 8, 2011), as redline revised which shows 18 low density residential 
blocks, six(6) medium density residential blocks, one(1) high density residential 
block, two (2) school blocks, two (2) park blocks, road widening blocks and various 
reserve blocks served by 14 new streets and the extension of Dyer Drive. 
 

2. This approval of the draft plan applies for three years, and if final approval is not 
given by that date, the draft approval shall lapse, except in the case where an 
extension has been granted by the Approval Authority. 
 

3. The road allowances included in this draft plan shall be shown on the face of the 
plan and dedicated as public highways. 
 

4. The Owner shall within 90 days of draft approval submit proposed street names 
for this subdivision to the City. 
 

5. The Owner shall request that addresses be assigned to the satisfaction of the City 
in conjunction with the request for the preparation of the subdivision agreement. 
 

6. Prior to final approval, the Owner shall submit to the Approval Authority a digital 
file of the plan to be registered in a format compiled to the satisfaction of the City 
of London and referenced to NAD83UTM horizon control network for the City of 
London mapping program. 
 

7. Prior to final approval, appropriate zoning shall be in effect for this proposed 
subdivision. 
 

8. The Owner shall enter into a subdivision agreement and shall satisfy all the 
requirements, financial and otherwise, of the City of London in order to implement 
the conditions of this draft approval. 
 

9. The required subdivision agreement between the Owner and the City of London 
shall be registered against the lands to which it applies.  
 

10. Phasing of this subdivision (if any) shall be to the satisfaction of the Approval 
Authority and the City Engineer.   
 

11.  The Owner shall comply with all City of London standards, guidelines and 
requirements in the design of this draft plan and all required engineering drawings.  
Any deviation to the City’s standards, guidelines, or requirements shall be 
completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Approval Authority.   
 

12.  Prior to final approval, for the purposes of satisfying any of the conditions of draft 
approval herein contained, the Owner shall file with the Approval Authority a 
complete submission consisting of all required clearances, fees, and final plans, 
and to advise the Approval Authority in writing how each of the conditions of draft 
approval has been, or will be, satisfied.  The Owner acknowledges that, in the 
event that the final approval package does not include the complete information 
required by the Approval Authority, such submission will be returned to the Owner 
without detailed review by the City.   



   

 
 

 
13.  For the purpose of satisfying any of the conditions of draft approval herein 

contained, the Owner shall file, with the City, complete submissions consisting of 
all required studies, reports, data, information or detailed engineering drawings, all 
to the satisfaction of the Approval Authority and the City Engineer.  The Owner 
acknowledges that, in the event that a submission does not include the complete 
information required by the General Approval Authority and the City Engineer, such 
submission will be returned to the Owner without detailed review by the City.   
 

14.  Prior to final approval for the registration of the subdivision the Approval Authority, 
is to be advised in writing by the City that all financial obligations/encumbrances 
on the said lands have been paid in full, including property taxes and local 
improvement charges.  
 

15.  As part of the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall obtain and submit to 
the Director of Development Planning a letter of archaeological clearance from the 
Southwestern Regional Archaeologist of the Ministry of Culture.  The Owner shall 
not grade or disturb soils on the property prior to the release from the Ministry of 
Culture. 
 

16.  The Owner shall not commence construction or installations of any services (e.g. 
clearing or servicing of land) involved with this plan prior to obtaining all necessary 
permits, approvals and/or certificates that need to be issued in conjunction with the 
development of the subdivision, unless otherwise approved by the City in writing; 
(e.g. Ministry of the Environment Certificates; City/Ministry/Government permits:  
Approved Works, water connection, water-taking, Crown Land, navigable 
waterways; approvals:  Upper Thames River Conservation Authority, Ministry of 
Natural Resources, Ministry of Environment, City; etc.) 
 

Sanitary 
 

17. In accordance with City standards or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, 
the Owner shall complete the following for the provision of sanitary services for this 
draft plan of subdivision: 
  

i) Construct sanitary sewers to serve this Plan and connect them to the 
existing municipal sewer system, namely, the 250 mm diameter sanitary 
sewer located on Tokala Trail; 

 
ii) Construct a maintenance access road and provide a standard municipal 

easement for any section of the sewer not located within the road 
allowance, to the satisfaction of the City; 

 
iii) Make provisions for oversizing of the internal sanitary sewers in this draft 

plan to accommodate flows from the upstream lands external to this plan, 
all to the satisfaction of the City.  This sewer must be extended to the limits 
of this plan and/or property line to service the upstream external lands; and 

 
iv) Where trunk sewers are greater than 8 metres in depth and are located 

within the municipal roadway, the Owner shall construct a local sanitary 
sewer to provide servicing outlets for private drain connections, to the 
satisfaction of the City.  The local sanitary sewer will be at the sole cost of 
the Owner.  Any exception will require the approval of the City Engineer. 

 
18. In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have his 

consulting engineer prepare and submit the following sanitary servicing design 
information: 
 

i) Provide a sanitary drainage area plan identifying the preliminary sanitary 
sewer routing and any external areas to be serviced, to the satisfaction of 
the City; 



   

 
 

 
ii) Provide an analysis which shall indicate the water table level of lands within 

this plan with respect to depth of the sanitary sewers and an evaluation of 
additional measures, if any, which will need to be incorporated in the design 
and construction of the sewers to ensure that the sewers will meet allowable 
inflow and infiltration levels as identified by OPSS 410 and OPSS 407.  Any 
measures identified shall be included in the engineering drawings for the 
subdivision.   

 
19. In order to prevent any inflow and infiltration from being introduced to the sanitary 

sewer system, the Owner shall, throughout the duration of construction within this 
plan, undertake measures within this draft plan to control and prevent any inflow 
and infiltration and silt from being introduced to the sanitary sewer system during 
and after construction, satisfactory to the City, at no cost to the City, including but 
not limited to the following: 
 

i) Not allowing any weeping tile connections into the sanitary sewers within 
this Plan;  

 
ii) Permitting the City to undertake smoke testing or other testing of 

connections to the sanitary sewer to ensure that there are no connections 
which would permit inflow and infiltration into the sanitary sewer; 
 

iii) Installing Parson Manhole Inserts (or approved alternative satisfactory to 
the City Engineer) in all sanitary sewer maintenance holes at the time the 
maintenance hole(s) are installed within the proposed draft plan of 
subdivision.  The Owner shall not remove the inserts until sodding of the 
boulevard and the top lift of asphalt is complete, all to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. 

 
iv) Having his consulting engineer confirm that the sanitary sewers meet 

allowable inflow and infiltration levels as per OPSS 410 and OPSS 407; and 
 

v) Implementing any additional measures recommended through the Design 
Studies stage. 

 
20. Prior to registration of any phase of this Plan, the Owner shall obtain consent from 

the City Engineer to reserve capacity at the Greenway/Adelaide Pollution Control 
Plant for this subdivision.  This treatment capacity shall be reserved by the City 
Engineer subject to capacity being available, on the condition that registration of 
the subdivision agreement and the plan of subdivision occur within one (1) year of 
the date specified in the subdivision agreement. 
 

21. Failure to register the Plan within the specified time may result in the Owner 
forfeiting the allotted treatment capacity and, also, the loss of his right to connect 
into the outlet sanitary sewer, as determined by the City Engineer.  In the event of 
the capacity being forfeited, the Owner must reapply to the City to have reserved 
sewage treatment capacity reassigned to the subdivision. 
 

Storm and Stormwater Management 
 

22. In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have his 
consulting engineer prepare and submit a Storm/Drainage and a SWM Servicing 
Letter/Report of Confirmation to address the following: 
 

i) Identify the storm/drainage and SWM servicing works for the subject and 
external lands and how the interim drainage from external lands will be 
handled, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 

 
ii) Identify major and minor storm flow routes for the subject and external 

lands, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 



   

 
 

 
iii) Develop an erosion/sediment control plan that will identify all erosion and 

sediment control measures for the subject lands in accordance with City of 
London and Ministry of the Environment standards and requirements, all to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  This Plan is to include measures to be 
used during all phases on construction; and  

 
iv) Provide a preliminary plan demonstrating how the proposed grading and 

road design will match the grading of the proposed Stormwater 
Management Facility to be built by the City. 

 
v) Implement SWM soft measure Best Management Practices (BMP’s) within 

the Plan, where possible, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  The 
acceptance of these measures by the City will be subject to the presence 
of adequate geotechnical conditions within this Plan and the approval of the 
City Engineer. 

 
23. The above-noted accepted Storm/Drainage and a SWM Servicing Letter/Report of 

Confirmation submission prepared by the Owner’s consulting professional 
engineer shall be in accordance with the recommendations and requirements of 
the following: 
 

i) The SWM criteria and environmental targets for the Medway Creek 
Subwatershed Study and any addendums/amendments; 

 
ii) The approved Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report for 

the subject lands; 
 

iii) The requirements of the Hyde Park Road Road Widening and 
Improvements Municipal Class EA (January 2012); 

 
iv) The accepted Fox Hollow Development Area Municipal Class 

Environmental Assessment (EA) Schedule ‘C’ report for the 
Storm/Drainage, Stormwater Management and Sanitary Servicing Works 
(September 2010) and any addendums/amendments; 

 
v) The approved Functional Stormwater Management Plan for Fox Hollow 

Stormwater Management System Functional Design Report Community 
SWM System; 
 

vi) The City’s Design Requirements for the Stormwater Permanent Private 
Systems approved by City Council and effective as of January 1, 2012.  The 
stormwater requirements for PPS for all medium/high density residential, 
institutional, commercial and industrial development sites are contained in 
this document, which may include but not be limited to quantity/quality 
control, erosion, stream morphology, etc.; 

 
vii) The City of London Environmental and Engineering Services Department 

Design Specifications and Requirements, as revised; 
 

viii)The City’s Waste Discharge and Drainage By-laws, lot grading standards, 
Policies, requirements and practices; 

 
ix) The   Ministry of the Environment SWM Practices Planning and Design 

Manual, as revised; and  
 

x) Applicable Acts, Policies, Guidelines, Standards and Requirements of all 
required approval agencies.  

 
24. In accordance with City standards or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, 

the Owner shall complete the following for the provision of stormwater services for 



   

 
 

this draft plan of subdivision: 
 

i) Construct storm sewers to be tributary to the Medway Creek Subwatershed 
and outlet to the Heard Drain via the Regional Fox Hollow Community SWM 
System. 

 
ii) Construct sewers within this plan at an appropriate size and depth to 

accommodate flows from upstream lands which are tributary to this system 
and external to this plan, all to the specifications of the City Engineer; 

 
iii) Construct and implement erosion and sediment control measures as 

accepted in the Functional SWM and/or Drainage Servicing Report for these 
lands satisfactory to the City Engineer and the Owner shall correct any 
deficiencies of the erosion and sediment control measures forthwith; 

 
iv) Grade the boundary of the plan to blend in with the abutting SWM pond 

lands to the south east of this plan, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, 
at no cost to the City. 

 
25. Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval for any lot in this 

plan, the Owner shall complete the following: 
 

i) For lots and blocks in this plan or as otherwise approved by the City 
Engineer, all storm/drainage and SWM related works, including the 
proposed regional SWM Facilities and related storm/drainage servicing, to 
serve this plan must be constructed and operational in accordance with the 
approved design criteria and accepted drawings, all to the satisfaction of 
the City; 

 
ii) The SWM Facility, to be built by the City, to serve this plan must be 

constructed and operational; 
 

iii) Construct and have operational the major and minor storm flow routes for 
the subject lands, to the satisfaction of the City; 

 
iv) Implement all geotechnical recommendations made by the geotechnical 

report accepted by the City;  
 

v) Ensure post-development discharge flow from the subject site must not 
exceed the capacity of the stormwater conveyance system.  In an event 
where the above condition cannot be met, the Owner shall provide SWM 
on-site controls that comply to the accepted Design Requirement for 
Permanent Private Stormwater Systems; 

 
vi) Ensure that all existing upstream external flows traversing this plan are 

accommodated within the overall minor and major storm conveyance 
system, all to the specifications and satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
26. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval for any lot and/or 

block in this plan, the SWM Facility, to be built by the City, to serve this plan must 
be constructed and operational. 
 

27. Prior to the acceptance of engineering drawings, the Owner’s professional 
engineer shall certify the subdivision has been designed such that increased and 
accelerated stormwater runoff from this subdivision will not cause damage to 
downstream lands, properties or structures beyond the limits of this subdivision.  
Notwithstanding any requirements of, or any approval given by the City, the Owner 
shall indemnify the City against any damage or claim for damages arising out of or 
alleged to have arisen out of such increased or accelerated stormwater runoff from 
this subdivision.   
 



   

 
 

28. The Owner shall develop the proposed plan of subdivision in accordance with the 
Design and Construction of Stormwater Management Facilities policies and 
processes identified in Appendix ‘B-1’ and ‘B-2’ Stormwater Management Facility 
“Just in Time” Design and Construction Process.” 
 
 

Watermains 
 

29.  In accordance with City standards or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, 
the Owner shall complete the following for the provision of water services for this 
draft plan of subdivision: 
 

i) Construct watermains to serve this Plan and connect them to the existing 
municipal system, namely, the existing 300 mm diameter PVC  watermain 
(high level) on Tokala Trail, west of Dyer Crescent, and the existing 200 mm 
diameter watermain on Twilite Boulevard; 300 mm diameter PVC watermain 
(high level) on Hyde Park Road, north of Dyer Drive; 

 
ii) Deliver confirmation that the watermain system has been looped to the 

satisfaction of the City Engineer when development is proposed to proceed 
beyond 80 units;  

 
iii) Identify the available fireflows and appropriate hydrant colour code (in 

accordance with the City of London Design Criteria) on the engineering 
drawings; 

 
iv) Have the City of London install the fire hydrant colour code markers at the 

time of Conditional Approval. 
 
30.       In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall 

have their consulting engineer prepare and submit a water servicing report 
including the following design information, all to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer: 

 
i) Water distribution system analysis & modeling and hydraulic calculations 

for the Plan of Subdivision confirming system design requirements are 
being met; 

ii) Identify domestic and fire flows for the potential ICI/medium/high density 
Blocks from the water distribution system; 

iii) Address water quality and identify measures to maintain water quality from 
zero build-out through full build-out of the subdivision; 

iv) Identify fire flows available from each proposed hydrant to be constructed 
and determine the appropriate colour hydrant markers (identifying hydrant 
rated capacity); 

v) Include a phasing report as applicable which addresses the requirement to 
maintain interim water quality; 

vi) Develop a looping strategy when development is proposed to proceed 
beyond 80 units; 

vii) Provide a servicing concept for the proposed street townhouse (or narrow 
frontage) lots which demonstrates separation requirements for all services 
in being achieved; 

viii)Identify any water servicing requirements necessary to provide water 
servicing to external lands, incorporating existing area plans as applicable; 

ix) Identify any need for the construction of or improvement to external works 
necessary to provide water servicing to this Plan of Subdivision; 

x) Identify any required watermain oversizing, if necessary, and any cost 
sharing agreements; 

xi) Identify the effect of development on existing water infrastructure – identify 
potential conflicts; 

xii) Include full-sized water distribution and area plan(s); 
xiii)Identify on the water distribution plan the location of valves, hydrants, and 



   

 
 

the type and location of water quality measures to be implemented 
(including automatic flushing devices); 

 
In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have his 
consulting engineer prepare and submit the following water servicing design 
information: 
 

i) A water servicing report which addresses the following: 
- Identify external water servicing requirements; 
- Confirm capacity requirements are met; 
- Identify need to the construction of external works; 
- Identify the effect of development on existing water infrastructure – 

identify potential conflicts; 
- Water system area plan(s) 
- Water network analysis/hydraulic calculations for subdivision report; 
- Phasing report; 
- Oversizing of watermain, if necessary and any cost sharing agreements.  
- Identify fireflows available from each hydrant proposed to be 

constructed and identify appropriate hydrant colour code markers; 
- Water quality; 
- Identify location of valves and hydrants; 
- Identify location of automatic flushing devices, as necessary; 
- Looping strategy. 

 
ii) Submit a servicing layout to the lots for the street townhouse configuration 

which indicates adequate separation requirements will be met for all 
servicing. 

 
31. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 

implement the accepted recommendations of the water servicing report, noted in 
condition 30. 29 i), to address the water quality requirements for the watermain 
system, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City.  The 
requirements or measures which are necessary to meet water quality requirements 
shall also be shown clearly on the engineering drawings. 

 
32.      Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval the Owner shall 

install and commission the accepted water quality measures required to maintain 
water quality within the water distribution system during build-out, all to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City.  The measures which are 
necessary to meet water quality requirements, including their respective flow 
settings, etc shall be shown clearly on the engineering drawings. 
 
Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 
install and commission temporary automatic flushing devices and meters at all 
dead ends and/or other locations as deemed necessary by the hydraulic modelling 
results to ensure that water quality is maintained during build out of the subdivision.  
These devices are to remain in place until there is sufficient occupancy use to 
maintain water quality without their use.  The location of the temporary automatic 
flushing devices as well as their flow settings are to be shown on engineering 
drawings.  The Owner is responsible to meter and pay billed cost of the discharged 
water from the time of their installation until their removal.  Any incidental and/or 
ongoing maintenance of the automatic flushing devices is/are the responsibility of 
the Owner. 
 

33. With respect to the proposed medium density condominium Blocks, the Owner 
shall include in all agreements of purchase and sale, and/or lease of Blocks in this 
plan a warning clause advising the purchaser/transferee that should these develop 
as a Vacant Land Condominium or in a form that may create a regulated drinking 
water system under O.Reg. 170/03, the Owner shall be responsible for meeting 
the requirements of the legislation. 
 



   

 
 

If deemed a regulated system, there is potential the City of London could be 
ordered to operate this system in the future.  As such, the system would be 
required to be constructed to City standards and requirements. 
 

# The Owner shall ensure implemented water quality measures shall remain in place 
until there is sufficient occupancy demand to maintain water quality within the Plan 
of Subdivision without their use.  The Owner is responsible for the following: 

 i) to meter and pay the billed costs associated with any automatic flushing 
devices including water discharged from any device at the time of their 
installation until removal; 

 ii) any incidental and/or ongoing maintenance of the automatic flushing 
devices; 

iiii) payment for maintenance costs for these devices incurred by the City on an 
ongoing basis until removal; 

 iv) all works and the costs of removing the devices when no longer required; 
and 
 v) ensure the automatic flushing devices are connected to an approved outlet. 
 
# The Owner shall ensure the limits of any request for Conditional Approval shall 

conform to the staging and phasing plan as set out in the accepted water servicing 
report and shall include the implementation of the interim water quality measures.  
In the event the requested Conditional Approval limits differ from the staging and 
phasing as set out in the accepted water servicing report, the Owner would be 
required to submit revised plans and hydraulic modeling as necessary to address 
water quality. 
 
 

STREETS, TRANSPORATION & SURVEYS 
 

Roadworks 
 

34. At the time of registration of this plan, the Owner shall dedicate to the City sufficient 
lands over Blocks 13 and 14 and over the west limit of Street ‘L’ to accommodate 
a future 15.5 metre realigned window street connection to Street ‘J’ (south leg) . 
Alternatively, The Owner shall make all necessary arrangements to extend Street 
‘L’ over the existing Hyde Park Road road allowance to the west and north to align 
with Street ‘J’  as a City standard window street, as shown on the plan of 
subdivision, including, but not limited to land needs, design construction, etc. 
 
Prior to assumption, the Owner shall build a future 15.5 metre realigned window 
street connection to Street ‘J’ (south leg) if the Hyde Park Road road allowance is 
not acquired or pay to the City an amount for the construction of the road 
connection between Street ‘L’ and Street ‘J’ (south leg) if the abutting lands are not 
available. 
 
Should the street connection be made over the external lands, the City will transfer 
the dedicated lands back to the Owner of this plan and/or any payment made to 
the City for the construction of this road. 
 

35. At the time of registration of this plan, the Owner shall dedicate to the City sufficient 
lands over Blocks 3 and 4 to accommodate a future 19.0 metre road connection 
between Street ‘F’ (north leg) and Street ‘F’ (south leg) should the future 
development of 1550 Sunningdale Road West not include a connecting road 
between these streets. 
 
Prior to assumption, the Owner shall build a future 19.0 metre road connection 
between Street ‘F’ (north leg) and Street ‘F’ (south leg) if the abutting lands are 
developed without a road connection between Street ‘F’ (north leg) and Street ‘F’ 
(south leg) or pay to the City an amount for the construction of the road connection 
between Street ‘F’ (north leg) and Street ‘F’ (south leg) if the abutting lands are not 
built. 



   

 
 

 
Should the street connection be made over the external lands, the City will transfer 
the dedicated lands back to the Owner of this plan and/or any payment made to 
the City for the construction of this road. 
 

36. The Owner shall construct the following streets to secondary collector road 
standards: 
 

i) Street ‘A’ between Hyde Park Road and Street ‘B’  
ii) Street ‘B’ 
iii) Street G from Street ‘B’ to Sunningdale Rd E 

 
37. The Owner shall realign Street ‘J’ (south leg) on the final plan to provide a full width 

right-of-way at its intersection with the west leg of Street ‘J’, to the specifications 
of the City Engineer.  
 

38. All through intersection and connections with existing and draft approved streets 
and internal streets to this subdivision shall align with the opposing streets based 
on the centrelines of the street aligning through their intersections thereby having 
these streets centred with each other, unless otherwise approved by the City 
Engineer.  
 

39. The Owner shall ensure a minimum of 5.5 metres (18’) will be required along the 
curb line between the projected property lines of irregular shaped lots around the 
bends on streets in this plan of subdivision, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.   
 

40. The Owner shall provide minimum 30 metre tapers at all locations in the Plan 
where streets are reduced in width (eg.  from 20.0 metre to 19.0 metre road width, 
all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  The roads shall be tapered equally 
aligned based on the alignment of the road centrelines.  
 

41. The Owner shall have its professional engineer design the roadworks in 
accordance with the following road widths: 
 

i) Street ‘A’ (from Hyde Park Road to Street ‘B’), Street ‘B’, Street G’ from 
Sunningdale Road West to Street ‘B’ have a minimum road pavement width 
(excluding gutters) of 9.5 metres with a minimum road allowance of 21.5 
metres 

 
ii) Street ‘A’ (from Street ‘B’ to the east limit of the plan), Street ‘C’ (north and 

south legs), Street ‘E’, Street ‘H’, Street ‘J’ (north and south legs), Street ‘L’ 
and Street ‘M’ have a minimum road pavement width (exluding gutters) of 
8.0 metres (26.2’) with a minimum road allowance of 20 metres (66’). 

 
iii) Street ‘I’ and Street ‘F’ (south leg) have a minimum road pavement width 

(excluding gutters) of 7.0 metres with a minimum road allowance of 19 
metres;  

 
iv) Street ‘D’ and Street ‘K’ have a minimum road pavement width (excluding 

gutters) of 6.0 metres (19.7’) with a minimum road allowance of 18 metres 
(60’). 

 
v) Street ‘C’ (west leg), Street ‘F’ (north leg), realigned Street ‘G’, Street ‘J’ 

(west leg) and Street ‘L’ (west leg) have a minimum road pavement width 
(excluding gutters) of 8.0 metres (26.2’) with a minimum road allowance of 
15.5 metres (50.8’) in accordance with the City’s window street standard 
UCC-2M.   

 
42. The Owner shall construct a gateway treatment on Street ‘A’ between Hyde Park 

Road and Street ‘B’ with a right of way width of 28.0 metres as per City standards.   
 



   

 
 

43. The Owner shall construct Street G at the intersection of Sunningdale Rd W with 
a right of way width of 28.0 metres for a minimum length of 45.0 metres tapered 
back over a distance of 30 metres to the standard secondary collector road right 
of way width of 21.5 metres, to the satisfaction of the City. 
 

44. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 
install temporary street lighting at the intersection of Street ‘G’ and Sunningdale 
Road West and at Street ‘A’ and Hyde Park Road, to the specifications of the City, 
at no cost to the City.    
 

45. The Owner shall ensure all streets with bends of approximately 90 degrees shall 
have a minimum inside street line radius with the following standard:  
 
Road Allowance    S/L Radius 
       20.0 m        9.0 m 
       19.0 m        9.5 m 
       18.0 m      10.0 m 
 

46. The Owner shall construct the window streets in this plan abutting the arterial roads 
in accordance with the City’s window street standard or as otherwise specified by 
the City Engineer, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and at no cost to the City. 
 

47. The Owner shall ensure that no vehicular access will be permitted to any 
Lots/Blocks in this plan from Sunningdale Road West or Hyde Park Road.  All 
vehicular access is to be via the internal subdivision streets. 
 

Sidewalks/Walkway 
 

48. The Owner shall construct a 1.5 metre sidewalk on both sides of the following 
streets: 

i) Street ‘A’ – from Hyde Park Road to Street ‘B’ 
ii) Street ‘B’ 
iii) Street ‘G’ 

 
49. The Owner shall construct a 1.5 metre (5’) sidewalk on one side of the following 

streets: 
 i) Street ‘A’ (from Street ‘B’ to east limit of plan) – south boulevard 
 ii) Street ‘C’ (north leg) – north boulevard 
 iii) Street ‘C’ (south leg) – south boulevard 
 iv) Street ‘E – east boulevard 
 v) Street ‘F’ (south leg) – south and west boulevards 
 vi) Street ‘H’ – west boulevard 
 vii) Street ‘J’ (north leg) – north boulevard 
 viii) Street ‘J’ (south leg) – south boulevard 
 ix) Street ‘L’ – south boulevard 
 x) Street ‘M’ – east boulevard 
 xi) Street ‘I’ – outside boulevard 
 

50. The Owner shall provide sidewalk links from Street ‘C’, Street ‘F’,  Street ‘J’ and 
Street ‘L’ to the proposed sidewalks on Hyde Park Road and Sunningdale Road 
West, respectively, in accordance with the City of London Window Street Standard 
Guidelines UCC-2M to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.  Breaks 
in the 0.3 metre reserve shall be provided on the plan to be registered. 
 

51. Should the Owner direct any servicing within the walkway or the walkway is to be 
used as a maintenance access, the Owner shall provide a 4.6 metre wide walkway 
designed to the maintenance access standard, to the specifications of the City. 

 
# The Owner shall construct a 2.4 metre sidewalk on the frontage of the school block, 

Block 26, to the satisfaction of the City. 
 



   

 
 

Street Lights 
 

52. Within one year of registration of the plan, the Owner shall install street lighting on 
all streets and walkways in this plan to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the 
City. Where an Owner is required to install street lights in accordance with this draft 
plan of subdivision and where a street from an abutting developed or developing 
area is being extended, the Owner shall install street light poles and luminaires, 
along the street being extended, which match the style of street light already 
existing or approved along the developed portion of the street, to the satisfaction 
of the City of London 
 

Boundary Road Works 
 

53. In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall undertake a 
traffic impact assessment in accordance with the City’s Traffic Impact Assessment 
guidelines, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  Prior to undertaking this 
assessment, the Owner shall meet with the City to discuss the scope and 
requirements of the assessment.  The Owner shall undertake any 
recommendations of the assessment as required by the City Engineer, to the 
satisfaction of the City and at no cost to the City.  
 

54. In conjunction with Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have it’s 
professional engineer verify the adequacy of the decision sight distance along 
Hyde Park Road at both Street ‘A’ and Dyer Drive and Sunningdale Rd W at Street 
‘G’.  If the sight lines are not adequate in accordance with the Design Specifications 
and Requirements Manual, Street ‘A’ and Dyer Drive road works may be required 
on Hyde Park Road to establish adequate decision sight distance to the 
satisfaction of the City and at no cost to the City. 
 

55. In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have it’s 
professional engineer submit design criteria for the left turn and right turn lanes on 
Hyde Park Road at both Street ‘A’, Street ‘G’ and Dyer Drive and Sunningdale Rd 
W at Street ‘G’ for review and acceptance of the City.  
 

56. Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 
construct left and right turn lanes along Hyde Park Road at Street ‘A’ and 
Sunningdale Road West at Street ‘G’ with sufficient storage and taper to 
accommodate traffic anticipated by the full build out of the Foxhollow area, to the 
satisfaction of the City. 
 

57. The Owner shall be required to make minor boulevard improvements on Hyde Park 
Road and Sunningdale Road West adjacent to this Plan, to the specifications of 
the City and at no cost to the City, consisting of clean-up, grading and sodding as 
necessary.  
 

Road Widening   
 

58. The Owner shall be required to dedicate sufficient land to widen Hyde Park Road 
and Sunningdale Road West to 18.0 metres metres (59.06’) from the centreline of 
the original road allowance.  
 

59. The Owner shall provide a road widening dedication at the intersection of 
Sunningdale Road West and Hyde Park Road as indicated in the Hyde Park Road 
Environmental Assessment to accommodate a future roundabout, to the 
satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.  
 

60. The Owner shall be required to dedicate 6.0 m x 6.0 m “daylighting triangles” at 
the intersection of Street ‘A’ with Hyde Park Road and Street “G” with Sunningdale 
Road W. in accordance with the Z-1 Zoning By-law, Section 4.24. 
 

# The Owner shall provide a road widening dedication of 24.0 metres from the 



   

 
 

centerline required on Sunningdale Road West from Hyde Park Road to a point 
150 metres east of Hyde Park Road, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to 
the City. 

 
# The Owner shall provide a road widening dedication of 18.0 metres from centerline 

required on Sunningdale Road West from a point 150 metres east of Hyde Park 
Road to the easterly limit of this Plan, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to 
the City. 

 
# The Owner shall provide a road widening dedication of 24.0 metres from centerline 

required on Hyde Park Road from Sunningdale Road West to a point 150 metres 
south of Sunningdale Road West, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the 
City. 

 
# The Owner shall provide a road widening dedication of 18.0 metres from centerline 

required on Hyde Park Road of 18.0 metres from centerline from a point 150 
metres south of Sunningdale Road West to the southerly limit of this plan, to the 
satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 

 
# The Owner shall provide a daylight triangle at the southeast corner of Sunningdale 

Road West and Hyde Park Road measuring 56.0 metres east of Hyde Park Road 
and 34.0 metres south of Sunningdale Road West (measured from the existing 
property line, to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
# The Owner shall provide a temporary 3.0 metre wide working easement on 

Sunningdale Road West from Hyde Park Road to a point 200.0 metres east of 
Hyde Park Road and on Hyde Park Road from Sunningdale Road West to a point 
150.0 metres south of Sunningdale Road West, to the satisfaction of the City. 
 
 

Traffic Calming  
 

61. Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 
construct roundabouts, including splitter islands, at the following intersections in 
accordance with the Design Specifications and Requirements Manual and to the 
satisfaction of the City: 
 

i) Street ‘A’ and Street ‘B’ 
ii) Street “G” and Street “B” 

 
The traffic calming measures selected for these locations are subject to the 
approval of the Transportation Planning & Design Division and are to be designed 
and constructed to the satisfaction of the City. 
 

62. In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have it’s 
professional engineer proposed traffic calming measures along Street ‘B’ including 
parking bays, curb extensions and other measures, to the satisfaction of the City.   
 

63. The Owner shall construct traffic calming measures along Street ‘B’ as per the 
accepted Design Studies and engineering drawings, including parking bays, curb 
extensions and other measures to the satisfaction of the City.  
 

Construction Access/Temporary/Second Access Roads 
 

64. The Owner shall utilize construction access routes designated by the City.  
 

65. The Owner shall ensure any emergency access required is satisfactory to the City 
Engineer with respect to all technical aspects, including adequacy of site lines, 
provisions of channelization, adequacy of road geometries and structural design 
etc.   
 



   

 
 

66. In the event any work is undertaken on an existing street, the Owner shall establish 
and maintain a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) in conformance with City 
guidelines and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer for any construction activity 
that will occur on existing public roadways.  The Owner shall have it’s contractor(s) 
undertake the work within the prescribed operational constraints of the TMP.  The 
TMP will be submitted in conjunction with the subdivision servicing drawings for 
this plan of subdivision.  
 

67. Should any temporary turning circle exist on the abutting streets at the time this 
plan is registered, the Owner shall remove any existing temporary turning circles 
on the adjacent draft plan lands and restore the road including sidewalks to the 
satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 
 

68. The Owner shall construct a temporary/emergency access to Sunningdale Road 
West or Hyde Park Road in a location satisfactory to the City, provide any 
necessary easements and include a temporary left turn lane on Sunningdale Road 
West or Hyde Park Road, at no cost to the City, to the specifications and 
satisfaction of the City. 
 

69. Prior to commencing any construction on this site, the Owner shall notify the City 
of London Police Services of the start of construction of this plan of subdivision.  
 

GENERAL CONDITIONS   
 

70. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval for each 
construction stage of this subdivision, all servicing works for the stage and 
downstream works must be completed and operational, in accordance with the 
approved design criteria and accepted drawings, all to the specification and 
satisfaction of the City. 
 

71. Prior to final approval, the Owner shall make arrangements with the affected 
property owner(s) for the construction of any portions of services and grading 
situated on private lands outside this plan, and shall provide satisfactory 
easements to the City over the sewers, as necessary, all to the specifications and 
satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.  
 

72. Once construction of any private services, ie: water storm or sanitary, to service 
the lots and blocks in this plan is completed and any proposed relotting of the plan 
is undertaken, the Owner shall reconstruct all previously installed services in 
standard location, in accordance with the approved final lotting and approved 
revised servicing drawings all to the specification of the City Engineer and at no 
cost to the City. 
 
In the event that relotting of the Plan is undertaken, the Owner shall relocate and 
construct services to standard location, all to the specifications and satisfaction of 
the City.  
 

73. The Owner shall connect to all existing services and extend all services to the limits 
of the draft plan of subdivision, at no cost to the City, all to the specifications and 
satisfaction of the City.  
 

74. The Owner shall have the common property line of Hyde Park Road and 
Sunningdale Road West graded in accordance with the City of London Standard 
“Subdivision Grading Along Arterial Roads”, at no cost to the City. 
 
Further, the grades to be taken as the centreline line grades on Hyde Park Road 
and Sunningdale Road West are the future centreline of road grades as 
determined by the Owner’s professional engineer, satisfactory to the City.  From 
these, the Owner’s professional engineer is to determine the elevations along the 
common property line which will blend with the reconstructed road, all to the 
satisfaction of the City. 



   

 
 

 
75. The Owner shall advise the City in writing at least two weeks prior to connecting, 

either directly or indirectly, into any unassumed services constructed by a third 
party, and to save the City harmless from any damages that may be caused as a 
result of the connection of the services from this subdivision into any unassumed 
services 
 
Prior to connection being made to an unassumed service, the following will apply: 
 

i) In the event discharge is to unassumed services, the unassumed services 
must be completed and conditionally accepted by the City; 

 
ii) The Owner must provide a video inspection on all affected unassumed 

sewers; 
 
Any damages caused by the connection to unassumed services shall be the 
responsibility of the Owner. 
 

76. With respect to any services and/or facilities constructed in conjunction with this 
Plan, the Owner shall permit the connection into and use of the subject services 
and/or facilities by outside owners whose lands are served by the said services 
and/or facilities, prior to the said services and/or facilities being assumed by the 
City.   
 

 The connection into and use of the subject services by an outside Owner will be 
conditional upon the outside Owner satisfying any requirements set out by the City, 
and agreement by the outside Owner to pay a proportional share of the operational 
maintenance and/or monitoring costs of any affected unassumed services and/or 
facilities. 
 

77. If, during the building or constructing of all buildings or works and services within 
this subdivision, any deposits of organic materials or refuse are encountered, the 
Owner shall report these deposits to the City Engineer and Chief Building Official 
immediately, and if required by the City Engineer and Chief Building Official, the 
Owner shall, at his own expense, retain a professional engineer competent in the 
field of methane gas to investigate these deposits and submit a full report on them 
to the City Engineer and Chief Building Official.  Should the report indicate the 
presence of methane gas then all of the recommendations of the engineer 
contained in any such report submitted to the City Engineer and Chief Building 
Official shall be implemented and carried out under the supervision of the 
professional engineer, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Chief Building 
Official and at the expense of the Owner, before any construction progresses in 
such an instance.  The report shall include provision for an ongoing methane gas 
monitoring program, if required, subject to the approval of the City engineer and 
review for the duration of the approval program. 
 

78. If a permanent venting system or facility is recommended in the report, the Owner 
shall register a covenant on the title of each affected lot and block to the effect that 
the Owner of the subject lots and blocks must have the required system or facility 
designed, constructed and monitored to the specifications of the City Engineer, 
and that the Owners must maintain the installed system or facilities in perpetuity 
at no cost to the City.  The report shall also include measures to control the 
migration of any methane gas to abutting lands outside the Plan. 
 

79. The Owner’s professional engineer shall provide inspection services for all work 
during construction by it’s professional engineer for all work to be assumed by the 
City, and have it’s professional engineer supply the City with a Certification of 
Completion of Works upon completion, in accordance with the plans accepted by 
the City.   
 

80. In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have it’s 



   

 
 

professional engineer provide an opinion for the need for an Environmental 
Assessment under the Class EA requirements for the provision of any services 
related to this Plan.  All class EA’s must be completed prior to the submission of 
engineering drawings.  
 

81. The Owner shall have it’s professional engineer notify existing property owners in 
writing, regarding the sewer and/or road works proposed to be constructed on 
existing City streets in conjunction with this subdivision, all in accordance with 
Council policy for “Guidelines for Notification to Public for Major Construction 
Projects”.  
 

82. In the event that Low Impact Development (LIDs) are proposed, the Owner shall 
have a qualified consultant complete a hydro geological investigation or provide 
an update to the existing hydro geological investigation, to determine, including but 
not limited to, the following: 

i.) An Evaluation of groundwater levels, and groundwater flow direction(s) 
based on seasonal fluctuations.  Seasonality effects are critical when 
evaluating the hydrogeological regime of the Site.  Seasonality will also 
be particularly important if Low Impact Development (LIDs) are being 
considered. 

ii.) An evaluation of the LID considerations proposed for the development, 
including provision of seasonal groundwater fluctuations and LID invert 
elevations.  Details regarding the long-term operations of the on-site 
LIDs should be included. 

iii.) Discussion related to the water taking requirements to facilitate 
construction (i.e., PTTW or EASR be required to facilitate 
construction), including sediment and erosion control measures and 
dewatering discharge locations. 

iv.) Evaluation of construction related impacts, and their potential effects 
on the shallow groundwater system, including potential effects nearby 
domestic water wells (if present) and/or impacts on local significant 
natural features. 

v.) Discussion regarding mitigation measures associated with construction 
activities specific to the development (e.g., specific construction 
activities related to dewatering). 

 
 

vi.) Development of appropriate short-term and long-term monitoring plans 
(if applicable). 

vii.) Development of appropriate contingency plans (if applicable), in the 
event of groundwater interference related to construction. 

 
In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall submit a report 
prepared by a qualified consultant, and if necessary, a detailed hydro geological 
investigation carried out by a qualified consultant, to determine the effects of the 
construction associated with this subdivision on the existing ground water 
elevations and domestic or farm wells in the area and identify any abandoned wells 
in this plan, to the satisfaction of the City.  If necessary, the report is to also address 
any contamination impacts that may be anticipated or experienced as a result of 
the said construction.  
 

83.       In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have a report 
prepared by a qualified consultant, and if necessary, a detailed hydro geological 
investigation carried out by a qualified consultant, to determine the effects of the 
construction associated with this subdivision on the existing ground water 
elevations and domestic or farm wells in the area and identify any abandoned wells 
in this plan, assess the impact on water balance and any fill required in the plan, 
as well provide recommendations for foundation design should high groundwater 
be encountered, to the satisfaction of the City.  If necessary, the report is to also 
address any contamination impacts that may be anticipated or experienced as a 
result of the said construction as well as provide recommendations regarding soil 



   

 
 

conditions and fill needs in the location of any existing watercourses or bodies of 
water on the site. 
 

84. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner’s 
professional engineer shall certify that any remedial or other works as 
recommended in the above accepted hydro geological report are implemented by 
the Owner, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 
 

85. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, any remedial or 
other works as recommended in the above accepted hydro geological report shall 
be implemented by the Owner, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.  
 

86. The Owner shall decommission and permanently cap any abandoned wells 
located in this Plan, in accordance with current provincial legislation, regulations 
and standards.  In the event that an existing well in this Plan is to be kept in service, 
the Owner shall protect the well and the underlying aquifer from any development 
activity.  
 

87. In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, in the event the Owner wishes 
to phase this plan of subdivision, the Owner shall complete the following: 
 

i) Submit a phasing plan, all to the specifications and satisfaction of the City 
Engineer. 

 
ii) If any temporary measures are required in conjunction with the phasing, 

these temporary measures shall be constructed to the specifications and 
satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 

 
iii) Identify land and/or easements required for the routing of services which 

are necessary to service upstream lands outside this draft plan to the limit 
of the plan to be provided at the time of registration of each phase, to the 
satisfaction of the City. 

 
88. In conjunction with registration of the Plan, the Owner shall provide to the 

appropriate authorities such easements as may be required for all municipal works 
and services associated with the development of the subject lands, such as road, 
utility, drainage or stormwater management (SWM) purposes, to the satisfaction 
of the City, at no cost to the City.  
 

89. The Owner shall decommission any abandoned infrastructure, at no cost to the 
City, including cutting the water service and capping it at the watermain, all to the 
specifications and satisfaction of the City Engineer.  
 

90. The Owner shall remove all existing accesses and restore all affected areas, all to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City.  
 

91. All costs related to the plan of subdivision shall be at the expense of the Owner, 
unless specifically stated otherwise in this approval.  
 

92. The Owner shall remove any temporary works associated with this plan when no 
longer required and restore the land, at no cost to the City, to the specifications 
and satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.  
 

93. The Owner shall make all necessary arrangement with the abutting property 
owners (eg. Block 14 abutting the south boundary) to regrade on the abutting 
properties, where necessary, to accommodate the grading and servicing of this 
plan, to City standards, to the satisfaction of the City 
 

94. The Owner shall co-ordinate the work associated with this plan of subdivision with 
the City’s proposed construction of the Regional Fox Hollow Community SWM 
system adjacent to the south east boundary of this plan, to the satisfaction of the 



   

 
 

City, at no cost to the City. 
 

95. The Owner shall grade, service and seed all park blocks to the satisfaction of the 
Manager of Parks Planning and Design within 1 year of registration of the plan of 
subdivision which contains the park block.  
 

96. The proposed development must meet all existing grades at property lines where 
it abuts all City owned open space lands.  
 

97. At the design study stage, the owner shall prepare a conceptual park layout for the 
City owned lands and the redlined park block.  The concept plan will illustrate the 
park layout and matching grades.  The City will undertake the construction of the 
park once the phase containing this block has been registered.  
 

98. The Owner shall construct a 1.5m high chain link fencing without gates in 
accordance with current City park standards (SPO 4.8) or approved alternate, 
along the property limit interface of all private lots and blocks adjacent to existing 
and/or future Park and/or Open Space Blocks.  Fencing shall be completed to the 
satisfaction of the Manager of Parks Planning and Design, within 1 year of the 
registration of the plan.   
 

99. At the Design Study stage, the owner shall illustrate the inclusion of the multi-use 
pathway system into the gateway design of Street A from the roundabout to Hyde 
Park Road. The design studies should also address how safe bicycle and 
pedestrian movements can be accommodated at the proposed roundabout at Dyer 
Drive and Street “A” should this location be required as a component of the 
bicycle/multi-use system. 
 

100. Block 29 and the redlined park block accounts for a portion of the required parkland 
dedication.  The remaining Parkland dedication for Blocks 1-24 will be taken as 
cash-in-lieu as per By-law CP-9.  
 

101. The Owner shall register on title and include in all Purchase and Sale or Lease 
Agreements the requirement that the homes to be designed and constructed on 
all corner lots in this Plan, are to have design features, such as but not limited to 
porches, windows or other architectural amenities that provide for a street oriented 
design and limited chain link or decorative fencing along no more than 50% of the 
exterior sideyard.  Further, the owner shall obtain approval of their proposed 
design from the Managing Director of Planning and City Planner and his/her 
designate prior to any submission of an application for a building permit for corner 
lots with an exterior sideyard in this Plan 
 

102. As part of the Design Engineering Drawing submission, the Owner shall submit a 
plan to the Approval Authority proposing the lotting pattern for all residential 
Blocks, which shall be consistent with the approved zoning for these blocks and 
acceptable to the City.  The proposed block lotting plan shall also be reviewed and 
accepted with respect to City services, road geometries, easement requirements, 
etc., to the satisfaction of the City. The accepted lotting pattern shall be reflected 
on the final registered plan.  
 

103. In conjunction with Prior to the submission of Engineering Drawings, the Owner 
shall submit for approval an on-street parking plan (if necessary), whereby one on 
street parking space for each two dwelling units is to be used as the basis for the 
design, to the satisfaction of the General Manager of Planning and Development.  
The approved parking plan required for each registered phase of development and 
will form part of the subdivision agreement for the registered plan.  
 

104. In conjunction with the Design Studies Engineering Drawing submission, the 
Owner shall have a qualified acoustical consultant prepare a noise study 
concerning the impact of traffic noise on future single detached lots abutting Hyde 
Park Road and Sunningdale Road which considers noise abatement measures 



   

 
 

that are to be applied in accordance with the requirements of the M.O.E. and City 
Official Plan policy to be reviewed and accepted by the City. The final accepted 
recommendations shall be constructed or installed by the Owner or may be 
incorporated into the subdivision agreement. 
 

105. In conjunction with engineering drawing submission, the Owner shall have his 
consulting engineer demonstrate how all servicing (water, sanitary, storm, gas, 
hydro, street lighting, water meter pits, Bell, Rogers, etc.) shall be provided to 
condominiums/townhouses indicated on streets in this plan with R4-3 zoning.  It 
will be a requirement to provide adequate separation distances for all services 
which are to be located on the municipal right-of-way to provide for required 
separation distance (Ministry of Environment Design Standards) and to allow for 
adequate space for repair, replacement and maintenance of these services in a 
manner acceptable to the City. 
 

106. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 
implement the approved servicing for the street townhouse units on streets in this 
plan with R4-3 zoning, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

107. The Owner shall pay a proportional share of the operational, maintenance and/or 
monitoring costs of any affected unassumed sewers or SWM facilities (if 
applicable) to third parties that have constructed the services and/or facilities to 
which the Owner is connecting.  The above-noted proportional share of the cost 
shall be based on design flows, to the satisfaction of the City, for sewers or on 
storage volume in the case of a SWM facility.  The Owner’s payments to third 
parties shall: 
 

i) commence upon completion of the Owner’s service work, connections to 
the existing unassumed services;  and 

 
ii) continue until the time of assumption of the affected services by the City. 

 
108. Should any contamination or anything suspected as such, be encountered during 

construction, the Owner shall report the matter to the City Engineer and the Owner 
shall hire a geotechnical engineer to provide, in accordance with the   Ministry of 
the Environment “Guidelines for Use at Contaminated Sites in Ontario”, “Schedule 
A – Record of Site Condition”, as amended, including “Affidavit of Consultant” 
which summarizes the site assessment and restoration activities carried out at a 
contaminated site, in accordance with the requirements of latest Ministry of 
Environment and Climate Change “Guidelines for Use at Contaminated Sites in 
Ontario” and file appropriate documents to the Ministry in this regard with copies 
provided to the City.  The City may require a copy of the report should there be 
City property adjacent to the contamination. 
 
Should any contaminants be encountered within this Plan, the Owner shall 
implement the recommendations of the geotechnical engineer to remediate, 
removal and/or disposals of any contaminates within the proposed Streets, Lot and 
Blocks in this Plan forthwith under the supervision of the geotechnical engineer to 
the satisfaction of the City at no cost to the City. 
 
In the event no evidence of contamination is encountered on the site, the 
geotechnical engineer shall provide certification to this effect to the City. 
 

109.     In conjunction with the engineering drawing submission, the Owner shall provide, 
to the City for review and acceptance, a geotechnical report or update the existing 
geotechnical report recommendations to address all geotechnical issues with 
respect to the development of this plan, including, but not limited to, servicing, 
grading and drainage of this subdivision, road pavement structure, dewatering, 
foundation design, removal of existing fill (including but not limited to organic and 
deleterious materials), the placement of new engineering fill, any necessary 
setbacks related to slope stability for lands within this plan and any other 



   

 
 

requirements as needed by the City, all to the satisfaction of the City.  The Owner 
shall implement all geotechnical recommendations to the satisfaction of the City. 
 

# Should the current or any future Owner submit a revised development proposal for 
these  lands,  the applicant may be required to complete a design studies submission as 
per the  File Manager  process. 

 
# The Owner shall make all necessary arrangements with any required owner(s) to 

have any existing easement(s) in this plan quit claimed to the satisfaction of the 
City and at no cost to the City.  The Owner shall protect any existing private 
services in the said easement(s) until such time as they are removed and replaced 
with appropriate municipal and/or private services at no cost to the City. 

 
 Following the removal of any existing private services from the said easement and 

the appropriate municipal services and/or private services are installed and 
operational, the Owner shall make all necessary arrangement to have any 
section(s) of easement(s) in this plan quit claimed to the satisfaction of the City, at 
no cost to the City. 

 
#        In conjunction with engineering drawings submission, the Owner shall submit a 

Development Charge work plan outlining the costs associated with the design and 
construction of the DC eligible works.  The work plan must be approved by the City 
Engineer and City Treasurer (as outlined in the most current DC By-law) prior to 
advancing a report to Planning and Environment Committee recommending 
approval of the special provisions for the subdivision agreement. 

# Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 
make adjustments to the existing works and services on Tokala Trail in Plan ____ 
and Twilite Boulevard in Plan ____, adjacent to this plan to accommodate the 
proposed works and services on this street to accommodate the lots in this plan 
fronting this street (eg. private services, street light poles, traffic calming, etc.) in 
accordance with the approved design criteria and accepted drawings, al to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City. 

 
# The Owner shall either register against the title of Block 26 in this Plan, or shall 

include in the agreement of purchase and sale for the transfer of each of the 
Blocks, a covenant by the purchaser or transferee stating that the purchaser or 
transferee of the Blocks may be required to construct sewage sampling manholes, 
built to City standards in accordance with the City’s Waste Discharge By-law No. 
WM-2, as amended, regulating the discharge of sewage into public sewage 
systems.  If required, the sewage sampling manholes shall be installed on both 
storm and sanitary private drain connections, and shall be located wholly on private 
property, as close as possible to the street line, or as approved otherwise by the 
City Engineer. 

 
#          The Owner shall incorporate the accepted recommendations of the various 

accepted servicing reports/design studies (eg. sanitary servicing design, storm and 
SWM design, water servicing, transportation requirements, hydrogeological, 
geotechnical, etc.) in the accepted engineering drawings to address all servicing 
issues, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: George Kotsifas P. Eng.,  
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and 

Chief Building Official 
Subject: Application by: Drewlo Holdings Inc.  
 177 Edgevalley Road 

Removal of Holding Provisions  
Meeting on:   May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following 
actions be taken with respect to the application of Drewlo Holdings Inc. relating to the 
property located at 177 Edgevalley Road, the proposed by-law attached hereto as 
Appendix “A” BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting on May 21, 2019 to 
amend Zoning By-law Z.-1, in conformity with the Official Plan, to change the zoning of 
the lands FROM a Holding Residential R5/Residential R6 (h*h-54*R5-7/R6-5) Zone TO 
a Residential R5/Residential R6 (R5-7/R6-5) Zone to remove the “h” and “h-54” holding 
provision.  
 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The applicant has requested removal of the “h” and “h-54” holding provision from newly 
registered Block 134 in Plan 33M-757, municipally addressed as 177 Edgevalley Road, 
which requires the necessary securities be provided and a development agreement is 
executed prior to development, and requires noise attenuation measures be 
incorporated into the approved site plan.  

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect is to remove the holding (“h” and “h-54”) symbol from Block 134 
of newly registered plan of subdivision (33M-757) to permit the development of cluster 
townhouses on the Block.  

Rationale of Recommended Action 

The conditions for removing the holding provision have been met, as the required 
security has been submitted and the development agreement has been signed, and the 
noise attenuation measures have been incorporated into the site plan. All issues have 
been resolved and the holding provisions are no longer required. 
 

Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
The subject property is located just south of the Thames River, east of Highbury Avenue 
North and on the north side of Edgevalley Road. The subject site is within a recently 
approved Plan of Subdivision known as the Edgevalley Subdivision (former file 39T-
05505), which was registered on December 18, 2018 as 33M-757. The subject site is 
approximately 3.23ha in size.  
 

1.2  Current Planning Information  

 The London Plan Place Type – Neighbourhoods 

 Official Plan Designation  – Multi Family, Medium Density Residential  
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 Existing Zoning - a Holding Residential R5/Residential R6 (h*h-54*h-100*R5-
7/R6-5) Zone 

1.3  Site Characteristics  

 Current Land Use – vacant  

 Area – 3.2 ha (7.9 acres) 

 Shape – irregular 

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses  

 North – Thames River  

 East – Stormwater Management Pond/open space  

 South – vacant/future multi-family or high density residential uses  

 West – cluster townhouse dwellings  
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1.5  Location Map 
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Approved Edgevalley Subdivision Plan with Block 134 - 33M-757 
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The subject site contains a recently approved site plan for a cluster townhouse 
development comprised of 139 residential units.  
 

 
Figure 1 - Approved site plan 
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3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
Drewlo Holdings Inc. submitted an application for draft plan of subdivision and zoning 
by-law amendment on March 31, 2005. The public meeting was held on February 27, 
2006. Council resolved that the draft plan and concurrent zoning by-law amendment be 
approved on March 6, 2006. Draft approval was granted on March 22, 2006. A three 
year extension to the draft approval was granted by the Approval Authority on March 22, 
2009.  
 
On May 4, 2011, the applicant submitted a revised draft plan of subdivision consisting of 
129 single detached lots, 5 medium density blocks, 1 high density block, 2 park blocks, 
all served by the extension of Edgevalley Road, Agathos Street and Purser Street and 2 
new local streets.  The public meeting was held on December 12, 2011. A three (3) year 
extension and approval of the revised draft plan with conditions was granted by the 
Approval Authority on February 10, 2012. 
 
Since this time, several draft approval extensions have been granted by the Approval 
Authority and Council (August of 2015, January of 2017, and most recently, an 
emergency extension in July of 2018). Final Approval was granted on December 19, 
2018 and the plan has been registered as 33M-757.  
 
Most recently, a removal of holding provision (H-8892) application was approved by 
Planning and Environment Committee and Municipal Council in January of 2019. The 
application to remove the holding provisions permitted the development of the single 
detached lots within the plan of subdivision.  
 
3.2  Requested Amendment 
The applicant is requesting the removal of the “h” and “h-54” holding provision from 
Block 134 in recently approved registered plan 33M-757.  
 
3.3  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
In response to the Notice of Application, no comments were received.  
 
3.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 
The Planning Act permits the use of holding provisions to restrict future uses until 
conditions for removing the holding provision are met. To use this tool, a municipality 
must have approved Official Plan policies related to its use, a municipal council must 
pass a zoning by-law with holding provisions, an application must be made to council for 
an amendment to the by-law to remove the holding symbol, and council must make a 
decision on the application within 150 days to remove the holding provision(s). 
 
The London Plan and the 1989 Official Plan contain policies with respect to holding 
provisions, the process, and notification and removal procedures. 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1 What is the purpose of the “h” holding provision and is it appropriate to 
consider its removal? 

The “h” holding provision states: 

“To ensure the orderly development of lands and the adequate provision of municipal 
services, the “h” symbol shall not be deleted until the required security has been 
provided for the development agreement or subdivision agreement, and Council is 
satisfied that the conditions of the approval of the plans and drawings for a site plan, or 
the conditions of the approval of a draft plan of subdivision, will ensure a development 
agreement or subdivision agreement is executed by the applicant and the City prior to 
development.  
 
Permitted Interim Uses: Model homes are permitted in accordance with Section 4.5(2) 
of the By-law.” 
 
The Owner has provided the necessary security and has entered into a development 
agreement with the City. This satisfies the requirement for removal of the “h” holding 
provision. 
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4.2 What is the purpose of the “h-54” holding provision and is it appropriate to 
consider its removal? 

The “h-54” holding provision states that: 

Purpose: To ensure there are no land use conflicts between arterial roads and the 
proposed residential uses, the h-54 shall not be deleted until the owner agrees to 
implement all noise attenuation measures, recommended in noise assessment reports 
acceptable to the City of London.  
 
The noise assessment report submitted by the Applicant was accepted through the site 
plan application. The noise assessment report recommended various noise attenuation 
measures including noise walls to protect rear and side yard amenity areas, building 
construction, installation of air conditioning within units, and warning clauses within the 
development agreement. These mitigation measures have been included in the final site 
plan.  This satisfies the removal of the holding provision.  

5.0 Conclusion 

The Applicant has entered into a development agreement for this site, provided the 
necessary security, and implemented the necessary noise attenuation measures into 
the site plan. Therefore, the required conditions have been met to remove the “h” and 
“h-54” holding provision. The removal of the holding provision is recommended to 
Council for approval. 

 

Prepared by:  

 

 

Nancy Pasato, MCIP, RPP 

Senior Planner, Development Planning 

Recommended by:  

 

 

 

Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE  
Director, Development Services  

Submitted by:  

 

 

 

George Kotsifas, P. Eng. 

Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief Building Official 

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 Development Services. 

 
CC:  Matt Feldberg, Manager, Development Services (Subdivisions) 
 Lou Pompilii, Manager, Development Services - Planning 
 Ismail Abushehada, Manager, Development Services - Engineering   

May 6, 2019 
NP/np  Y:\Shared\ADMIN\1- PEC Reports\2019 PEC Reports\8- May 13\Draft 177 Edgevalley 
Rd H-9045 NP 1of1.docx  
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Previous Reports and Applications Relevant to this Application  

November, 1990 - Report to Planning Committee on Kilally Road Area Study and 
subsequent adoption of Official Plan amendments.  
 
June, 2003 - – Report to Planning Committee to provide an update on the Kilally Road 
Area Study and amend the Official Plan.  
 
July, 2005 - Report to Planning Committee to delete the aggregate resource 
designation from Schedule B of the Official Plan (O-6899)  
 
February, 2006 - Report to Planning Committee to recommend approval of the draft 
plan of subdivision and associated zoning by-law amendments (39T-05505/Z-6897)  
 
March, 2009 - Report to Planning Committee to recommend a three year extension to 
the draft approved plan of subdivision (39T-05505)  
 
December, 2011 - Report to Built and Natural Environment Committee to recommend a 
revised draft plan of subdivision and associated zoning by-law amendments (39T-
05505/Z-7942)  
 
June 15, 2015 – Report to Planning Committee to recommend a one year extension to 
the draft approved plan of subdivision, with a two year extension to be done 
administratively (39T-05505)  
 
September 6, 2016 – Report to Planning Committee to recommend a revised zone for 
the high density block within the draft plan (Z-8618)  
 
January 8, 2018 - Report to Planning and Environment Committee on Special 
Provisions for the Subdivision Agreement (39T-05505) 
 
January 21, 2019 - Report to Planning and Environment Committee on Removal of 
Holding Provisions for a portion of the subdivision (H-8892) 
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Appendix A 

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

2019 

By-law No. Z.-1-19   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located at 177 
Edgevalley Road. 

  WHEREAS Drewlo Holdings Inc. has applied to remove the holding 
provision from the zoning for the lands located at 177 Edgevalley Road, as shown on 
the map attached to this by-law, as set out below; 

  AND WHEREAS it is deemed appropriate to remove the holding provision 
from the zoning of the said lands; 

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

1.  Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning 
applicable to lands located at 177 Edgevalley Road, as shown on the attached map, to 
remove the holding provisions so that the zoning of the lands as a Residential 
R5/Residential R6 (R5-7/R6-5) Zone comes into effect.  

2.   This by-law shall come into force and effect on the day it is passed. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on May 21, 2019. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – May 21, 2019 
Second Reading – May 21, 2019 
Third Reading – May 21, 2019
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
Planning & Environment Committee 

From: George Kotsifas 
Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services & 
Chief Building Official  

Subject: City Services Reserve Fund Claimable Works – Riverbend 
South Subdivision Phase 1   

Date: May 13, 2019 

Recommendation  

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Finance, the following actions 
BE TAKEN with respect to the subdivision agreement between The Corporation of the 
City of London and Sifton Properties Limited for construction of City Services Reserve 
Fund claimable works related to the Riverbend South Subdivision Phase 1; 
 

(a) the revised Special Provisions contained in the Subdivision Agreement for 
construction of City Services Reserve Fund claimable works related to the 
Riverbend South Phase 1 Subdivision (33M-711 / 39T-14505) outlined in 
Section 2.0 below, BE APPROVED; and 
 

(b) the financing for this project BE APPROVED as set out in the Source of 
Financing Report attached as Appendix “A”.  

Previous Reports Pertinent to this Matter  

Planning and Environment Committee, November 28, 2016, Agenda Item 4, Subdivision 
Special Provisions Applicant: Sifton Properties Limited Riverbend South Subdivision 
(Phase 1) - 39T-14505 

Commentary 

1.0 Background 

The special provisions for the Riverbend South Phase 1 Subdivision Agreement between 
the Corporation of the City of London and Sifton Properties Limited were approved by 
Council on December 6, 2016.  Under this agreement, the Owner is to construct minor 
roadworks which include sidewalks, streetlighting and channelization on Westdel Bourne 
along with oversized watermains, sewers and parks related infrastructure identified under 
the 2014 Development Charges (DC) Background Study.  The purpose of this report is to 
seek authorization to amend the special provisions of the Subdivision Agreement and 
Source of Financing to align with the revised scope of work and updated costing. 
  
The committed funding associated with these works was based on preliminary 
engineering design estimates that were included in the special provisions of the 
Subdivision Agreement.  Subsequent discussions between the Owner, their Consulting 
Engineer and Staff have resulted in an expansion of the scope of work to include an 
additional multi-use pathway and associated lighting on Westdel Bourne which provides 
a regional benefit to growth.  In addition, the actual tendered unit costs related to the 
Westdel Bourne channelization work were slightly higher than the preliminary estimated 
amounts.  These construction and engineering cost variances have been captured under 
a revised work plan addendum in accordance with the DC By-law. 
 
  



 

 

2.0 Revised Special Provisions 

Staff is recommending that the Subdivision Agreement conditions related to DC claimable 
works be amended as follows: 
 

The anticipated reimbursements from the Fund are: 
 

(i) for the construction of left turn channelization and right turn taper on 
Westdel Bourne at Upperpoint Boulevard, the estimated cost of which is 
$93,000 (previously approved $90,450), as per the accepted work plan; 

 
(ii) for the installation of street lights on Westdel Bourne, from Upperpoint 

Boulevard to Oxford Street West, the estimated cost of which is $112,000 
(previously approved $16,500), excluding HST, as per the accepted work 
plan;  

 
(iii) for the installation of a multi-use pathway on Westdel Bourne along the 

frontage of this Plan, the estimated cost of which is $78,000 (previously 
approved $26,880), excluding HST as per the accepted work plan; 

 
(iv) for engineering costs associated with the work plan, an amount of $43,000 

(previously approved $20,573), excluding HST;    
 

3.0 Conclusion 

The DC claimable works associated with the Riverbend South Subdivision Phase 1 have 
been validated by Staff and are eligible for reimbursement under the current DC By-law.   

Staff are recommending that Council approve the revised special provisions and the 
attached Source of Financing in Appendix A to enable a claim payment to Sifton 
Properties Limited.   

 

 
Cc.:   Jason Davies, Manager, Financial Planning & Policy,  
  Sifton Properties Limited 
 
 
Appendix A: Source of Financing 
  

Prepared by: 

 

 
 
 
 
Jason Senese, CGA, CPA, MBA 
Manager, Development Finance 

Recommended by:  
 
 
 
Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE 
Director, Development Finance 

Submitted by: 
 

 
 
 
 
George Kotsifas, P. Eng. 
Managing Director, Development & Compliance 
Services & Chief Building Official 



 

Appendix A – Source of Financing Report 

 



#19073

May 13, 2019

(33M-711 / 39T-14505)

RE:   City Services Reserve Fund Claimable Works 

         Riverbend South Subdivision Phase 1 - Sifton Properties Limited

         Capital Budget Project TS1651 - Minor Roadworks-Channelization (Subledger 2405704)

         Capital Budget Project TS1653 - Minor Roadworks - Sidewalks (Subledger 2405707)

         Capital Budget Project TS1654 - Minor Roadworks - Streetlights (Subledger 2405705)

FINANCE & CORPORATE SERVICES REPORT ON THE SOURCES OF FINANCING:

Approved Additional Revised Committed This Balance for

ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES Budget Funding Budget To Date Submission Future Work

TS1651 - Minor Roadworks - Channelization

Engineering $482,487 $482,487 $441,594 $5,540 $35,353

Construction 3,091,248 3,091,248 3,027,454 2,479 61,315

Utilities 27,535 27,535 27,535 0

3,601,270 0 3,601,270 3,496,583 8,019 96,668

TS1653 - Minor Roadworks - Sidewalks

Engineering $101,652 $1,872 $103,524 $96,863 $6,661 $0

Construction 903,710 $9,857 913,567 861,064 $52,503 0
1,005,362 11,729 1,017,091 957,927 59,164 0

TS1654 - Minor Roadworks - Streetlights

Engineering $210,026 $210,026 $190,026 $10,621 $9,379

Construction 1,677,810 1,677,810 1,495,092 97,002 85,716

1,887,836 0 1,887,836 1,685,118 107,623 95,095

NET ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES $6,494,468 $11,729 $6,506,197 $6,139,628 $174,806 1) $191,763

SOURCE OF FINANCING

TS1651 - Minor Roadworks - Channelization

Capital Levy $28,419 $28,419 $27,548 $67 $804

Drawdown from City Services - Roads 2) 3,386,540 3,386,540 $3,282,724 7,952 95,864

     Reserve Fund (Development Charges)

Other Contributions (Developer) 186,311 186,311 186,311 0

3,601,270 0 3,601,270 3,496,583 8,019 96,668

TS1653 - Minor Roadworks - Sidewalks

Drawdown from City Services - Roads 2)  & 3) 1,005,362 11,729 1,017,091 957,927 59,164 0

     Reserve Fund (Development Charges)

TS1654 - Minor Roadworks - Streetlights

Drawdown from City Services - Roads 2) $1,887,836 $1,887,836 $1,685,118 $107,623 $95,095

     Reserve Fund (Development Charges)

TOTAL FINANCING $6,494,468 $11,729 $6,506,197 $6,139,628 $174,806 $191,763

1) Financial Note  -  Construction TS1651 TS1653 TS1654 Total

Contract Price $93,000 $78,000 $112,000 $283,000

Less amount previously approved (Nov/2016) 90,564 26,405 16,675 133,644

Net Price $2,436 $51,595 $95,325 $149,356 

Add:  HST @13% 317 6,707 12,392 19,416

Total Contract Price Including Taxes 2,753 58,302 107,717 168,772

Less:  HST Rebate 274 5,799 10,715 16,788
Net Contract Price $2,479 $52,503 $97,002 $151,984

Financial Note  -  Engineering TS1651 TS1653 TS1654 Total

Contract Price $17,868 $11,667 $12,938 $42,473

Less amount previously approved (Nov/2016) 12,424 5,121 2,501 20,046

Net Price $5,444 $6,546 $10,437 $22,427 

Add:  HST @13% 708 851 1,357 2,916

Total Contract Price Including Taxes 6,152 7,397 11,794 25,343

Less:  HST Rebate 612 736 1,173 2,521
Net Contract Price $5,540 $6,661 $10,621 $22,822

Total - Construction & Engineering $8,019 $59,164 $107,623 $174,806

2)

3)

ms

The 2014 DC Study identified a 20 year program for minor roadworks-sidewalks (DC14-RS000069/TS1653) with total projected growth needs of $1,590,300.  The 

total funding is allocated to the capital budget proportionately by year across the 20 year period. The total requirements for TS1653 exceeds the funding for the 

20 year program and therefore an additional drawdown from City Services-Roads Reserve Fund is required. The DC funded programs are presented to Council in 

the annual DC Monitoring Report.  Adjustments can also be made by Council through the annual Growth Management Implementation Strategy process and the 

multi-year budget updates.  If total growth exceeds the estimates, the growth needs can be adjusted through the DC Bylaw update which is required every five 

years by the DC Act. 

Finance & Corporate Services confirms that these works cannot be accommodated within the Capital Works Budget and that, subject to the adoption of the 

recommendations of the Managing Director, Development and Compliance and Chief Building Official and the Manager, Development Planning, the detailed 

source of financing is:

Development charges have been utilized in accordance with the underlying legislation and the Development Charges Background Study completed in 2014.

Kyle Murray

Director, Financial Planning & Business Support

The additional funding requirement of $11,729 for Project TS1653 - Minor Roadworks-Sidewalks is available as a drawdown from the City Services - Road Levies 

Reserve Fund.  Committed to date includes claims for DC eligible works from approved development agreements that may take many years to come forward.



 

Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 

 Planning & Environment Committee  

From: John M. Fleming 

 Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 

Subject: ReThink Zoning Terms of Reference 

Meeting on:  May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the 
attached Terms of Reference for ReThink Zoning, which is the process to prepare a 
new zoning by-law to replace the existing Zoning By-law No. Z.-1 BE APPROVED.  

Executive Summary 

These Terms of Reference provide the guiding principles, goals, and objectives for 
ReThink Zoning, which is the process we will implement to prepare a new Zoning B-law 
that will replace the existing zoning by-law no. Z.-1. 

The Terms of Reference are included in the appendix to this report and describe the 
overarching goal, objectives, desired outcomes, work plan, project team, and 
engagement strategy for the project. 

Report 

Why ReThink Zoning in London? 

The London Plan was approved by City Council in June, 2016 and provides a vision for 
the type of City London will become. The London Plan addresses many aspects of city 
building, and one of the central pieces of the plan is the different Place Types that make 
up the city structure. Achieving this vision requires development within each Place Type 
to contribute to that goal, which requires there to be a zoning by-law that is consistent 
with and supportive of the London Plan.  

ReThink Zoning is the process of writing a new zoning by-law for London. It is also an 
opportunity to consider development regulations support the goals and vision for the city 
that have been established in the London Plan. When the London Plan was being 
developed through the ReThink London engagement process, a community 
conversation took place around the type of City Londoners want.  ReThink Zoning is the 
continuation of that conversation and moves it into a new phase where instead of asking 
what kind of city we want London to become, our new focus is on how we will get there.  

Using the name ReThink Zoning for this process is important to set the tone for the 
project. ReThink Zoning was chosen for two main reasons: 

1. To link this project to the successful and award-winning undertaking that was 
ReThink London. By continuing to use the word “ReThink” a clear connection is 
made between the London Plan and this process, it signals to Londoners that the 
work we did through ReThink London is continuing to frame the planning 
decisions we make. It also limits the potential for the discussion to return to the 
city building principles that are addressed in the Plan. 

2. To encourage creativity and innovation. Zoning is an important regulatory tool we 
have to implement their official plans by ensuring development is consistent with 
the plan. The London Plan, includes policies for development on individual 
properties, and the new regulatory tool will establish the planning permissions to 
achieve that policy direction.  By rethinking zoning, we can consider approaches 



 

to regulation that have been successfully applied elsewhere or original ideas 
explored that are uniquely suited to the London Plan’s approach. 

Does London Need a New Zoning By-law? 

The London Plan has been adopted by Council and approved by the Province, and it is 
currently moving through the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) appeals process. 
Through a decision made by the LPAT in August, 2018 the majority of the London Plan 
policies are in force. Therefore, the City is required to update by-laws necessary to 
implement the vision, goals, key directions, and other policies of the London Plan.  

There are two main reasons to replace Zoning By-law Z.-1 now that the London Plan 
has been approved. They are: 

1. The Planning Act requires a zoning by-law to conform to the in-force official plan. 

2. The current Z.-1 Zoning By-law was used as a tool to implement the 1989 Official 
Plan, and is therefore not aligned with the policies of the London Plan. 

1. Compliance with the Planning Act 

The Planning Act requires that all by-laws must comply with an official Plan. Section 
24(1) of the Act states that, “despite any other general or special Act, where an 
official plan is in effect, no public work shall be undertaken and, except as provided in 
subsections (2) and (4), no by-law shall be passed for any purpose that does not 
conform therewith.” Because Zoning By-law Z.-1 was written and approved as a tool to 
implement the 1989 Official Plan its regulations work to achieve the policies of that Plan. 
The London Plan includes a new vision for the city and new policies that in some cases 
require different forms of development. Therefore, a new by-law that conforms to the 
new plan in required. 

In addition, Section 26(9) of the Act, which deals with updates to an official plan, states 
that, “No later than three years after a revision under subsection (1) or (8) comes into 
effect, the council of the municipality shall amend all zoning by-laws that are in effect in 
the municipality to ensure that they conform with the official plan.” Therefore, because 
the official plan has been entirely rewritten, in order to comply with this requirement the 
zoning by-law must be replaced to conform to The London Plan. 

2. Implementing the London Plan 

The second reason to replace Zoning By-law Z.-1 is to achieve The London Plan’s 
vision, values, key directions, and other policy objectives. The London Plan includes a 
new city structure, a new approach to city building, and new ideas about what kind of 
city London should grow to become. It has replaced the traditional concept of Land Use 
Designations with Place Types, which consider the use, intensity, and form of 
development equally to achieve great places throughout the city.  

The London Plan was developed through a multi-year process of conversation and 
engagement with Londoners. Now that those conversations have resulted in the London 
Plan, we must update the zoning regulations that are inherently linked to the 
implementation of the Plan. 

Draft Terms of Reference – What We Heard 

City Council received draft Terms of Reference in August, 2018 and gave direction to 
staff to circulate the draft to key stakeholders and to allow for public comments about 
the project. In the months following that direction, the main message that we heard was 
to include opportunities for meaningful engagement throughout the process. This has 
been reflected in the attached terms of reference, which include a long period of public 
engagement and conversation around the issue of how we should apply zoning in 
London.  

Meetings were held with the London Area Planning Consultants, the Urban League of 
London, and with the London Development Institute and London Home Builders 
Association. In each meeting the need for public and stakeholder engagement was 
identified as key to the project’s success. In addition to public engagement events, a 



 

stakeholder working group will be formed to provide a forum for regular feedback from 
key stakeholders throughout the process. This group will meet regularly beginning in the 
public engagement phase of the process, which follows the release of a background 
information report. 

Advisory Committees were also circulated the terms of reference and asked to provide 
comments. Comments from the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory 
Committee identified a need to include environmental protection in the objectives and 
desired outcomes as well as within the required skillsets of the project team. This has 
been incorporated into these sections. Comments from advisory committees that pertain 
to the contents of the by-law that will be prepared will be kept until the appropriate 
phase of this project. 

Terms of Reference 

The terms of reference provide an overview of the project and offer a transparent view 
of what work will be done in what timeframe to prepare new zoning for London. The 
Terms of Reference take a high-level view of the project, as their purpose is to guide the 
way we complete the work plan by grounding it in an overarching goal, objectives, and 
desired outcomes.   

The draft terms of reference are separated into five sections: 

1. An Introduction to the project  

2. Goals, Objectives, and Desired Outcomes 

3. Work Plan 

4. Project Team 

5. Community Engagement 

1. Introduction 

The introduction establishes the purpose of the project and why the project is 
necessary. 

2. Goals, Objectives, and Desired Outcomes 

This section provides guiding principles for this project, to ensure that all who are 
involved are working towards the same end. 

3. Work Plan 

The proposed work plan is separated into two phases. Phase 1 includes background 
research and consultation, with the outcome of Phase 1 being a decision on the type of 
by-law and the approach to be taken. Phase 2 will include preparation of the by-law. 

Details are provided for Phase 1, but it is recognized that Phase 2 will depend in large 
part on the outcomes of Phase 1 so only general information is provided. A deliverable 
of Phase 1 includes detailed terms of reference for Phase 2.  

4. Project Team 

Three teams are identified in the terms of reference: 

 Project team – includes City staff and consultants who will complete the work for 
this project. This team will be led by City Planning and will also include 
consultants and key City staff who work with zoning.    

 Steering Committee – this team includes senior leaders and managers whose 
portfolios interface with zoning matters. This team will offer guidance and advise 
to the project team at key decision points in the project. 

 Technical Resource Group – this team will be comprised of staff from various 
City Service Areas who will contribute to various stages of the project. They 
represent other disciplines whose input is important for the success of the project 
and staff with special expertise to contribute. 



 

The terms of reference includes information regarding the hiring of consultants, who will 
be a part of the project team. Required skills and experience are outlined in the terms of 
reference as well as a summary of expectations and responsibilities.  

5. Community Engagement Strategy 

This section overviews the strategy to provide opportunities for community input and to 
ensure information is available and accessible with regards to this project.  

Next Steps  

Following the approval of these terms of reference staff will immediately begin working 
on the project. The first step will be to develop a request for proposals and retain a 
consultant to assist with delivery of the work plan. 

May 6, 2019 

JA/ja 

Y:\Shared\policy\ReThink Zoning\Terms of Reference\May 13 2019 PEC\Report ReThink Zoning TOR.docx  

Prepared by: 

 

Justin Adema, MCIP, RPP 

Planner II, Planning Policy 

Submitted by: 

 

Gregg Barrett, AICP 

Manager, Long Range Planning and Sustainability  

Concurred By: 

 

George Kotsifas, P. Eng 

Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief Building Official  

Concurred By: 

Kelly Scherr, P.Eng, MBA, FEC 

Managing Director, Environmental and Engineering 
Services and City Engineer 

Concurred By: 

Barry R. Card 

Managing Director, Corporates Services and City Solicitor 

Recommended by: 

 

John M. Fleming, MCIP, RPP 

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 



 

Appendix – ReThink Zoning Terms of Reference 

1.0 ReThinking Zoning in London 

In 2011, the City of London – including Council, staff, and all of its citizens – began a 
conversation about the future of our city. It started with a call to action on the 
importance of civic engagement in a successful local government, and ended in June, 
2016 when City Council adopted the London Plan – a new plan for growth and 
development in our city. 

The London Plan is the culmination of a community conversation, it represents the 
shared vision, values, and goals for all Londoners. The Plan’s key directions are a 
summary of this vision for the City, and the rest of plan provides a framework to achieve 
that vision. The next step in the process of planning our city is to examine tools that help 
us realize the vision we have set. 

One important tool to achieving the planning framework articulated in The London Plan 
is the zoning by-law. London’s current zoning by-law is dated, having been prepared 
following the approval of the 1989 Official Plan to help implement that Plan. With The 
London Plan we have a new, more strategic approach to City Building that requires a 
new by-law for its implementation.  

ReThink Zoning is a continuation of the original conversation about how Londoners 
want to see their City grow – only the focus has now shifted from broader policy matters 
to more technical questions about how we should realize the vision. Instead of asking 
Londoners what kind of city do you want to live in, we will be working with Londoners to 
determine how we should get there and how each development across the city should 
be considered. 

1.1 Planning Act Requirements 

The Planning Act is the applicable legislation for planning matters in Ontario. It requires 
the City of London to have an Official Plan and permits the City to regulate development 
through zoning in order to implement the Plan. The Act says that no by-law shall be 
passed that does not conform with the Official Plan (Section 24(1)). The Act also 
requires that when an Official Plan is updated after a comprehensive review, a 
municipality shall update the zoning by-law within three years of coming into effect 
(Section 26(9)). Because The London Plan completely replaces the 1989 Official Plan, it 
is necessary that a new by-law be prepared that conforms to and implements its policies 
within three years.  

1.2 Implementing the London Plan 

The London Plan provides a strategic approach to development in London that is based 
on City Building policies, a City Structure Plan, and a variety of place types. The City 
Building Policies provide the over-arching direction for how we will grow as a city over 
the life of the Plan and define the shape, character and form of the City. The City 
Structure Plan identifies five key foundations that inform the other policies of the Plan: 
The Growth Framework, The Green Framework, The Mobility Framework, The 
Economic Framework, and The Community Framework. Each place type is planned to 
play a unique role within the City Structure and has its own identity and character. The 
place types work together to create a complete city. All aspects of the place type must 
contribute to the achieving the Plan’s objectives, including the use, intensity, and form of 
every building and parcel of land. 

Zoning is the tool that we currently use to regulate the land use, intensity, and form of 
development. Therefore, zoning should be viewed as an extension of the Plan and a 
mechanism to meet its city building goals. A zoning tool that is linked intrinsically to the 
policy direction of the London Plan is necessary for the implementation of the Plan.  

2.0 Overarching Goal, Objectives, and Desired Outcomes 

This is a major project that will have a lasting impact on how London will be shaped to 
meet the vision established in The London Plan. This section describes the guiding 
principles for the project. 



 

2.1 Overarching Goal 

To continue the momentum of ReThink London, implement the London Plan, and foster 
the growth and development of a great city. 

2.2  Objectives 

 To create the best implementation tool to fit London’s current and future needs 

 To implement The London Plan’s vision, values, and key directions 

 To implement The London Plan place types in terms of use, intensity, and form 

 To create a user-friendly and plain language document while recognizing the 
regulatory nature of the by-law 

 To make use of new technologies available for the application and administration 
of zoning 

 To allow for flexible application of the by-law while maintaining a level of certainty 
and predictability 

 To create a tool that allows for efficient planning processes 

2.3  Desired Outcomes 

 Quality developments across the City that contribute to our city-building goals 

 Efficient planning processes that result in great neighbourhoods 

 A by-law that can be understood by all users involved in the planning process – 
including developers, professionals, community groups, and the general public 

 A by-law that meets all legislative requirements, is defensible on its planning 
merits, and includes clear, enforceable regulations. 

 A by-law that is intrinsically linked to The London Plan with obvious connections 
to the use, intensity, and form requirements of the place types as well as the City 
Building, Environmental Policies, and Our Tools parts of the Plan.  

3.0 Work Plan  

ReThink Zoning will not be a mere update to the current Zoning By-law Z.-1 to reflect 
London Plan place types. Through this process we will consider the full range of 
possibilities that are available under the Planning Act and will look carefully at 
approaches being taken in other cities, to see whether there are opportunities to 
improve on how we regulate development in our city. The work plan includes time for 
this research to be completed and analyzed, and needs to be flexible to allow later 
stages to fit with whatever direction or approach is identified as the best fit in London. 
To achieve this, a two-phase work plan is proposed. Details are provided in these terms 
of reference for Phase One, however Phase Two will be refined after the details of the 
types of tools and approaches will be utilized has been confirmed through Phase One. 
Detailed Terms of Reference for Phase Two are included as a deliverable in Phase 
One. 

3.1 Phase One 

Phase One will provide an opportunity to investigate alternate approaches to 
development regulation and determine what tools should be used to implement the 
London Plan to achieve its goals. 

Tasks to be completed in Phase One include: 

 Prepare an RFP and work plan for the completion of Phase One 

 Retain a consultant(s) to work collaboratively with staff to complete Phase One 

 Complete background research with regards to: 
o Ontario legislated requirements for zoning, including options available to 

municipalities for the implementation of Official Plans 
o The London Plan policies and directions, in regards to compatibility with 

different development regulation options available in Ontario 
o Best practices from North America and other comparable parts of the 

world 
o Review existing Zoning By-law No. Z.-1 to identify areas of strength or 

concern, determine what is working and what needs improvement in the 
new by-law to achieve the overall goals 



 

o Engagement with key stakeholders to assess strengths and weaknesses 
of our current by-law and the desired outcomes of a new by-law 

o Public engagement program to listen to ideas, concerns, and suggestions 
from Londoners 

 Identify key elements/components/areas to be addressed through the new 
zoning by-law 

 Recommend the best zoning approach to implement the policy directions of The 
London Plan 

 Prepare Terms of Reference for Phase 2 – the preparation of the by-law, based 
on the direction provided by Council 

Deliverables to be submitted in Phase One include: 

Deliverable Assignment 

 Terms of Reference (Phase 1) – to include 
Community Engagement Strategy for Phase 1 

Prepared by staff 

 Request for Proposal (RFP) for consultant to 
undertake Phase 1  

Prepared by staff 

 Background Paper – overview of research and 
engagement findings and linkages to The 
London Plan 

Prepared by consultants 

 Recommendation Report – Analysis of issues, 
recommended tool, draft terms of reference for 
Phase 2 

Prepared by staff, based on 
recommendations from the 
consultants 

 Terms of Reference (Phase 2) – to include 
Community Engagement Strategy for Phase 2 

Prepared by staff 

3.2 Phase Two  

Phase Two is when the new by-law will be prepared, based on the approach confirmed 
through Phase One. The information in this section is general in nature and will be 
clarified in the detailed Terms of Reference to be prepared in Phase One. 

Tasks that will be completed in Phase Two include: 

 Prepare a detailed inventory of existing development 
o Review land use  
o Review intensity – may include height, gross floor area, coverage, floor 

plate area, density in units per hectare, number of bedrooms, parking, 
floor area ratio 

o Review form – may include site layout (parking, landscaping, orientation, 
setbacks, and building location on a site), and buildings (massing, step-
backs, materials, architecture) 

o Identify and analyze patterns of development to assist in property-
appropriate zoning tools 

o Where appropriate, use new technologies to obtain this information (may 
include LiDAR, remote sensing, or other technologies) 

 Analyze and recommend technologies for the administration and presentation of 
zoning information 

o Explore opportunities of GIS based applications 

 Prepare outline of by-law, consideration to be given to: 
o Organization – chapters, types of zones, etc 
o Layout – use of tables, figures, illustrations, document design, etc 

 Prepare and test sample zones against existing conditions and potential 
development opportunities 

 Prepare first draft of by-law, provide opportunity for stakeholder and public 
comments 

 Prepare second draft of by-law, circulate for stakeholder and public comments 

 Review required amendments to other city by-laws/documents resulting from the 
replacement of the current zoning by-law 



 

 Prepare final by-law for approval 

Deliverables to be prepared in Phase Two include: 

Deliverable Assignment 

 Inventory and analysis of existing development 

Deliverables will be 
prepared collaboratively by 
a City staff and consultants. 
Specific assignments to be 
confirmed through Phase 
Two Terms of Reference.  

 Mapping/zoning data overview and 
recommendation 

 First Draft By-law 

 Second Draft By-law 

 Results of public and stakeholder feedback 

 Amendments to other City by-laws and 
documents 

 Final By-law for approval 

 

3.3 Project Scope 

The nature of large projects such as ReThink Zoning often includes “scope creep” 
resulting from the encroachment of additional tasks than was originally planned.  It is 
important to ensure that the scope of this project remains focused in order to achieve 
the milestones identified in the Project Schedule.  

3.4 Project Schedule 

Work to be completed Target completion date 

Terms of Reference and RFP for Consultant(s)  Q2, 2019 

Retain consultants Q3, 2019 

Background Paper Q1, 2020 

Public Engagement  Q1-Q3, 2020 

Recommendation Report Q4, 2020 

Terms of Reference – Phase 2  Q4, 2020 

Phase 2 2020-2021 – details to be 
determined based on Phase 
Two Terms of Reference.  

4.0 Project Teams 

Staff from various departments within the Corporation as well as a co-nsulting team will 
contribute to the success of ReThink Zoning. This section describes the roles of staff 
and the consultant to be retained on the project. 

4.1 City Staff 

This project is part of the City Planning work plan and will be completed under the 
guidance of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner as Corporate lead and 
project sponsor.  As a major Corporate project, the participation and perspectives of 
staff from City Planning, Development & Compliance Services, Legal & Corporate 
Services and Engineering & Environmental Services will be essential to project delivery.  
The Project Manager will be the Manager, Planning Policy and the Project Coordinator 
will be a Planner in Planning Policy. At the outset, three groups of staff will be 
established to contribute to the completion of this important project.   

4.1.1 Steering Committee  

The Steering Committee will be made up of senior leaders at the City and managers 
whose service areas interface with the Zoning By-law. The role of the Steering 
Committee will be to provide input, advice, and guidance to the Project Team and will 



 

be particularly involved at any key decision point during the project. The Steering 
Committee will include: 

 Managing Director, Planning and City Planner (Steering Committee Chair) 

 Managing Director, Development and Compliance Services and Chief Building 
Official  

 Managing Director, Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer 

 Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Solicitor  

 Manager, Long Range Planning and Sustainability 

 Director, Development Services  

 Manager, Planning Policy (Project Manager) 

4.1.2 Project Team 

The project team includes City staff and consultants who will be working closely on the 
project. Project team members or their designates will develop the project components 
and recommendations that will be considered by the Steering Committee. Through the 
Project Manager, recommendations from the project team will be brought to the 
Steering Committee for consideration. Team members will be required to participate in 
the project on a regular basis. The Project Manager and Project Coordinator will provide 
leadership to this team and will be the primary source of information and 
communications on behalf of the project team. The makeup of the project team will 
include: 

 Manager, Planning Policy (Project Manager) – City Planning 

 Planner, Planning Policy (Project Co-ordinator) – City Planning 

 Manager, Long Range Planning & Sustainability – City Planning 

 Manager, Current Planning – Development & Compliance Services 

 Manager, Development Services (Site Plan) – Development & Compliance 
Services 

 Manager, Zoning and Public Property Compliance – Development & Compliance 
Services 

 Solicitor II, Legal and Corporate Services 

Project team participants may also include other members of City Planning and 
Development & Compliance staff, depending on the project component and expertise 
required. 

4.1.3 Technical Resource Group 

Most internal Service Areas and divisions will contribute at some point during this 
project. They will not be required to play a major role for all phases of the project but will 
provide input as needed. Individuals from various Service Areas will be identified to 
participate in the project as needed. 

4.2 Hiring Consultants 

Given the scope and complexity of this project, consultants will be retained to support 
staff in completing the work plan and providing specialized expertise throughout the 
process. A request for proposals will be prepared and issued following the approval of 
these terms of reference.  

Contracts for this project may be divided into the project phases, recognizing that the 
zoning approach will be identified at the end of Phase One and may require specific 
knowledge and experience not anticipated at this time.  

The selected consultant(s) will have a strong background in planning implementation, 
and should have an understanding of different approaches to zoning. The consultant 
team will need to be able to understand The London Plan vision, values, key directions, 
and policies and identify ways to achieve its objectives through regulation. The 
consultant team will demonstrate the values that guide all planning decisions in London 
– these are to be accountable, be collaborative, demonstrate leadership, be inclusive, 
be innovative, and think sustainably. 

It is anticipated that there will be a team of consultants retained as multiple areas of 
expertise will be required. Some of the specialized areas include: 



 

 City planning – ReThink Zoning is a planning review first and foremost. It is 
required that the lead consultant will include professional planners that 
understand the implications of use, intensity, and form as well as environmental 
protection. 

 Urban design – The London Plan integrates urban design into the planning 
process and approaches to regulation that consider how to ensure an engaging 
and attractive public realm will be important. 

 Mapping/GIS – new and innovative approaches to the mapping components of 
the zoning by-law are encouraged, and it is expected that the consulting team will 
bring expertise on this issue. 

 Community engagement – public input is important to the success of this project. 
Effective engagement with the community must be integrated into all parts of the 
project. 

 Application review processes – implementation of the new by-law must work for 
those who are applying and interpreting the by-law, therefore consideration of 
this and other administrative matters must be included. The consulting team 
should have experience and insight into how the new by-law would be 
“operationalized”.  

4.2.1 Expectations and responsibilities 

The consulting team will work closely with the Project Manager and Project Team to 
complete the work plan for this project. Deliverables will be submitted to the Project 
Team who will coordinate with the Steering Committee and make recommendations, 
based on the information provided by the consultants, to City Council. The Work 
Program section of this report identifies what tasks will be led by the consultant team. 

4.3 Project Governance and Reporting 

Responsibility for reporting and delivery of this project will lie with City Planning. City 
Council is the approval authority and will provide final direction for this project. Reports 
will be brought to the Planning and Environment Committee, which will host public 
participation meetings related to the project. The Planning and Environment Committee 
will recommend to Council, who will make the decision when required. 

5.0 Community Engagement Strategy 

This project requires input from a variety of stakeholders, agencies, and the public if it is 
to be successful. This project will give direction to the way we grow as a city and will 
shape our neighbourhoods, urban centres, and other places within London. While the 
intent is not to engage in a discussion about first principles – issues like the city 
structure and the vision for each place type have been established through The London 
Plan – there is plenty of opportunity for stakeholders and the public to help shape our 
approach to how we implement the Plan. 

Equally important during this project is the availability of information. Londoners will 
want to know where this project stands, what opportunities they have to participate, and 
how changes to the zoning by-law could affect their properties and communities. 
Through the various tools available, including the city website, social media, open 
houses, traditional advertising, and other approaches, we will strive to provide up-to-
date and useful information to the public regarding the project. 

All members of the public are invited to participate throughout the ReThink Zoning 
process. Some key stakeholders have been identified and will be invited to meet with 
staff and discuss the options to replace our zoning by-law. A stakeholder working 
groups will be established to review and comment at each step in the process. Key 
stakeholders include: 

 All City Service Areas 

 Advisory Committees to Council 

 Public agencies – eg: London Economic Development Corporation, Upper 
Thames River Conservation Authority, London Hydro, London Housing 
Development Corporation, Ministry of Municipal Affairs. 

 Community organizations – eg: business improvement areas, the Urban league 
of London, neighbourhood associations, ratepayer groups. 



 

 The Development Industry – eg: London Development Institute, London Home 
Builders Association, London Association of Planning Consultants, and other 
members of the Building and Development Liaison Forum.  



 

Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: John M. Fleming 
 Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 
Subject: City of London 

Community Improvement Plans – New Measures and 
Indicators of Success 

Meeting on:  May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the 
following report with respect to draft measures and indicators of success for the 
financial incentives programs offered through the City of London’s Community 
Improvement Plans BE RECEIVED for information. 

IT BEING NOTED that these measures will be circulated for feedback and modified as 
necessary within a future report to Municipal Council to include the measures within the 
relevant Community Improvement Plans. 

Executive Summary 

The Community Improvement Plan (CIP) Service Review was completed in 2017 with 
numerous recommendations for changes to the existing financial incentive programs 
including the introduction of new performance measures and indicators of success. This 
report provides an update on the preliminary measures and indicators of success that 
Staff are now considering. The next steps in the process are to consult with 
stakeholders on the proposed measures and targets, develop methodology to ensure 
consistent measuring over time, and bring a future report to PEC to amend the CIPs 
and adopt the measures. 

Background 

1.0  Previous Reports 

Previous reports pertinent to this matter are summarized in Appendix A. 

2.0  Introduction 

A Community Improvement Plan is a tool prescribed by Section 28 of the Planning Act 
intended to re-plan, redesign, redevelop, and rehabilitate a designated area (the 
community improvement project area) because of age, dilapidation, overcrowding, faulty 
arrangement, unsuitability of buildings or for any other environmental, social or 
community economic development reasons.  

A community improvement project area can be the entire municipality or defined 
portions of the municipality. Community improvement requires policies in the City’s 
Official Plan in order to authorize Municipal Council to undertake the preparation of 
CIPs. 

The Planning Act defines community improvement as  
“…the planning or replanning, design or redesign, resubdivision, clearance, 
development or redevelopment, construction, reconstruction and rehabilitation, 
improvement of energy efficiency, or any of them, of a community improvement 
project area, and the provision of such residential, commercial, industrial, public, 
recreational, institutional, religious, charitable or other uses, buildings, structures, 



 

works, improvements or facilities, or spaces therefor, as may be appropriate or 
necessary.” 

The Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing Community Improvement 
Planning Handbook lists the following as objectives of a CIP:  

 To focus public attention on local priorities and municipal initiatives; 

 To target areas in transition or in need of repair, rehabilitation and 
redevelopment; 

 To facilitate and encourage community change in a co-ordinated manner; 

 To stimulate private sector investment through municipal incentive-based 
programs. 

It is because of the City’s ability to provide incentive-based programs (grants and loans) 
that community improvement is often used as a tool to encourage and support 
community and economic redevelopment. In other words, the City may provide 
incentives to encourage private sector entities to invest in a way that supports the City’s 
policy goals and objectives – such as improving buildings, investing in an area in need 
of improvement, or contributing to the economic development of an area. 

It is important to recognize that CIPs go beyond just providing financial incentives to 
property owners. For example, the Hamilton Road Area CIP includes a variety of 
actions related to public realm improvements, safety, and parks improvements. 

The 2015-2019 Strategic Plan identifies Municipal Council’s vision, mission, values and 
strategic areas of focus for 2015 to 2019. Municipal Council has recognized the 
importance of improving neighbourhoods and communities in its Strategic Plan. In 
particular, the Urban Regeneration strategy to use community improvement plans to 
coordinate City and private investment to meet both local and city-wide priorities, as well 
as investing more in heritage restoration, brownfield remediation, urban regeneration, 
and community improvement projects. 

Though in draft at the time of writing this report, the 2019-2023 Strategic Plan continues 
to include the theme of community improvement in its outcomes, expected results, and 
strategies. 

3.0  Community Improvement Plan Service Review 

The Civic Administration undertook an extensive CIP Service Review in 2016 and 2017, 
which resulted in a May 2, 2017 Municipal Council resolution. The CIP Service Review 
recommended changes to existing financial incentive programs, introduced financial 
incentive programs to new or expanded areas, and requested the CIPs be amended to 
include performance measures and indicators of success. 

This report will focus on the measures and indicators of success. The relevant clause of 
the May 2, 2017, Municipal Council resolution is provided below. 

At its meeting held on May 2, 2017, Municipal Council resolved: 

n)  that Community Improvement Plans for the following Community Improvement 
Plan Project Areas BE AMENDED to include performance measures and 
indicators of success to align with current City policies and Council strategic 
directions: 

i) Airport Area Community Improvement Plan; 
ii) Brownfield Community Improvement Plan; 
iii) Downtown Area Community Improvement Plan (including the “Richmond 
Row” expansion area); 
iv) Heritage Community Improvement Plan; 
v) Industrial Community Improvement Plan; 
vi) Old East Village Community Improvement Plan; and 
vii) SoHo Area Community Improvement Plan; 



 

Historically, the City’s CIPs have not included measures to identify when a community 
or neighbourhood was considered improved and no longer in need of financial 
incentives. This report outlines Staff’s preliminary ideas for new measures and 
indicators of success for the Downtown, Old East Village, SoHo, Hamilton Road Area, 
and draft Lambeth CIP financial incentive programs. These five CIPs are being grouped 
together because they focus on commercial/mixed-use areas and offer the same loan 
and grant programs. The other CIPs (Airport Area, Brownfield, Heritage, and Industrial 
Lands) will be looked at individually at a future date. 

The Hamilton Road Area CIP was adopted after the CIP Service Review was 
completed. The Lambeth CIP is in draft and is anticipated to be adopted later in 2019. 
These CIP were written to include success measures and baseline conditions. Despite 
these CIPs not being included in the aforementioned Municipal Council resolution, the 
success measures will be monitored, evaluated, and updated as needed to ensure 
consistent measures and indicators of success are used for the related financial 
incentive programs across all CIPs. 

Financial Incentive Programs 

The following section outlines: (1) the financial incentive programs offered through the 
Downtown, Old East Village, SoHo, Hamilton Road Area, and draft Lambeth CIPs, (2) 
the existing measures found in the program guidelines for each loan or grant, as well as 
(3) discusses the new measures and indicators of success Staff are considering to 
implement. Table 1 provides a summary of the available financial incentive programs. 

Table 1 Financial Incentive Programs (2019) 

CIP (Year Adopted) Financial Incentive Programs 

Downtown (1996) Façade Improvement Loan 
Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan 
Upgrade to Building Code Loan 
Forgivable Upgrade to Building Code Loan 
Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant 
Residential Development Charges Grant 

Old East Village (2005) Façade Improvement Loan 
Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan 
Upgrade to Building Code Loan 
Forgivable Upgrade to Building Code Loan 
Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant 
Residential Development Charges Grant 

SoHo (2011) Façade Improvement Loan 
Upgrade to Building Code Loan 
Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant 

Hamilton Road Area 
(2018) 

Façade Improvement Loan 
Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan 
Upgrade to Building Code Loan 
Forgivable Upgrade to Building Code Loan 

Lambeth (2019 
pending) 

Façade Improvement Loan 

Each financial incentive program will have at least one new measure to help determine 
its success. The measures that are being considered relate to the objective of the 
financial incentive program itself, but also the vision, goals, and objectives of the CIPs. 
As the objectives of each financial incentive program are related, the number and types 
of measures overlap between the programs to help determine if the area is improving as 
a whole. 

Finally, the measures are designed that they can be measured on a regular basis in a 
consistent fashion. In some cases, the program or mechanism for how to measure 
needs to be created and implemented. 



 

4.0  Façade Improvement Loan 

4.1 Program Description 
The Façade Improvement Loan is a 0% interest 10-year loan to cover 50% of the cost 
of the eligible façade works to a maximum of $50,000. The loan repayments begin six 
months after the advancement of funds issued after the work has been completed. The 
loan repayment is on a monthly basis. Full repayment can be made at any time without 
penalty. 

4.2  Availability 
The Façade Improvement Loan program has been available in the Downtown since 
1986, Old East Village since 2006, SoHo since 2013, Hamilton Road Area since 2018, 
and Lambeth upon adoption of the CIP and its financial incentive program guidelines. 

4.3 Purpose 
The purpose of the Façade Improvement Loan program is to assist property owners 
with façade improvements, such as new storefronts, windows, doors, lightning, signage, 
and brick repair, as well as to bring participating properties into conformity with the City 
of London Property Standards By-law, if necessary. 

4.4 Objectives 
The objectives of the Façade Improvement Loan program are to: 

 Support the maintenance, improvement and beautification of the exterior 
appearance of buildings; 

 Encourage reinvestment in London that complies with appropriate design 
guidelines (for example, Downtown Heritage Conservation District or the Old 
East Village Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual); 

 Help make the area interesting and aesthetically pleasing for residents, patrons, 
and visitors alike; 

 Bring participating properties into conformity with the City of London Property 
Standards By-law, if necessary. 

4.5 Existing Measures 
The Municipal Council approved Façade Improvement Loan program guidelines contain 
numerous measures that are used to monitor the Façade Improvement Loan program 
including: 

 Number of applications approved and denied; 

 Commitment value for the loan; 

 Total loan amount; 

 Total construction cost of the project; 

 Total public investment vs. private investment; 

 Pre-assessment property value; 

 Post-assessment property value; 

 Use type (targeted vs. non-targeted); 

 Number of forgivable loans; 

 Number of loan defaults; 

These measures have traditionally been collected to allow Staff to calculate the private 
investment vs. public investment ratio, manage the day-to-day operations of the loan 
program, and report out data in the State of the Downtown Report (or other reports) as 
needed. Beyond calculating the private-public investment ratio, these existing measures 
have not been used to determine how successful the loan program has been in meeting 
its purpose and objectives. In other words, measuring progress and uptake, but not 
performance. 

4.6 New Measures and Indicators of Success 
Staff are working to develop and implement a façade rating system as a new tool to 
better determine if this loan program is meeting its purpose and objectives and 



 

ultimately, if the program is being successful in ensuring quality façades and storefronts 
are being constructed. 

A façade rating system will require baseline data and a target to achieve. A preliminary 
target of 90% of façades rated excellent or good has been suggested, but this number 
will be refined for each area that offers the Façade Improvement Loan program once 
the baseline has been established. 

Staff are also developing recommended changes to the Façade Improvement Loan 
program that would be implemented upon reaching the target value of good or excellent 
façades. These changes could include changing the focus of the loan program (for 
example, focusing on the façades that are not excellent or good, or on a particular sub-
area, or on a particular part or element of the façade). 

5.0  Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan 

5.1  Program Description 
The Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan operates in the same manner as the Façade 
Improvement Loan; however, the forgivable loan program offers an additional incentive 
to property owners by forgiving a portion of the loan if the ground floor of the property is 
occupied by a targeted use. The loan forgiveness occurs as an annual grant based on 
the loan payments made in a calendar year. The Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan 
program grants back a maximum of 25% of the annual loan payments. 

5.2 Availability 
The Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan program has been available in targeted 
areas of the Downtown from 2008 to 2015 and 2018 to the present, Old East Village 
from 2008 to 2015 and 2018 to the present, and the Hamilton Road Area since 2018. 

5.3 Purpose 
Same as section 4.3 

5.4 Objectives 
Same as section 4.4 

5.5 Existing Measures 
Same as section 4.5 

5.6 New Measures and Indicators of Success 
The Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan program will be subject to the new measures 
and indicators of success of the standard Façade Improvement Loan program as 
discussed in Section 4.6, but will also have an additional measure focusing on the 
percentage of building ground floors in the targeted area that are occupied with a 
targeted use. 

Baseline data is needed to determine the percentage of ground floors in the targeted 
area that are occupied with a targeted use. A preliminary target of 95% of the ground 
floors in the targeted area occupied with a targeted use has been suggested, but this 
target will be refined for each area once the baseline data has been collected. 

Staff are also developing recommended changes to the Forgivable Façade 
Improvement Loan program that would be implemented upon reaching the target value 
of good or excellent façades, as well as the target for targeted uses. These changes 
could include revising the targeted area to encourage targeted use where they are 
needed most. 

6.0  Upgrade to Building Code Loan 

6.1  Program Description 
The Upgrade to Building Code Loan is a 0% interest 10-year loan to cover 50% of the 
cost of the eligible works to a maximum of $200,000. The loan repayments begin six 
months after the advancement of funds issued after the work has been completed. The 



 

loan repayment is on a monthly basis. Full repayment can be made at any time without 
penalty. 

6.1 Availability 
The Upgrade to Building Code Loan program has been available in the Downtown since 
1999, Old East Village since 2006, SoHo since 2013, and the Hamilton Road Area since 
2018. 

6.2 Purpose 
The Upgrade to Building Code Loan Program is intended to assist property owners with 
the financing of building improvements that are often necessary to ensure older 
buildings comply with current Building Code Requirements. The costs associated with 
these improvements frequently pose a major issue for building owners wanting to 
upgrade their properties. This issue is amplified in neighbourhoods where much of the 
building stock is older and needs major rehabilitation. 

6.3 Objectives 
The objectives of the Upgrade to Building Code Loan program are to: 

 Support the maintenance, improvement, beautification, and viability of the historic 
building stock in older commercial neighbourhoods in London; 

 Encourage the development of residential units in older buildings through 
conversion and adaptive re-use; 

 Support the development of distinctive, interesting and attractive commercial 
spaces in existing buildings to assist in the regeneration of older 
neighbourhoods; 

 Help ensure that buildings are safe for residents, patrons, and visitors alike by 
meeting Ontario Building Code and Fire Code regulations; 

 Bring participating buildings and properties into conformity with the City of 
London Property Standards By-law, if necessary. 

6.4 Existing Measures 
The Municipal Council approved Upgrade to Building Code Loan program guidelines 
contain numerous measures that are used to monitor the Upgrade to Building Code 
Loan program including: 

 Number of applications approved and denied; 

 Commitment value for the loan; 

 Total loan amount; 

 Total construction cost of the project; 

 Total public investment vs. private investment; 

 Pre-assessment property value; 

 Post-assessment property value; 

 Use type (targeted vs. non-targeted); 

 Number of forgivable loans; 

 Number of loan defaults; 

These measures have traditionally been collected to allow Staff to calculate the private 
investment vs. public investment ratio, manage the day-to-day operations of the loan 
program, and report out data in the State of the Downtown Report (or other reports) as 
needed. Beyond calculating the private-public investment ratio, these existing measures 
have not been used to determine how successful the loan program has been in meeting 
its purpose and objectives. 

6.5 New Measures and Indicators of Success 
Staff are considering to track the success of this loan program through the number of 
consecutive years the amount of applications received and their value have been below 
a to-be-determined threshold. In other words, have new applications stopped being 
submitted because property owners no longer need to upgrade their buildings or is 
private demand and investment great enough that City assistance is no longer needed. 
A potential threshold for future discussion is three successive years of less than two 
applications per year with a total value of less than $100,000. 



 

Similar to the Façade Improvement Loan program, Staff are developing recommended 
changes to the Upgrade to Building Code Loan program once the target is met. These 
changes could include transitioning the program to target specific streets or buildings 
that have not used the program. 

7.0  Forgivable Upgrade to Building Code Loan 

7.1  Program Description 
The Forgivable Upgrade to Building Code Loan operates in the same manner as the 
Upgrade to Building Code Loan; however, the forgivable loan program offers an 
additional incentive to property owners by forgiving a portion of the loan if the ground 
floor of the property is occupied by a targeted use. The loan forgiveness occurs as an 
annual grant based on the loan payments made in a calendar year. The Forgivable 
Upgrade to Building Code Loan program grants back a maximum of 12.5% of the 
annual loan payments. 

7.2 Availability 
The Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan program has been available in targeted 
areas of the Downtown from 2008 to 2015 and 2018 to the present, Old East Village 
from 2008 to 2015 and 2018 to the present, and the Hamilton Road Area since 2018. 

7.3 Purpose 
Same as section 6.3 

7.4 Objectives 
Same as section 6.4 

7.5 Existing Measures 
Same as section 6.5 

7.6 New Measures and Indicators of Success 
The Forgivable Upgrade to Building Code Loan program will be subject to the new 
measures and indicators of success of the standard Upgrade to Building Code loan 
program as discussed in Section 5.6, but will also have an additional measure focusing 
on the percentage of building ground floors in the targeted area that are occupied with a 
targeted use. 

Baseline data is needed to determine the percentage of ground floors in the targeted 
area that are occupied with a targeted use. A preliminary target of 95% of the ground 
floors in the targeted area occupied with a targeted use has been suggested, but this 
target will be refined for each area once the baseline data has been collected. 

City Staff are also developing recommended changes to the Forgivable Upgrade to 
Building Code Loan program that would be implemented upon reaching the target for 
applications received, as well as the target for targeted uses. These changes could 
include revising the targeted area to encourage targeted use where they are needed 
most. 

8.0 Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant and Residential 
Development Charges Grant 

The Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant (“Tax Grant”) and the Residential 
Development Charges (DC) Grant have been grouped together because they have a 
similar purpose and objective, which is revitalizing and creating a vibrant 
neighbourhood. 

8.1 Program Descriptions 
The Tax Grant program helps property owner’s transition to a higher tax assessment as 
a result of property improvements. Through this program, the City provides a ten-year 
tax grant for an eligible property, with annual grant amounts declining over this ten-year 
period. The total grant value is based on the increase in municipal taxes resulting from 
the rehabilitation and/or redevelopment of the property according to the MPAC 



 

assessment. There are three grant levels: (1) rehabilitation of Part IV designated 
heritage properties, (2) rehabilitation/Renovation of non-designated heritage properties, 
and (3) redevelopment grant for new buildings developed on vacant or cleared sites. 

The Residential DC Grant program helps reduce the cost of developing residential 
dwelling units by providing a grant equal to a rebate of DCs for residential units 
constructed. DCs are required to be paid “upfront” at the time the building permit is 
issued. The Residential DC program grants back a portion of the residential DCs paid 
by the applicant over an approximately ten-year schedule until 100% of the residential 
DCs have been repaid to the applicant. 

8.2 Availability 
The Tax Grant has been available in the Downtown (excluding Richmond Row) since 
1996, Old East Village since 2006, and SoHo since 2018. The Residential DC Grant is 
available in the Downtown (excluding Richmond Row) and Old East Village. 

8.3 Purpose 
The Tax Grant and Residential DC Grant are intended to provide economic incentive for 
the rehabilitation and redevelopment of properties, with the end goal of creating an 
exciting, exceptional, vibrant, and healthy neighbourhood, as well as attracting new 
residents to Downtown, Old East Village, and SoHo. 

8.4 Objectives 
The objectives of the two grant programs are to: 

 Grow our economy through investing in the city; 

 Stimulate and assist private property owners to rehabilitate buildings to ensure 
long-term viability; 

 Encourage the preservation of significant heritage resources; 

 Foster a diverse and resilient economy; 

 Develop new residential units; 

 Promote the intensification and redevelopment within the existing built-up area; 

 Encourage the development of residential units in older buildings through 
conversion and adaptive re-use; 

 Strengthen the property assessment base. 
 
8.5 Existing Measures 
The Municipal Council approved program guidelines for the grant programs contain 
numerous measures for monitoring, including: 

 Number of applications; 

 Pre-assessment value; 

 Post-assessment value; 

 Total construction value of building permits; 

 Number of residential units created; 

 Level of grant (for Tax Grant applications); 

 Increase in assessed value of participating property; 

 Total grant amount. 

These measures have traditionally been collected to allow Staff to calculate the value of 
the grant programs, manage the day-to-day operations of the programs, and report out 
data in the State of the Downtown Report (or other reports) as needed. 

8.6 New Measures and Indicators of Success 
For the two grant programs, Staff are looking to take a holistic and community 
improvement project area wide approach to measuring their success. These new 
measures and indicators of success will help determine if the neighbourhood is 
improving and at what point the programs should be “cut back” and reassessed. The 
new measures and indicators of success for the grant programs will also take into 
consideration the new measures previously discussed for the loan programs. 



 

The new measures and indicators of success that Staff are considering for the two grant 
programs include: 

 Façade quality / façade rating system; 

 Percentage of targeted uses; 

 Existing loan program measures (number of applications, amount of loans 
issued, private vs. public sector investment, etc.); 

 Total population; 

 Population growth; 

 Vacancy rates (ground floor retail, office, and residential); 

 Assessment growth; 

 Pedestrian counts. 

Staff are of the opinion that the above measures and tracking the changes of those 
measures over time from a baseline to a target would help indicate if the neighbourhood 
is improving. For example, better quality facades and property owners investing in their 
buildings, a growing population, a healthy vacancy rates, and more feet on the street 
would be an indication of a neighbourhood moving towards revitalization. 

Staff are still working on baseline data and preliminary targets for each measure. A 
“stepping down” approach is also being considered, where the two grant programs 
would have multiple targets and as each successive target is met it would trigger a 
reduction in the grant funding, a reassessment of the bigger picture, and a sunset 
clause for when that reduction in funding would occur. 

Using the Downtown as an example, targets that have been considered include a total 
population of 10,000 persons (often cited as the number needed to sustain a full scale 
grocery store) and a doubling of pedestrian volumes on key streets, such as Dundas 
Street and Richmond Street. 

Proposed New Measures and Indicators of Success Summary 

The proposed new measures and indicators of success can be summarized as being 
better at determining if, individually, a financial incentive program is meeting its purpose 
and objectives, but also, if the neighbourhood, or more technically, the community 
improvement project area is improving in a manner that supports the vision of the CIP. 
Working together the existing and new measures will allow for a more robust evaluation 
of the City’s financial incentive programs on a regular basis. Table 2 summarizes the 
potential new measures detailed in the previous sections of this report. 

  



 

Table 2 New Measures and Indicators of Success Summary 

Financial Incentive Program Potential New Measure 

Façade Improvement Loan  Façade quality / façade rating system 

Forgivable Façade Improvement Loan  Façade quality / façade rating system 

 % of Targeted Uses 

Upgrade to Building Code Loan  # of applications received below a to-
be-determined threshold 

Forgivable Upgrade to Building Code Loan  # of applications received below a to-
be-determined threshold  

 % of Targeted Uses 

Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax 
Grant and 
Residential Development Charges Grant 

 Façade quality / façade rating system 

 Percentage of targeted uses 

 Existing loan program measures 

 Total population 

 Population growth 

 Vacancy rates 

 Assessment growth 

 Pedestrian counts 

Next Steps 

The next steps in developing measures and indicators of success for the financial 
incentive programs offered through the Downtown, Old East Village, SoHo, Hamilton 
Road Area, and draft Lambeth CIPs are:  

 To refine the measures and indicators of success through discussion with the 
City staff, BIAs, development community, and others who access the financial 
incentive programs; 

 Develop the methodology and collect the baseline data. A methodology for each 
measure and indicator of success will be developed to ensure data can be 
collected consistently in future years; 

 Finalize the targets; 

 Report back to Planning and Environment Committee (PEC) to amend the 
Downtown, Old East Village, SoHo, Hamilton Road Area, and draft Lambeth 
CIPs to include the measures and indicators of success for the financial incentive 
programs; 

 Concurrently begin investigating measures and indicators of success for the 
Airport Area, Brownfield, Heritage, and Industrial Lands CIPs and report to PEC 
as needed. 

Conclusion 

This report summarizes the potential new measures and indicators of success for the 
City’s loan and grant programs available through the Downtown, Old East Village, 
SoHo, Hamilton Road Area, and draft Lambeth CIPs. Staff will continue to gather 
baseline data for the new measures and establish targets in conjunction with 
stakeholders. A future report to Planning and Environment Committee will seek to 
amend the CIPs to adopt the measures and indicators of success. 

 



 

 

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 

May 3, 2019 
GB/gb 
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Planner II, Urban Regeneration 

Submitted by: 

 Britt O’Hagan, MCIP, RPP 
Manager, Urban Regeneration 

Recommended by: 

 John M. Fleming, MCIP, RPP 
Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 



 

Appendix A – Previous Reports 

August 26, 2013 – Strategic Change in Delivery of Development Charge 
Exemptions and Incentives Policies – Report to Strategic Priorities and Policy 
Committee to provide Municipal Council with a recommended change in approach for 
exempting forms of development in the Development Charges By-law, as well as the 
use of CIPs to strategically provide for and finance grants for development charges paid 
related to economic development or area re-development. 

March 25, 2014 – Development Charges Grant for Downtown, Old East Village, 
and SoHo CIP Areas – Report to Planning and Environment Committee to circulate a 
draft Residential Development Charges Grant Program. Municipal Council referred 
these program guidelines back to the Civic Administration and they were replaced by 
the program guidelines circulated at the February 2, 2015 PEC meeting. 

February 2, 2015 – Development Charges Grant Program for Downtown and Old 
East Village CIP Areas – Report to Planning and Environment Committee to circulate 
the draft program guidelines for the Residential Development Charges grant program 
for public review and comment. 

March 2, 2015 – Development Charges Grant Program for Downtown and Old East 
Village CIP Areas – Report to Planning and Environment Committee to provide 
Municipal Council with an update on the circulation of the draft program guidelines for 
the Residential Development Charges grant program and hold the mandatory public 
participation meeting. 

April 7, 2015 – Evaluation of Community Improvement Plan Incentives – Report to 
Planning and Environment Committee to direct the Civic Administration to undertake a 
comprehensive review of the City’s existing CIPs and associated incentives. 

May 19, 2015 – Development Charges Grant Program for Downtown and Old East 
Village CIP Areas – Report to Planning and Environment Committee to complete the 
administrative process changes with respect to the delivery of Downtown and Old East 
Village residential DC exemptions through a CIP program. 

February 1, 2016 – Evaluation of Community Improvement Plan Incentives – 
Report to Planning and Environment Committee to provide background on the 
legislative basis for municipal incentives and the CIPs that allow for such incentives, to 
describe the financial incentives currently offered by the City, to evaluate each program 
and recommend potential changes to be considered through a comprehensive CIP 
Service Review, documents the range of new incentive programs that have been posed 
that will be considered through the CIP Service Review, and recommends that no 
additional contributions be made to the incentive funding envelope beyond what has 
already been budgeted through the 2016-2019 budget submission. 

August 22, 2016 – Public Engagement Process for the Evaluation of Community 
Improvement Plan Incentives – Report to Planning and Environment Committee to 
provide an update to Municipal Council on the consultation undertaken to date as part of 
the CIP Service Review, a description and evaluation of the current CIPs and programs, 
and a description and preliminary evaluation of the potential new CIPs and programs 
that have been proposed to Municipal Council for consideration. 

April 27, 2017 – Service Review of Community Improvement Plan Incentives – 
Report to Planning and Environment Committee to update Municipal Council regarding 
the evaluation of current CIP programs and the results of the consultation process. This 
report concludes the CIP Service Review. This report also provides recommendations 
for Municipal Council’s consideration on the range of financial incentives offered through 
the City’s CIP programs, and recommended changes to those programs. The report 
also identifies next steps, including budgeting for both the revised and future programs, 
and subsequent amendments to the City’s CIPs. 
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  Development and Compliance Services 
          Building Division 

 
To: G. Kotsifas. P. Eng. 

 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services    
& Chief Building Official  

       
From: P. Kokkoros, P. Eng. 

     Deputy Chief Building Official 
          

Date:  April 11, 2019 
 

RE:               Monthly Report for March 2019 
      
Attached are the Building Division's monthly report for March 2019 and copies of the Summary 
of the Inspectors' Workload reports. 
 
Permit Issuance 
 
By the end of March, 884 permits had been issued with a construction value of $121.2 million, 
representing 281 new dwelling units.  Compared to last year, this represents a 0.5% decrease 
in the number of permits, a 54.3% decrease in the construction value and a 57.8% decrease in 
the number of dwelling units. 
 
To the end of March, the number of single and semi-detached dwellings issued was 126, which 
was a 32.2% decrease over last year. 
 
At the end of March, there were 687 applications in process, representing approximately $963 
million in construction value and an additional 1,474 dwelling units, compared with 763 
applications having a construction value of $518 million and an additional 932 dwelling units for 
the same period last year. 
 
The rate of incoming applications for the month of March, averaged out to 16.9 applications a 
day for a total of 355 in 21 working days.  There were 43 permit applications to build 43 new 
single detached dwellings, 14 townhouse applications to build 55 units, of which 5 were cluster 
single dwelling units.  
  
There were 356 permits issued in March totalling $37 million including 88 new dwelling units. 
 
Inspections 
 
BUILDING 
 
Building Inspectors received 1,957 inspection requests and conducted 2,518 building related 
inspections.  An additional 14 inspections were completed relating to complaints, business 
licenses, orders and miscellaneous inspections.  Based on a staff compliment of 11 inspectors, 
an average of 218 inspections were conducted this month per inspector.   
 
Based on the 1,957 requested inspections for the month, 94% were achieved within the 
provincially mandated 48 hour time allowance. 
 
CODE COMPLIANCE 
 
Building Inspectors received 453 inspection requests and conducted 753 building related 
inspections.  An additional 139 inspections were completed relating to complaints, business 
licenses, orders and miscellaneous inspections.  Based on a staff compliment of 5 inspectors, 
an average of 135 inspections were conducted this month per inspector.   
 
Based on the 453 requested inspections for the month, 100% were achieved within the 
provincially mandated 48 hour time allowance. 
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PLUMBING 
 
Plumbing Inspectors received 712 inspection requests and conducted 965 plumbing related 
inspections.  An additional 3 inspections were completed relating to complaints, business 
licenses, orders and miscellaneous inspections.  Based on a staff compliment of 6 inspectors, 
an average of 161 inspections were conducted this month per inspector.  
 
Based on the 712 requested inspections for the month, 99% were achieved within the 
provincially mandated 48 hour time allowance. 
 
NOTE: 
 
In some cases, several inspections will be conducted on a project where one call for a specific 
individual inspection has been made.  One call could result in multiple inspections being 
conducted and reported.  Also, in other instances, inspections were prematurely booked, 
artificially increasing the number of deferred inspections. 
 
 
 
AD:cm 
Attach. 
 
c.c.:  A. DiCicco, T. Groeneweg, C. DeForest, O. Katolyk, D. Macar, M. Henderson, S. McHugh 
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Advisory Committee on the Environment 

Report 

 
The 5th Meeting of the Advisory Committee on the Environment 
May 1, 2019 
Committee Room #4 
 
Attendance PRESENT:   S. Ratz (Chair), K. Birchall, M. Bloxam, S. Hall, M. 

Hodge, J. Howell, C. Lyons, D. Szoller and A. Tipping and J. 
Bunn (Secretary) 
   
ABSENT:   S. Brooks and L. Langdon 
  
ALSO PRESENT:   T. Arnos, J. Stanford and B. Westlake-Power 
  
The meeting was called to order at 12:15 PM. 

 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that S. Ratz disclosed a pecuniary interest in clauses 
3.4 and 5.3 of this Report, having to do with a Municipal Council resolution 
with respect to the Environmental Programs Annual Overview Update and 
Distribution of Water at Events, respectively, by indicating that her 
employer is involved in both of these items. 

2. Scheduled Items 

None. 

3. Consent 

3.1 4th Report of the Advisory Committee on the Environment 

That it BE NOTED that the 4th Report of the Advisory Committee on the 
Environment, from its meeting held on April 3, 2019, was received. 

 

3.2 4th Report of the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory 
Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the 4th Report of the Environmental and Ecological 
Planning Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on March 21, 2019, 
was received. 

 

3.3 Municipal Council Resolution - 2019 Appointments to the City of London 
Advisory Committees  

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution, from its meeting 
held on March 26, 2019, with respect to the 2019 Appointments to the City 
of London Advisory Committees, was received. 

 

3.4 Municipal Council Resolution - Environmental Programs Annual Overview 
Update  

That it BE NOTED that the following items were received with respect to 
the Environmental Programs Annual Overview Update: 

·         a Municipal Council resolution from its meeting held on April 23, 
2019; and, 
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·         a staff report, dated April 16, 2019, from J. Stanford, Director, 
Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste. 

 

3.5 Notice of Planning Application - Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
Amendments - 146 Exeter Road 

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Planning Application, dated April 2, 
2019, from N. Pasato, Senior Planner, with respect to Official Plan and 
Zoning By-law Amendments for the property located at 146 Exeter Road, 
was received. 

 

3.6 Draft Lambeth Area Community Improvement Plan 

That it BE NOTED that a communication from L. Davies Snyder, Planner 
II, Urban Regeneration and a staff report, dated March 18, 2019, from J.M. 
Fleming, Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, with respect to 
the Draft Lambeth Area Community Improvement Plan, were received. 

 

4. Sub-Committees and Working Groups 

None. 

5. Items for Discussion 

5.1 Dark Sky Community/Park 

That the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to report back at a future 
meeting of the Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE) with 
respect to the feasibility of adapting the Dark Sky Communities Guidelines 
in smaller communities within the City of London as per the International 
Dark Sky Communities Guildelines; it being noted that the ACE suggested 
the communities of Brockley-Shaver, Glanworth and/or Lambeth as pilot 
communities for this project. 

 

5.2 South Street Park 

That the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to report back at a future 
meeting the Advisory Committee on the Environment with respect to the 
feasibility of making the new park on South Street "off-grid" in terms of 
energy usage. 

 

5.3 Distribution of Water at Events 

That it BE NOTED that a communication from M. Bloxam with respect to 
the City of London Thirstmobile and Thirstations, and their respective use, 
was received. 

 

5.4 ACE Terms of Reference 

That it BE NOTED that a communication from B. Westlake-Power, Deputy 
City Clerk with respect to the Advisory Committee Review, as well as the 
current Advisory Committee on the Environment Terms of Reference, 
were received. 

 

5.5 ACE 2018/2019 Work Plans 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the Advisory 
Committee on the Environment (ACE) Work Plans: 
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a)            the revised attached 2018 ACE Work Plan BE FORWARDED to 
the Planning and Environment Committee for their information; and, 

b)            the 2019 ACE Work Plan BE DEFERRED to the new term of the 
ACE, starting on June 1, 2019. 

 

6. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

6.1 (ADDED) Precautionary Principle 

That Municipal Council BE REQUESTED to undertake the following with 
respect to the recent Declaration of a Climate Emergency: 

a)            demonstrate the commitment of the city of London to address 
the Climate Emergency by creating a Sustainability Office, independent of 
all existing departments, that reports directly to Council; it being noted that 
this office should be given the power to independently investigate matters 
of interest, make observations, issue reports, and act as a point of contact 
for receiving public concerns involving the environment and the City of 
London; 

b)            ensure that the above-noted Sustainability Office is run by an 
individual with a mandate that exceeds the terms for Municipal Council by 
no less than one year and who can only be removed from their position in 
exceptional circumstances which are enumerated as part of their contract 
of employment with the City of London; 

c)            accept the use and validity of the Precautionary Principle as it 
relates to the environment and its protection through by-laws, regulations 
and city policies; and, 

d)            request that the Civic Administration review existing policies, 
including but not limited to the Procurement Policy, for opportunities to 
apply the Precautionary Principle to strive to protect the environment 
through its application; it being noted that the Advisory Committee on the 
Environment wishes to be circulated on any reports related to this matter; 

it being noted that a communication from K. Birchall, with respect to this 
matter, was received. 

 

6.2 (ADDED) Proposed Maple Leaf Food Plant – R. McNeil – Request for 
Delegation Status 

That the delegation request from R. McNeil, with respect to the Proposed 
Maple Leaf Food Plant, BE APPROVED for a future meeting of the 
Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE); it being noted that Mr. 
McNeil will be requested to provide a submission for inclusion on the ACE 
agenda, when the delegation takes place. 

 

7. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 2:42 PM. 



ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON THE ENVIRONMENT - 2018 WORK PLAN  
 

(updated May 1, 2019  by Susan Ratz) 

 

Project / Initiative & Background 
Lead/ 

Responsible 
Proposed 
Timeline 

Proposed 
Budget 

Actual 
Expenditure 

Link to Strategic 
Plan 

Status 

 
Waste 
 

Managing organic waste 
 
1. Review & prioritize leading edge waste 
management systems that focus on waste as a 
resource technology (Biogas, Anaerobic Digester 
facility, landfill gas recovery i.e. Edmonton Waste 
Management Centre of Excellence) 
 
2. Follow the progress of City regarding development 
of a Resource Recovery Centre for London (invite staff 
members speak to ACE) 
 
3. Review the new Ontario Acts and legislation and 
how they will affect the City’s direction  and invite 
expert to speak on Provincial new policies. 
 
4. Continue research into organic waste diversion. 
Examine other cities’ highly successful Green Bin 
programs (ie. Toronto, Halton) 
Invite a representative from successful Green Bin 
program to speak to ACE. 

 
Resource Recovery  
 
5. Monitor & review on-going resource recovery 
initiatives. 

 
Landfill Expansion 
 
6. Monitor & review on-going landfill expansion. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Waste Sub-
Committee 
with Janice 
Howell as 
Sub-Cmte 
Chair 
coordinating 

 
 
 
On-going 

 
 
 
tbd 
 

  
Building a Sustainable 
City  
1-Robust Infrastructure 
D-Increase efforts 
resource recovery/ long-
term disposal capacity/ 
reducing community 
impacts (p. 11 #1D) 
 
Building a Sustainable 
City 
3-Strong and Healthy 
Environment 
D-Support 
resident/community 
driven initiatives… (p.12 
#3D) 
 
Growing Our Economy 
3-Local, Regional and 
Global Innovation 
B-Lead development of 
new ways to 
resource/energy 
recovery… (p. 17B) 
 
Leading in Public Service 
3-Proactive Financial 
Management 
A – Well planned 
finances/limit burden on 
current and future rate 
payers. (p.21 #3A) 

 

 
 

 
 
 
Received an excellent presentation and participated in an 
interactive discussion from Barry Orr, Sewer Outreach and 
Control Inspector – March 7, 2018 
 
Subsequent motion regarding the “Toilets Are Not 
Garbage Cans” stickers made at June 6, 2018 meeting. 
 
Received a presentation from Claudia Marsales, Senior 
Manager, Waste Management Services, City of Markham 
regarding Waste Management Options on June 6, 2018. 
 
Sub-committee members have attended the City Waste 
Management Work Group meetings on Landfill expansion 
discussions. 
 
The committee submitted a report to the Civic Works 
Committee regarding residential waste management 
issues  July 4, 2018. 



Project / Initiative & Background 
Lead/ 

Responsible 
Proposed 
Timeline 

Proposed 
Budget 

Actual 
Expenditure 

Link to Strategic 
Plan 

Status 

 
ACE Sub-Committee Communication Support 
/ General 

 
 
7. From Joint Education & Outreach meetings with 
other advisory committee representatives in 2016 
provide recommendations for Advisory Committee 
reception, and clarify common issues that were raised 
in the meetings. 
 
8. Continue to communicate and liase with other 
advisory committees as appropriate. 
 
9. Investigate opportunities to recognize and involve 
indigenous communities in ACE activities. 

 
 
 
 
 
Susan Ratz 
 
 
 
 
 
Susan Ratz/ 
Chair 
 
Mary Ann 

 
 
 
 
 
March / April 2018 
 
 
 
 
As appropriate 
 
 
 
tbd 

 
$0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Up to $200 

  
Leading in Public Service 
4-Collaborative, engaged 
leadership. 
A-Continue to build 
strong working 
relationships between 
City Council, Civic 
Administration, the City’s 
agencies, boards and 
commissions, and 
community partners. 
(p.22 #4A) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Arrange for a speaker to present at an ACE meeting or an 
ACE hosted event at a time outside of regular ACE 
meetings, with a focus on Indigenous & environmental 
concerns. 

 
Natural Environment 
 
10.Urban Agriculture – Monitor progress as per Urban 
Agriculture Strategic Plan 
 
11.Pollinator Sanctuary Status & Related Issues 
 

 

 
Natural 
Environment 
Sub-
Committee 

 
 
On-going 
 
 
 
tbd  

 
$0 

  
Building a Sustainable 
City 
3-Strong and Healthy 
Environment 

 

 
 ACE member Diane Szoller to represent ACE on Urban 

Agriculture Steering Committee.  (as per January 2018 ACE 
meeting) 

 Presentation from Becky Ellis – Bee City Canada, and 
Gabor Sass – ACE member regarding Pollinator Pathway 
project in London Ontario, and making London a Bee City 
on May 2, 2018.  Awaiting staff feedback on Bee City 
initiative.  

 
Sustainability Commitment 
 
12.   Request updates from Greg Barrett regarding 
Resiliency Strategic Plan status. 
 
13. Support further actions in regards to sustainability 
& resiliency. 

 
 
 
Susan Ratz 

 
 
Sustainability 
Sub-
Committee 

 
 
 
March/April 2018 
 
 
As needed 

 
$0 

  
Building a Sustainable 
City 
3-Strong and Healthy 
Environment 

 

 

 
Community Education 
 
14.Support community events directly and indirectly, 
as possible to increase awareness of environmental 
issues.   

 Partner with London Public Library to organize 
a series of 3-4 Green Talks  

 
 
Susan Ratz 

 
 
February to 
November 2018 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Maximum of 
$800 

 
 
$775 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Strengthening Our 
Community 
 
Building a Sustainable 
City 
 
Growing Our Economy 
 

 
 Proposed ideas for 2018 submitted to ACE at February 

2018 meeting and were discussed. 
 
 
 

 The Green in the City workshop series was held in 
partnership with London Public Library.  Held on 



Project / Initiative & Background 
Lead/ 

Responsible 
Proposed 
Timeline 

Proposed 
Budget 

Actual 
Expenditure 

Link to Strategic 
Plan 

Status 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Organizing partner for the River Summit 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Maximum of 
$500 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$500 
 
 

 

Leading in Public Service 
 
(to adjust based on focus 
of event) 

Tuesday evenings from Nov 6
th
 to Dec 4

th
 – 5 

workshops total 

 Location Stevenson & Hunt Room at Central Library 

 ACE provided direction on workshop topics – such as 
proposed topics of Food Waste, Toilets are not 
Garbage Cans, Urban Agriculture, Pollination and 
coordinated speakers. 

 Total attendance was 215. 

 A final report was submitted on the March 2019 ACE 
agenda. 

River Summit… 

 ACE was an organizing partner, along with other 
organizations.  London Environmental Network was 
the lead coordinator. 

 The event was held Oct 18-20, 2018. 

 ACE Chair Susan Ratz acted as representative of 
ACE on the organizing committee. 

 ACE assisted with speaker costs. 
 
 
 

 
Renewable Energy 

 
15.Explore possibilities for hydro-electric along 
Thames River 
 
16. Explore solar energy on municipally-owned 
buildings 
 
17. Ensure that co-generation/local electricity 
generation initiatives do not negatively impact the City 
of London carbon-dioxide emissions targets and 
carbon footprint or compromise local air quality 
 

 
 
Energy Sub-
Committee 

  
 
$0 

  
 

Building a Sustainable 
City 
 
-Robust Infrastructure… 
Page 11, item 1B 
 
-Strong & healthy 
environment…Page 12, 
item 3A thru F, 5B 

 

 

 
Community Energy Action Plan 
 
18.Provide input on 2018 review. 

 

 
 
Energy Sub-
Committee 

  
 
$0 

  
Building a Sustainable 
City 
 
-Robust Infrastructure… 
Page 11, item 1B 
 
-Strong & healthy 
environment…Page 12, 

 



Project / Initiative & Background 
Lead/ 

Responsible 
Proposed 
Timeline 

Proposed 
Budget 

Actual 
Expenditure 

Link to Strategic 
Plan 

Status 

item 3A thru F, 5B 
 

 
Built Environment  
 
19. Identify key items to review. 
 
 
20. Develop a draft green roof by-law 

 
Built 
Environment 
Sub-
Committee 
 
 
Diane Szoller 

  
 
$0 

  
Building a Sustainable 
City 
 
-Robust Infrastructure… 
Page 11, item 1B 
 
-Strong & healthy 
environment…Page 12, 
item 3A thru F, 5B 
 

 
 

 Received an presentation from M. McKillop, 
Environmental Services Engineer, related to the City 
of London’s Pollution Prevention and Control Plan 
(PPCP) – February 7, 2018 

 Received a presentation from Julie Picton-Cooper 
May 2, 2018 regarding the Blue Communities Project.  
Awaiting staff feedback on this initiative. 

 
Dark Sky Policy 
 
20.Review proposed policy developed by Dark Sky 
Working Group. (Working group includes members of 
Animal Welfare, Environmental and Ecological 
Planning and Environment Advisory Committees.) 

 
 
Susan Hall 
 
 

 
 
Dependent on 
EEPAC. 

 
$0 

 
 

Building a Sustainable 
City 
 
-Strong and healthy 
environment… Page 12 
3D 
 
-Beautiful places and 
spaces 4C 

 

 Received and reviewed “Green Standards for Light 
Pollution & Bird-Friendly Development” from EEPAC 
and individual members provided feedback. March 
2018 

 The policy was presented at the Planning and 
Environment Committee on April 3, 2018 with EEPAC 
and ACE representation. 

 
City Budget 
 
21. Review and provide feedback on budget. 

 
tbd 

 
To be reviewed 

 
$0 
 

 
 

Leading in Public Service 
 

 
Committee Member Education & Development  

 
22. Request staff presentations on issues as 
appropriate. 

 
 

 
 
On-going / as 
needed. 

 
 
$0 
 

  
 
ALL 

 Received a presentation from Jon-Paul McGonigle, 
Division Manager, Parks and Recreation regarding the 
Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update on June 6, 
2018. 

 Received a presentation from Jay Stanford, Director, 
Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste – Environmental 
Programs Annual Overview Update on June 6, 2018. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: G. Kotsifas P. Eng.,  
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and 

Chief Building Official 
Subject: Hajar Properties Inc.  
 1081 Riverside Drive  
Public Participation Meeting on: May 13, 2019 at 4:00pm 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following 
actions be taken with respect to the application of Hajar Properties Inc. relating to the 
property located at 1081 Riverside Drive, the proposed by-law attached hereto as 
Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting on May 21, 2019 to 
amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, in conformity with the Official Plan, to change the zoning 
of the subject property FROM a Private Road Residential R6 (PR*R6-1) Zone, TO a 
Residential R3 Special Provision (R3-2(  )) Zone; 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 
 
The requested amendment is to permit a converted (three unit) dwelling within the 
existing building.  
 
Purpose and Effect of Recommended Action 
 
The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to re-zone 1081 Riverside Drive 
to permit residential single detached, semi-detached, duplex, triplex, fourplex and 
converted dwellings.  A special provision will recognize parking permitted within the 
exterior side yard, with a reduced setback from the property line, and to recognize the 
existing west side yard depth.  
 
Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The recommended amendment is consistent with, and will serve to implement 
the policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 which encourage infill and 
intensification and the provision of a range of housing types, and efficient use of 
existing infrastructure; 

2. The proposed residential uses and scale of development are consistent with the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type policies of the London Plan;  

3. The recommended amendment is consistent with the policies of the Low Density 
Residential designation and will implement an appropriate infill development in 
accordance with the residential intensification and broader Official Plan policies;  

4. The subject lands are of a suitable size and shape to accommodate the 
development proposed, and provide for a sensitive and compatible development 
within the surrounding neighbourhood. 
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Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
The subject site is located on the northwest corner of Riverside Drive and Hyde Park 
Road. It is an existing two storey brick residential building approximately 158 m2 (1700 
ft2) in size. There is a single car garage located on the north side of the main dwelling. 
The lot is approximately 775.7 m2 (8349.6 ft2), and is rectangular in shape. The building 
is used as a converted (two unit) dwelling with driveway access to both Riverside Drive 
and Hyde Park Road. The surrounding area consists of single detached dwellings rear 
lotting onto Riverside Drive to the south, single detached dwellings within a cluster 
development to the north, single detached dwellings to the east (east side of Hyde Park 
Road), and a semi-detached dwellings within a cluster housing development, rear lotting 
onto Riverside Drive to the west. The property is located at the corner of two civic 
boulevards in The London Plan, being Hyde Park Road and Riverside Drive. In the 
1989 Official Plan, Hyde Park Road is a Primary Collector Road and Riverside Drive is 
an Arterial Road. There are no heritage resource or natural heritage considerations in 
the immediate area.  

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 Official Plan Designation  – Low Density Residential   

 The London Plan Place Type – Neighbourhoods  

 Existing Zoning – Private Road Residential R6 (PR*R6-1) Zone  

1.3  Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – converted dwelling (two units)  

 Frontage – 21.3 metres (69.9 feet) 

 Depth – 35.7 metres (117.1 feet) 

 Area – 775.7 square metres (8349.6 square feet)) 

 Shape – rectangular  

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – single detached dwellings  

 East – single detached dwellings  

 South – single detached dwellings  

 West – semi-detached dwellings 

1.5 Intensification (1 unit) 

 The proposed additional residential unit represents intensification within the 
Built-Area Boundary 

 The proposed residential units are outside of the Primary Transit Area 
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1.6  Location Map  
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The Applicant is proposing to add one unit within the existing residential dwelling for a 
total of three units. The height and form of the building (red brick, two-storey) will not 
change and no additions are proposed as a result of the application. Three parking 
spaces are required and currently these are proposed to be located off of the existing 
driveway on Hyde Park Road.  

3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
The existing home was built as a single detached dwelling in 1932. The subject site was 
originally a larger parcel. A zoning by-law amendment was granted in April, 1987 (Z-
3398) to permit single detached, semi-detached, duplex and converted dwellings on the 
larger parcel. A subsequent consent application (B.75/1987) to sever five lots from the 
original property, all serviced internally via a private road (accessed from Green Hedge 
Lane), and retain 1081 Riverside Drive, was granted in 1987. It is assumed at this time 
that a 0.3m reserve was requested as a condition of the consent application, to control 
and restrict access for all properties along Riverside Drive. Around this time, the owner 
of 1081 Riverside Drive obtained a permit to convert the existing single detached 
dwelling into a converted dwelling with two units.  

In 1999, an application for a minor variance (A.111/99) was circulated for the subject 
site. The request to permit three dwelling units in the existing building was refused, as 
the Committee felt the addition of one unit was not minor, not desirable for the 
appropriate development of the land, was not in keeping with the general intent and 
purpose of the by-law, and that the matter would be more properly dealt with through an 
application to amend the Zoning By-law. No appeal to the refusal was received.  

 

Figure 1 - Riverside Drive frontage 
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Figure 2 - Hyde Park Road frontage 

3.2  Requested Amendment 
The Applicant has requested a Zoning By-law amendment from the existing zone to a 
Residential R3 (R3-2) Zone. The R3-2 Zone permits single detached dwellings, semi-
detached dwellings, duplex dwellings, triplex dwellings, converted dwellings (up to four 
units), and fourplex dwellings. The Applicant is looking to add another unit within the 
existing building, for a total of three units (which is considered a converted dwelling).   

After site plan consultation, Staff have reviewed the proposed parking location and have 
identified additional special provisions that will be necessary, such as an interior side 
yard setback of 1.3 metres (1.8 metres is required), the location of the parking area 
within the exterior side yard, and parking area setback of 2.4m (7.9 feet) from the 
property line whereas 3.0m would be required.  

3.3  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
Two responses from the public were received on this application. Both residents were 
seeking clarification on the application but had no comments or concerns.  

The Applicant submitted a site plan consultation. The following comments were made: 

 Remove the driveway access off of Riverside Drive. 

 Provide enhanced landscaping between the parking area and Hyde Park Road in 
order to screen this function from the street. 

 Consider additional screening of the interior and rear yard to create additional 
functional amenity space in the front and exterior side yard. 

 Grading and Servicing plan to be endorsed by the professional engineer 
 
3.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 
 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2014  
 
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014, provides policy direction on matters of 
provincial interest related to land use planning and development.  Section 1.1 Managing 
and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient Development and Land Use 
Patterns of the PPS encourages healthy, livable and safe communities which are 
sustained by accommodating an appropriate range and mix of residential, employment 
and institutional uses to meet long-term needs. The PPS also promotes cost-effective 
development patterns and standards to minimize land consumption and servicing costs 
and encourages settlement areas to be the main focus of growth and development 
(1.1.3).   
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The London Plan 
 
The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority or which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk throughout 
this report. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report for 
informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative for 
the purposes of this planning application. 

The London Plan places an emphasis on growing ‘inward and upward’ which 
encourages growth within the existing built-up area.  Residential intensification will be 
supported in a variety of forms including infill development of vacant and underutilized 
lots and through redevelopment at a higher density than currently exists on developed 
lands (80.4 & 80.6).  A target minimum of 45% for all new residential development will 
occur within the Built-Area Boundary (*81).  Intensification will be permitted only in 
appropriate locations and in a way that is sensitive to existing neighbourhoods and 
represents a good fit (83). The subject site is within the Built-Area Boundary.  
 
The subject site is within the Neighbourhoods Place Type, as identified on *Map 1 - 
Place Types and located along the intersection of two Civic Boulevards (Hyde Park 
Road and Riverside Drive) as identified on *Map 3 - Street Classifications. 
Neighbourhoods will be vibrant, exciting places to live including such elements as: 
strong sense of place and character, attractive streetscapes and buildings, diversity of 
housing choices allowing for affordability and giving people the opportunity to remain in 
their neighbourhoods as they age, well-connected neighbourhoods, easy access to 
daily goods within walking distance, employment opportunities, and parks and pathways 
(*916).   
 
1989 Official Plan  
 
The lands are within the Low Density Residential designation in the Official Plan which 
are primarily developed or planned for low-rise, low density housing forms.  The policies 
also encourage infill residential development in residential areas where existing land 
uses are not adversely affected and where development can efficiently utilize existing 
municipal services, facilities and land.  Residential intensification refers to the 
development of a property, site or area at a higher density than that which currently 
exists (3.2.3.2).   
 
 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1  Residential Intensification and Use, Intensity, Form  
 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2014  
 
The PPS encourages increases in density within settlement areas to provide for a mix 
and range of land uses (1.1.3.2. PPS). Further, the PPS encourages municipalities to 
provide for all forms of housing to meet projected requirements by permitting and 
facilitating all forms of residential intensification in locations where appropriate levels of 
infrastructure and public service facilities are or will be available and support the use of 
active transportation and transit in areas where it exists or is to be developed (1.4.3 d) 
PPS). The application to add one additional unit to the existing building is not 
anticipated to result in an impact on adjacent development. The proposed increase in 
residential uses are appropriate for the site and integrate positively with the surrounding 
established residential community. The site has access to municipal services and will 
make efficient use of the property. The change in zoning to allow for three units will add 
a new housing form to a predominately single detached area.  
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The London Plan 
 
The range of uses within the Neighbourhoods Place Type in The London Plan is related 
to the classification of street the property fronts, which allows a broader range of uses 
and intensities along major roads (*919_ 2&3).  The intent is to balance neighbourhood 
stability and predictability with the goals of creating neighbourhoods that allow for 
different housing types, an appropriate mix of uses, affordability, aging in place, 
vibrancy and interesting communities (*919_6).  The subject site is located on two Civic 
Boulevards which permit a range of residential dwellings including duplex, triplex, 
fourplex and low-rise apartments with a maximum of 4 storeys. Along a Civic Boulevard 
within the Neighbourhoods Place Type, more intensive forms of development are also 
contemplated. The site is located within the Built Area Boundary, which is where 
residential intensification units are to be directed, but is not located within the Primary 
Transit Area. A converted dwelling with three units is a permitted use.  
 
The overall use, intensity and form of the site will not change. Parking and access is 
proposed to be consolidated within the exterior side yard adjacent to Hyde Park Road 
The proposed three units within the existing building represents appropriate 
intensification of the site without resulting in an overuse or over-intensification of the 
property, and are consistent with the range of intensity contemplated in the London 
Plan.   
 
1989 Official Plan  
 
The Low Density Residential designation of the Official Plan normally permits single 
detached; semi-detached; and duplex dwellings as the main housing type, at a density 
of up to 30 units per hectare (uph). However, Residential Intensification (defined as the 
conversion or expansion of existing residential buildings to create new residential units 
or accommodation) may be permitted in the Low Density Residential designation 
through an amendment to the Zoning By-law. Areas within the Low Density Residential 
designation may be zoned to permit the conversion of single detached dwellings to add 
one or more dwelling units (3.2.3.2.). Site specific amendments to the Zoning By-law to 
allow dwelling conversions within primarily single detached residential neighbourhoods 
shall be discouraged. 
 
A Planning Impact Analysis will be evaluated on the basis of criteria relevant to the 
proposed change. The proposed addition of one unit within the existing residential 
dwelling is compatible with surrounding land uses, and is unlikely to impact surrounding 
uses. The size and shape of the parcel of land is able to accommodate the intensity and 
additional parking requirements necessary for three units. There is a limited supply of 
lands zoned for converted dwellings in the immediate area, however, secondary 
dwelling units are permitted as of right within the neighbourhood. The site is in close 
proximity to public open space and recreational facilities, to the immediate north and 
south of the subject site. Transit services are available to service the site. Parking and 
access for the site will be provided off of Hyde Park Road, with the existing driveway 
access from Riverside Drive being closed and restored, as per Transportation 
comments. This will be addressed through site plan, which is required for any residential 
intensification application. Overall the scale of development and intensity is compatible 
and appropriate for the site.   
 
The Site Plan Approval process will ensure that appropriate access, parking, fencing (if 
necessary), and landscaping is used to help mitigate any potential impacts and maintain 
the privacy of abutting outdoor amenity areas.  
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Figure 3 - Conceptual site plan 

4.2  Neighbourhood Compatibility  

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2014  
 
The PPS encourages intensification and redevelopment where it can be 
accommodated, taking into account the existing building stock and the suitability of 
existing or planned infrastructure (1.1.3 PPS). The addition of one unit within the 
existing building, with no changes proposed to the building, is an acceptable form of 
residential intensification.  
 
The London Plan 
 
Residential intensification is fundamentally important to achieve the vision and key 
directions of The London Plan. Intensification within existing neighbourhoods will be 
encouraged to help realize our vision for aging in place, diversity of built form, 
affordability, vibrancy, and the effective use of land in neighbourhoods (*937_). The 
London Plan creates a variety of opportunities for intensification, such as converted 
dwellings (*939_ 2.). Converted dwellings may be permitted in appropriate locations 
within the Neighbourhoods Place Type (943_). Planning and development applications 
to allow for converted dwellings will be reviewed based on the Planning and 
Development Applications section in the Our Tools part of this Plan (*944_).  
 
1989 Official Plan  
 
As part of the consideration for residential intensification, a Neighbourhood Character 
Statement and Compatibility Report is to be submitted by the Applicant, detailing how 
the proposed development respects the character of the existing neighbourhood 
(3.2.3.3. and 3.7.3. a)), and how the proposed project is sensitive to, compatible with, 
and a good fit within the existing surrounding neighbourhood (3.7.3. b)). The 
surrounding area consists of single detached dwellings rear lotting onto Riverside Drive 
to the south, single and semi-detached dwellings within a cluster development to the 
north and west, and single detached dwellings to the east (east side of Hyde Park 
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Road). A Neighbourhood Character Statement and Compatibility Report provided by the 
Applicant supported the proposed converted dwelling as an appropriate and 
complementary use within the context of the area. Overall, the proposed intensification 
will respect the character of the surrounding areas, as no external changes to the 
dwelling are proposed, and any parking and access will be directed towards Hyde Park 
Road, away from the internal neighbourhood. Any additional site plan considerations 
and road widening/dedication will be addressed through a development agreement.  
 
This application, as detailed above, will have no impact on adjacent lands, meets the 
policies of the PPS, 1989 Official Plan and The London Plan, and is a suitable and 
compatible form of intensification within the existing neighbourhood.  
 
4.3  Zoning  
 
Residential R3 (R3-2) Zone    
 
The request is to re-zone the site to a Residential R3 (R3-2) Zone which permits single 
detached, semi-detached, duplex, triplex, fourplex and converted (up to four units) 
dwellings. The addition of one unit within the existing building is compatible with the 
existing area and will not affect the neighbourhood compatibility.  
 
The initial site concept shows a consolidated parking area along the Hyde Park Road 
access. The site has a 0.3 m foot reserve along Riverside Drive, which was put in place 
through the rezoning from 1987 to control access at that time. Transportation Division 
has indicated this front yard parking area off of Riverside Drive is not supported, and will 
need to be removed. Instead, the three required parking spaces will be consolidated 
and located off of Hyde Park Road, away from the adjacent internal lots, and within the 
exterior side yard. This will require a special provision in the zone to recognize the 
parking area location within the exterior side yard, and a minimum of 2.4m from the 
property line. These special provisions are considered minor and will help to consolidate 
parking to minimize impact on adjacent properties, and to rectify a long standing front 
yard parking issue.  
 
An additional interior side yard special provision (1.3m in place of 1.8m) is required, to 
recognize the existing interior side yard setback. No other special provisions have been 
identified.  
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5.0 Conclusion 

The recommended amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, 
and conforms to The London Plan and the 1989 Official Plan. The proposed addition of 
one unit within the existing two unit dwelling represents a sensitive and compatible 
development that is a good fit within the surrounding context, and makes efficient use of 
the existing municipal services and infrastructure, and encourages residential 
intensification as per the PPS, The London Plan and the 1989 Official Plan.  
 
 

May 6, 2019 
NP/np 
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Appendix A 

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

2019 

By-law No. Z.-1-19______ 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone 
an area of land located at 1081 Riverside 
Drive. 

  WHEREAS Hajar Properties Inc. has applied to rezone an area of land 
located at 1081 Riverside Drive , as shown on the map attached to this by-law, as set 
out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS this rezoning conforms to the Official Plan; 
 
  THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of 
London enacts as follows: 
 
1)  Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning 
applicable to lands located at 1081 Riverside Drive, as shown on the attached map 
comprising part of Key Map No. A106, from a Private Road Residential R6 (PR*R6-1) 
Zone to a Residential R3 Special Provision (R3-2(   )) Zone. 

2)  Section Number 7.4 of the Residential R3 (R3-2) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

b) R3-2(   ) (1081 Riverside Drive)  

a) Regulations 
 
i) Interior Side Yard   1.3 m (4.3 feet)   

Depth (Minimum)  

ii) Notwithstanding Section 4.19.4 a), all required parking is 
permitted in the exterior side yard (Hyde Park Road) for this 
site.  

iii) Notwithstanding Section 4.19.4 c) (a), the parking area 
setback shall a minimum 2.4 m (7.9 feet) from the property 
line (Hyde Park Road).  

3)  The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric 
measure is for the purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in 
case of any discrepancy between the two measures.  

4)  This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in 
accordance with Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13, either upon the 
date of the passage of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

PASSED in Open Council on May 21, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder  
Mayor 
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Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 
 
 
First Reading – May 21, 2019 
Second Reading – May 21, 2019 
Third Reading – May 21, 2019
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On January 31, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to 60 property 
owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on January 31, 2019. A 
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site. 

Two (2) replies received. 

Nature of Liaison: The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to permit the 
addition of another unit within the existing dwelling (three units total). Possible change 
to Zoning By-law Z.-1 FROM a Private Road Residential R6 (PR*R6-1) Zone TO a 
Residential R3 (R3-2) Zone to permit a converted dwelling with maximum total of three 
(3) dwelling units.  
 
Responses: No comments received. Questions on access, parking, private road, 
external building changes.  

Concern for: n/a 

Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner” 

Telephone Written 

Alan McKee  

1067 Riverside Drive  

 

 

Pat Burns-White 

417 Hyde Park Rd, Unit 7 

 

 
 
Agency/Departmental Comments 
 
March 5, 2019: Development Services - Engineering  
No comments for the re-zoning application. 
 
The following items are to be considered during the development application approval 
stage: 
 
Wastewater 

 The sanitary sewer available is the existing 250mm sanitary sewer on Hyde Park 
Road. 

 As shown on City Plan #6990 the subject lands are served by a 150mm sanitary 
PDC. 

 
Transportation 

 Close and restore driveway to Riverside Drive in accordance with City Standards  

 Road widening dedication of 13.0m from centre line is required on Hyde Park 
Road & Riverside Drive 

 6.0m x 6.0m daylight triangle is required. 
 
February 4, 2019: UTRCA  (email)  
The UTRCA has no objections to this application. 
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February 4, 2019: London Hydro (email)  
London Hydro has no objection to this proposal or possible official plan and/or zoning 
amendment. Any new or relocation of the existing service will be at the expensed of the 
owner.  
 
January 29, 2019: Union Gas (email)  
Thank you for your correspondence with regard to the proposed Site Plan Application.  
Union Gas Limited (“Union”) does have service lines running within the area which may 
or may not be affected by the proposed Site Plan. 
 
Should the proposed site plan impact these services, it may be necessary to terminate 
the gas service and relocate the line according to the new property boundaries.  Any 
Service relocation required would be at the cost of the property owner. 
 
If there is any work (i.e. underground infrastructure rebuild or grading changes…) at our 
easement and on/near any of our existing facilities, please contact us as early as 
possible (1 month in advance at least) so we can exercise engineering assessment of 
your work.  The purpose is to ensure the integrity of our main is maintained and 
protected. 
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Appendix C – 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: 

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014 
 
S1.1 – managing and directing land use to achieve efficient and resilient development 
and land use patterns  
 
1.1.1 – Healthy, liveable and safe communities  
 
1.1.1 b) – appropriate range and mix of uses 
 
1.1.3 – Cost-effective development patterns  
 
1.1.3.2 a) 1. – Land use within settlement areas  
 
Official Plan 
 
3.2 – Low Density Residential Designation  
 
London Plan 
 
80, *81, 82, *83 – Built-Area Boundary 
 
*Table 10 – Range of permitted uses in Neighbourhood Place Type  
 
*916-*921 – Permitted Uses  
 
*937, 938, *939, *940 – Residential Intensification in Neighbourhoods  
 
943, *944 – Converted Dwellings  
 
*949, 950, *951, *952 – Site Plan Approval for Intensification Proposals  
 
1576, *1577, *1578, *1579 – Planning and Development Applications  
 
Z.-1 Zoning By-law 
 
Section 2 – Definitions  
 
Section 4 – General Provisions 
 
Section 7 – Residential R3 (R3) zone  
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Appendix D – Relevant Background 

Additional Maps 

 
  



File:Z-9017 
Planner: Nancy Pasato 

 

 
  



File:Z-9017 
Planner: Nancy Pasato 

 

 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 
 

3.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 1081 Riverside Drive (Z-
9017) 
 

• Laverne Kirkness, Kirkness Planning Consultants, on behalf of the applicant – 

expressing appreciation to staff for their support; hoping that the Planning and 

Environment Committee will adopt the zoning by-law as it is in front of them; 

pointing out that the biggest surprise to him in this application was what they 

have to go through in order to create one dwelling unit in an existing building on a 

property; going from two units to three units within an existing residential 

structure on a site that is working very well would be something that a Committee 

of Adjustment could handle through a minor variance and conditions could be 

imposed; indicating that they have Hajar Properties wanting to have an additional 

apartment unit renting for approximately $700.00 a month or $8,000 a year and 

by the time they spend $7,000 on a zoning application and they pay him, which is 

a lot less than $7,000 and they are going to have to pay an Engineer to look at 

the grading and they are going to have to pay a Surveyor to give you a six by six 

metre, he is probably going to have $20,000 to $25,000 into this property and if 

you divide that by $8,000 you will see that it is a few years before anything 

comes back; telling the Committee the story of economics because The London 

Plan is all about intensification and infill, so is the Official Plan as a matter of fact, 

so is the Provincial Policy Statement and they feel that the process that they 

have to go through to get one unit in an existing dwelling at this location is way 

over regulation and they would ask that they should look at that, a very simple 

conversion and not make proponents go through such an ordeal; advising that it 

is an economic disincentive as well as why bother; believing it may also 

contribute to more illegal units because why bother, we will just try it and if we get 

caught we will stop; indicating that Hajar Properties is respecting the system, 

they want the formal permission and so on but he is saying to the Committee that 

if they are wanting to intensify an infill to the extent that the policy seemed to 

encourage them to do so, there should be an easier way. 

• Sam Hajar, Hajar Properties – expressing appreciation to staff for their 

recommendation and as Mr. L. Kirkness, Kirness Planning Consultants, has 

indicated this has been a long ordeal, it has been expensive, a lot of work and 

the unit that they are talking about is just six hundred square feet within the 

existing building and by the time that this is all said and done, it is going to cost a 

small fortune to get it legalized; thinking the City should create a different process 

for this kind of application to encourage the property owners to be in compliance 

and to encourage affordable housing; reiterating his appreciation to staff for their 

recommendation on this; realizing staff recommended, there is an existing 

driveway off of Riverside Drive and the City is requesting that he closes it; noting 

that it has been in existence for over thirty years and is an integral part of the 

operation to this property due to the high volume of traffic on Riverside Drive and 

on Hyde Park Road; advising that it becomes very difficult to gain access and to 

exit the property as well; indicating that with two driveways it would make it a lot 

easier; stating that the tenants that are there, they rely on this driveway, it is 

included in their lease and it is going to cause a lot of hardship for him and the 

tenants and for him to try to get out of the lease obligation that they have a 

parking spot off of Riverside Drive; stating that he is not creating any more 

parking, he is just asking to keep what he already has; appealing to the 

Committee’s pragmatic and good judgement to allow him to continue the use of 

this existing driveway. 

• Morris Vanalsten – advising that he lives in the same area that is being 

considered and his only concern is where the additional parking is going to be; 

wondering if that is where the parking is for the play field area or is this going to 

be on the property itself. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee 
From: G. Kotsifas, P. Eng. 
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and 
 Chief Building Official 
Subject: Summerside Subdivision 
  2910 to 3229 Turner Crescent (Phase 12B) 
 Application for Zoning By-law Amendment 
 Request for Revisions to Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Public Participation Meeting on: May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following actions 
be taken with respect to the application of Greengate Village Limited relating to the lands 
located at 2910 to 3229 Turner Crescent (also known as Lots 1 - 38 and Blocks 97 - 108 
within the Summerside Draft Plan of Subdivision – Phase 12B): 
 
(a) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix ‘A-1’ BE INTRODUCED at the 

Municipal Council meeting to be held on May 21, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law 
No. Z.-1, in conformity with the Official Plan, to change the zoning of the subject 
lands FROM a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(2)) Zone TO:  

i) a Residential R1/R4 Special Provision (R1-3(12)/R4-5(2)) Zone to permit single 
detached lots with a minimum lot frontage of 10 metres and minimum lot area 
of 300 square metres, and street townhouse dwellings; 

 
ii) a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(*)) Zone to permit street townhouse 

dwellings with a special provision for a lot frontage of 6.7 metres minimum, a 
front yard depth to garage of 5.5 metres minimum, exterior side yard depth to 
main building of 3.0 metres minimum, interior side yard depth of 1.5 metres 
minimum, lot coverage of 45% maximum, east and west side yard depths to 
main building of 3.0 metres minimum, and a provision that the exterior side yard 
depth to main building shall apply to all adjacent street classifications; 

 
iii) a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(**)) Zone to permit street townhouse 

dwellings with a special provision for a lot frontage of 7.0 metres minimum, front 
yard depth to garage of 5.5 metres minimum, exterior side yard depth to main 
building of 3.0 metres minimum, interior side yard depth of 1.5 metres 
minimum, lot coverage of 45% maximum, and a provision that the exterior side 
yard depth to main building shall apply to all adjacent street classifications; 

  
(b) Municipal Council SUPPORTS the proposed red-line revisions to the draft-

approved plan of subdivision as submitted by Greengate Village Limited, prepared 
by Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Drawing No. 1, Project No. 161413742 dated January 
18, 2019), which shows 62 single detached residential lots and six (6) street 
townhouse blocks on the extension of Turner Crescent, SUBJECT TO the  
conditions contained in the attached Appendix ‘A-2’; and, 

 
(c) the Planning and Environment Committee REPORT TO the Approval Authority the 

issues, if any, raised at the public meeting with respect to the proposed red-line 
revisions to the draft plan of subdivision for Summerside (Phase 12B), as 
submitted by Greengate Village Limited. 
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Executive Summary 

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of the recommended actions is to consider a request for a zoning 
by-law amendment and red-line revisions to a draft-approved plan of subdivision which 
will result in 62 single detached dwelling lots and six (6) medium density blocks served 
by the future extension of Turner Crescent; and, to report to the Approval Authority any 
issues or concerns raised at the public meeting with respect to the request for red-line 
revisions to draft plan of subdivision. 
 
Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The recommended zoning amendments and revisions to draft plan of subdivision 
are considered appropriate and consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement.  

2. The recommended zoning amendments and revisions to draft plan of subdivision 
conform with The London Plan and the 1989 Official Plan. 

3. The zoning and red-line revisions as proposed are compatible and in keeping with 
the character of the existing neighbourhood. 

 

Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
The property is a vacant parcel of land that was previously in agricultural use, located at 
the northeast corner of Bradley Avenue and Meadowgate Boulevard. The topography is 
relatively flat and devoid of any vegetation or natural features. 

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 The London Plan Place Type – Neighbourhoods 

 1989 Official Plan Designation – Multi-family, Medium Density Residential  

 Zoning – Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-3(12)) and Residential R4 
Special Provision (R4-5(2))     

 
1.3 Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – vacant 

 Frontage – approx. 182 metres (Meadowgate Boulevard) 

 Depth – approx. 292 metres (Bradley Avenue) 

 Area – approx. 4.5 hectares 

 Shape – irregular 
 

1.4 Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – single detached dwellings 

 East – existing single detached home and swimming pool business; single 
detached homes and street townhouse dwellings under development 

 South – cash crops and agricultural lands 

 West – vacant lands for future development 

 

 

 

 



File: 39T-07508 / Z-9021 
Planner: L. Mottram 

 

1.5 Location Map 
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The applicant proposes to make minor adjustments to the lotting along the future 
extension of Turner Crescent. The adjustments will result in 62 single detached dwelling 
lots and six (6) street townhouse blocks. The westerly portion of the draft plan which 
represents the next phase to be registered shows 38 single detached lots and 12 street 
townhouse blocks. The easterly portion of the subdivision plan consisting of Asima Drive 
and Strawberry Walk is registered and currently in the process of being built out. 

2.2 Current Draft-Approved Plan  
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2.2 Proposed Red-Line Revisions to Draft-Approved Plan 
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3.0 Revelant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
On June 26, 2013, Greengate Village Limited purchased all the lands within this draft plan 
of subdivision, as well as several lots on Asima Drive within the adjacent subdivision plan 
to the north (Registered Plan 33M-533), from Jackson Summerside Land Corporation. 
Since that time they have progressed the subdivision servicing and completed the 
remaining leg of Asima Drive and Strawberry Walk. The easterly half of the draft plan, 
consisting of 48 single detached lots, and 9 multi-family blocks fronting on Asima Drive, 
Strawberry Walk, and portion of Turner Crescent, was granted Final Approval and 
registered as Plan No. 33M-699 on July 14, 2016. 
 

3.2 Requested Amendment 
 
Zoning By-law Amendment -  

i) Amend the Zoning By-law as it applies to proposed Lots 16 to 19, Lots 20 to 23, 
Lots 40 to 43, Lots 44 to 47, and Lots 53 to 60 from a Residential R4 Special 
Provision (R4-5(2)) Zone to a Residential R1/R4 Special Provision (R1-3(12)/R4-
5(*)) Zone to permit single detached lots with a minimum lot frontage of 10 metres 
and minimum lot area of 300 square metres and/or street townhouse dwellings. 

 
ii) Amend the Zoning By-law as it applies to proposed Blocks 63, 64, 65, 66, 67 and 

68 from a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(2)) Zone to a new Residential 
R4 Special Provision (R4-5(*)) Zone to permit street townhouse dwellings together 
with special provisions for a front yard depth to garage of 5.5 metres minimum, 
exterior side yard depth to main building of 3.0 metres minimum, interior side yard 
depth of 1.5 metres minimum, lot coverage of 45% maximum, and east and west 
side yard depths to main building of 3.5 metres minimum for both Blocks 63 and 
66. The exterior side yard depth to main building as noted above shall apply to all 
adjacent street classifications. 

 
Red-line Revisions to Draft Plan – Greengate Village Limited is proposing to maintain the 
street pattern established through the previous draft approval, with the exception of a 
minor shift in the road allowance on Turner Crescent. They would also like to make minor 
changes to incorporate additional single detached lots while maintaining  frontages of 10 
and 11 metre for the single detached lots from the original draft approval. The proposed 
revisions to the plan will create a total of 62 single detached lots and six (6) street 
townhouse blocks (35 units in total). The draft plan currently provides for 38 single 
detached lots and 12 medium density blocks. 
 
3.3 Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
One e-mail inquiry was received requesting assistance with the Notice of Application. 
There were no other comments/concerns received from the community. 
 
3.4 Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 
 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
The proposal must be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) policies and 
objectives aimed at: 
 

1. Building Strong Healthy Communities; 
2. Wise Use and Management of Resources; and, 
3. Protecting Public Health and Safety. 

 
The PPS contains strong polices regarding the importance of promoting efficient 
development and land use patterns, as well as accommodating an appropriate range and 
mix of land uses, housing types, and densities to meet projected needs of current and 
future residents (Sections 1.1 and 1.4). The policies for Settlement Areas require that new 
development should occur adjacent to existing built up areas and shall have a compact 
form, mix of uses and densities that allow for the efficient use of land, infrastructure and 
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public service facilities (Section 1.1.3.6).  Policies for Transportation promote a land use 
pattern, density and mix of uses that minimize the length and number of vehicle trips and 
support current and future use of transit and active transportation (Section 1.6.7.4). 
Planning Authorities shall also support energy conservation and efficiency through land 
use and development patterns which, among other matters, promotes design and 
orientation which maximizes opportunities for the use of renewable and alternative energy 
systems (Section 1.8.1).  
 
The London Plan 
The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority or which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk throughout 
this report. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report for 
informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative for 
the purposes of this planning application. 
 
The subject lands are located within the Neighbourhoods Place Type in The London Plan. 
The Neighbourhoods Place Type (Table 10)* permits a range of uses, such as single 
detached, semi-detached, duplex, triplex, and fourplex dwellings; townhouses; low-rise 
apartments; small-scale community facilities; and emergency care establishments. An 
excerpt from The London Plan Map 1 – Place Types* is found at Appendix D. 
 
1989 Official Plan 
These lands are designated “Multi-family, Medium Density Residential” on Schedule ‘A’ 
of the 1989 Official Plan. This designation permits multiple-attached dwellings, such as 
row houses or cluster houses; low-rise apartment buildings; and small-scale nursing 
homes, rest homes, and homes for the aged. These areas may also be developed for 
single detached, semi-detached and duplex dwellings. An excerpt from Land Use 
Schedule ‘A’ is found at Appendix D. 
 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1  Issue and Consideration # 1 – What is the purpose of the recommended 
zoning amendments and red-line revisions to the draft plan of subdivision? 

The purpose is to maintain the street pattern established through the previous draft 
approval, and make minor adjustments to incorporate additional single detached lots. The 
red-line revisions to the draft approved plan will result in an additional 24 single detached 
lots replacing six (6) street townhouse blocks yielding approx. 30-32 units. The remaining 
six (6) street townhouse blocks to be developed will yield a total of 35 units. While the 
overall unit yield is slightly reduced, the proposed revisions will continue to maintain an 
appropriate mix of housing options in the area in conformity with the Official Plan 
designation. An amendment to the zoning by-law is required to recognize the proposed 
red-line revisions and to apply specific zone regulations to accommodate site 
development plans for the street townhouses. The proposed zoning will permit both single 
detached dwellings and street townhouses which are compatible with adjacent residential 
development, in keeping with the character of the neighbourhood, and consistent with the 
planned vision for the area. The proposed single detached dwelling lots and street 
townhouse blocks will maintain a consistent lot pattern and continuity of the streetscape 
along the future alignment of Turner Cresent. There will be very little change to the road 
pattern except for a minor shifing of the road allowance. 
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5.0 Conclusion 

The recommended zoning amendments and red-line revisions to the draft plan of 
subdivision are considered appropriate, consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, 
and conform to The London Plan and the 1989 Official Plan. The zoning changes and 
red-line revisions as proposed are compatible and in keeping with the character of the 
existing neighbourhood. 

 

Prepared by:  

 

 

Larry Mottram, MCIP, RPP 

Senior Planner, Development Planning 

Recommended by:  

 

 

 

Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE  
Director, Development Services  

Submitted by:  

 

 

 

George Kotsifas, P. Eng. 

Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief Building Official 

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 Development Services. 

 
CC:  Matt Feldberg, Manager, Development Services (Subdivisions) 
 Lou Pompilii, Manager, Development Services - Planning 
 Ismail Abushehada, Manager, Development Services - Engineering   
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Appendix A 

Appendix “A-1” 
 

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

By-law No. Z.-1-19   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located on the 
future extension of Turner Crescent 
within the Draft Plan of Subdivision – 
Summerside Phase 12B (39T-07508). 

  WHEREAS Greengate Village Limited has applied to rezone an area of land 
located on the future extension of Turner Crescent within the Draft Plan of Subdivision – 
Summerside Phase 12B (39T-07508), as shown on the map attached to this by-law, as 
set out below; 

  AND WHEREAS this rezoning conforms to the Official Plan; 
 
  THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of 
London enacts as follows: 

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located on the future extension of Turner Crescent within the Draft Plan of 
Subdivision - Summerside Phase 12B (39T-07508), as shown on the attached map, 
from a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(2)) Zone to a Residential R1/R4 
Special Provision (R1-3(12)/R4-5(2)) Zone; a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-
5(*)) Zone; and a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(**)) Zone. 

2) Section Number 8.4 of the Residential R4 Zone is amended by adding the following 
special provisions: 

 ) R4-5(*) Blocks 63 and 66 (39T-07508) 

a) Regulations: 
 
i) Lot Frontage     6.7 metres 

(Minimum) 
 
ii) Garage Front Yard    5.5 metres 

Depth (Minimum) 
 

iii) Exterior Side Yard    3.0 metres 
Depth Main Building 
(Minimum) 

 
iv) Interior Side Yard    1.5 metres 
  Depth (Minimum) 

 
v) Lot Coverage     45% 

(Maximum) 
 

vi) East and West Side Yard  3.0 metres 
  Depth to Main Building  
  (Minimum) 
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vii) Exterior Side Yard Depth Main Building shall 

apply to all adjacent street classifications 
 
  

 ) R4-5(**) Blocks 64, 65, 67 and 68 (39T-07508) 

b) Regulations: 
 
i) Lot Frontage     7.0 metres 

(Minimum) 
 
ii) Garage Front Yard    5.5 metres 

Depth (Minimum) 
 

iii) Exterior Side Yard    3.0 metres 
Depth Main Building 
(Minimum) 

 
iv) Interior Side Yard    1.5 metres 
  Depth (Minimum) 

 
v) Lot Coverage     45% 

(Maximum) 
 

vi) Exterior Side Yard Depth Main Building shall 
apply to all adjacent street classifications  

 
 
This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on May 21, 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – May 21, 2019 
Second Reading – May 21, 2019 
Third Reading – May 21, 2019
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Appendix “A-2” 

Conditions of Draft Approval 
 
THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON’S CONDITIONS AND 
AMENDMENTS TO FINAL APPROVAL FOR THE REGISTRATION OF THIS 
SUBDIVISION, FILE NUMBER 39T-07508, ARE AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 
NO.         CONDITIONS 
 
1. This approval applies to the draft plan submitted by Greengate Village Limited (File 

No. 39T-07508), prepared by Stantec Consulting Ltd., certified by Jeremy C.E. 
Matthews (Project No. 161413742 - Drawing No. 1 dated January 18, 2019), as 
red-line amended, which shows 62 single detached dwellings, six (6) multi-family, 
medium density blocks, and two (2) reserve blocks, on the extension of Turner 
Crescent. 

 
2. This draft approval and these conditions replace the conditions of draft approval 

granted on December 14, 2017 for plan 39T-07508 as it applies to the lands within 
the plan described in Condition No. 1. 

 
3.   This approval of the draft plan applies for a three (3) year period and if final 

approval is not given by that date, the draft approval shall lapse, except in the case 
where an extension has been granted by the Approval Authority. 

 
4.  The road allowances included in this draft plan shall be shown on the face of the 

plan and dedicated as public highways. 
 
5. The Owner shall request that the streets be named to the satisfaction of the City. 
 
6.  The Owner shall request that the municipal addresses be assigned to the 

satisfaction of the City. 
 
7.  Prior to final approval, the Owner shall submit to the Approval Authority a digital 

file of the plan to be registered in a format compiled to the satisfaction of the City 
of London and referenced to NAD83UTM horizon control network for the City of 
London mapping program. 

 
8. The Owner shall enter into the City’s standard subdivision agreement (including 

any added special provisions) which shall be registered against the lands to which 
it applies.  Prior to final approval, the Owner shall pay in full all municipal financial 
obligations/encumbrances on the said lands, including property taxes and local 
improvement charges. 

 
9. Prior to final approval, the Owner shall take all necessary steps to ensure that the 

zoning is in effect for this proposed subdivision. 
 

10. Phasing of this subdivision (if any) shall be to the satisfaction of the City. 
 
11. Prior to final approval, for the purposes of satisfying any of the conditions of draft 

approval herein contained, the Owner shall file with the City complete submissions 
consisting of all required studies, reports, data, information or detailed engineering 
drawings, all to the satisfaction of the City.  The Owner acknowledges that, in the 
event that a submission does not include the complete information required by the 
City, such submission will be returned to the Owner without detailed review by the 
City. 
 

12. Prior to final approval, for the purposes of satisfying any of the conditions of draft 
approval herein contained, the Owner shall file with the City a complete submission 
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consisting of all required clearances, fees, and final plans, and to advise the City 
in writing how each of the conditions of draft approval has been, or will be, satisfied.  
The Owner acknowledges that, in the event that the final approval package does 
not include the complete information required by the City, such submission will be 
returned to the Owner without detailed review by the City. 

 
SEWERS & WATERMAINS   
 
Sanitary: 
 
13. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall 

have his consulting engineer prepare and submit a Sanitary Servicing Study to 
include the following design information: 
i) Inflow and infiltration mitigation measures to meet allowable inflow and 

infiltration level as identified by OPSS  407 and OPSS 410 as well as any 
additional measures recommended in the hydrogeological report; and  

ii) Demonstrate that the servicing to the proposed street townhouses can be 
constructed with adequate separation distances and avoid conflicts with 
City services, which meet City of London standards and requirements. 
 

14. In accordance with City standards or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, 
the Owner shall complete the following for the provision of sanitary services for this 
draft plan of subdivision: 
i) Construct sanitary sewers to serve this Plan and connect them to the 

existing municipal sewer system, namely, the a 200 mm sanitary sewer on 
the west leg of Asima Drive, and a 200 mm sanitary sewer on Turner 
Crescent;   

ii) Construct a maintenance access road and provide a standard municipal 
easement for any section of the sewer not located within the road 
allowance, to the satisfaction of the City; 

iii) Make provisions for oversizing of the internal sanitary sewers in this draft 
plan to accommodate flows from the upstream lands external to this plan, 
all to the satisfaction of the City.  This sewer must be extended to the limits 
of this plan and/or property line to service the upstream external lands; and 

iv) Where trunk sewers are greater than 8 metres in depth and are located 
within the municipal roadway, the Owner shall construct a local sanitary 
sewer to provide servicing outlets for private drain connections, to the 
satisfaction of the City.  The local sanitary sewer will be at the sole cost of 
the Owner.  Any exception will require the approval of the City Engineer. 
 

15. In order to prevent any inflow and infiltration from being introduced to the sanitary 
sewer system, the Owner shall, throughout the duration of construction within this 
plan, undertake measures within this draft plan to control and prevent any inflow 
and infiltration and silt from being introduced to the sanitary sewer system during 
and after construction, satisfactory to the City, at no cost to the City, including but 
not limited to the following: 
i) Not allowing any weeping tile connections into the sanitary sewers within 

this Plan;  
ii) Permitting the City to undertake smoke testing or other testing of 

connections to the sanitary sewer to ensure that there are no connections 
which would permit inflow and infiltration into the sanitary sewer.   

iii) Installing Parson Manhole Inserts (or approved alternative satisfactory to 
the City Engineer) in all sanitary sewer maintenance holes at the time the 
maintenance hole(s) are installed within the proposed draft plan of 
subdivision.  The Owner shall not remove the inserts until sodding of the 
boulevard and the top lift of asphalt is complete, all to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. 

iv) Having his consulting engineer confirm that the sanitary sewers meet 
allowable inflow and infiltration levels as per OPSS 410 and OPSS 407; and 
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v) Implementing any additional measures recommended through the Design 
Studies stage. 

 
16. Prior to registration of this Plan, the Owner shall obtain consent from the City 

Engineer to reserve capacity at the Pottersburg Pollution Control Plant for this 
subdivision.  This treatment capacity shall be reserved by the City Engineer subject 
to capacity being available, on the condition that registration of the subdivision 
agreement and the plan of subdivision occur within one (1) year of the date 
specified in the subdivision agreement. 
Failure to register the Plan within the specified time may result in the Owner 
forfeiting the allotted treatment capacity and, also, the loss of his right to connect 
into the outlet sanitary sewer, as determined by the City Engineer.  In the event of 
the capacity being forfeited, the Owner must reapply to the City to have reserved 
sewage treatment capacity reassigned to the subdivision. 
 

17.       The Owner shall construct a single sanitary and storm private drain 
connection to serve the existing external land/single family dwelling at 1680 
Bradley Avenue, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

Storm and Stormwater Management (SWM) 
 
18. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall 

have his consulting engineer address the following: 
i) Identifying the storm/drainage and SWM servicing works for the subject and 

external lands and how the interim drainage from external lands will be 
handled, all to the satisfaction of the City; 

ii) Identifying major and minor storm flow routes for the subject and external 
lands, to the satisfaction of the City; 

iii) Ensuring that all existing upstream external flows traversing this plan of 
subdivision are accommodated within the overall minor and major storm 
conveyance servicing system(s) design, all to the specifications and 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

iv) Developing an erosion/sediment control plan that will identify all erosion and 
sediment control measures for the subject lands in accordance with City of 
London and Ministry of the Environment standards and requirements, all to 
the satisfaction of the City.  This plan is to include measures to be used 
during all phases on construction; and  

v) Implementing SWM soft measure Best Management Practices (BMP’s) 
within the Plan, where possible, to the satisfaction of the City.  The 
acceptance of these measures by the City will be subject to the presence 
of adequate geotechnical conditions within this Plan and the approval of the 
City Engineer. 

   
19. The Owner’s consulting professional engineer shall design the Storm/Drainage 

and SWM Servicing in accordance with the recommendations and requirements 
of the following: 
i) The SWM targets and criteria for the Dingman Creek Subwatershed Study 

Update (2005); 
ii) The Summerside District Stormwater and Stormwater Management Master 

Plan (updated 2004); 
iii) The approved Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report for 

the subject lands; 
iv) The Stormwater Letter/Report of Confirmation for the subject development 

prepared and accepted in accordance with the file manager process; 
v) The City’s Waste Discharge and Drainage By-laws, lot grading standards, 

policies, requirements and practices; 
vi) The Ministry of the Environment’s, Conservation and Parks (MECP) 

Practices Planning and Design Manual (2003); 
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vii) All applicable Acts, Policies, Guidelines, Standards and Requirements of 
the City of London, Ministry of the Environment and all other relevant 
agencies; 

viii) The City’s Design Requirements for Permanent Private Stormwater 
Systems approved by City Council and effective as of January 1, 2012.  The 
stormwater requirements for PPS for all medium/high density residential, 
institutional, commercial and industrial development sites are contained in 
this document, which may include but not be limited to quantity/quality 
control, erosion, stream morphology, etc. 

 
20. In accordance with City standards or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, 

the Owner shall complete the following for the provision of stormwater 
management (SWM) and stormwater services for this draft plan of subdivision: 
i) Construct storm sewers to serve this plan, located within the Dingman 

Creek Subwatershed, and connect them to the existing municipal storm 
sewer system, namely, the 525 mm storm sewer stub on Turner Crescent, 
the 600 mm diameter storm sewer on Asima Drive (west leg), all to the 
specifications and satisfaction of the City. 

ii) Direct, by grading, some major overland flows from a small area of the 
subject lands to the existing Summerside SWM Facility, as per the accepted 
engineering drawings.  Any modifications to directions of these overland 
flows are subject to specifications and satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

iii) service these lands by the existing Summerside SWM Facility located north 
of this plan in accordance with the Summerside District Stormwater and 
SWM Master Plan, all to the specifications and satisfaction of the City 
Engineer. 

iv) Make provisions to oversize and deepen the internal storm sewers in this 
plan to accommodate flows from upstream lands external to this plan; 

v) Construct and implement erosion and sediment control measures as 
accepted in the Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report or a 
SWM Servicing Letter/Report of Confirmation for these lands  and the 
Owner shall correct any deficiencies of the erosion and sediment control 
measures forthwith; and  

vi) Address forthwith any deficiencies of the stormwater works and/or 
monitoring program. 

 
21. Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval for any lot in this 

plan, the Owner shall complete the following: 
i) For lots and blocks in this plan or as otherwise approved by the City 

Engineer, all storm/drainage and SWM related works to serve this plan must 
be constructed and operational in accordance with the approved design 
criteria and accepted drawings, all to the satisfaction of the City; 

ii) Construct and have operational the major and minor storm flow routes for 
the subject lands, to the satisfaction of the City; 

iii) Implement all geotechnical/slope stability recommendations made by the 
geotechnical report accepted by the City; and 

 
22. Prior to the acceptance of engineering drawings, the Owner’s professional 

engineer shall certify the subdivision has been designed such that increased and 
accelerated stormwater runoff from this subdivision will not cause damage to 
downstream lands, properties or structures beyond the limits of this subdivision.  
Notwithstanding any requirements of, or any approval given by the City, the Owner 
shall indemnify the City against any damage or claim for damages arising out of or 
alleged to have arisen out of such increased or accelerated stormwater runoff from 
this subdivision.   

23. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, should the current 
or any future Owner revise the development proposal for these lands, the current 
or any future Owner shall provide an update to the existing hydrogeological report 
(LON-00012720-GE by EXP), if applicable, or have a report prepared by a qualified 
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consultant, and if necessary, a detailed hydrogeological investigation carried out 
by a qualified consultant to determine including but not limited to, the following: 

 i) the effects of the construction associated with this subdivision on the 
existing ground water elevations and domestic or farm wells in the area; 

 ii) identify any abandoned wells in this plan; 
 iii) assess the impact on water balance in the plan; 
 iv) any fill required in the plan; 
 v) provide recommendations for foundation design should high groundwater 

be encountered; 
 vi) identify all required mitigation measures including Low Impact Development 

(LIDs) solutions; 
 vii) address any contamination impacts that may be anticipated or experienced 

as a result of the said construction; 
 ix) provide recommendations regarding soil conditions and fill needs in the 

location of any existing watercourses or bodies of water on the site; and, 
 x) to meet allowable inflow and infiltration levels as identified by OPSS 410 

and OPSS 407, include an analysis to establish the water table level of 
lands within the subdivision with respect to the depth of the sanitary sewers 
and recommend additional measures, if any, which need to be undertaken, 

 
 all to the satisfaction of the City.   
 
24. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner’s 

professional engineer shall certify that any remedial or other works as 
recommended in the accepted hydro geological report are implemented by the 
Owner, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 

 
25. The Owner shall ensure the post-development discharge flow from the subject site 

must not exceed capacity of the stormwater conveyance system.  In an event 
where the condition cannot be met, the Owner shall provide SWM on-site controls 
that comply to the accepted Design Requirements for permanent Private 
Stormwater Systems. 

 
Watermains 
 
26.     In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, should the current 

or any future Owner revise the development proposal for these lands, the current 
or any future Owner shall have his consulting engineer provide a letter of 
confirmation that the Water Report dated November 2007 meets the following 
water servicing design information and criteria, or the Owner shall have his 
consulting engineer prepare and submit the following water servicing design 
information, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer: 
i) Water distribution system analysis & modeling and hydraulic calculations 

for the Plan of Subdivision confirming system design requirements are 
being met; 

ii) Identify domestic and fire flows for the potential ICI/medium/high density 
Blocks from the high-level water distribution system; 

iii) Address water quality and identify measures to maintain water quality from 
zero build-out through full build-out of the subdivision; 

iv) Include modeling for two fire flow scenarios as follows: 
i. Max Day + Fire confirming velocities and pressures within the 

system at the design fire flows; and 
ii. Max Day + Fire confirming the available fire flows at fire hydrants at 

20PSI residual.  Identify fire flows available from each proposed 
hydrant to be constructed and determine the appropriate colour 
hydrant markers (identifying hydrant rated capacity); 

v) Include a phasing report as applicable which addresses the requirement to 
maintain interim water quality; 

vi) Develop a looping strategy when development is proposed to proceed 
beyond 80 units; 
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vii) Identify any water servicing requirements necessary to provide water 
servicing to external lands, incorporating existing area plans as applicable; 

viii) Identify any need for the construction of or improvement to external works 
necessary to provide water servicing to this Plan of Subdivision; 

ix) Identify any required watermain oversizing, if necessary, and any cost 
sharing agreements; 

x) Identify the effect of development on existing water infrastructure – identify 
potential conflicts; 

xi) Include full-sized water distribution and area plan(s); 
xii) Identify on the water distribution plan the location of valves, hydrants, and 

the type and location of water quality measures to be implemented 
(including automatic flushing devices), the fire hydrant rated capacity and 
marker colour and the design fire flow applied to development Blocks. 

xiii) Provide a servicing concept for the proposed street townhouse (or narrow 
frontage) lots which demonstrates separation requirements for all services 
in being achieved; 

 
27.    Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval the Owner shall 

install and commission the accepted water quality measures required to maintain 
water quality within the water distribution system during build-out, all to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City.  The measures which are 
necessary to meet water quality requirements, including their respective flow 
settings, etc shall be shown clearly on the engineering drawings. 

 
28. The Owner shall ensure implemented water quality measures shall remain in place 

until there is sufficient occupancy demand to maintain water quality within the Plan 
of Subdivision without their use.  The Owner is responsible for the following: 

 i) to meter and pay the billed costs associated with any automatic flushing 
devices including water discharged from any device at the time of their 
installation until removal; 

ii) any incidental and/or ongoing maintenance of the automatic flushing 
devices; 

iiii) payment for maintenance costs for these devices incurred by the City on an 
ongoing basis until removal; 

iv) all works and the costs of removing the devices when no longer required; 
and, 

 v) ensure the automatic flushing devices are connected to an approved outlet. 
 
29. The Owner shall ensure the limits of any request for Conditional Approval shall 

conform to the staging and phasing plan as set out in the accepted water servicing 
report and shall include the implementation of the interim water quality measures.  
In the event the requested Conditional Approval limits differ from the staging and 
phasing as set out in the accepted water servicing report, the Owner would be 
required to submit revised plans and hydraulic modeling as necessary to address 
water quality. 

 
30. Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval, and in accordance 

with City standards, or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, the Owner shall 
complete the following for the provision of water service to this draft Plan of 
Subdivision: 

 
i. Construct watermains to serve this Plan and connect them to the existing 

low-level (high-level) municipal system, namely the existing the 200 mm (8”) 
diameter watermain on the west leg of Asima Drive, the 200 mm (8”) 
diameter watermain on Turner Crescent and the 200 mm (8”) diameter 
watermain on Asima Drive 150 metres east of Turner Crescent; 

ii. Deliver confirmation that the watermain system has been looped to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer when development is proposed to proceed 
beyond 80 units; and, 
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iii. Available fire flows and appropriate hydrant rated capacity colour code 
markers are to be shown on the engineering drawings; the coloured fire 
hydrant markers will be installed by the City of London at the time of 
Conditional Approval.  

 
31. The Owner shall obtain all necessary approvals from the City Engineer for the 

servicing of Blocks in this Plan of Subdivision prior to the installation of any water 
services to or within these Blocks. 

 
32.      With respect to the proposed blocks, the Owner shall include in all agreements of 

purchase and sale, and/or lease of Blocks in this plan, a warning clause advising 
the purchaser/transferee that should these develop as a Vacant Land 
Condominium or in a form that may create a regulated drinking water system under 
O.Reg. 170/03, the Owner shall be responsible for meeting the requirements of 
the legislation. 

 
If deemed a regulated system, there is potential the City of London could be 
ordered to operate this system in the future.  As such, the system would be 
required to be constructed to City standards and requirements. 

 
STREETS, TRANSPORATION & SURVEYS 
 
Roadworks 
 
33. All through intersections and connections with existing streets and internal to this 

subdivision shall align with the opposing streets based on the centrelines of the 
street aligning through their intersections thereby having these streets centred with 
each other, unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer. 

 
34. In conjunction with the engineering drawings submission, the Owner shall have its 

consulting engineer provide the following, all to the specifications and satisfaction 
of the City Engineer: 
i) a proposed layout plan of the internal road network including taper details 

for streets in this plan that change right-of-way widths with minimum 30 
metre tapers for review and acceptance with respect to road geometries, 
including but not limited to, right-of-way widths, tapers, bends, intersection 
layout, daylighting triangles, etc., and include any associated adjustments 
to the abutting lots.  The roads shall be equally tapered and aligned based 
on the road centrelines and it should be noted tapers are not to be within 
intersections; 

ii) confirmation that all streets in the subdivision have centreline radii which 
conforms to the City of London Standard “Minimum Centreline Radii of 
Curvature of Roads in Subdivisions”; and, 

iii) a conceptual design for the window street for Turner Crescent to consider 
such issues as grading the common boulevard between Bradley Avenue 
and the window street, overland flow routes, sidewalk connections, 
servicing, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
35. At ‘tee’ intersection, the projected road centreline of the intersecting street shall 

intersect the through street at 90 degrees with a minimum 6 metre tangent being 
required along the street lines of the intersecting road, to the satisfaction of the 
City. 

 
36. The Owner shall provide a minimum of 5.5 metres (18’) along the curb line between 

the projected property lines of irregular shaped lots around the bends on Turner 
Crescent, all to the satisfaction of the City. 
 

37. The Owner shall have their Professional Engineer design and construct the 
roadworks in accordance with the following road widths: 
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i)  Turner Crescent has a minimum road pavement width (excluding gutters) of 
8.0 metres with a minimum road allowance of 18.5 metres as per accepted 
engineering drawings; 
 

ii) Turner Crescent (window street portion) shall have a minimum road 
pavement width (excluding gutters) of 8.0 metres with a minimum road 
allowance of 15.5 metres as per accepted engineering drawings. 
 

38. The Owner shall construct the window street portion of Turner Crescent abutting 
Bradley Avenue in accordance with the City’s window street standard or as 
otherwise specified by the City Engineer, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 
and at no cost to the City. 

 
39. The Owner agrees that, if a parking plan is required for this subdivision, and 

increased pavement width is proposed to accommodate the parking plan, the road 
allowance width will be increased a corresponding amount in order to maintain the 
standard 6.0 metre wide boulevards on either side of the road.  Further, the Owner 
agrees that any proposed widening of the pavement and the road allowance will 
be to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

40. The Owner shall construct barrier curbs on Turner Crescent, to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer. 
 

41. The Owner shall ensure all streets with bends of approximately 90 degrees shall 
have a minimum inside street line radius with the following standard: 
 Road Allowance    S/L Radius 
        19.0 m        9.5 m 
        18.0 m      10.0 m 
 

Sidewalks 
 

42. The Owner shall construct a 1.5 m (5’) sidewalk on one side of the following streets: 
 

 i) Turner Crescent – west boulevard – from Lot 1 to Block 67, both inclusive; 
 ii) Turner Crescent – south boulevard – from Lot 48 to Lot 52, both inclusive; 
 iii) Turner Crescent – east boulevard – Lot 44 to 48, and Block 65, all inclusive; 
 iv) Turner Crescent – west boulevard – Lot 52 to 56, and Block 64, all inclusive;  

v) Turner Crescent – east boulevard – from Lot 96 in Plan 33M-699 at Asima 
Drive and across lands external to this plan at 1680 Bradley Avenue, all inclusive; 

 
43. The Owner shall provide sidewalk links from Turner Crescent to the proposed 

sidewalk on Bradley Street in accordance with the City of London Window Street 
Standard Guidelines UCC-2M to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.   
 

Street Lights 
 
44. Within one year of registration of the plan, the Owner shall install street lighting 

on all streets and walkways in this plan to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost 
to the City. Where an Owner is required to install street lights in accordance with 
this draft plan of subdivision and where a street from an abutting developed or 
developing area is being extended, the Owner shall install street light poles and 
luminaires, along the street being extended, which match the style of street light 
already existing or approved along the developed portion of the street, to the 
satisfaction of the London Hydro for the City of London. 

 
Boundary Road Works 
 
45. The Owner shall be required to make minor boulevard improvements on Bradley 

Avenue adjacent to this Plan, to the specifications of the City and at no cost to the 
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City, consisting of interim ditching (to maintain existing drainage), clean-up, 
grading and sodding as necessary. 

 
Vehicular Access 

 
46. The Owner shall ensure that no vehicular access will be permitted to Blocks 64, 

65 and 67 from Bradley Avenue. All vehicular access is to be via the internal 
subdivision streets. 

 
Construction Access/Temporary/Second Access Roads 

 
47. The Owner shall direct all construction traffic associated with this draft plan of 

subdivision to utilize Evans Boulevard via Bradley Avenue and Jackson Road or 
other routes as designated by the City. 

 
48. Prior to commencing any construction on this site, the Owner shall notify the City 

of London Police Services of the start of construction of this plan of subdivision.  
 
49. In the event any work is undertaken on an existing street, the Owner shall establish 

and maintain a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) in conformance with City 
guidelines and to the satisfaction of the City for any construction activity that will 
occur on existing public roadways.  The Owner shall have it’s contractor(s) 
undertake the work within the prescribed operational constraints of the TMP.  The 
TMP will be submitted in conjunction with the subdivision servicing drawings for 
this plan of subdivision. 
 

GENERAL CONDITIONS  
  
50. The Owner shall comply with all City of London standards, guidelines and 

requirements in the design of this draft plan and all required engineering drawings, 
to the satisfaction of the City.   Any deviations from the City’s standards, guidelines 
or requirements shall be satisfactory to the City. 

 
51. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Conditional Approval for each construction 

stage of this subdivision, all servicing works for the stage and downstream works 
must be completed and operational, in accordance with the approved design 
criteria and accepted drawings, all to the specification and satisfaction of the City. 

 
52. Prior to final approval, the Owner shall make arrangements with the affected 

property owner(s) for the construction of any portions of services or grading 
situated on private lands outside this plan, and shall provide satisfactory 
easements over these works, as necessary, all to the specifications and 
satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 
 

53. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall 
provide, to the City for review and acceptance, a geotechnical report or update the 
existing geotechnical report recommendations (LON-00012720-GE by EXP), if 
necessary, to address all geotechnical issues with respect to the development of 
this plan, including, but not limited to, the following: 

 i) servicing, grading and drainage of this subdivision; 
 ii) road pavement structure; 
 iii) dewatering; 
 iv) foundation design; 
 v) removal of existing fill (including but not limited to organic and deleterious 

materials); 
 vi) the placement of new engineering fill; 
 vii) any necessary setbacks related to slope stability for lands within this plan; 
 viii) identifying all required mitigation measures including Low Impact 

Development (LIDs) solutions; 
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 ix) Addressing all issues with respect to construction and any necessary 
setbacks related to erosion, maintenance and structural setbacks related to 
slope stability for lands within this plan, if necessary, to the satisfaction and 
specifications of the City.  The Owner shall provide written acceptance from 
the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority for the final setback; 

 
 and any other requirements as needed by the City, all to the satisfaction of the 

City. 
 
54. The Owner shall implement all geotechnical recommendations to the satisfaction 

of the City. 
 
55. Once construction of any private services, ie: water storm or sanitary, to service 

the lots and blocks in this plan is completed and any proposed relotting of the plan 
is undertaken, the Owner shall reconstruct all previously installed services in 
standard location, in accordance with the approved final lotting and approved 
revised servicing drawings all to the specification of the City Engineer and at no 
cost to the City. 

 
56. The Owner shall connect to all existing services and extend all services to the limits 

of the draft plan of subdivision, at no cost to the City, all to the specifications and 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
57. In conjunction with first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall have 

his consulting engineer submit a concept plan which shows how all servicing 
(water, sanitary, storm, gas, hydro, street lighting, water meter pits, Bell, Rogers, 
etc.) shall be provided to all street-facing townhouses on Turner Crescent (Blocks 
63 to 68).  It will be a requirement to provide adequate separation distances for all 
services which are to be located on the municipal right-of-way to provide for 
required separation distance (Ministry of Environment Design Standards) and to 
allow for adequate space for repair, replacement and maintenance of these 
services in a manner acceptable to the City. 

 
58. Where site plan approval is required, which includes street facing townhouse 

blocks, the Owner shall install servicing on streets in this plan of subdivision for 
these blocks only after site plan approval has been obtained, all to the satisfaction 
of the City, at no cost to the City. 

 
59. The Owner shall have the common property line of Bradley Avenue graded in 

accordance with the City of London Standard “Subdivision Grading Along Arterial 
Roads”, at no cost to the City. 

  
60. The Owner shall advise the City in writing at least two weeks prior to connecting, 

either directly or indirectly, into any unassumed services constructed by a third 
party, and to save the City harmless from any damages that may be caused as a 
result of the connection of the services from this subdivision into any unassumed 
services. 

 
 Prior to connection being made to an unassumed service, the following will apply: 

i) In the event discharge is to unassumed services, the unassumed services 
must be completed and conditionally accepted by the City; 

 
ii) The Owner must provide a video inspection on all affected unassumed 

sewers; 
 

Any damages caused by the connection to unassumed services shall be the 
responsibility of the Owner. 
 

61. The Owner shall pay a proportional share of the operational, maintenance and/or 
monitoring costs of any affected unassumed sewers or SWM facilities (if 
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applicable) to third parties that have constructed the services and/or facilities to 
which the Owner is connecting.  The above-noted proportional share of the cost 
shall be based on design flows, to the satisfaction of the City, for sewers or on 
storage volume in the case of a SWM facility.  The Owner’s payments to third 
parties shall: 

i) commence upon completion of the Owner’s service work, connections to 
the existing unassumed services;  and 

ii) continue until the time of assumption of the affected services by the City. 
 

62. With respect to any services and/or facilities constructed in conjunction with this 
Plan, the Owner shall permit the connection into and use of the subject services 
and/or facilities by outside owners whose lands are served by the said services 
and/or facilities, prior to the said services and/or facilities being assumed by the 
City. 

 
 The connection into and use of the subject services by an outside Owner will be 

conditional upon the outside Owner satisfying any requirements set out by the City, 
and agreement by the outside Owner to pay a proportional share of the operational 
maintenance and/or monitoring costs of any affected unassumed services and/or 
facilities. 
 

63. If, during the building or constructing of all buildings or works and services within 
this subdivision, any deposits of organic materials or refuse are encountered, the 
Owner shall report these deposits to the City Engineer and Chief Building Official 
immediately, and if required by the City Engineer and Chief Building Official, the 
Owner shall, at his own expense, retain a professional engineer competent in the 
field of methane gas to investigate these deposits and submit a full report on them 
to the City Engineer and Chief Building Official.  Should the report indicate the 
presence of methane gas then all of the recommendations of the engineer 
contained in any such report submitted to the City Engineer and Chief Building 
Official shall be implemented and carried out under the supervision of the 
professional engineer, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Chief Building 
Official and at the expense of the Owner, before any construction progresses in 
such an instance.  The report shall include provision for an ongoing methane gas 
monitoring program, if required, subject to the approval of the City engineer and 
review for the duration of the approval program. 
 
If a permanent venting system or facility is recommended in the report, the Owner 
shall register a covenant on the title of each affected lot and block to the effect that 
the Owner of the subject lots and blocks must have the required system or facility 
designed, constructed and monitored to the specifications of the City Engineer, 
and that the Owners must maintain the installed system or facilities in perpetuity 
at no cost to the City.  The report shall also include measures to control the 
migration of any methane gas to abutting lands outside the Plan. 
 

64. Should any contamination or anything suspected as such, be encountered during 
construction, the Owner shall report the matter to the City Engineer and the Owner 
shall hire a geotechnical engineer to provide, in accordance with the   Ministry of 
the Environment “Guidelines for Use at Contaminated Sites in Ontario”, “Schedule 
A – Record of Site Condition”, as amended, including “Affidavit of Consultant” 
which summarizes the site assessment and restoration activities carried out at a 
contaminated site, in accordance with the requirements of latest Ministry of 
Environment and Climate Change “Guidelines for Use at Contaminated Sites in 
Ontario” and file appropriate documents to the Ministry in this regard with copies 
provided to the City.  The City may require a copy of the report should there be 
City property adjacent to the contamination. 

 
 Should any contaminants be encountered within this Plan, the Owner shall 

implement the recommendations of the geotechnical engineer to remediate, 
removal and/or disposals of any contaminates within the proposed Streets, Lot and 



File: 39T-07508 / Z-9021 
Planner: L. Mottram 

 

Blocks in this Plan forthwith under the supervision of the geotechnical engineer to 
the satisfaction of the City at no cost to the City. 

 
 In the event no evidence of contamination is encountered on the site, the 

geotechnical engineer shall provide certification to this effect to the City. 
 

65. The Owner’s professional engineer shall provide inspection services during 
construction for all work to be assumed by the City, and shall supply the City with 
a Certification of Completion of Works upon completion, in accordance with the 
plans accepted by the City Engineer. 
 

66. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall 
have it’s professional engineer provide an opinion for the need for an 
Environmental Assessment under the Class EA requirements for the provision of 
any services related to this Plan.  All class EA’s must be completed prior to the 
submission of engineering drawings. 
 

67. The Owner shall have it’s professional engineer notify existing property owners in 
writing, regarding the sewer and/or road works proposed to be constructed on 
existing City streets in conjunction with this subdivision, all in accordance with 
Council policy for “Guidelines for Notification to Public for Major Construction 
Projects”. 
 

68. The Owner shall not commence construction or installations of any services (eg. 
clearing or servicing of land) involved with this Plan prior to obtaining all necessary 
permits, approvals and/or certificates that need to be issued in conjunction with the 
development of the subdivision, unless otherwise approved by the City in writing 
(eg. Ministry of the Environment Certificates, City/Ministry/Government permits: 
Approved Works, water connection, water-taking, crown land, navigable 
waterways, approvals: Upper Thames River Conservation Authority, Ministry of 
Natural Resources, Ministry of the Environment, City, etc.) 

 
69. Prior to any work on the site, the Owner shall decommission and permanently cap 

any abandoned wells located in this Plan, in accordance with current provincial 
legislation, regulations and standards.  In the event that an existing well in this Plan 
is to be kept in service, the Owner shall protect the well and the underlying aquifer 
from any development activity. 

 
70. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, in the event the 

Owner wishes to phase this plan of subdivision, the Owner shall submit a phasing 
plan identifying all required temporary measures, and identify land and/or 
easements required for the routing of services which are necessary to service 
upstream lands outside this draft plan to the limit of the plan to be provided at the 
time of registration of each phase, all to the specifications and satisfaction of the 
City. 

 
71. If any temporary measures are required to support the interim conditions in 

conjunction with the phasing, the Owner shall construct temporary measures and 
provide all necessary land and/or easements, to the specifications and satisfaction 
of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City. 

 
72. The Owner shall remove any temporary works when no longer required and 

restore the land, at no cost to the City, to the specifications and satisfaction of the 
City. 
 

73. In conjunction with registration of the Plan, the Owner shall provide to the 
appropriate authorities such easements and/or land dedications as may be 
required for all municipal works and services associated with the development of 
the subject lands, such as road, utility, drainage or stormwater management 
(SWM) purposes, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 



File: 39T-07508 / Z-9021 
Planner: L. Mottram 

 

 
74. The Owner shall decommission any abandoned infrastructure, at no cost to the 

City, including cutting the water service and capping it at the watermain, all to the 
specifications and satisfaction of the City. 
 

75. The Owner shall remove all existing accesses to boundary roads and restore all 
affected areas, all to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 
 

76. All costs related to the plan of subdivision shall be at the expense of the Owner, 
unless specifically stated otherwise in this approval. 
 

77. The Owner shall submit confirmation that they have complied with any 
requirements of Union Gas with regards to any setbacks abutting Bradley Avenue 
in this plan of subdivision.    

 
78. Should the current or any future Owner revise the development proposal for these 

lands, the applicant may be required to complete a design studies submission as 
per the File Manager process and resubmit engineering drawings, all to the 
satisfaction of the City. 

 
79. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 

remove and relocate any existing earth stockpile generally located in this Plan, all 
to the satisfaction of the City and at no cost to the City. 

 
80. The Owner shall make all necessary arrangements with any required owner(s) to 

have any existing easement(s) in this plan quit claimed to the satisfaction of the 
City and at no cost to the City.  The Owner shall protect any existing private 
services in the said easement(s) until such time as they are removed and replaced 
with appropriate municipal and/or private services at no cost to the City. 

 
 Following the removal of any existing private services from the said easement and 

the appropriate municipal services and/or private services are installed and 
operational, the Owner shall make all necessary arrangement to have any 
section(s) of easement(s) in this plan quit claimed to the satisfaction of the City, at 
no cost to the City. 

 
81. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 

make adjustments to the existing works and services on Asima Drive and Turner 
Crescent, adjacent to this plan to accommodate the proposed works and services 
on this street to accommodate the lots in this plan fronting this street (eg. private 
services, street light poles, traffic calming, etc.) in accordance with the approved 
design criteria and accepted drawings, al to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, 
at no cost to the City. 

 
82. The Owner shall grade areas to be compatible with the proposed subdivision 

grading and drainage, to the satisfaction of the City. 
 
83.     The Owner shall incorporate the accepted recommendations of the various 

accepted servicing reports/design studies (eg. sanitary servicing design, storm and 
SWM design, water servicing, transportation requirements, hydrogeological, 
geotechnical, etc.) in the accepted engineering drawings to address all servicing 
issues, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City. 

 
PLANNING 
 
84.  Approval from the London Fire Department is required should any burning of 

materials on-site be contemplated. 
 

85. The Owner shall implement the recommendations of the Noise Assessment for 
Phase 12B Summerside Subdivision, prepared by Development Engineering 
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(London) Limited, dated September 11, 2007 to the satisfaction of the City.  If 
necessary, the Owner shall update the Noise Assessment to meet current City 
policies and noise criteria. 
 

86. All noise attenuation features required in this draft plan of subdivision shall be 
located on and maintained by the Owner of the applicable lot or block in this plan. 
 

87. Prior to the submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall submit an on-
street parking plan to the satisfaction of the City.  The approved parking plan will 
form part of the subdivision agreement for the registered plan. 
 

88. In conjunction with the engineering drawing submission, the Owner shall submit a 
street tree plan to the City.  The street tree plan shall show one street tree per lot 
or a minimum spacing of one per 15 metres (49.2 feet), whichever is the lesser, 
except where it can be demonstrated that the location of driveways and 
underground utilities necessitates a greater separation.  If there are long stretches 
where boulevard street trees are not possible because of driveways and utilities, 
the Owner shall provide street trees in alternate locations including flanking lots, 
front yards of lots and blocks, and window street landscaping areas all to 
satisfaction of the City. 
 

89.   The Owner agrees to register on title and include in all Purchase and Sale 
Agreements for any lots and blocks that back onto Meadowgate Boulevard or side 
onto Bradley Avenue a requirement that the purchaser/home builder shall provide 
concept plans and elevations prior to the application for a building permit which 
demonstrates building orientation to all adjacent streets, including a built form that 
has the same level of architectural detail on all street facades, to the satisfaction 
of the City. 
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On February 11, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to 209 property 
owners in the surrounding area. Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on February 21, 2019. 

Responses:  1 written reply received. 
 
Nature of Liaison: To consider proposed red-line revisions to a draft plan of subdivision 
which will result in 62 single detached dwelling lots and six (6) medium density blocks, 
served by the future extension of Turner Crescent. The draft plan is currently approved 
for 38 single detached lots and 12 medium density blocks. Also, consideration of an 
amendment to the zoning by-law to change the zoning from a Residential R4 Special 
Provision (R4-5(2)) Zone to a Residential R1/R4 Special Provision (R1-3(12)/R4-5(*) 
Zone and a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(*)) Zone to permit single detached 
lots with a minimum lot frontage of 10 metres and minimum lot area of 300 square metres 
and/or street townhouse dwellings with a minimum lot area per unit of 160 square metres 
and minimum lot frontage of 5.5 metres per unit; together with special provisions for a 
front yard depth to garage of 5.5 metres minimum, exterior side yard depth to main 
building of 3.0 metres minimum, interior side yard depth of 1.5 metres minimum, lot 
coverage of 45% maximum, and east and west side yard depths to main building of 3.5 
metres minimum for both Blocks 63 and 66. The exterior side yard depth to main building 
as noted above shall apply to all adjacent street classifications. 
 
Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following: 

 A request was received for language translation to better understand the Notice 
of Application and details of the proposal. 

Responses to Notice of Application and Publication in “The Londoner” 

Telephone Written 

 Camilo and Martha Camero, Unit 74 - 
3320 Meadowgate Boulevard 

 
Agency/Departmental Comments: 

1. Upper Thames River Conservation Authority 
 

The subject lands are not affected by any regulations (Ontario Regulation 157/06) 
made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act. The UTRCA has 
no objections to this application. 
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Appendix C – Policy Context  

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

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
 
The proposal must be consistent with Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) policies and 
objectives aimed at: 

 1. Building Strong Healthy Communities;  
 2. Wise Use and Management of Resources; and,  
 3. Protecting Public Health and Safety.  
 
The PPS contains strong polices regarding the importance of promoting efficient 
development and land use patterns, as well as accommodating an appropriate range and 
mix of land uses, housing types, and densities to meet projected needs of current and 
future residents (Sections 1.1 and 1.4). 

The proposed zoning amendments and red-line revisions continue to provide variation in 
housing types and densities. The purpose of the revisions to the draft plan is to meet 
current and future housing market demands. The proponent stated in their Planning 
Justification Report that through the registration and development of lands immediately 
to the east (Plan 33M-699) they realized there is a strong demand for small lot single 
detached lots which will provide for a greater variation in housing for the area. The site is 
in close proximity to public parks and open spaces, schools, and community facilities. It 
promotes an efficient and cost effective development and land use pattern, and will not 
cause environmental or public health and safety concerns. 

The policies for Settlement Areas require that new development should occur adjacent to 
existing built up areas and shall have a compact form, mix of uses and densities that allow 
for the efficient use of land, infrastructure and public service facilities (Section 1.1.3.6). 
The subject lands are located within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary and immediately 
adjacent existing built-up areas to the north, lands currently being developed to the east, 
and designated and zoned future development lands to the west. Lands to the south are 
also located within the Urban Growth Boundary and continue to be used for agricultural 
purposes. The long term intended use for these lands is light industrial, and future 
planning must take into consideration compatibility concerns and potential nuisance 
impacts on existing residential development and development lands currently being built-
out to the north. The proposed development will utilize full municipal services. The 
subdivision servicing drawings for this draft plan phase have previously been reviewed 
and accepted by the City. 

Policies for Transportation promote a land use pattern, density and mix of uses that 
minimize the length and number of vehicle trips and support current and future use of 
transit and active transportation (Section 1.6.7.4). The proposed development is 
supportive of transit service and is located in close proximity to existing and planned 
walking and cycling pathway system. 
 
Planning Authorities shall also support energy conservation and efficiency through land 
use and development patterns which, among other matters, promotes design and 
orientation which maximizes opportunities for the use of renewable and alternative energy 
systems (Section 1.8.1). The proposed road and lot pattern maintains a strong north-
south orientation to optimize exposure to passive solar energy.   
 
There are no identified concerns for protection of natural heritage features or functions, 
agricultural, mineral aggregates, or cultural heritage and archaeological resources. The 
proposed development is outside of any natural hazards and there are no known human-
made hazards. Based on our review, Development Services staff are satisfied that the 
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recommended red-line revised plan and zoning by-law amendments are found to be 
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. 

The London Plan 
 
The Our Strategy, City Building and Design, Neighbourhoods Place Type, and Our Tools 
policies in the London Plan have been reviewed and consideration given to how the 
proposed zoning by-law amendment and red-line revisions contributes to achieving those 
policy objectives, including the following specific policies: 
 

Our Strategy 

Key Direction #5 – Build a mixed-use compact city 

2. Plan to achieve a compact, contiguous pattern of growth – looking 
“inward and upward”. 

4. Plan for infill and intensification of various types and forms to take 
advantage of existing services and facilities and to reduce our need to grow 
outward. 

5. Ensure a mix of housing types within our neighbourhoods so that they 
are complete and support aging in place. 

Key Direction #6 – Place a new emphasis on creating attractive mobility 
choices  

1. Create active mobility choices such as walking, cycling, and transit to 
support safe, affordable, and healthy communities. 

7. Utilize a grid, or modified grid, system of streets in neighbourhoods to 
maximize connectivity and ease of mobility. 

Key Direction #7 – Build strong, healthy and attractive neighbourhoods for 
everyone 

1. Plan for healthy neighbourhoods that promote active living, provide 
healthy housing options, offer social connectedness, afford safe 
environments, and supply well distributed health services. 

2. Design complete neighbourhoods by meeting the needs of people of all 
ages, incomes and abilities, allowing for aging in place and accessibility to 
amenities, facilities and services. 

3. Implement “placemaking” by promoting neighbourhood design that 
creates safe, diverse, walkable, healthy, and connected communities, 
creating a sense of place and character. 

City Building and Design Policies 

197_ The built form will be designed to have a sense of place and character 
consistent with the planned vision of the place type, by using such things as 
topography, street patterns, lotting patterns, streetscapes, public spaces, 
landscapes, site layout, buildings, materials and cultural heritage.* 

The proposed zoning will continue to permit a both single detached residential dwellings 
and street townhouses which are compatible with adjacent residential development, in 
keeping with the character of the neighbourhood, and consistent with the planned vision 
of the Neighbourhood Place Type. The proposed residential lots and blocks will maintain 
a consistent lot pattern and continuity of the streetscape along Turner Cresent. 

212_ The configuration of streets planned for new neighbourhoods will be 
of a grid, or modified grid, pattern. Cul-de-sacs, deadends, and other street 
patterns which inhibit such street networks will be minimized.  New 
neighbourhood street networks will be designed to have multiple direct 
connections to existing and future neighbourhoods.* 
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The street configuration represents a modified grid pattern that includes a “window” street 
adjacent Bradley Avenue to the south, and multiple direct connections to the existing 
neighbourhood to the north. 

216_ Street networks, block orientation, lot sizes, and building orientation 
should be designed to take advantage of passive solar energy while 
ensuring that active mobility and other design criteria of this chapter are 
satisfied.* 

 
The street network in this subdivision plan does a reasonably effective job at maintaining 
a north-south orientation and exposure to passive solar energy for the majority of lots and 
street townhouse blocks which front along Turner Crescent. Along with the window street 
providing a pedestrian and cycling connection to Bradley Avenue, the street network will 
be required to incorporate sidewalks and sidewalk links, in accordance with draft plan 
conditions (Conditions 42 & 43), in order to promote active mobility.     
 

229_ Except in exceptional circumstances, rear lotting will not be 
permitted onto public streets and side-lotting will be discouraged on Civic 
Boulevards and Urban Thoroughfares. 

 
The single detached lots and street townhouse blocks adjacent Meadowgate Boulevard 
are not proposed to change from the original draft plan approval, with the exception of a 
minor lot line adjustment between Blocks 67 and 68. There are no significant changes to 
the configuration of Turner Crescent mainly due to the fact that the detailed engineering 
and subdivision servicing plans have previously been accepted by the City. The lot pattern 
as indicated on the draft plan results in several rear and side lotting situations that can’t 
be avoided without re-designing the plan and impacting the road and servicing 
alignments. A draft plan condition (Condition 89) is already in place which makes any lots 
and blocks that back onto Meadowgate Boulevard or side onto Bradley Avenue subject 
to a requirement that the purchaser/home builder provide concept plans and elevations 
prior to the application for a building permit demonstrating building orientation to all 
adjacent streets, including a built form that has the same level of architectural detail on 
all street facades. 
 
Neighbourhoods Place Type 

The subject lands are located within the Neighbourhoods Place Type in The London Plan, 
and are situated at the intersection of a Neighbourhood Connector and Urban 
Thoroughfare. The range of primary permitted uses include single detached, semi-
detached, duplex, triplex, townhouses, stacked townhouses, low-rise apartments, 
secondary suites, home occupations, group homes, and small-scale community facilities. 
Secondary permitted uses include mixed-use buildings. The proposed development of 
small-lot single detached dwellings and street townhouses, anticipated to be a minimum 
two (2) storeys in height conforms with the use, intensity and form policies of the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type. 

Our Tools 

1768_ In the review of all planning and development applications, including 
the review of secondary plans, for residential development adjacent to Civic 
Boulevards, Urban Thoroughfares, Rural Thoroughfares, Rapid Transit 
Boulevards, Expressways and Provincial Highways will be subject to all of 
the following criteria, to ensure that residential development does not rear 
or side-lot onto the adjacent streets, as appropriate: 

3. If there is no practical place type alternative, and sensitive place 
types must locate adjacent to these streets, then subdivision design 
measures will be encouraged to eliminate the need for noise walls.  
These subdivision design measures could include, but are not limited 
to neighbourhood design with window or lay-by streets or service 
streets; subdivisions with rear lanes; subdivisions on private service 
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streets; or alternative measures that conform with the policies of this 
Plan. 

4. If land use planning or alternative neighbourhood designs cannot 
reasonably be utilized within the proposed residential subdivision 
then a noise impact study will be undertaken on behalf of the property 
owner, by an accredited acoustical consultant, to determine the 
appropriate noise attenuation mechanism based on forecasted 
ultimate traffic volumes, considering the Mobility policies of this Plan, 
the Transportation Master Plan, road widening dedication and the 
effect the road widening dedication will have on the design of the 
required noise attenuation measure; the design specifications of the 
noise attenuation measure, such as height, density/width, location, 
benefiting lots, and building material will also be considered. 

It was intended that this phase (Phase 12B) of the Summerside Subdivision would 
incorporate portions of “window streets” on reduced right-of-ways and eliminate the need 
for a continuous noise wall along much of the interface with Bradley Avenue. Draft plan 
conditions (Conditions 85 and 86) have been recommended in order to ensure that the 
an updated Noise Assessment for the Phase 12B Summerside Subdivision is prepared 
and that the recommendations to mitigate the impact of excessive noise generated by 
road traffic are implemented, to the satisfaction of the City. Noise mitigation measures 
are expected to include building components to reduce interior sound levels, warning 
clauses, and localized noise barriers adjacent outdoor living areas of individual dwelling 
units. All noise attenuation features required in this draft plan of subdivision shall be 
located on and maintained by the owner of the applicable lot or block in this plan. 
 
1989 Official Plan 
These lands are designated as Multi-family, Medium Density Residential under Section 
3.3 which permits primarily multiple-attached dwellings, such as row houses or cluster 
houses; low-rise apartment buildings; rooming and boarding and houses; emergency care 
facilities; and small-scale nursing homes, rest homes, and homes for the aged, as the 
main uses. These areas may also be developed for single detached, semi-detached, and 
duplex dwellings. The recommended zone variations are consistent with the Official Plan 
designation and range of permitted uses.  
 
Z.-1 Zoning By-law 
The zoning by-law amendments involve combining existing zones to facilitate the 
proposed new single detached lots, and adding specific regulations to the zoning that 
currently applies to the street townhouse blocks. 
 
The recommended amendments for proposed Lots 16 to 19, Lots 20 to 23, Lots 40 to 43, 
Lots 44 to 47, and Lots 53 to 60 is to change the zoning from a Residential R4 Special 
Provision (R4-5(2)) Zone to Residential R1/R4 Special Provision (R1-3(12)/R4-5(2)) Zone 
to permit single detached lots with a minimum lot frontage of 10 metres and minimum lot 
area of 300 square metres, and street townhouse dwellings. The resulting dual zone is 
considered appropriate and maintains the intent of the Multi-family, Medium Density 
Residential designation and Neighbourhoods Place Type. The proposed lots as shown 
on the revised plan have frontages that range on average from 10 to 11 metres. The lot 
sizes comply with the minimum lot area and frontage requirements, and are generally in 
keeping with the predominant lot sizes in the neighbourhood. 
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The recommended zoning amendment as it applies to Blocks 63, 64, 65, 66, 67 and 68 
is to change the zoning from a Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(2)) Zone to new 
R4-5(*) Zone and R4-5(**) Zone, with special provisions to meet site-specific design 
requirements for development of the street townhouse blocks. The recommended special 
provisions are summarized as follows (reference should be made to the zoning by-law 
amendment and schedule found in Appendix ‘A’): 
 
Blocks 63 and 66 - Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(*)) Zone 
 

- Lot Frontage 6.7 metres minimum – The standard R4 Zone regulation for 
minimum lot frontage per unit is 5.5 metres. Staff have recently been 
recommending a minimum lot frontage per unit of 6.7 metres or greater in order to 
ensure there is adequate spatial separation to install and maintain underground 
utility, water and private drain connections between the unit and the services within 
the road allowance that it fronts on. Concept plans provided by the applicant 
showing the building foot prints for Blocks 63 and 66 indicate the end units exceed 
6.7 metres; however, the interior units will require adjustment as they are just under 
that at 6.4 metres per unit. 
 
- Front Yard Depth to Garage 5.5 metres minimum – This regulation is currently in 
place and is proposed to be carried over to the new zone. 
 
- Exterior Side Yard Depth to Main Building 3.0 metres minimum – Same as current 
zone. 
 
- Interior Side Yard Depth 1.5 metres minimum – Same as current zone. 
 
- Lot Coverage 45% maximum – This represents a modest increase of 5% from 
the current lot coverage regulation in order to accommodate the developer’s 
product, and to ensure that adequate parking and amenity space can be provided. 
The Committee of Adjustment previously granted minor variances for relief to the 
lot coverage requirements for similar street townhouse blocks to the east along 
Asima Drive and Strawberry Walk. The requested coverage is not considered an 
over-intensification of these multi-family blocks, and is not expected to impact 
neighbouring properties. 
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- East and West Side Yard Depths to Main Building 3.0 metres minimum – This is 
intended to address a conflict with the zoning by-law definitions that in the case of 
a corner lot, the shorter lot line that abuts a street shall be deemed to be the front 
lot line. The applicant has indicated that in this instance the front lot line of Blocks 
63 and 66 is the east property line. They have also indicated that these blocks will 
be built out as freehold townhouses and conveyed through a future application for 
Exemption from Part Lot Control. As such, the eventual front lot line will be the 
south limit of the existing blocks once full build out is completed. This special 
provision is intended to facilitate the Site Plan Approval process and issuance of 
Building Permits prior to the subsequent lot conveyance. The applicant’s request 
for this special provision is 3.5 metres; however, the recommended 3.0 metres is 
appropriate and consistent with the current special provision for Exterior Side Yard 
Depth to Main Building (as identified above). 
 
- Exterior side yard depth to main building shall apply to all adjacent street 
classifications – To ensure the interpretation of the 3.0 metre exterior yard setback 
will be applied consistently to buildings adjacent an arterial road (Bradley Avenue) 
or local street (Turner Crescent). At the time the zoning was applied to these lands, 
the special provision setback regulation was intended to be applied to all street 
classifications. 
 

 
 

Blocks 64, 65, 67 and 68 - Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(**)) Zone 
 

- Lot Frontage 7.0 metres minimum – The minimum lot frontage per unit of 5.5 
metres is the standard zone regulation. Staff recommend increasing the minimum 
lot frontage per unit in order to ensure there is adequate separation for services 
and utilities. Concept plans for these blocks provided by the applicant indicates 
that the proposed building plans will meet or exceed the recommended lot 
frontage.   
 
- Front Yard Depth to Garage 5.5 metres minimum – This regulation is currently in 
place and is proposed to be carried over to the new zone. 
 
- Exterior Side Yard Depth to Main Building 3.0 metres minimum – Same as current 
zone. 
 
- Interior Side Yard depth 1.5 metres minimum – Same as current zone. 
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- Lot Coverage 45% maximum – This represents a modest increase of 5% from 
the current lot coverage regulation in order to accommodate the developer’s 
product, and to ensure that adequate parking and amenity space can be provided. 
The Committee of Adjustment previously granted minor variances for relief to the 
lot coverage requirements for similar street townhouse blocks to the east along 
Asima Drive and Strawberry Walk. The requested coverage is not considered an 
over-intensification of these multi-family blocks, and is not expected to impact 
neighbouring properties. 
 
- Exterior side yard depth to main building shall apply to all adjacent street 
classifications – To ensure the interpretation of the 3.0 metre exterior yard setback 
will be applied consistently to buildings adjacent an arterial road (Bradley Avenue) 
or local street (Turner Crescent). At the time the zoning was applied to these lands, 
the special provision setback regulation was intended to be applied to all street 
classifications. 
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Appendix D – Relevant Background 

London Plan Map Excerpt 
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Official Plan Map Excerpt 
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Zoning By-law Map Excerpt 
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Additional Reports 
 
December 4, 2017 – Planning and Environment Committee – Request by Greengate 
Village Limited for Extension of Draft Plan Approval relating to lands located on the north 
side of Bradley Avenue, between Jackson Road and Meadowgate Boulevard; File No. 
39T-07508 (Agenda Item #5). 
 
 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 
 

3.3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – Summerside Subdivision – 
2910 to 3229 Turner Crescent (Phase 12B) 
 

• Andrea McCreery, Stantec Consulting, on behalf of the applicant – expressing 
appreciation to the Planning staff for their continued support and coordination on 
this file; advising that the subject site is comprised of lands within the 
Summerside subdivision where it was draft approved in February, 2008; 
indicating that draft approval was granted to include single detached lots and 
street fronting townhouse units; stating that Greengate, the applicant, purchased 
these lands in 2013 and has worked on completing phase 1, this includes 
finishing a portion of Asima Drive and registering and building the east half of the 
approved draft plan; indicating that the original design of the approved 
subdivision was established by the previous land owner; advising that the 
purpose of the proposed redline revision and Zoning By-law Amendment is to 
accommodate current market trends and to maintain Greengates builder’s 
product; asking Council to approve this application with one minor revision to 
staff’s recommendation and the requested revision applies to both Blocks 63 and 
66 which are highlighted in blue on the screen; stating that shown on the screen 
is Block 63; pointing out that the existing R4 zoning permits a minimum frontage 
of 5.5 metres for street fronting freehold townhouse units; indicating that the 
applicant is proposing a frontage of 6.4 metres on Blocks 63 and 66; noting that 
the 6.4 metre frontage is shown in the blue hashed line; advising that Planning 
staff are recommending a frontage of 6.7 metres which is shown in red, 
approximately only a foot greater than what is being proposed; understanding 
this recommendation is with regard to servicing but there has been no discussion 
on how this number has been come to; showing an image of Block 66, which 
shows a 0.3 metre increase, again in red, with the proposed 6.4 metre frontage in 
blue; to increase by 0.3 metres from the requested, this will change the building 
product, a redesign which will increase the cost to build the homes which the 
home buyers will then have to compensate for; existing towns highlighted in blue, 
on the east side are the same as the town on the west side; indicating that on the 
east side of subdivision these towns are fully serviced with no issue and maintain 
a 6.4 metre frontage; stating that they have now received site plan approval, 
undergone City Engineering reviews which have been acceptable to this point of 
the 6.4 metre frontage; the applicant has also successfully serviced and built 
townhouses with a 6 metre frontage; existing zoning permits a frontage of 5.5 
metres; showing Block 50 of the east side; noting this is the site plan approval 
showing the maintained 6.4 metre frontage; showing Block 53 on the east side 
which has received site plan approval and also maintains the 6.0 metre frontage 
with servicing; stating that any minor change in the proposed frontage would 
require a change in the building product which increases the cost of the 
townhouses and will be a cost burden to the homeowner; indicating that the 
applicant wishes to maintain the character of the subdivision and to provide an 
attainable housing product for homebuyers; requesting Council accept the 
application as supported and recommended by Planning staff with a minor 
amendment to staff’s recommendation to accept a 6.4 metre frontage on Blocks 
63 and 66 consistent with the zoning.   (See attached presentation.). 

 
 



Redline Revision & Zoning By-law Amendment 
(39T-07508/Z-9021)

Draft Plan of Subdivision
Summerside Phase 12B

Greengate Villages Ltd.

Planning & Environment 
Committee

May 13, 2019

Summerside Phase 12 B

Greengate Villages Ltd.

Redline Revision & 
Zoning By-Law 
Amendment

• Draft Approved in February 2008

• Single detached lots & street fronting 
townhouse units

• Greengate Village Ltd. purchased lands 
(2013)

• Phase 1 - Asima Drive, registering & 
building the east half of draft approved 
plan



Summerside Phase 12 B

Greengate Villages Ltd.

Redline Revision & 
Zoning By-Law 
Amendment

• Fully serviced with  no issue

• Frontage of 6.4m

• Received Site Plan Approval

• Undergone City Engineering Reviews

Thank you

Greengate Villages Ltd.

Planning & Environment 
Committee

May 13, 2019

Request to accept application as supported and 
recommended by Planning Staff with the following amendment 
to Staff’s report and draft proposed By-law:

2) Section Number 8.4 of the Residential R4 Zone is 
amended by adding the following special provisions:

R4-5(*)  Blocks 63 and 66 (39T-07508)
a) Regulations

i) Lot Frontage (minimum)  6.4 metres
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: G. Kotsifas P. Eng., 
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and  

Chief Building Official 
Subject: Atlas Springbank Developments Ltd. 
 462, 468, 470, 472 Springbank Drive 
Public Participation Meeting on: May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following 
actions be taken with respect to the application of Atlas Springbank Developments Ltd. 
relating to the property located at 462, 468, 470, 472 Springbank Drive:  

(a) The proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting on May 21, 2019 to amend the Official Plan to change 
the designation of the subject lands FROM an Office Area designation, TO a 
Multi-Family, High Density Residential designation; 

(b) The proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting on May 21, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, in 
conformity with the Official Plan as amended in part (a) above, to change the 
zoning of the subject property FROM a Holding Office Special Provision (h-
11*OF5(4)) Zone, TO a Holding Residential R9 Bonus Zone (h-11*R9-7*B(_) 
Zone; 

The Bonus Zone shall be implemented through one or more agreements to 
provide for an apartment building with a maximum height of 9-storeys and 186 
dwelling units which substantively implements the Site Plan and Elevations 
attached as Schedule “1” to the amending by-law in return for the following 
facilities, services and matters: 

i) Exceptional Building Design  

The building design shown in the various illustrations contained in 
Schedule “1” of the amending by-law is being bonused for features which 
serve to support the City’s objectives of promoting a high standard of 
design.  

i. An “L” shaped building located along the Springbank Drive frontage 
next to the internal driveway providing a well-defined built edge and 
activating both the Street and driveway frontages; 

ii. A well-defined principle entrance at the northwest corner of the 
building;  

iii. Ground floor commercial/retail units along the Springbank Drive 
frontage oriented toward the street. 

iv. A significant setback above the sixth floor. 

iii. Individual terraces for the ground floor units facing the internal 
driveway; 

iv. A variety of building materials and building articulation to break up 
the massing of the building; 
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v. All parking located underground or in the rear yard away 
Springbank Drive frontage; 

iv. A purpose-designed amenity space and walkway within the internal 
portion of the site;  

ii) Provision of Affordable Housing 

10% of the total unit count (rounded up to the nearest unit), above the 150 
unit per hectare threshold, to a maximum of 8 units, shall be allocated for 
affordable housing units (1 bedroom units) established by agreement at 
95% of average market rent for a period of 25 years.  An agreement shall 
be entered into with the Corporation of the City of London, to secure those 
units for this 25 year term. 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The requested amendment is to permit a site-specific bonus zone to allow for a 9-storey 
(32 metre) apartment building which will include 186 residential dwelling units and 5 
commercial units totalling 745m2 (265uph).  One level of underground parking will 
provide 190 parking spaces with another 39 spaces being provided at ground level.  

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The recommended Official Plan and zoning amendment will permit a residential 
apartment building with a maximum height of 9-storeys (32 metres) which will include 
186 residential units and 5 commercial units totalling 745m2 (265uph).  The bonus zone 
shall be implemented through a development agreement to facilitate the development of 
the requested apartment building in return for the provision of affordable housing, 1 
level of underground parking and the construction of the high quality form of 
development illustrated in Schedule “1” of the amending by-law 

Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The recommended amendment is consistent with the PPS 2014. 
2. The recommended amendment is consistent with the City of London Official Plan 

policies and Urban Corridor Place Type policies of the London Plan. 
3. The recommended amendment facilitates the development of an underutilized 

property and encourages an appropriate form of development. 
4. The bonusing of the subject site ensures the building form and design will fit within 

the surrounding area while providing a high quality design standard. 
5. The subject lands are located in a location where intensification can be 

accommodated given the existing municipal infrastructure, location on and near 
arterial roads, close proximity to the Springbank Park trail system, and existing 
transit services in the area. 

6. The proposed development includes the provision of affordable housing which will 
be mixed throughout the development. 

Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
The subject site is comprised of 4 individual lots, 3 of which are of similar size and used 
for single detached dwellings while the 4th is larger in size and currently has a garden 
centre on the property.  To the east of the site is a large 3-storey medical/dental office 
and to the south is an elementary school.  To the west along Springbank Drive is a 6 
and 11 storey apartment building and directly north is a cemetery. 
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1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 Official Plan Designation  – Office Area  

 The London Plan Place Type – Urban Corridor  

 Existing Zoning – h-11*OF5(4) Zone  

1.3  Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – residential/commercial 

 Frontage – 97.7 metres (320.50 feet)) 

 Depth – 75 metres (246 feet)) 

 Area – 0.732 ha (1.81 acres)  

 Shape – Rectangular 

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – Cemetery 

 East – Medical/Dental Office 

 South – Public Elementary School 

 West – Apartments 

1.5 Intensification (186 residential units) 

 The proposed residential units represent intensification within the Built-area 
Boundary 

 The proposed residential units are within the Primary Transit Area. 
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1.6  Location Map 
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The proposal is for a 9-storey apartment building at a maximum height of 32m (105ft) 
which will include 186 residential units and 5 commercial units (745m2) totalling 265uph.  
One level of underground parking will provide 190 parking spaces with another 39 
spaces being provided at grade.  The apartment has an L-shaped design and provides 
the commercial units along Springbank Drive and residential townhome style units along 
the laneway which provides access to the Elementary school to the rear of the site. 
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3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
On February 24, 2015 an OPA/ZBA was accepted as a complete application.  The 
application was to amend the existing Multi Family, High Density Residential 
designation to an Office Area and rezone the lands accordingly to permit an Office use.  
This resulted in a change from the existing Arterial Commercial Special Provision 
(AC2(2)/AC2(7)) Zone, to a Holding Office Special Provision (h-11*OF5(4)) Zone . The 
application was presented to the Planning and Environment Committee on June 1, 2015 
and was approved by Council on June 16, 2015.   

3.2  Requested Amendment 
 
The requested amendment is for an Official Plan amendment from an Office Area to a 
Multi-Family, High Density Residential designation  

The amendment also includes a Zoning By-law amendment from a Holding Office 
Special Provision (h-11*OF5(4)) Zone, to a Holding Residential R9 Bonus Zone (h-
11*R9-7*B(_) Zone to allow for the proposed apartment building.  The bonus zone 
would permit a residential density of 265uph and maximum height of 32 metres in return 
for eligible facilities, services and matters outlined in Section 19.4.4 of the Official Plan. 
Other provisions such as yard setbacks, and parking may also be considered through 
the re-zoning process as part of the bonus zone. 

3.3  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
Through the public circulation process one comment was received however no 
concerns about the proposed development were expressed.  The comments received 
by Staff are attached to Appendix “C”.   

3.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 
 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
 
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014 provides policy direction on matters of 
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provincial interest related to land use and development.  Section 1.1 Managing and 
Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient Development and Land Use 
Patterns of the PPS encourages healthy, livable and safe communities which are 
sustained by accommodating an appropriate range and mix of residential, employment 
and institutional uses to meet long-term needs.  It also promotes cost-effective 
development patterns and standards to minimize land consumption and servicing costs.  
The PPS encourages settlement areas (1.1.3 Settlement Areas) to be the main focus of 
growth and development.  Appropriate land use patterns within settlement areas are 
established by providing appropriate densities and mix of land uses that efficiently use 
land and resources along with the surrounding infrastructure, public service facilities 
and are also transit-supportive (1.1.3.2).  
 
The policies of the PPS require municipalities to identify appropriate locations and 
promote opportunities for intensification and redevelopment where this can be 
accommodated taking into account existing building stock [1.1.3.3] while promoting 
appropriate development standards which facilitate intensification, redevelopment and 
compact form [1.1.3.4] and promoting active transportation limiting the need for a 
vehicle to carry out daily activities [1.1.3.2, 1.6.7.4]. 
  
The PPS also promotes an appropriate range and mix of housing types and densities to 
meet projected requirements of current and future residents (1.4 Housing).  It directs 
planning authorities to permit and facilitate all forms of housing required to meet the 
social, health and wellbeing requirements of current and future residents, and direct 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.  It encourages densities for new housing which efficiently use land, 
resources, and the surrounding infrastructure and public service facilities, and support 
the use of active transportation and transit in areas where it exists or is to be developed. 

In accordance with section 3 of the Planning Act, all planning decisions “shall be 
consistent with” the PPS. 
 
The London Plan 
 
The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority of which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk throughout 
this report. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report for 
informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative for 
the purposes of this planning application. 

The subject site is located in an Urban Corridor Place Type which permits a range of 
residential, retail, service, office, cultural, recreational, and institutional uses.  Mixed-use 
buildings are encouraged while large floor plate, single use buildings will be 
discouraged.  Where there is a mix of uses within an individual building, retail and 
service uses will be encouraged to front the street at grade (Permitted Uses, 
*837_).Urban corridors require a minimum height of 2-storeys or 8m and permit a 
maximum height of 6 storeys.  Through Type 2 bonusing up to 8 storeys in height can 
be achieved.  Development within these Corridors will be sensitive to adjacent land 
uses and employ such methods as transitioning building heights or providing sufficient 
buffers to ensure compatibility.  Lot assembly is encouraged to help create 
comprehensive developments and reduce vehicular accesses to the street and to allow 
for coordinated parking facilities. Lots will be of sufficient size and configuration to 
accommodate the proposed development and to help mitigate planning impacts on 
adjacent uses.  The Zoning By-law will include regulations to ensure that the intensity of 
development is appropriate for individual sites (Intensity, *840_). 

Like the current Official Plan, all planning and development applications will conform 
with the City Design policies of The London Plan.  Buildings should be sited close to the 
front lot line, and be of sufficient height, to create a strong street wall along Corridors 



File:OZ-8995 
Planner: Mike Corby 

 

and to create separation distance between new development and properties that are 
adjacent to the rear lot line.  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.  Development should be designed to 
implement transit-oriented design principles while 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.  On-street parking within Corridors is encouraged wherever possible while 
surface parking areas should be located in the rear and interior side yard (Form, *841) 

1989 Official Plan 
 
The application is to change the current Official Plan designation to Multi-Family, High 
Density Residential.  The Multi-Family, High Density Residential designation is intended 
to accommodate large-scale, multiple-unit forms of residential development.  The 
Official Plan identifies criteria where high density residential developments should be 
located (3.4.2 Location).  These locations generally are on lands adjacent to major 
employment centres, shopping areas, major public open space, transportation routes, 
and where high density development will not adversely affect surrounding land uses.  
Within these preferred locations the general form of development permitted includes 
large-scale, multiple-unit forms of residential development (3.4.1. Permitted 
Uses).Within the Multi-Family, High Density Residential designation net residential 
densities will normally be 150 units per hectare (60 units per acre) or less outside of 
Central London (3.4.3. Scale of Development).  The scale of development is also 
controlled through specific criteria generally applied to large areas designated MFHDR.  
The policies encourage a mixing of housing types, building heights and densities while 
providing for a transition in scale, diversity of housing forms and where possible locate 
the high-rise structures closest to activity nodes (shopping and employment centres) 
and points of high accessibility (arterial roads, transit service).  Massive, at-grade or 
above-grade parking areas shall not dominate the site and all developments should 
conform to the urban design principles in Section 11.1. 
 
The Multi-Family, High Density Residential designation identifies that Council, under the 
provisions of policy 19.4.4. and the Zoning By-law, may allow an increase in the density 
above the limit otherwise permitted by the Zoning By-law in return for the provision of 
certain public facilities, amenities or design features (3.4.3. Scale of Development, 
Density Bonusing). 
 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

Through the circulation process no public concerns were expressed.  The report below 

addresses the relevant planning policies and how they relate to the proposed 

application in detail. 

 
4.1  Issue and Consideration # 1 - Use 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

The proposed development is in keeping with the PPS as it provides an alternative land 
use within the surrounding context promoting an appropriate range and mix of 
residential uses.  High density developments such as the one proposed promote a cost-
effective development pattern helping reduce servicing cost, land consumption and will 
develop four consolidated properties that can be considered underutilized as there are 
currently three single detached dwellings and a garden centre on the property [1.1.1].  
The proposed development is within a settlement area helping establish an appropriate 
land use pattern that contributes to the density and mix of land uses in the area.  The 
apartment will both benefit and support the existing resources, surrounding 
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infrastructure and public service facilities in the area (1.1.3 Settlement Areas).  The 
subject site is located in close proximity to two neighbourhood commercial nodes and 
an auto oriented commercial corridor which provide convenient amenities, employment 
and shopping destinations along this stretch of Springbank Drive.  The site is also 
considered to be transit supportive as it is close proximity to two arterial roads, a major 
passive recreation trail system along the Thames River Corridor for bikers and 
pedestrians and has bus routes along Springbank Drive and Wonderland Road (1.1.3.2) 
contributing to a healthy, livable and safe community. 
 
The PPS also promotes an appropriate range and mix of housing types and densities to 
meet projected requirements of current and future residents (1.4 Housing).  It directs 
planning authorities to permit and facilitate all forms of housing required to meet the 
social, health and wellbeing requirements of current and future residents, and direct 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.  The proposed apartment is in keeping with the PPS as it contributes 
to the mix of housing type in the area which is predominately made up of townhouses 
with a small mix of apartment buildings.  The proposal also provides a density that will 
help to meet the projected requirements of current and future residents.  

The London Plan 

The subject site is located along and Urban Corridor Place Type and is not subject to 
any specific-segment policies of the Plan.  The proposed apartment building is in 
keeping with the permitted uses of The London Plan as it provide a mixed-use building 
with opportunities for commercial, retail, service, office uses at grade along Springbank 
Drive and residential uses throughout the remainder of the building (Permitted Uses, 
*837_).   

Official Plan 

The proposed apartment building requires a change from the existing Office Area 
designation to Multi-Family, High Density Residential (MFHDR).  The subject site was 
previously included as part of the large Multi-Family, High Density Residential 
designation which fronts Springbank Drive and continues south in behind the subject 
site (see image below).   The site was designated MFHDR until June, 2015 when the 
lands were designated and zoned for Office uses.  
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The proposed apartment use is considered a main permitted use within the requested 
MFHDR designation (3.4.1. Permitted Uses).  The Official Plan identifies where it is 
appropriate to locate High Density Residential designations (3.4.2. Locations).  As 
mentioned the site is surrounded by existing MFHDR designation which validates that 
this area meets this criteria.  The Official Plan also identifies that lands in close 
proximity to shopping areas, major public open space areas, transportation routes and 
where high density development will not adversely affect surrounding land uses are 
appropriate locations (3.4.2).  The reintroduction of MFHDR on the subject site will not 
adversely affect the surrounding lands at they are already zoned and designated for 
medium and high density uses.  The subject site is also located along Springbank Drive, 
which is an arterial road running east to the Downtown and west to Bryon.  The site is 
also in close proximity to Wonderland Road which is also an arterial road running 
north/south through the City.  Directly across the street is a large Open Space 
designation which consists of a large cemetery and the Thames River corridor.  The 
Thames Valley corridor provides additional amenities within the immediate area as west 
of the site is the Civic Gardens Centre and Springbank Park which provides a passive 
recreational trail that runs along the corridor to the Downtown (see map below).   

 

Additional criteria is also considered when designating lands Multi-Family, High Density 
Residential.  The subject site is in keeping with this criteria (3.4.2 i,ii,iii,iv,iiv) as it is 
considered compatible with the surrounding land uses for a variety of reasons.  The 
proposed commercial units along Springbank Drive and townhouse units on the west 
façade along the entrance to the school site create a compatible interface helping 
reduce impacts of the proposed development at grade.  The setback after the 6th storey 
complements the 6-storey apartment directly west while the height of the building is 
located at strategic locations to limit impacts on the abutting school site to the south and 
provides a significant setback between the properties to the east and west.  The subject 
site is also of a size and shape where a development can provide appropriate buffering 
and design features to ensure it is compatible within the surrounding area and will not 
adversely impact the surrounding amenities or character of the area.  There are no 
servicing concerns within the area and the potential increase in traffic to the area is 
considered minimal and can be absorbed within the anticipated volume of traffic.  The 
site’s location is also within convenient walkable distance to public transit service, and 
neighbourhood scale shopping facilities. 

For the above mentioned reasons it is appropriate to designate the lands as Multi-
Family High Density Residential. 
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The proposed amendment has also requested additional commercial uses within the 
proposed apartment.  The London Plan encourages mixed-use buildings and permits a 
wide range of commercial, retail and office type uses at grade for this development.  
Within the recommended MFHDR designation of the 1989 Official Plan commercial 
uses are also permitted within apartment buildings but can only be implemented through 
the use of the Convenience Commercial (CC4) variation which limits the uses to 
convenience service establishments, convenience stores, financial institutions and 
personal service establishments.  Given the direction of The London Plan and the 
proposed application to provide a wider range of commercial uses Staff are 
recommending additional uses be permitted through the proposed bonus zone.  The 
proposed uses and regulations are in keeping with the regulations and uses permitted 
within the CC6 zone variation which regulates a wider range of convenience commercial 
uses.  By permitting these uses through the bonus zone it ensures they can only be 
permitted within this proposed form of development and cannot be permitted as stand-
alone uses.   The recommended uses and regulations include: 
 

 Bake shops;  

 Brewing on Premises Establishment;  

 Clinics;  

 Commercial schools;  

 Convenience business service establishments;  

 Convenience service establishments; 

 Convenience stores; 

 Day care centres; 

 Financial institutions; 

 Florist shops; 

 Food stores; 

 Medical/dental offices; 

 Offices; 

 Personal service establishments; 

 Pharmacies; 

 Retail Stores; 

 Restaurants, eat-in; 

 Restaurants, take-out;  

 Studios; 
 
Regulations: 
 

 No drive-through will be permitted for any of the additional permitted uses. 

 All commercial uses will only be permitted on the first floor of an apartment 
building. 

 
a) Commercial schools and 300 m2 (3,229 sq.ft.) Pharmacies  
b) Restaurants - eat in and take-out 300 m2 (1,616 sq.ft.) 
c) Food stores 500 m2 (5,382 sq.ft.)  
d) All other permitted uses 400 m2 (4,305 sq.ft.) 
 
Based on the direction from the London Plan and current permissions provided within 
the 1989 Official Plan it is considered appropriate to permit the wider range of 
commercial uses through the recommended bonus zone. 
 

4.2  Issue and Consideration # 2 - Intensity 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

The PPS requires municipalities to identify appropriate locations and promote 
opportunities for intensification and redevelopment where this can be accommodated 
taking into account existing building stock [1.1.3.3].  The proposed High Density 
Residential development provides an ideal location and form of development to promote 
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intensification.  It is located along an arterial road, which has access to multiple bus 
routes and the city’s largest open space corridor along the Thames River.  The 
surrounding building stock ranges from apartment buildings, medical/dental office, 
townhomes, open space and commercial uses all of which are buffered from potential 
impacts of the site.  The proposed intensity of the development can be accommodated 
on the site and within the surrounding context with minimal impacts.  The PPS also 
encourages densities for new housing which efficiently use land, resources, and the 
surrounding infrastructure and public service facilities, and support the use of active 
transportation and transit in areas where it exists or is to be developed [1.4.3(d)].  The 
proposed development meets the intent of this PPS policy. 
 
The London Plan 
 
Although The London Plan does not identify density limits within the policy framework, it 
does control how intense lands can develop through specific criteria.  The proposed 
development is generally in keeping with the intensity policies of the Plan as the 
recommended 9-storey height is one storey taller than that allowed in the bonus zoning 
policies.  However, the status of The London Plan and relevant policies are still under 
appeal, and are not the in-force policies that apply to this application.  The proposed 9-
storeys provides a form of development that is appropriate within this transitional period 
between Official Plans. 
 
The proposed development is in keeping with the remainder of Urban Corridor policies 
as it is sensitive to adjacent land uses through the use of red brick materials on the first 
6 floors followed by a setback after 6th storey to help create a compatible scale along the 
street.  The setback to the remainder of the height (7-9th storey) helps limit the building’s 
impacts on the surrounding properties.  The subject site and proposed development 
provide significant buffering between the properties on all four sides as there is a 
laneway on both the east and west side of the site creating greater separation between 
properties while Springbank Drive separates the bulk of the height between the open 
space (cemetery) lands to the north.  To the south is the amenity area of the 
development followed by a large parking lot reducing any impacts on the lands to the 
south (Elementary School). 

  
Proposed apartment within surrounding context (looking SE). 
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Proposed apartment within surrounding context (looking NW). 
 
The subject site is an assembly of multiple lots creating a property of sufficient size and 
configuration to accommodate the proposed use and allows for the creation of a 
comprehensive development which has reduced vehicular access points from four down 
to one entrance along Springbank Drive and provides a coordinated parking facility 
underground and in the rear of the development (Intensity, *840_).  
 
Bonusing Provisions Policy *1652 outlines the framework and public facilities, services, 
or matters that can be provided in order to achieve the requested increases in height in 
keeping with the recommended bonusing provisions. 

Official Plan 

The MFHDR designation provides three ranges of net density within the City excluding 
provisions for bonusing.  In the case of the subject site it is located outside of the 
Downtown and Central London and is therefore permitted a maximum density of 150 
unit per hectare (3.4.3. Scale of Development).  As previously indicated, the applicant 
has applied to increase the density above the permitted 150 uph to 265 uph through 
bonusing provisions.  Density bonusing can be approved by Council, under the 
provisions of policy 19.4.4. and is a tool used to achieve enhanced development 
features which result in a public benefit that cannot be obtained through the normal 
development process in return for permitting increased heights and densities.  The 
Planning Act provides legislation which allows municipalities to use bonusing provisions 
in their Official Plan in return for facilities, services, or matters, as are set out in the By-
law.  The proposed building form and design (discussed in Section 4.3- Form), the 
provision of approximately 8 affordable housing units, and 1 level of underground 
parking, all of which may not otherwise be implemented through the normal 
development approvals process, allow the proposed development to qualify for Bonus 
Zoning in conformity to the policies of the Official Plan.   These bonusable features are 
outlined in the Staff recommendation. 
 
In order to implement the identified items for bonus zoning, section 19.4.4 iv) of the 
Official Plan states that: 

 
“As a condition to the application of bonus zoning provisions to a proposed 
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development, the owner of the subject land will be required to enter into 
an agreement with the City, to be registered against the title to the land. 
The agreement will deal with the facilities, services, or matters that are to 
be provided, the timing of their provision, and the height or density bonus 
to be given.” 

 
Bonus zoning is implemented through a development agreement with the City that is 
registered on title to the lands. The development agreement is intended to “lock in” the 
design features that will be incorporated into the form of development to merit the 
additional height and density. Through the site plan approval process, the proposed 
development will be reviewed to ensure that all facilities, services and matters that have 
warranted bonus zoning have been incorporated into the development agreement.  
These design features are highlighted in the recommendation and the amending by-law 
which attaches the illustrations as Schedule “1”. 

4.3  Issue and Consideration # 3 - Form 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

The proposed development is in keeping with the PPS as it provides an opportunity for 
intensification at an appropriate location taking into account the existing building stock in 
the area.  The proposed development has considered the surrounding building stock by 
positioning its tallest portions along an arterial road and internal laneway where impacts 
on the surrounding buildings will be reduced.  The proposal has been reviewed by the 
Urban Design Peer Review Panel and City Staff to ensure that an appropriate 
development standard is established to help implement the intensification of the subject 
site.   The building’s design and location help promote active transportation as they 
provide the ability for pedestrian and bicycles to access the nearby facilities and a 
passive recreational trail that spans along this portion of the City east to west helping 
limit the need for a vehicle to carry out daily activities in conformity with the goals of the 
PPS [1.1.3.2, 1.6.7.4]. 
 
The London Plan 

The London Plan requires that all planning and development applications conform to the 
City Design policies and the Urban Corridor Place Type policies provide specific form 
policies.  The proposed development is in keeping with these policies as the building is 
sited near the front lot line and provides a sufficient height to create a strong street wall 
along the corridor.  The proposed L-Shape form helps create an appropriate separation 
distance between the development and properties that are adjacent to the rear lot line.   
The apartment building uses a significant setback and variety of different materials and 
articulation to help reduce the massing of the building and create a pleasant and 
interesting pedestrian environment while reducing any large expanses of blank wall 
along the street.  The use of townhome style units along the western edge also 
contribute to the pedestrian environment. The proposed apartment has been designed 
in a manner that is pedestrian, cycling and transit-supportive through the building 
orientation along the street edge, location of retail space entrances along Springbank 
Drive, the proposed bicycle parking location that has convenient access to the 
commercial uses and a general site layout that reinforces pedestrian safety and easy 
navigation.  Although no on-street parking is provided at this location the development is 
able to provide surface parking in the rear of the site and underground in keeping with 
the Form Policies of the Urban Corridor Plan Type (Form, *841). 

Official Plan 

The proposed form of development has made a strong effort to maintain a scale and 
rhythm that responds to the surrounding land uses.  The setback after the 6th floor 
mimics the height of the apartment building to the west and maintains a scale that is 
compatible with the office building to the east of the site.   The change in materials and 
setback above the 6th storey also reduces the impacts of the additional height between 
the 7th-9th storey.  The development also positions all of its height and massing at 
appropriate locations as the development is L-shaped which allows the apartment to 
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front Springbank Drive and the internal driveway to the school site where the impacts of 
the height will be limited.  The use of townhouse style units along the internal driveway 
provides a softer interface at the pedestrian level for those travelling in and out of the 
abutting site.  The main pedestrian access point is located at the main northwest corner 
of the building where a high level of windows and glazing is used to create a prominent 
entrance feature clearly identifying the main entrance to the building providing tenants 
easy access to Springbank Drive, the surrounding transit services and passive 
recreational uses in the area.   

The Official Plan also ensures that all developments conform to the Urban Design 
principles in Section 11.1.  As part of a complete application the applicant provided an 
Urban Design Brief and attended the Urban Design Peer Review Panel to identify how 
the above-mentioned policies have been achieved through the building design and 
form.  The proposed development was well received by Staff and the Urban Design 
Peer Review Panel.  Staff had limited concerns with the initial submission.  Staff 
suggested that a reduction in height from 9-storeys to 8 would be more appropriate and 
the setback after the 7th floor be considered after the 6th storey.  The applicant 
addressed the setback and moved it to the 6th floor.  As noted in the intensity section, 
The London Plan is still under appeal and the request for 9-storeys is still appropriate 
and permitted through the 1989 Official Plan.   

The Panel provided some additional detailed design comments for consideration in 
working through the site design.  The panel recommended that the applicant look at 
further refining the landscape design to reconsider the function of the southerly buffer 
strip and the alignment of the walkways through the site to consider desirelines.  
Consideration should be given to improving the edge condition along the semi-public 
realm (along the driveway to the school on the adjacent site) to improve the pedestrian 
experience along this driveway. In order to achieve this the Panel suggested extending 
the terraces to the property line.   Additional concerns were expressed about the 
proportion of the top portion of the building relative to the base. The panel identified that 
more design elements to upper levels (e.g. consider differentiation of materials) could 
be used to address this concern.  Additional materials or treatment could also be 
considered to further refine the top of the East Elevation due to high visibility of this 
corner.  Consideration could also be given to refining the glass drum element at the 
hinge of the building to elevate the curtain wall element.  

In an effort to respond to the Urban Design panel’s comments a revised design was 
submitted to Staff.  The main changes included a change in the alignment of the 
walkways on the south portion of the site creating a more reasonable pathway through 
the property.  The terraces between the west building face and the driveway to the 
school site were extended to help improve the pedestrian experience.  The applicant 
provided additional design elements on the upper portion of the building and east 
elevation by changing materials from stucco to a brick material.  Additional bicycle 
parking has now been provided at the easterly entrance to provide a functional spot for 
people to bike to the site and access the building and commercial uses along 
Springbank Drive.  Staff is supportive of the overall design and changes made by the 
applicant and feel it is in keeping with the Urban Design principles in Section 11.1 

More information and detail is available in Appendix B and C of this report. 
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5.0 Conclusion 

The recommended amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
and conforms to the City of London Official Plan policies and Urban Corridor Place Type 
policies of The London Plan.  The proposal facilitates the development of an 
underutilized property and encourages an appropriate form of development.  The 
bonusing of the subject site ensures the building form and design will fit within the 
surrounding area while providing a high quality design standard.  The subject lands are 
situated in a location where intensification can be accommodated given the existing 
municipal infrastructure, the nearby arterial streets, existing public transit, and large 
open space corridor with passive recreational trails in the area.  The proposed 
development also includes the provision of affordable housing which will be mixed 
throughout the development. 
 
 

 

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 Development Services. 

May 6, 2019 
MC/mc 
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Appendix A 

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

2019 

By-law No. C.P.-1284- 
A by-law to amend the Official Plan for 
the City of London, 1989 relating to 462, 
468, 470, 472 Springbank Drive. 

  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 Official Plan for the 
City of London Planning Area – 1989, 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 May 21, 2019. 

  Ed Holder 
  Mayor 

  Catharine Saunders 
  City Clerk  

First Reading – May 21, 2019 
Second Reading – May 21, 2019 
Third Reading – May 21, 2019  
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AMENDMENT NO. 

 to the 

 OFFICIAL PLAN FOR THE CITY OF LONDON 

A. PURPOSE OF THIS AMENDMENT 

 The purpose of this Amendment is to change the designation of certain 
lands described herein from Office Area to Multi-Family, High Density 
Residential on Schedule “A”, Land Use, to the Official Plan for the City of 
London. 

B. LOCATION OF THIS AMENDMENT 

This Amendment applies to lands located at 462, 468, 470, 472 
Springbank Drive in the City of London. 

C. BASIS OF THE AMENDMENT 

The recommended amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy 
Statement, 2014, and the Multi-Family, High Density Residential policies 
of the Official Plan and the Urban Corridor Place Type policies of The 
London Plan. 

 The recommended amendment will facilitate a mixed-use apartment 
building which is compatible with the surrounding land uses. 

D. THE AMENDMENT 

 The Official Plan for the City of London is hereby amended as follows: 

Schedule “A”, Land Use, to the Official Plan for the City of London 
Planning Area is amended by designating those lands located at 462, 468, 
470, 472 Springbank Drive in the City of London, as indicated on 
“Schedule 1” attached hereto from Office Area to Multi-Family, High 
Density Residential.  
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Appendix "B" 

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

2019 

By-law No. Z.-1-19   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located at 462, 
468, 470, 472 Springbank Drive. 

  WHEREAS Atlas Springbank Developments Ltd. has applied to rezone an 
area of land located at 462, 468, 470, 472 Springbank Drive, as shown on the map 
attached to this by-law, as set out below; 

  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 
   
  THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of 
London enacts as follows: 

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 462, 468, 470, 472 Springbank Drive, as shown on the attached 
map comprising part of Key Map No. A.106, from a Holding Office Special Provision 
(h-11*OF5(4)) Zone, to a Holding Residential R9 Bonus Zone (h-11*R9-7*B(_)) 
Zone. 

2) Section Number 4.3 of the General Provisions in By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by 
adding the following new Bonus Zone: 

 
 4.3) B(_) 462, 468, 470, 472 Springbank Drive  
 

The B(_) Zone shall be implemented through the required development agreements 
to facilitate the development of a high quality residential apartment building, with a 
maximum of 9-storeys with 186 dwelling units which substantively implements the 
Site Plan and Elevations attached as Schedule “1” to the amending by-law; and 

 
i) Provision of Affordable Housing 

10% of the total unit count (rounded up to the nearest unit), above the 150 
unit per hectare threshold, to a maximum of 8 units, shall be allocated for 
affordable housing units (1 bedroom units) established by agreement at 
95% of average market rent for a period of 25 years.  An agreement shall 
be entered into with the Corporation of the City of London, to secure those 
units for this 25 year term. 
 

ii) 1 level of underground parking 

The following special regulations apply within the bonus zone upon the execution 
and registration of the required development agreement(s): 

 
a) Additional Permitted Uses  

 
i) Bake shops;  
ii) Brewing on Premises Establishment;  
iii) Clinics;  
iv) Commercial schools;  
v) Convenience business service establishments;  
vi) Convenience service establishments; 
vii) Convenience stores; 
viii) Day care centres; 
ix) Financial institutions; 
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x) Florist shops; 
xi) Food stores; 
xii) Medical/dental offices; 
xiii) Offices; 
xiv) Personal service establishments; 
xv) Pharmacies; 
xvi) Retail Stores; 
xvii) Restaurants, eat-in; 
xviii) Restaurants, take-out;  
xix) Studios; 

 
b) Regulations: 

 
 

i) Density   265 uph (107.25 units per  
                                                      acre) 
 

ii) Height   32 metres (105 feet) 
(maximum)   

iii) Front Yard Depth 2.5 metres (8.2 feet) 
(minimum) 

iv) Rear Yard Depth  7.0 metres (23 feet) 
(minimum) 
 

v) Westerly Interior  5.5 metres (18 feet) 
Side Yard Depth 
(minimum) 
 

vi) Easterly Interior  12.1 metres (39.70 feet) 
Side Yard Depth 
(minimum) 

 
vii) Residential Parking   1 space per unit 

(minimum) 
 

viii) Commercial Parking    17 spaces 
(minimum) 
 

ix) No drive-through will be permitted for any of the additional 
permitted uses. 
 

x) The permitted commercial uses will only be permitted on the 
first floor of an apartment building. 

 
xi) The maximum gross floor area for specific individual uses 

shall be as follows: 
 

a) Commercial schools and   300 m2 (3,229 sq.ft.) 
Pharmacies  

b)  Restaurants - eat in and    300 m2 (1,616 sq.ft.) 
 restaurants take-out 

c)  Food stores     500 m2 (5,382 sq.ft.)  
d)  All other permitted uses   400 m2 (4,305 sq.ft.) 

 
The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
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Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on May 21, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – May 21, 2019 
Second Reading – May 21, 2019 
Third Reading – May 21, 2019 
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On January 4, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to 46 property 
owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on December 27, 2018. A 
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site. 

On April 10, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to 46 property owners in the 
surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public Notices and 
Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on April 11, 2019. A “Planning 
Application” sign was also posted on the site. 

1 reply was received 

Nature of Liaison: The purpose and effect of this Official Plan and zoning change is to permit 

a 9-storey (32m) L-shaped mixed-use apartment building which will include 186 residential units 
(265uph) and commercial uses at grade. 

Possible amendment to the Official Plan FROM Office Area TO Multi-Family, High 
Density Residential. Possible change to Zoning By-law Z.-1 FROM a Holding Office 
Special Provision (h-11*OF5(4)) Zone TO a Residential Bonus (R9-7*B(_)) Zone.  The 
bonus zone would permit a residential density of 265 uph and maximum height of 32 
metres in return for eligible facilities, services and matters outlined in Section 19.4.4 of 
the Official Plan. Other provisions such as additional commercial uses which may 
include clinics, retail, restaurants, offices, studios, florist shops, pharmacies, food 
stores, convenience stores, financial institutions, personal service establishments and 
medical/dental offices and other similar type uses, along with potential decreases in 
yard setbacks and parking may also be considered through the re-zoning process as 
part of the bonus zone. 
 
Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following: 

From: Lynzi Michal  
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:10 AM 
To: Corby, Mike <mcorby@London.ca> 
Subject: OZ-8995 
 
Hi Mike 
I live in the area of this planning application and had some feedback. I welcome new 
developments in this neighbourhood, I think it’s fantastic. My only request would be that 
some sort of walkway is included for those of us who live on Gardenwood/Ridgewood. 
When they built the Springbank Medical centre, there was no walkway included. Many 
of us in the area use services in that building but yet cannot easily access it from our 
street. Instead we have to walk/drive all the way around to Springbank. It’s 10 times 
farther to walk then it should be.  
 
I understand this new proposal has some commercial units so a walkway to access 
them would be amazing. Many people in this neighbourhood don’t have cars but we 
have not made it very walk friendly. That is something that could be improved in this 
area of Southcrest.  Thank you in advance.  
 
Best Regards,  
  
Lynzi Michal 
Director, Membership & Marketing 
Federation of Rental-housing Providers of Ontario  
20 Upjohn Road, Suite 105 Toronto M3B 2V9 
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Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner” 

Telephone Written 

 Lynzi Michal 
20 Upjohn Road, Suite 105  
Toronto M3B 2V9 

 
Agency/Departmental Comments 
 

Urban Design - April 23, 2019 
 
Urban Design staff commend the applicant for incorporating the following into the 
design; Providing for a continuous street wall along the Springbank Drive frontage; 
Providing for appropriate scale/ rhythm/ materials/ fenestration; Incorporating all parking 
within the structure and in the rear yard, away from the street frontage; Providing for a 
stepback of the building above the sixth floor in order to be generally in keeping with 
existing neighbouring towers and providing for an appropriate human scale along the 
Springbank Drive frontage;  
 
Urban design staff have been working closely with the applicant through the rezoning 
process to address many of the design concerns that have been raised by the 
community, the Urban Design Peer Review Panel, and City staff. The only design 
concerns that remained outstanding was the height of the building at 9 storeys. Staff 
had asked the applicant to reduce the building to 8 storeys as this would be more in 
keeping with buildings in the area as well as the maximum height limit established in 
The London Plan. However, as The London Plan policies regarding maximum building 
heights along the corridor are under appeal, along with the applicant’s willingness to 
alter their original design to include a stepback above the 6th storey, we find the current 
design appropriate within the current existing policy context. 
 

Housing Development Corporation – January 24, 2019 

Good afternoon Mike, 
 
Further to the City’s Notice of Application and call for comments on the above noted 
matter, Housing Development Corporation (HDC) would offer the following 
recommendation (and supportive information) in regards to the requested amendments: 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
HDC London would recommend that opportunities for housing affordability be prioritized 
and pursued through the planning approval review process and any recommended 
Official Plan/Zoning By-law amendment. HDC London is prepared to assist the 
applicant and City of London Planning staff in this regard. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The purpose and effect of the requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment 
would be to provide for the development of a 9-storey, 211 unit mixed-use 
residential/commercial development and underground parking. The application seeks a 
Bonus Zone to provide for an increase in height (32 metres) and density (300 units per 
hectare) beyond which would otherwise contemplated in the Zoning By-law. In return for 
increased height and density, the Planning Justification Report notes that the proposed 
development satisfies several of the Bonusing Objectives of Section 19.4.4. of the City 
of London Official Plan including: 

 
 Identifiable urban design elements and underground parking; 
 Functional common open space for active or passive recreational use 
 Enhanced landscaped open space; and, 
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 Design features that provide for universal accessibility in new construction. 
 
Section 19.4.4 of the Official Plan states that Bonus Zoning is provided to encourage 
development features which result in a public benefit which cannot be obtained through 
the normal development process. In Planning staff’s consideration of the merits of the 
identified Bonus elements, HDC would note that Section 19.4.4 further identifies 
housing affordability as one of the City’s principle objectives in the consideration of a 
Bonus Zone. The City’s recently adopted London Plan identifies housing affordability as 
a public benefit in the consideration of additional height or density than would otherwise 
be permitted in the applicable place type.  
 
JUSTIFICATION: 
 
The 1989 Official Plan’s Housing Policies specifically state that the City has concerns 
that the availability, affordability and adequacy of housing that may not be fully satisfied 
by the designation and servicing of land for residential uses. Recognizing this the 
Official Plan supports the provision of a range of dwelling types (including apartment 
buildings) so that a broad range of housing requirements (including housing 
affordability) are satisfied. The Plan notes that opportunities for the development of 
affordable housing in new developments and residential intensification proposals shall 
be an objective of the City. Measures to increase the supply of affordable housing, 
including the provision of density bonuses, where appropriate, are identified in the Plan 
as one measure to address the Plan’s identified affordable housing targets. 
 
The London Plan recognizes that average market rent is out of reach for many 
Londoners and that housing affordability is one of the City’s principle planning 
challenges. Accordingly, the Housing policies of the Plan identify affordability targets 
stating that planning activities will serve to provide for both a mixture of dwelling types 
and integrated mixtures of housing affordability. In pursuit of this goal, the policies of the 
Plan identify Bonusing as a planning tool in support of the provision affordable housing 
in planning and development proposals.         
 
The subject site is located on the south side of Springbank Drive, approximately 380 
metres east of Berkshire Drive. The Planning Justification Report submitted by the 
applicant notes that the nature of the surrounding land uses make the site “an ideal 
candidate for residential/mixed-use intensification”. More specifically, the Planning 
Justification Report notes the site’s proximity to: 

 
 Medical/dental office uses; 
 Institutional uses; 
 Open space and recreational uses; 
 Commercial uses; and, 
 Public transit routes along Springbank Drive and Wonderland Road (all of which 

serve to connect the site to major employment nodes and institutional uses such as 
the Downtown, the University of Western Ontario and University Hospital, White 
Oaks Mall, and all points in-between). The Planning Justification Report further 
notes that public sidewalks along Springbank Drive provide convenient access by 
”active transportation to the parks and open space to the northwest.” 

 
The HDC would note that the locational attributes identified directly align with the 
guidelines and considerations used by HDC to advance affordable housing. HDC would 
further note that a preliminary review of the housing analytics from the Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation for Southwest London would indicate average 
apartment vacancy rates and rents in the defined area that demonstrate housing 
affordability challenges.   
 
HDC London has provided assistance to City Planning staff and the development 
industry in the formulation of Bonus Zoning for the purpose of housing affordability. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this. Please feel free to contact me should 
you have any questions regarding the above. 
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London Hydro – February 4th, 2019 
 
This site is presently serviced by London Hydro. Contact Engineering Dept. if a service 
upgrade is required to facilitate the new building. Any new and/or relocation of existing 
infrastructure will be at the applicant's expense. Above-grade transformation is required. 
Note: Transformation lead times are minimum 16 weeks. 
Contact Engineering Dept. to confirm requirements & availability. 
 
London Hydro has no objection to this proposal or possible official plan and/or zoning 
amendment. Any new or relocation of the existing service will be at the expense of the 
owner. 
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Appendix C – 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: 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

 Section 1.1 Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient 
Development and Land Use Patterns 

 1.1.3 Settlement Areas 

 1.1.3.2 

 1.1.3.3 

 1.1.3.4 

 1.6.7.4 

 1.4 Housing 
 
In accordance with section 3 of the Planning Act, all planning decisions ‘shall be 
consistent with’ the PPS. 
 
City of London Official Plan 
 
3.4. Multi-Family, High Density Residential 
3.4.1. Permitted Uses 
3.4.2 Location 
3.4.3. Scale of Development 
 
11.1. Urban Design Policies 
 
19.4.4. Bonus Zoning 
 
The London Plan 
 
Rapid Transit and Urban Corridor 
Permitted Uses (837) 
Intensity (840) 
Form (841) 
Bonusing Provisions (1652) 
 
Z.-1 Zoning By-law 
 
Site Plan Control Area By-law   
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Appendix D – Relevant Background 

Additional Maps
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 
 

3.4 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 462, 268, 470 and 472 
Springbank Drive (OZ-8995) 
 

• (Councillor P. Squire indicating that the affordable housing part interests him; 

enquiring what is the average market rent that they are talking about for this 

building because you are saying that it is going to be ninety-five percent of 

average market rents and he would be interested in knowing how affordable 

indeed is this building.); Mr. M. Tomazincic, Manager, Current Planning, asking 

to defer this question to his colleagues that are up in the gallery from the Housing 

Corporation; Mr. S. Giustizia, CEO, Housing Development Corporation, 

responding that the Councillor asked about the affordability of the units in this 

building, that would have to go to the developer, what they know is the 

affordability of market rents on new developments so they are making some 

assumptions based on both the proportionality on one, two and three bedroom 

units in the building so the bonus would be proportional to the one’s, two’s and 

three’s; what they know is that right now their average market rent in this area 

has gone up in the course of the last couple of weeks, they got their new 

numbers, average market rent is now at $879.00 he believes and in this area, the 

average rents right now are in the neighbourhood of $896.00 and this would be 

for the southwest region in the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation 

numbers; indicating that they do not have the rents that will be asked of these 

units because it is subject to when the building is built so they go based on what 

they know the market is holding, new rentals for this kind of building, if they are 

talking about a one bedroom would likely be, right now, in the neighbourhood of 

$1,300.00 but that is completely up to the development; (Councillor P. Squire 

wondering if the applicant is here and if they can tell him what the average 

market rent of this building would be); Mr. C. Kulchycki, Zelinka Priamo Ltd, 

representing Atlas, indicating that unfortunately he does not have the rental 

information for this development, that is beyond their scope as the planner; 

apologizing. 

• (Deputy Mayor J. Helmer being clear up that the agreement with the City is going 

to be that it is at the average market rent for the city and not for the building; 

wanting to clarify that.); Mr. S. Giustizia, CEO, Housing Development 

Corporation, responding that they make average market rent using the CMA, 

city-wide and they use the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) 

figures so ninety-five percent of what is currently the CMHC average market rent 

which he believes is $889.00. 

• (Councillor A. Hopkins confirming that they are talking about a one bedroom 

apartment unit.); Mr. S. Giustizia, CEO, Housing Development Corporation, 

indicating that he used a one bedroom apartment only as an analogue; 

understanding that this is a building that has a mix of one’s, two’s and three’s and 

the affordability would be based proportionately in a fair way, based on the 

structure of the one’s, two’s and three’s in the building; (Councillor A. Hopkins 

enquiring about the entrance to the building; noticing that there is an entrance off 

of Springbank Drive to the west side; she also knows that there is a school 

behind the building and there is an entrance as well off of Springbank Drive going 

along; curious to know if the building has access to the school and, if not, how is 

it going to be defined from the school to the apartment building.); Mr. M. 

Tomazincic, Manager, Current Planning, responding that there is no intention to 

consolidate accesses through the school so the school will have its own and the 

apartment will have its own as well; through the site plan approval process, they 

will come up with fencing to demarcate the two land uses. 

• Casey Kulchycki, Zelinka Priamo Ltd. – expressing appreciation to staff and to 

Mr. B. Turcotte, Housing Development Corporation, on helping them through the 

process and getting to this public meeting tonight; clarifying the last question to 

staff, along that property line they are proposing to have private terraces for the 



townhouse dwellings which will be delineated with a masonry wall is the proposal 

right now and there will be no access from those terraces out onto the private 

laneway; relating to the Official Plan portion of this application, this site was 

previously designated High Density Residential until 2015 when an amendment 

to change it from High Density Residential to Office Area was approved by 

Council at the time; stating that the development that was proposed at the time 

fell through and they are now converting it back to its previous residential 

designation. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: George Kotsifas P. Eng.,  
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and 

Chief Building Official 
Subject: Application by: 761030 Ontario Limited  
 4680 Wellington Road South 
Meeting on:   May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following 
actions be taken with respect to the application of 761030 Ontario Limited relating to the 
property located at 4680 Wellington Road South, the proposed by-law attached hereto 
as Appendix “A” BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting on May 21, 2019 
to amend Zoning By-law Z.-1 in conformity with the Official Plan, by extending the 
Temporary Use (T-74) Zone for a period not exceeding three (3) years.  

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The recommended amendment would permit the continuation of the existing temporary 
seasonal golf driving range facility for an additional three (3) years. 

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to extend the existing Temporary Use 
(T-74) Zone to allow for the continuation of the existing golf driving range facility on the 
subject lands for three years.  

Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The recommended amendment is consistent with Sections 1 and 2 of the 
Provincial Policy Statement 2014 which directs Planning Authorities to manage 
and direct land use efficiently and protect natural and cultural heritage resources. 

2. The recommended amendment conforms to the policies of The London Plan and 
the Urban Reserve – Industrial Growth and Open Space designation policies 
1989 Official Plan 

3. The recommended temporary use is not intended to continue on a permanent 
basis. 

Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
The subject site is located on the east side of Wellington Road South, south of Dingman 
Drive and north of Urban Growth Boundary. The site is outside of the Built-Area 
Boundary and is currently being used for a seasonal golf driving range facility which 
forms part of a larger agricultural parcel which is bisected by Dingman Creek, the 
majority of which is regulated by the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority and is 
within the Dingman Screening Area. The subject lands are also listed on the Inventory 
of Heritage Resources as the Nichol Family Cemetery is located on-site within the 
Dingman Creek Corridor.  
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1.6  LOCATION MAP 
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1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 Official Plan Designation  – Urban Reserve – Industrial Growth  

 The London Plan Place Type – Future Industrial Growth 

 Existing Zoning – Temporary Use Urban Reserve (UR6/T-74) Zone  

1.3  Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – Existing golf driving range as part of a larger agricultural 
parcel 

 Frontage – 183 m (600 feet) 

 Depth – 360 m (1,180 feet) 

 Area – 6.5 ha (16.2 ac) 

 Shape – Irregular 

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – Open space and agricultural uses; 

 East – Agricultural uses; 

 South – Agricultural uses; 

 West – General industrial uses. 

2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The applicant is not proposing any new development as part of this amendment. The 
request is to permit the continuation of the existing golf driving range facility for an 
additional three years. 

3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
The subject lands have functioned as a seasonal golf driving range facility since 1994, 
during which they were zoned General Industrial (M2-5) in the Township of Westminster 
Zoning By-law.  

The Township Council adopted a Zoning By-law amendment in September of 1994 to 
permit the temporary use of the subject lands for a driving range facility for a period of 
three years. An Archaeological Assessment was also completed at this time in 1995. 

The temporary use was extended for an additional three years in May of 1998 (By-law 
No. 2000-130) and again in August of 2001 (By-law No. 2000-145). The temporary use 
zone permitting the use lapsed in 2004. 

Municipal Council adopted Annexed Area Zoning By-law No. Z.-1-051390 in 2005 which 
changed the zoning of the subject lands from the General Industrial (M2-6) Zone to an 
Urban Reserve (UR6) Zone to permit, among other uses, existing defined industrial 
uses, kennels, and both outdoor recreation clubs and passive recreation uses. The 
Urban Reserve (UR6) Zone did not permit the use of the subject lands for a driving 
range. By-law No. Z.-1 051390 also zoned the southerly portion of the property from a 
General Agriculture (AI) Zone (in the Township of Westminster Zoning By-law) to an 
Agricultural (AG1) Zone. Like the Urban Reserve (UR6) Zone which was applied to the 
majority of the existing facility, the Agricultural (AG1) Zone did not permit the use of the 
lands for a driving range. 

The property was acquired by the current owner in 2008 who continued to operate the 
seasonal driving range and was informed in 2014 that the use was not permitted by the 
Zoning By-law. The owner applied for a new Temporary Use Zone, which was granted 
on June 20, 2016 to permit the existing driving range facility for a temporary period of 
three years. 

3.2  Requested Amendment 
The requested amendment would permit the continuation of the existing golf driving 
range facility on the subject lands for three years. Possible change to Zoning By-law Z.-
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1 from an Urban Reserve/Temporary Use (UR6/T-74)) Zone which permits a range of 
pastoral and existing industrial uses, conservation, and passive recreation uses, as well 
as a golf driving range facility for a temporary period not exceeding three (3) years, to 
an Urban Reserve/Temporary Use (UR6/T-74)) Zone to permit, in addition to the full 
range of uses in the Urban Reserve/Temporary Use (UR6/T-74)) Zone noted above, the 
continuation of the existing golf driving range facility use on the subject lands for an 
additional three (3) years. 

3.3  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
On February 27, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to all property owners within 120 
metres of the subject lands. One response was received at the time this report was 
prepared, indicating that there is no objection to the temporary continuation of the use. 
Notice of Application was published in The Londoner on February 28, 2019.  

3.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 
The subject site is located in the Future Industrial Growth and Green Space Place 
Types in The London Plan, and is designated Urban Reserve – Industrial Growth and 
Open Space in the 1989 Official Plan. 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

The Provincial Policy Statement 2014 (PPS) provides policy direction on matters of 
provincial interest related to land use and development. Section 1.1 Managing and 
Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient Development and Land Use 
Patterns of the PPS encourages the efficient use of land and resources and land uses 
which are appropriate for, and efficiently use, the infrastructure which are planned or 
available, and avoid the need for their unjustified and/or uneconomical expansion 
(1.1.3.2.). The PPS also states that natural features and areas shall be protected for the 
long term (2.1.1.), and that significant built heritage resources and significant cultural 
heritage landscapes shall be conserved (2.6.1.). 

The London Plan 

The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority of which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk throughout 
this report and include some of the Place Type policies pertinent to this planning 
application. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report for 
informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative for 
the purposes of this planning application.   

The London Plan provides Key Directions (54_) to be considered in reviewing 
applications which provide direction and focus which serve as a foundation to the 
policies of the Plan. Each direction encompasses a variety of strategies intended to 
guide planning and development over the twenty year planning horizon. Due to the 
nature of the proposed use in an area identified for future industrial development, the 
relevant Key Direction, Direction #8 Make wise planning decisions (62_) is most 
applicable in this context which presents the following strategies: 

1. Ensure that all planning decisions and municipal projects conform with The 
London Plan and are consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement. 

2. Plan for sustainability – balance economic, environmental, and social 
considerations in all planning decisions. 

3. Think “big picture” and long-term when making planning decisions – consider the 
implications of a short-term and/ or site-specific planning decision within the 
context of this broader view. 

8. Avoid current and future land use conflicts – mitigate conflicts where they cannot 
be avoided.  

9. Ensure new development is a good fit within the context of an existing 
neighbourhood. 
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Balancing the environmental, cultural heritage, and future development considerations 
with respect to the extension of the Temporary Use Zone, while maintaining the long 
term use of the land, forms the basis for the recommendation. The long term land use 
conflicts have been mitigated as there is no development proposed as part of this 
application, and the short term temporary use may only be extended beyond three 
years subject to Council approval. 

The London Plan also provides clear direction for each Place Type. The Future 
Industrial Growth Place Type is applied to lands which are expected to develop for 
industrial uses pending future study (1156_). The Place Type provides for a limited 
range of new uses. To prevent premature development, new uses which are similar to 
existing uses and would not have an impact on the future comprehensive planning 
development of these lands may be permitted (1163_). 

A portion of the subject lands are also within the Green Space Place Type which 
provides for the protection and enhancement of natural heritage features and areas 
recognized as having city-wide, regional, or provincial significance. To the north of the 
subject lands, Dingman Creek bisects the subject property. Where development is 
proposed adjacent to components of the Natural Heritage System, the Environmental 
Policies of the Plan require environmental impact studies to confirm or redefine the 
boundaries of such components to ensure the development does not negatively impact 
the natural features and their ecological function (1431_). The applicant is not proposing 
any development or structures, and as such the Upper Thames River Conservation 
Authority has indicated that they are satisfied that the continuation of the temporary golf 
driving range facility will not negatively impact the natural heritage features on site. 
 
Southwest Area Secondary Plan 
 
The subject lands are located within the Brockley Industrial Neighbourhood in the 
Southwest Area Secondary Plan (SWAP). Schedule 16 to the SWAP designates the 
subject lands Urban Reserve-Industrial Growth. As the Brockley Industrial 
Neighbourhood policies do not specifically include specific policies for the designation, it 
is therefore appropriate to consider the Urban Reserve – Industrial Growth policies of 
the parent 1989 Official Plan. 
 
1989 Official Plan 
 
The Urban Reserve designation is intended to provide a general indication of the mix of 
urban land uses proposed for the area. The Urban Reserve – Industrial Growth 
designation is expected to transition in the future and will generally be composed of 
uses permitted in the Light Industrial, General Industrial, and Office Business Park 
designations. Notwithstanding this intent, Council may re-designate Urban Reserve 
lands for any use through the community planning process and an amendment to the 
Plan. (9.4.3.) 
 
Similarly to the Green Space Place Type applied through The London Plan, a portion of 
the subject site is also designated Open Space by the 1989 Official Plan which is 
applied to lands within a flood plain or are susceptible to erosion and unstable slopes, 
including natural heritage areas. Permitted uses are limited to non-intensive uses 
including agriculture, conservation, essential public utilities and municipal services, and 
private open space uses such as cemeteries and private golf courses subject to 
applicable zoning (8A.2.2).  
 
Chapter 15 – Environmental Policies provide additional direction with respect to natural 
heritage features and environmentally sensitive areas, and expands on the range of 
permitted uses within the Open Space Designation to include existing uses (15.3.2.ii). 
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4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

Through the circulation process there were no substantial concerns or issues raised by 
internal departments or commenting agencies based on the proposal submitted. The 
section below identifies key issues and considerations in detail. 

4.1  Issue and Consideration # 1: Extension of the Temporary Use (T-74) Zone 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

The PPS is intended to be read in its entirety with all relevant policies applied based on 
the development proposed and the context of the subject site, which in this instance 
includes the policies of Section 1: Building Strong Healthy Communities, Section 2: 
Wise Use and Management of Resources, and Section 3: Protecting Public Health and 
Safety (1.1.5.1). The extension of the existing use is consistent with the goals and intent 
of the PPS 2014 as it does not negatively impact the natural and cultural heritage 
resources on the subject lands, and is appropriate for the existing infrastructure and 
service levels available to the site (1.1.3.2.). Heritage Planning has confirmed that as no 
new development is proposed, there are no heritage planning or archaeological issues 
associated with this amendment. 

The London Plan and 1989 Official Plan 

As noted above, the Future Industrial Growth Place Type applied to the subject site 
permits existing uses, and new uses which are similar to the existing uses and do not 
inhibit the lands from developing in their intended manner in the future (1163_). The 
Place Type is applied strategically to provide for development opportunities consistent 
with the City’s Industrial Land Development Strategy, and a restrictive approach is taken 
to lot creation and other forms of development in the Place Type to avoid patterns of 
land that will detract from the intended comprehensive planning process (1157_,1159_). 

The Urban Reserve – Industrial Growth designation is applied to lands which are 
intended to transition to Light Industrial, General Industrial, and Office Business Park 
designations in the long term (9.4.3.) Similar to the policies of The London Plan noted 
above, the designation permits a limited range of uses based on the nature of existing 
uses due to concerns regarding premature development (9.4.2.). 

Both The London Plan and the 1989 Official Plan contain policies regarding the 
implementation of temporary use by-laws to authorize the temporary use of land, 
buildings, or structures for a purpose otherwise prohibited by the Plan. The criteria for 
evaluating a temporary use by-law are largely similar between Plans, only differing in 
The London Plan by the inclusion of two additional matters which City Council will have 
regard for. Policy 19.4.5. in the 1989 Official Plan and Policies 1671_, 1672_ and 1673_ 
require that when enacting a temporary use by-law, City Council will have regard for the 
following matters:  
 
1. Compatibility of the proposed use with surrounding land uses. 
 
The lands surrounding the subject site are predominantly used for agricultural and 
industrial uses, with some commercial and residential uses on properties near Dingman 
Drive. The seasonal golf driving range facility has been in operation since 1995 and has 
demonstrated that the use is compatible with surrounding land uses, and does not limit 
the ability of these lands to function in their intended manner. 

  
2. Any requirement for temporary buildings or structures in association with the 

proposed use.  
 
The applicant is not proposing any buildings or structures in association with the 
proposed use. 
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3. Any requirement for temporary connection to municipal services and utilities.  
 
The temporary use does not require connection to municipal services and utilities. 
 
4. The potential impact of the proposed use on mobility facilities and traffic in the 

immediate area.  
 
As there are no expansions to the use proposed as part of the temporary use, there will 
be no increase in traffic or additional impacts on mobility facilities in the area. 
Transportation Design has no objections to the requested temporary use. 
 
5. Access requirements for the proposed use. 
 
The proposed access on the subject site is not changing as part of this application and 
is adequate for the proposed use.  
 
6. Parking required for the proposed use, and the ability to provide adequate parking 

on-site.  
 
The parking rate for a golf driving range is 1.5 spaces per tee. The existing parking 
facilities on the subject site are adequate for the requested temporary use. 
 
7. The potential long-term use of the temporary use.  
 
The applicant has requested an extension of the Temporary Use (T-74) Zone for an 
additional three years. Sanitary servicing is not currently available to the subject lands 
and the City has no plans in the foreseeable future to extend services in this location. 
Until such time as the market demands that these lands be utilized for industrial 
purposes, the passive nature of the temporary use and the minimal on-site 
infrastructure it requires does not preclude the ability of the lands to develop in the 
future for industrial purposes. The seasonal golf driving range use has been in operation 
in excess of twenty years and has established compatibility with the surrounding land 
uses 
 
8. In the case of temporary commercial surface parking lots in the Downtown, the 

impact on the pedestrian environment in the Downtown.  
 
This application will not facilitate a temporary commercial surface parking lot in the 
Downtown. 
 
9. The degree to which the temporary use may be frustrating the viability of the 

intended long-term use of the lands 
 
The portion of the site subject to this application is adjacent to the Urban Growth 
Boundary within the Future Industrial Growth Place Type and outside of the Built-Area 
Boundary. The intended long-term use of the subject site is for industrial purposes, 
provided the necessary studies and approvals are completed given the existing 
servicing challenges and natural and cultural heritage features on-site. As noted above, 
the continuation of the temporary use does not pose an impediment to the long-term 
development of the site. 
 
More information and detail is available in Appendix B and C of this report.  
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5.0 Conclusion 

The requested amendment to change the zoning on the subject site to allow for the 
continuation of the temporary use of the lands for a golf driving range facility for an 
additional three years is consistent with the PPS 2014 and with the City of London 1989 
Official Plan and The London Plan.   
 

 

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 Development Services 

May 6, 2019 
MS\ms 

cc. Michael Tomazincic, Manager, Current Planning, Development Services 
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Appendix A 

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

 
By-law No. Z.-1-19_____ 
 
A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone a 
portion of an area of land located at 4680 
Wellington Road South. 
 

 
  WHEREAS 761030 Ontario Limited have applied to extend the Temporary 
Use (T-74) Zone as it applies to a portion of the property located at 4680 Wellington Road 
South for a period not to exceed three (3) years; 

  AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council of the Corporation of the City of 
London, by By-law No. Z.-1-162487 approved the Temporary Use for 4680 Wellington 
Road South for a period not exceeding three (3) years beginning June 23, 2016; 

  AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council of the Corporation of the City of 
London deems it advisable to extend the Temporary Use for the said property for a period 
not exceeding three (3) years; 
 
  AND WHEREAS this rezoning conforms to the Official Plan; 
 
   THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of 

London enacts as follows:  

1. Section Number 50.2(74) of the Temporary (T) Zone is amended by adding the 
following subsection for a portion of lands known municipally as 4680 Wellington Road 
South: 

 74)  T-74  
 
   This Temporary Use is hereby extended for an additional three (3)  
   years beginning May 21, 2019. 
 
The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any 
discrepancy between the two measures.  
 
This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the 
passage of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 
 

 
 

PASSED in Open Council on May 21, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Ed Holder 
  Mayor 
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  Catharine Saunders 
  City Clerk  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading – May 21, 2019 
Second Reading – May 21, 2019 
Third Reading – May 21, 2019 
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On February 28, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to 34 property 
owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on March 1, 2019. A 
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site. 

1 reply was received 

Nature of Liaison: To extend the existing Temporary Use (T-74) Zone to allow for the 
continuation of the existing golf driving range facility on the subject lands for an 
additional three (3) years. 
 
Responses: 1 response was received, which indicated no objection to the continuation 
of the use of the lands for a golf driving range facility for an additional three years. 

Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner” 

Telephone Written 

N/A 

 

Dave and Kim Stewart 
2525 Dingman Drive 
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Agency/Departmental Comments 

Upper Thames River Conservation Authority 

As indicated, the subject lands are regulated by the UTRCA and are located within the 
Dingman Subwatershed Screening Area. A Section 28 permit will not be required for the 
purpose of this application as it is a continuation of an existing use. Should any new 
buildings or structures be proposed on the subject lands, the applicant shall pre-consult 
with the UTRCA and a Section 28 permit will be required. 

Engineering Review 

Engineering has no comments for the re-zoning. 

Heritage Planning 

Due to the limited scope of work indicated in the proposal summary (i.e. no new 
development, paving or construction is being proposed) – there are currently no 
heritage planning or archaeological issues associated with this file on this property. 

London Hydro 

London Hydro has no objection to this proposal or possible official plan and/or zoning 
amendment. Any new or relocation of the existing service will be at the expense of the 
owner. 

Appendix C – 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: 

Provincial Policy Statement 

1.1 Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient Development 
and Land Use Patterns 
 1.1.3 Settlement Areas 
 1.1.3.1 
 1.1.3.2 a, b 
 1.1.3.3 
 1.1.3.4 
 1.1.3.6 
 1.1.3.7 b 

2.0 Wise Use and Management of Resources 
 2.1 Natural Heritage 
  2.1.1 
   2.1.2  
 2.6 Cultural Heritage and Archaeology 
  2.6.1 
  2.6.2 
  2.6.3 
1989 Official Plan 

Open Space  
8A.2. Open Space 
8A.2.2 Permitted Uses 

Urban Reserve 
9.4.2. Permitted Uses 
9.4.3. Proposals for a Change in Designation 
 
Environmental Policies 
15.2.3 Natural Heritage Policies – Open Space – Environmental Review 
15.3 Natural Heritage Areas Designated as Open Space 
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15.3.2 ii) a) Permitted Uses  
 
Implementation 
19.1.1 ii) Delineation of Flood Plain, Environmental Features 
19.4 Zoning 
19.4.5 Temporary Use By-laws 
 

The London Plan 
Our Strategy 
58_ Direction #4 Become one of the greenest cities in Canada 
62_ Direction #8 Make wise planning decisions 
 
Green Space 
760_ Role within the City Structure 
761_ How will we realize our Vision? 
762_ Permitted Uses 
 
Future Industrial Growth 
1153_Our Vision for the Future Growth Place Type 
1154_, 1155_ Role within the City Structure 
1156_ 1157_ Future Industrial Growth Place Type 
1159_, 1160_, 1161_, 1162_ How will we Realize our Vision? 
1163_ Permitted Uses 
1164_ Planning and Development Applications 
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Appendix D – Relevant Background 

Additional Maps 
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Additional Reports 

Z-6096 – Report of the Commissioner of Planning and Development, July 30, 2001, 
recommending the extension of a temporary zone to permit a golf driving range and 
accessory structures for a period of not more than three years from the date of the 
passing of the by-law. 
 
Z-8603 – Report to the Planning & Environment Committee, June 20, 2016, 
recommending the approval of a temporary zone to permit a golf driving range and 
accessory structures for a period of not more than three years from the date of the 
passing of the by-law. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning and Environment Committee  
From: John M. Fleming 
 Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Demolition Request for Heritage Designated Property at 123 

Queens Avenue by JAM Properties Inc.  
Public Participation Meeting on: Monday May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning & City Planner, with 
the advice of the Heritage Planner, with respect to the request for the demolition of a 
heritage designated property located at 123 Queens Avenue, within the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District, the following report BE RECEIVED and the following 
actions BE TAKEN: 

A. That the demolition request BE REFUSED; and,  
B. That the Chief Building Official BE ADVISED of Municipal Council’s intention 
in this matter. 

Executive Summary 

A demolition request was received for the heritage designated property located at 123 
Queens Avenue. The subject property is located within the Downtown Heritage 
Conservation District. The request for demolition is due to health and safety concerns 
arising from the unsecured nature of the building, not structural concerns, and the 
property is proposed to be used for an interim surface parking lot. A Heritage Impact 
Assessment accompanied the demolition request for the property, which found that both 
direct and indirect impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed site alteration.  
 
Although retention of the building at 123 Queens Avenue has not been recommended in 
the Heritage Impact Assessment, the anticipated impacts as a result of the demolition of 
the property would need to be mitigated. The property has been designated as part of 
the Downtown Heritage Conservation District and the property contributes to the 
existing streetscape and character of the District. Impacts to the streetscape and to the 
property at 123 Queens Avenue cannot be mitigated with the development of a surface 
parking lot. The Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan recognizes that there 
are situations where demolition may be permitted to allow for redevelopment that is in 
keeping with appropriate City policies and where the impact associated with the 
alterations to the property are able to be mitigated.  Such redevelopment has not been 
proposed in this instance. 
 
The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to refuse the demolition request 
for the heritage designated property at 123 Queens Avenue.  

Analysis 

1.0 Background 

1.1  Property Location 
The property at 123 Queens Avenue is located on the south side of Queens Avenue, 
east of Talbot Street (Appendix A). The structure at 123 Queens Avenue bookends the 
west side of the commercial parking lots that stretches between Talbot Street and 
Richmond Street.  
 
1.2  Heritage Status 
The property at 123 Queens Avenue is designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage 
Act, as it is located within the Downtown Heritage Conservation District, which was 



Heritage Planner: Krista Gowan 

 

designated in 2013 by By-law No. L.S.P. - 34191-24. The property is ranked C in the 
Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan. Properties that have a C ranking 
contribute to the Downtown Heritage Conservation District and must still comply with the 
Design Guidelines within Section 6.0 of the Downtown Heritage Conservation District 
Plan.  
 
1.3  Description 
The building located at 123 Queens Avenue was built between 1916 and 1922. The 
building at 123 Queens Avenue is a three storey, red brick, industrial structure that is 
connected to 450 Talbot (Appendix B). The building located at 450 Talbot Street was 
one of the London’s first buildings constructed using reinforced concrete, a construction 
method continued that continued at 123 Queens Avenue (Stantec 3.7). The building is 
constructed of reinforced concrete, reinforced concrete masonry units, and plain 
concrete masonry units.  
 
The front façade is clad in red and buff brick with concrete posts and beams and is 
topped with a concrete parapet. The horizontal beams use to align with the beams at 
450 Talbot Street (Appendix B, see Image 4). However, 450 Talbot Street has since 
been re-cladded. Ornamental concrete diamonds appear on the second and third storey 
between the concrete posts and beams. The remnants of Cities Heating Company sign 
and logo can still be seen on the horizontal beam between the first storey and second 
storey. The first storey has an off-centre entrance with a concrete lintel. A wooden door 
and transom window with municipal address number is inset from the front façade. Next 
to the doorway is a window opening with a concrete sill and lintel. Two windows with a 
concrete lintel have been filled in with red brick next to the laneway. A laneway divides 
123 Queens Avenue and 450 Talbot Street at street level, but is connected at the 
second and third storeys. 
 
The east and south façade is clad in parged concrete and contains window openings on 
the second and third floor with no windows remaining. The west façade is also clad in 
parged concrete. The third storey contains five window openings with concrete 
windowsills and what appear to be the original windows. The windows are 15-pane 
glass windows with six panes in the middle that pivot open. The second storey contains 
five window openings with concrete sills. The connection between 450 Talbot Street and 
123 Queens Avenue contains one 20 and one 25 pane glass windows with concrete 
sills. Just above the laneway is a large window opening with a concrete sill. The first 
storey contains three entrances and three window openings with metal bars and 
concrete sills. 
 
The attributes of the property located at 123 Queens Avenue, such as scale, location, 
materials, and features support the character of the Downtown Heritage Conservation 
District. The physical connection with the adjacent property located at 450 Talbot Street 
also contributes to the pattern of development within the Downtown Heritage 
Conservation District and contributes to the Queens Avenue streetscape. 
 
1.4  Property History 
The building located on the property at 123 Queens Avenue originally housed two 
boilers for Green-Swift as well as a chimney, coal hopper, and boiler feed pumps. The 
building was built as an addition for the clothing manufacturer, the Greene-Swift 
Company, at 450 Talbot Street. Although, the Greene-Swift company was mainly a 
clothing manufacturer, they also sold the exhaust from the boiler to nearby buildings as 
steam heat (Stantec 3.7). The addition of two new boilers meant that Greene-Swift 
could expand their ability to sell steam heat.  
 
By 1928 the steam heating component of the Greene-Swift Company formed a separate 
company known as the Cities Heating Company and was assigned the municipal 
address of 123 Queens Avenue (Stantec 3.7). Between 1925 and 1939, the Cities 
Heating Company expanded and an addition to 123 Queens Avenue was built. By 1958, 
the Cities Heating Company was supplying heat to the majority of downtown 
businesses, including the Kingsmills Department Store, Covent Garden Market, and the 
Simpsons Department Store (Stantec 3.7).  
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From the 1950s until about 1989, Cities Heating Company was owned by Thomas 
Hayman, a noted member of the community and avid outdoorsman (Stantec 3.8). He 
was also a columnist for the London Free Press, writing the “World Outdoors” column 
for 48 years (Stantec 3.8). According to the research uncovered in the Heritage Impact 
Assessment, Hayman’s  dedication to conservation and birding earned him an award 
from the Ontario Field Ornithologists in 2003 and the Conservation Award from Nature 
London in 2006 (Stantec 3.8). Hayman passed away in 2014. 
 
In 1989, Hayman sold Cities Heating Company to Trigen, who until 1993, continued to 
use the Cities Heating Company name. The directories listed 123 Queens Avenue as 
“Trigen London District Energy and Cities Heating Company” (Stantec 3.8). In 1994, the 
Cities Heating Company name was retired, becoming knowns as London District 
Energy, and the plant and offices at 123 and 125 Queens Avenue were closed (Stantec 
3.8). Trigen left 123 and 125 Queens Avenue in 1995 (Stantec 3.8).  
 
In 2003, the building located at 125 Queens Avenue, which was built as an addition for 
Cities Heating Company, was demolished. In 2010, the original east façade of 123 
Queens Avenue was parged over in response to a Property Standards Order. The 
property at 123 Queens Avenue continues to be vacant. 
 
1.5  Downtown Development – 20th century 
The building located at 123 Queens Avenue is directly associated with London’s 
downtown development during the 20th century. During the early 20th century the City of 
London was in the midst of an industrial boom. Many modern improvements arrived in 
the City of London, such as electrical power from Niagara Falls, paving main roads in in 
asphalt, and the distribution of water by the Public Utilities Commission. During the 
1930s, several major building projects were completed in London, including the 
underpass of Richmond Street under the CNR tracks and construction of the Dominion 
Public Building, located approximately 50 metres east of 123 Queens Avenue.  
 
The building located at 123 Queens Avenue participated in London’s industrial 
development of the 20th century. The building at 123 Queens Avenue began selling 
steam heat to nearby buildings between 1916 and 1922 and by 1928 the company 
known as Cities Heating Company was formed (Stantec 3.7). By 1958, Cities Heating 
Company was supplying heat to the majority of downtown businesses. The research 
completed by Stantec for the Heritage Impact Assessment found that that Cities Heating 
Company provided heat to buildings south to York Street, west to Ridout Street, and 
east to Waterloo Street (3.7). The approximate northern extent of Cities Heating 
Company’s service was not determined (Stantec 3.7).  

2.0 Legislative and Policy Framework 

2.1  Provincial Policy Statement 
Heritage conservation is a matter of provincial interest (Section 2.d, Planning Act). The 
Provincial Policy Statement (2014) promotes the wise use and management of cultural 
heritage resources and directs that “significant built heritage resources and significant 
cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.” 
 
“Significant” means “resources that have been determined to have cultural heritage 
value or interest for the important contributions they make to our understanding of the 
history or a place, an event or a people” (PPS 2014). “Built heritage resource” means “a 
building, structure, monument, installation or any manufactured remnant that contributes 
to a property’s cultural heritage value or interest as identified by a community, including 
an Aboriginal community. Built heritage resources are generally located on property that 
has been designated under Parts IV or V of the Ontario Heritage Act, or included on 
local, provincial and/or federal registers’ (PPS 2014).  
 
“Conserved” means “the identification, protection, management and use of built heritage 
resources, cultural heritage landscapes, and archaeological resources in a manner that 
ensures their cultural heritage value or interest is retained under the Ontario Heritage 
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Act. This may be achieved by the implementation of recommendations set out in a 
conservation plan, archaeological assessment, and/or heritage impact assessment. 
Mitigative measures and/or alternative development approaches can be included in 
these plans and assessments” (PPS 2014).  

2.2  Ontario Heritage Act 
Revisions to the Ontario Heritage Act strengthened its protection of Ontario’s cultural 
heritage resources. While the pre-2005 Ontario Heritage Act could only delay the 
demolition of a building located on a heritage designated property for 180 days, 
revisions to the Ontario Heritage Act in 2005 enabled municipalities to refuse demolition 
requests of buildings located on heritage designated properties.  
 
In requests for demolition of a building located on a heritage designated property, the 
Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to give the applicant:  
 
a) The permit applied for; 
b) Notice that the council is refusing the application for the permit; or,   
c) The permit applied for, with terms and conditions attached (Section 42(4), Ontario 
Heritage Act).  

Municipal Council must respond within 90 days after receipt of a demolition request. 
Consultation with the municipality’s municipal heritage committee (the London Advisory 
Committee on Heritage) is required. Non-decision within 90-days, the refusal, or terms 
and conditions on the approval of a demolition request may be appealed to the Local 
Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT).   
 
2.3  Official Plan/The London Plan 
Chapter 13 (Heritage of the City of London’s Official Plan (1989, as amended) 
recognizes that properties of cultural heritage value or interest  

Provide physical and cultural links to the original settlement of the area and to 
specific periods or events in the development of the City. These properties, both 
individually and collectively, contribute in a very significant way to the identity of 
the City. They also assist in instilling civic pride, benefitting the local economy by 
attracting visitors to the City, and favourably influencing the decisions of those 
contemplating new investment or residence in the City.  

 

The objectives of Chapter 13 (Heritage) support the conservation of heritage resources, 
including encouraging new development, redevelopment, and public works to be 
sensitive to, and in harmony with, the City’s heritage resources (Policy 13.1.iii). This 
direction is also supported by the policies of The London Plan (adopted 2016); The 
London Plan has greater consideration for potential cultural heritage resources that are 
listed, but not designated under the Ontario Heritage Act, through planning processes.  
 
Applicable policies include:  

 Policy 563_: In conformity with the Urban Regeneration policies in the Our 
City part of this Plan, initiatives will be taken to support the adaptive re-use of 
cultural heritage resources to facilitate economic revitalization of 
neighbourhoods and business areas. 
  

 Policy 566_: Relocation of cultural heritage resources is discouraged. All 
options for on-site retention must be exhausted before relocation may be 
considered.  
 

 Policy 567_: In the event that demolition, salvage, dismantling, relocation or 
irrevocable damage to a cultural heritage resource is found necessary, as 
determined by City Council, archival documentation may be required to be 
undertaken by the proponent and made available for archival purposes.  
 

 Policy 568_: Conservation of whole buildings on properties identified on the 
Register is encouraged and the retention of façades alone is discouraged. 
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The portion of a cultural heritage resource to be conserved should reflect its 
significant attributes including its mass and volume.  

 
The 1989 Official Plan and The London Plan also has policies related to Permitted Uses 
in the Downtown. Policy 4.1.6 in the 1989 Official Plan, addresses commercial parking 
structures and surface parking lots: 
 

viii) Commercial parking structures are a permitted use in the Downtown and are 
encouraged to locate in peripheral areas of the Downtown. The design of these 
structures along the street edge should be addressed through consideration of 
the Downtown Design Guidelines specifically requiring enhanced landscaping 
and consideration of pedestrian connections.  
 
The long term intent of the Plan is to improve the aesthetics of existing surface 
parking lots and to discourage new surface parking lots in the Downtown, 
especially where they involve the removal of buildings.  

 
Policy 800_ in The London Plan also directs that new surface commercial parking lots 
shall not be permitted. Although, this policy is currently under appeal at the time of 
writing, it is important to note the permitted uses in the Downtown. 
 
2.4  Downtown Heritage Conservation District 
The Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan came into force an effect in 2013 by 
By-law No. L.S.P. - 34191-24. The Downtown London Heritage Conservation District 
Plan provides polices and guidelines to protect, manage, and enhance the unique 
heritage attributes and character of London’s Downtown. 
 
The Downtown London Heritage Conservation District Plan contains specific policies 
with regard to demolition. Section 4.6 of the Downtown London Heritage Conservation 
District Plan contains the following policies on demolition within the district:  

The goal of a heritage conservation district is to preserve and protect the heritage 
assets within the short term and over the long term. Demolition of buildings within 
a heritage district is strongly discouraged. 

However, the Heritage Conservation District Plan recognizes that there are situations 
where demolition may be necessary such as partial destruction due to fire or other 
catastrophic events, severe structural instability, and occasionally redevelopment that is 
in keeping with appropriate City policies. 
 
Principles outlined in Section 3.1 of the Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan, 
establish fundamentals derived from The Venice Charter (1964). One of these heritage 
principles, is particularly pertinent to demolition requests: 

 
Find a Viable Social or Economic Use - Buildings that are vacant or underutilized 
come to be perceived as undeserving of care and maintenance regardless of 
architectural or historic merit. City Council and staff should actively encourage 
and support appropriate forms of adaptive reuse when necessary to preserve 
heritage properties. 

  
Encouraging redevelopment, intensification, and acceptance of the Downtown as the 
cultural and social focus of the community is a social goal and objective of the 
Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan. There are also goals for the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District Plan, which include the retention, conservation, and 
adaption of existing building stock as well as encouraging the repair and maintenance of 
heritage buildings.  
 
 2.5  Property Standards 
The City of London has implemented By-law CP-16 (Property Standards By-law) that 
outlines the standards for Heritage Properties. Section 2.7 of the Property Standards 
By-law defines “maintained”, in respect of heritage attributes, as maintained, preserved, 
protected, repaired, reconstructed, refinished, or replaced, in compliance with the 
Ontario Heritage Act.  
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Section 2.7.2 directs that: 

In addition to the minimum standards for the maintenance of property set out in 
this by-law, all of the heritage attributes of a Part IV heritage property and a Part 
V heritage property shall be maintained. 

 
Section 2.8 of the Property Standards By-law applies only to vacant buildings on a Part 
IV heritage property or a Part V heritage property.  Section 2.8 directs that: 
 

(2) Despite section 4.3, in order to minimize the potential of deterioration of a 
building, where the exterior doors, windows or other openings are missing, 
broken, improperly fitted, unsecure or in disrepair, or where the property remains 
vacant for a period of 30 days or more, the property shall be boarded in 
compliance with the following requirements:  
 

(a) all boards used in the boarding shall be installed from the exterior and 
shall be properly fitted in a watertight manner to fit within the side jambs, 
head jamb and the exterior bottom sill of the door or window so that any 
exterior trim remains uncovered and undamaged by the boarding; 
  
(b) all boards should be at least 12.7mm (0.5 in.) weatherproofed sheet 
plywood secured with nails or screws at least 50 millimetres (2 inches) in 
length and be installed at appropriate intervals on centre;  
 
(c) all boards shall be painted or otherwise treated so that the colour 
blends with the exterior of the building or structure. 
 

(4) In addition to section 4.6, the exterior of the building shall be maintained to 
prevent moisture penetration and damage from the elements.  

3.0 Demolition Request 

The property owner’s written notice of their intention to demolish the building located on 
the heritage designated property at 123 Queens Avenue was received on March 27, 
2019. This demolition request was accompanied by a Heritage Impact Assessment 
(prepared by Stantec dated March 26, 2019) (Appendix C).  
 
Municipal Council must respond to a request for the demolition of a heritage designated 
property within 90 days, or the request is deemed consented. During this 90 day period, 
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) is consulted and, pursuant to 
Council Policy, a public participation meeting is held at the Planning and Environment 
Committee.  
 
The 90-day period for the demolition request for the building located on 123 Queens 
Avenue expires on June 25, 2019.  
 
Consultation  
Pursuant to Council Policy for the demolition of heritage designated properties, 
notification of the demolition request was sent to 47 property owners within 120m of the 
subject property on April 23, 2019, as well as community stakeholders including the 
Architectural Conservancy Ontario – London Region, London & Middlesex Historical 
Society, and the Urban League. Notice was also published in The Londoner on April 25, 
2019. At the time of writing, no replies have been received seeking further information 
regarding this demolition request. 

4.0 Analysis 

A Heritage Impact Assessment accompanied the demolition request for the building 
located at 123 Queens Avenue. JAM Properties Inc. retained Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
(Stantec) to prepare a Heritage Impact Assessment for 123 Queens Avenue. The 
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property owner recently purchased the property and is requesting demolition due to 
health and safety concerns and plans to turn the property into an interim parking lot.  
 
The Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport’s Info Sheet #5 provides the purpose of a 
Heritage Impact Assessment and what should be included in the assessment. A 
Heritage Impact Assessment, according to the Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport 
is: 

a study to determine if any cultural heritage resources (including those previously 
identified and those found as part of the site assessment) are impacted by a 
specific proposed development or site alteration. It can also demonstrate how the 
cultural heritage resource will be conserved in the context of redevelopment or 
site alteration. Mitigative or avoidance measures or alternative development or 
site alteration approaches may be recommended. (MTCS, Infosheet #5)  

The impacts to a cultural heritage resources are assessed on a case by case basis.  
 
4.1 Impacts to Heritage Designated Properties 
The Heritage Impact Assessment reviewed the Downtown Heritage Conservation 
District Plan and character statements of the Downtown Heritage Conservation District. 
The Heritage Impact Assessment found that: 
 

“Both direct and indirect impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed 
development. Direct impacts include the demolition of the structure at 123 
Queens Avenue. This is an irreversible impact and contrary to the policies of the 
Downtown London HCD, which discourages demolition of heritage buildings.” 
(Stantec 6.3)  

 
Direct impacts are also anticipated to the building located at 450 Talbot Street as the 
building is both physically and historically connected to the building at 123 Queens 
Avenue. The building at 450 Talbot Street is physically connected at the second and 
third story to the building at 123 Queens Avenue and demolishing the building at 123 
Queens Avenue would result in alterations to the east façade of 450 Talbot Street. The 
building located at 123 Queens Avenue was built as an addition to 450 Talbot Street. 
The Greene-Swift Company began selling exhaust from the boiler to nearby buildings 
as steam heat and the addition, located at 123 Queens Avenue, meant that the Greene-
Swift Company could expand their ability to sell steam heat. Despite the success of the 
Cities Heating Company, the Greene-Swift Company did not survive the Great 
Depression and closed during the 1930s.  
 
Indirect impacts, such as vibration, are also identified as having impacts on adjacent 
buildings within 50 metres of the property at 123 Queens Avenue (Stantec 6.3). 
 
4.2 Impacts to the Downtown Heritage Conservation District 
The Heritage Impact Assessment assessed how the proposed interim parking lot 
impacts the significant features or character of the Downtown Heritage Conservation 
District. Other anticipated direct impacts are to the heritage attributes and character of 
the Downtown Heritage Conservation District. The anticipated impacts include: 

 The removal and alteration to original building composition of independent 
structures of typically two or three storeys  

 The removal of existing building materials,  

 Alteration of the existing streetscape along Queens Avenue, and  

 The removal of the laneway connecting Talbot Street and Queens Avenue, which 
the Heritage Impact Assessment notes as being a “relatively unique 
characteristic in this portion of the Downtown HCD.” (Stantec 6.5) 

These anticipated impacts are the result of a change in the existing patterns of the 
building, lot, and landscape fabric as the building at 123 Queens Avenue, which 
contributes to these elements, would be removed and replaced with an empty lot 
(Stantec 6.3).  
 
In the cases were no impacts are anticipated, it was noted that the scope of the 
proposed undertaking is not applicable to an attribute of the Downtown Heritage 
Conservation District.  
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4.3 Heritage Impact Assessment Recommendations 
The Heritage Impact Assessment finds that retention in situ is not the preferred option 
because the health and safety concerns outweigh the retention of the building at 123 
Queens Avenue. The health and safety concerns stem from the challenges securing the 
building. According to the Heritage Impact Assessment “the building has been 
repeatedly broken into and represents a substantial safety hazard to any unauthorized 
occupants” (Stantec 7.2). The health and safety concerns outweigh the retention of the 
building at 123 Queens Avenue because “the building does not contribute significantly 
to the streetscape” and does not communicate its history due to “the significant 
modifications in the front façade, including windows that have been closed in with 
bricks.” (Stantec 7.2). 
 
The building at 123 Queens Avenue successfully communicates its history within the 
City of London’s downtown as the front façade retains many of its heritage attributes. 
The retention of the heritage features can easily be seen when comparing the photo 
from 1955 to the present front façade (Appendix B, Image 4). The front façade retains 
the red and buff brick cladding with concrete posts and beams, concrete parapet, 
ornamental concrete diamonds, off-centre recessed entrance with a concrete lintel, and 
transom window with municipal address number. The window opening next to the door 
has been retained as well as the concrete sill and lintel. Also, the laneway continues to 
exist between the buildings at 123 Queens Avenue and 450 Talbot Street at street level. 
Even remnants of the Cities Heating Company sign can still be seen on the front 
façade. The windows that used to exist on the main floor was adapted while the building 
was still being used by the Cities Heating Company. As this change occurred before the 
Cities Heating Company moved buildings in 1995, this alteration contributes to the 
evolution of the property. 
 
4.3.1 Mitigative Measures 
As retention in situ is not the preferred option by the Heritage Impact Assessment, the 
anticipated impacts need to be mitigated. However, the Heritage Impact Assessment 
does not provide recommendations to mitigate impacts to the streetscape. The Heritage 
Impact Assessment states:  
 

Impacts associated with the Downtown HCD relate largely to modification of the 
current streetscape. The current building at 123 Queens Avenue is consistent 
with the character of the district in scale, three storeys in height, and position, 
built out to the boundary of the building lot. While Queens Avenue between 
Richmond and Talbot Streets deviates from the general character of the 
Downtown HCD in its street level parking and lack of building frontages, it is 
considered part of the district and changes to it should be in keeping with district 
guidelines. Therefore, in the absence of a structure to replace the current 
building, mitigating this impact is challenging. The use of the property as a 
parking lot does not allow for the impact to be lessened with replacement of the 
building with a similar scaled or positioned structure. Nor does a parking lot allow 
for similar materials to be used or the laneway to be incorporated. (Stantec 7.2.4) 

 
In the absence of such a proposal, the impacts to the heritage designated buildings and 
the Downtown Heritage Conservation District cannot be mitigated. If there was a 
redevelopment proposal, mitigative measures could be proposed that would address to 
the impacts to both the heritage designated properties and the streetscape.  
 
4.4 Future Redevelopment 
The property located at 123 Queens Avenue is a significant cultural heritage resource, 
with direct associations to the City of London’s downtown development during the 20th 
century. Demolishing the building at 123 Queens Avenue is contrary to the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District Plan and impacts the streetscape, which cannot be 
mitigated through the implementation of an interim parking lot. However, the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District Plan recognizes that there are situations where 
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demolition may be permitted for redevelopment that is in keeping with appropriate City 
policies. 
 
If redevelopment of the property located at 123 Queens Avenue was proposed, the 
Heritage Alteration Permit process would ensure that the redevelopment maintains the 
character of the Downtown Heritage Conservation District and complies with the 
Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan.  

4.0 Conclusion 

Our cultural heritage resources are records that tells a story about how our city has 
been modified by human activity and how it continues to evolve. It gives us a sense of 
our city’s past so that we can better understand our future. Our cultural heritage 
resources are non-renewable. Once demolished, they are gone forever. 
 
The current demolition request is contrary to the heritage policy framework for the subject 
property including the Provincial Policy Statement, The London Plan, and the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District Plan. There is no policy basis to support the demolition 
request for this heritage designated property. 
 
The property located at 123 Queens Avenue is a significant cultural heritage resource 
with direct associations to the City of London’s downtown development during the 20th 
century. The demolition request should be refused. 

 

 

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 

May 6, 2019 
KG/kag 
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Appendix A - Location 

 
 
Figure 1: Location of the property at 123 Queens Avenue. 
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Appendix B – Images 

 

Image 1 – Photo of the front façade of the building located at 123 Queens Avenue (April 
25, 2019) 

 

 

Image 2 – Photo of the front façade of the building located at 123 Queens Avenue (April 
25, 2019) 
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Image 3- Photo of the east façade of the building located at 123 Queens Avenue (April 
25, 2019) 

 

Image 4 – Photo of the front façade at 123 Queens Avenue looking west from 
Richmond (London Free Press, 1954). 
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Image 5 – Photo of the south side of Queens Avenue looking east from Talbot Street 
Photo taken prior to 1988. The photo shows the bricked in windows at 123 Queens 
Avenue, but also shows 3 pipes running into the building through the former openings. 
The exact date of the photo has not been confirmed, but an aerial from 1988 shows the 
lot located at 134 Carling Street as vacant, which dates the photo to prior 1988 as the 
photo shows a building on the property at 134 Carling Street. This means that the 
windows were bricked in at some point between 1955 and 1988. 

 

Image 6 – 1986 Aerial showing Queens Avenue. The property located at 123 Queens 
Avenue is shown by red arrow. 
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Image 7 – 1988 Aerial showing Queens Avenue and the vacant lot at 134 Carling 
Street. The property located at 123 Queens Avenue is shown by red arrow. 
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Appendix C – Heritage Impact Assessment 

Stantec, Heritage Impact Assessment 123 Queens Avenue, City of London, Ontario 
(March 26, 2019) [attached separately].  



 

 
 

Heritage Impact Assessment—
123 Queens Avenue, London, 
Ontario 

FINAL REPORT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

March 26, 2019  

File: 160940616 

Prepared for: 
JAM Properties Inc. 
180 Cheapside Street                                      
London, Ontario                                      
N6A 1Z8 
 
Prepared by: 
 
Stantec Consulting Ltd 
600-171 Queens Avenue 
London ON, N6A 5J7 
 

 

 

 
 



HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT—123 QUEENS AVENUE, LONDON, ONTARIO 

 

Table of Contents 

1.0 STUDY PURPOSE ....................................................................................................... 1.1 

2.0 STUDY METHODOLOGY ............................................................................................ 2.1 
2.1 POLICY FRAMEWORK ................................................................................................ 2.1 

2.1.1 Planning Act ................................................................................................ 2.1 
2.1.2 The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement ......................................................... 2.1 
2.1.3 City of London Official Plan ......................................................................... 2.2 
2.1.4 Downtown London Heritage Conservation District Plan ............................... 2.2 

2.2 BACKGROUND HISTORY ........................................................................................... 2.3 
2.3 FIELD PROGRAM ........................................................................................................ 2.3 
2.4 EVALUATION OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR INTEREST ............................. 2.3 

2.4.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06 .............................................................................. 2.3 
2.5 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS ...................................................................................... 2.4 

3.0 SITE HISTORY ............................................................................................................ 3.1 
3.1 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 3.1 
3.2 PHYSIOGRAPHY ......................................................................................................... 3.1 
3.3 HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT .................................................................................... 3.1 

3.3.1 Survey and Settlement ................................................................................ 3.1 
3.3.2 19th Century Development ........................................................................... 3.3 
3.3.3 20th Century Development ........................................................................... 3.4 

3.4 PROPERTY HISTORY ................................................................................................. 3.5 
3.4.1 450 Talbot Street/120 Carling Street ........................................................... 3.5 
3.4.2 123 Queens Avenue ................................................................................... 3.7 
3.4.3 122 Carling Street ....................................................................................... 3.9 
3.4.4 126 Carling Street ..................................................................................... 3.10 
3.4.5 120 Queens Avenue ................................................................................. 3.11 

4.0 SITE DESCRIPTION .................................................................................................... 4.1 
4.1 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 4.1 
4.2 LANDSCAPE SETTING ............................................................................................... 4.1 
4.3 123 QUEENS AVENUE ................................................................................................ 4.4 

4.3.1 Exterior ....................................................................................................... 4.4 
4.3.2 Interior ....................................................................................................... 4.12 

4.4 450 TALBOT STREET ............................................................................................... 4.22 
4.5 122 CARLING STREET ............................................................................................. 4.24 
4.6 126 CARLING STREET ............................................................................................. 4.25 
4.7 120 QUEENS AVENUE .............................................................................................. 4.26 

5.0 HERITAGE EVALUATION ........................................................................................... 5.1 
5.1 DOWNTOWN HERITAGE CONSERVATION DISTRICT RANKINGS .......................... 5.1 
5.2 DISTRICT PLAN AND STUDY ..................................................................................... 5.2 

6.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT .............................................................................................. 6.1 



HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT—123 QUEENS AVENUE, LONDON, ONTARIO 

ii   

6.1 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED UNDERTAKING ....................................................... 6.1 
6.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS ...................................................................................... 6.1 
6.3 DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS ........................................................................................ 6.8 

7.0 MITIGATION, IMPLEMENTATION, AND MONITORING ............................................. 7.1 
7.1 POTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES ....................................................................... 7.1 
7.2 MITIGATION DISCUSSION ......................................................................................... 7.1 

7.2.1 Vibration ...................................................................................................... 7.1 
7.2.2 123 Queens Avenue ................................................................................... 7.2 
7.2.3 450 Talbot Street ......................................................................................... 7.3 
7.2.4 Heritage Conservation District ..................................................................... 7.4 

8.0 SUMMARY STATEMENT AND CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS ................ 8.1 

9.0 CLOSING ..................................................................................................................... 9.1 

10.0 REFERENCES ........................................................................................................... 10.1 

LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1: Cultural Heritage Resources Identified in London Downtown HCD Plan ..................... 5.1 
Table 2: Potential Impacts to Cultural Heritage Resources ...................................................... 6.2 
Table 3: Potential Impacts on Heritage Attributes of the Downtown London Heritage 

Conservation District ............................................................................................. 6.3 

LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1: Project Area .............................................................................................................. 2.5 
Figure 2: Study Area .............................................................................................................. 3.13 
Figure 3: 1888 Fire Insurance Plan ........................................................................................ 3.14 
Figure 4: 1915 Fire Insurance Plan ........................................................................................ 3.15 
Figure 5: 1922 Fire Insurance Plan ........................................................................................ 3.16 
Figure 6: 1940 Fire Insurance Plan ........................................................................................ 3.17 
Figure 7: 1958 Fire Insurance Plan ........................................................................................ 3.18 

  

sf v:\01609\active\160940616\work_program\report\draft\rpt_dft_hia_1609_123_queensave_dft_20190315.docx 



HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT—123 QUEENS AVENUE, LONDON, ONTARIO 

 
 
 i 

 

Executive Summary 

JAM Properties Inc. (the Proponent) retained Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) to prepare a Heritage 
Impact Assessment (HIA) for 123 Queens Avenue, in the City of London, Ontario. The Proponent 
purchased the property in December of 2018 and is considering removal of the vacant structure fronting 
Queens Avenue due to health and safety concerns associated with ongoing challenges securing the site. 
The property is situated within the Downtown Heritage Conservation District (HCD) that was designated 
under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act in 2013. As such, the need to consider heritage implications as a 
result of the removal of the building triggered the need for this HIA.  

The property at 123 Queens Avenue contains a former industrial building that was built between 1916 
and 1922 as an addition to the adjacent Greene-Swift Block at 450 Talbot Street.  The building originally 
housed two boilers for Green-Swift as well as a chimney, coal hopper, and boiler feed pumps. It is a three 
storey structure with a flat roof and a full basement. The building is constructed of reinforced concrete, 
reinforced concrete masonry units, and plain concrete masonry units. It contains a front (north) façade 
clad in red brick, buff brick, and concrete banding with decorative concrete diamonds. The structure has a 
flat roof and concrete block foundation intermixed in some areas with brick. It has been vacant since 
1995. 

The Study Area also takes into consideration 450 Talbot Street, 122 Carling Street, 126 Carling Street, 
and 120 Queens Avenue as properties adjacent to a property where a change is proposed. The 
structures at 126 and 122 Carling Streets are listed properties and all five properties are designated 
under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. Collectively, these five properties represent the Study Area. The 
Study Area is located in the downtown core of the City of London. It is situated on the west side of Talbot 
Street, between Carling Street and Queens Avenue and to the east by the parking lot adjacent to 126 
Carling Street and 123 Queens Avenue. 

Within the Study Area, a total of four properties were identified as containing character defining elements 
by the Downtown London HCD. Three of the properties are commercial/office buildings, 122 Carling 
Street, 126 Carling Street, and 450 Talbot Street, and one is a vacant former industrial building, 123 
Queens Avenue. The Downtown HCD Study did not identify any character defining elements or heritage 
value for 120 Queens Avenue.  

The HIA identifies impacts associated with removal of 123 Queens Avenue. Based on the presence of 
cultural heritage resources which have the potential to be affected by the proposed undertaking, the 
following mitigation measures are recommended:   

• Vibration Assessment  

− A pre-demolition vibration assessment should be completed to establish a baseline for vibration 
levels in advance of demolition activities 
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− Should any properties within the study area be determined to be within the zone of influence, 
additional steps should be taken to secure the buildings from experiencing negative vibration 
effects (i.e. adjustment of machinery or establishment of buffer zones)  

• Demolition Plan 

− The existing Building Demolition Plan prepared by Jonathan Velocci, P. Eng., should be updated 
to consider ways to safeguard 450 Talbot Street where it is attached to 123 Queens Avenue 

− Depending on the findings, additional monitoring during demolition activities by a qualified 
building condition specialist may be required 

• Documentation and Salvage 

− The site assessment completed for this HIA identified numerous safety concerns associated with 
ice cover in the building that restricted access to the entirety of the building; however, should 
safer access be feasible, a site plan should be prepared, additional photography undertaken, and 
3D scanning considered 

− The location of the alleyway should be recorded and georeferenced to allow for re-creation in any 
future development  

− Salvage of materials related to the history of the site should be undertaken under the supervision 
of a heritage professional 

− Materials salvaged should be stored offsite in a secured location for use in a future development 

• Commemoration 

− A commemoration plan should be prepared which will provide guidance to future development of 
the site 

− The commemoration plan should include: 

o A site-specific history including the results of Documentation and Salvage activities 

o Specific approaches to commemorating the site (interpretive signage, material reuse, etc.) 
that will be required in any future development 

o General design guidelines for future development 

o Consultation with the London Heritage Advisory Committee regarding the history of the site, 
potential interpretive approaches, and design guidelines 

The Executive Summary highlights key points from the report only; for complete information and findings 
the reader should examine the complete report. 
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1.0 STUDY PURPOSE 

JAM Properties Inc. (the Proponent) retained Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) to prepare a Heritage 
Impact Assessment (HIA) for 123 Queens Avenue, in the City of London, Ontario. The Proponent 
purchased the property in December of 2018 and is considering removal of the vacant structure fronting 
Queens Avenue. The property is situated within the Downtown Heritage Conservation District (HCD) that 
was designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act in 2013. As such, the need to consider heritage 
implications as a result of the removal of the building triggered the need for this HIA.  

The purpose of this HIA is to respond to policy requirements regarding the conservation of cultural 
heritage resources in the land use planning process. Where a change is proposed within an HCD, 
consideration must be given to the conservation of heritage resources. The objectives of this report are as 
follows: 

• Identify and evaluate cultural heritage value or interest of properties within the Study Area 

• Identify potential direct and indirect impacts to cultural heritage resources  

• Identify mitigation measures where impacts to cultural heritage resources are anticipated to address 
the conservation of heritage resources, where applicable 

To meet these objectives, this report contains the following content: 

• Summary of project methodology  

• Review of background history of the Study Area  

• Evaluation of cultural heritage value or interest of resources within, and adjacent to, the Study Area 

• Description of the proposed site alteration 

• Assessment of impacts of the proposed site alterations on cultural heritage resources 

• Review of development alternatives or mitigation measures where impacts are anticipated 

• Recommendations for the preferred alternative 

In addition to 123 Queens Avenue, consideration has also been given to 450 Talbot Street, 122 Carling 
Street, 126 Carling Street, and 120 Queens Avenue as properties adjacent to a property where a change 
is proposed. The structures at 126 and 122 Carling Streets are listed properties. Collectively, these five 
properties represent the Study Area. The Study Area is located in the downtown core of the City of 
London (Figure 1). It is situated on the west side of Talbot Street, between Carling Street and Queens 
Avenue and to the east by the parking lot adjacent to 126 Carling Street and 123 Queens Avenue. 
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2.0 STUDY METHODOLOGY 

2.1 POLICY FRAMEWORK 

2.1.1 Planning Act 

The Planning Act provides a framework for land use planning in Ontario, integrating matters of provincial 
interest in municipal and planning decisions. Part I of the Planning Act identifies that the Minister, 
municipal councils, local boards, planning boards, and the Municipal Board shall have regard for 
provincial interests, including: 

(d) The conservation of features of significant architectural, cultural, historical or scientific interest

2.1.2 The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was updated in 2014 and is intended to provide policy direction for 
land use planning and development with regard to matters of provincial interest. Cultural heritage is one 
of many interests contained within the PPS. Section 2.6.1 of the PPS states that, “significant built heritage 
resources and cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved”.  

Under the PPS definition, conserved means: 

The identification, protection, management and use of built heritage resources, 
cultural heritage landscapes and archaeological resources in a manner that ensures 
their cultural heritage value or interest is retained under the Ontario Heritage Act. This 
may be achieved by the implementation of recommendations set out in a conservation 
plan, archaeological assessment, and/or heritage impact assessment. Mitigative 
measures and/or alternative development approaches can be included in these plans 
and assessments. 

Under the PPS definition, significant means: 

In regard to cultural heritage and archaeology, resources that have been determined 
to have cultural heritage value or interest for the important contribution they make to 
our understanding of the history of a place, an event, or a people. 

The PPS also stipulates that development adjacent to protected heritage properties must be 
considered, in policy 2.6.3:  

Planning authorities shall not permit development and site alteration on adjacent lands to 
protected heritage property except where the proposed development and site alteration 
has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that the heritage attributes of the 
protected heritage property will be conserved. 
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Under the PPS, “protected heritage property” is defined as follows: 

property designated under Parts IV, V or VI of the Ontario Heritage Act; property subject 
to a heritage conservation easement under Parts II or IV of the Ontario Heritage Act; 
property identified by the Province and prescribed public bodies as provincial heritage 
property under the Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage 
Properties; property protected under federal legislation, and UNESCO World Heritage 
Sites. 

(Government of Ontario 2014) 

2.1.3 City of London Official Plan 

The property at 123 Queens Avenue is Designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. The City’s 
Official Plan, “The London Plan”, contains the following policy with regard to development within or 
adjacent to designated and listed heritage properties: 

586_ The City shall not permit development and site alteration on adjacent lands to heritage 
designated properties or properties listed on the Register except where the proposed 
development and site alteration has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that the 
heritage attributes of the heritage designated properties or properties listed on the Register will be 
conserved. 

The London Plan also contains the following general objectives with regard to cultural heritage resources: 

1. Promote, celebrate, and raise awareness and appreciation of London’s cultural heritage resources.
2. Conserve London’s cultural heritage resources so they can be passed on to our future generations.
3. Ensure that new development and public works are undertaken to enhance and be sensitive to our

cultural heritage resources.

2.1.4 Downtown London Heritage Conservation District Plan 

The Downtown London HCD Plan contains specific policies with regard to demolition and new 
construction within the district (Stantec 2012). Section 4.6 of the HCD Plan contains the following policies 
on demolition within the district: 

The goal of a heritage conservation district is to preserve and protect the heritage assets 
within the short term and over the long term. Demolition of buildings within a heritage 
district is strongly discouraged. The Ontario Heritage Act allows municipalities to prevent 
demolition of heritage buildings, or establish conditions for demolition, such as the 
requirement for an approved site plan or a specific time frame for construction of a new 
building on the site. However, it is recognized that there are situations where demolition 
may be necessary such as partial destruction due to fire or other catastrophic events, 
severe structural instability, and occasionally redevelopment that is in keeping with 
appropriate City policies.  
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2.2 BACKGROUND HISTORY 

Background history for this project was obtained through review of aerial photography, fire insurance 
plans, city directories, census records, London Free Press articles, and secondary sources. Research 
was conducted at Western University and the London Public Library. To familiarize the study team with 
the Study Area, historical mapping, fire insurance plans, and aerial photographs were consulted to 
identify the presence of structures, and other potential heritage resources in the vicinity. Specifically, 
material reviewed included Fire Insurance Plans from 1888, 1907, 1915, 1922, 1940, 1948, and 1958.  

2.3 FIELD PROGRAM 

A site assessment was undertaken on February 22, 2019 by Meaghan Rivard, Senior Cultural Heritage 
Specialist, and Frank Smith, Cultural Heritage Specialist, with Stantec. The weather conditions were cold, 
sunny, and calm. The site visit consisted of a pedestrian survey of the Study Area from the publicly-
accessible municipal right-of way. Interior access to 123 Queens Avenue was provided by the Proponent 
to inform the HIA.  

2.4 EVALUATION OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR INTEREST 

2.4.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06 

The criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest is defined by Ontario Regulation (O. Reg.) 
9/06. Each potential heritage resource was considered both as an individual structure and as cultural 
landscape. Where cultural heritage value or interest was identified, a structure or landscape was 
assigned a cultural heritage resource (CHR) number and the property was determined to contain a 
heritage resource. Evaluations for each property are contained within Appendix A.  

In order to identify cultural heritage value or interest at least one of the following criteria must be met: 

1. The property has design value or physical value because it:

a. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or
construction method

b. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit

c. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement

2. The property has historical value or associative value because it:

a. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution that
is significant to a community

b. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a
community or culture
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c. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who
is significant to a community

3. The property has contextual value because it:

a. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area

b. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings

c. is a landmark

(Government of Ontario 2006a) 

2.5 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS 

The assessment of impacts on cultural heritage resources is based on the impacts defined in the Ministry 
of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) Infosheet #5 Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation 
Plans (Infosheet #5). Impacts to heritage resources may be direct or indirect. Direct impacts include: 

• Destruction of any, or part of any, significant heritage attributes or features
• Alteration that is not sympathetic, or is incompatible, with the historic fabric and appearance

Indirect impacts do not result in the direct destruction or alteration of the feature or its heritage attributes, 
but may indirectly affect the cultural heritage value or interest of a property by creating: 

• Shadows that alter the appearance of a heritage attribute or change the viability of a natural feature
or plantings, such as a garden

• Isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding environment, context or a significant relationship
• Direct or indirect obstruction of significant views or vistas within, from, or of built and natural features
• A change in land use such as rezoning a battlefield from open space to residential use, allowing new

development or site alteration to fill in the formerly open spaces
• Land disturbances such as a change in grade that alters soil, and drainage patterns that adversely

affect an archaeological resource

(Government of Ontario 2006b) 

In addition to impacts discussed in InfoSheet #5, this HIA also evaluated the potential for indirect impacts 
resulting from the vibrations of demolition activities. For the purposes of this HIA, this activity was 
categorized together with land disturbance. Although the effect of construction or demolition vibrations on 
historic period structures is highly variable, research suggests that vibrations may be perceptible in 
buildings with a setback of less than 40 meters from project activity (Crispino and D’Apuzzo 2001; Ellis 
1987; Rainer 1982; Wiss 1981). Therefore, the proximity of the proposed change was considered in this 
assessment. 
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3.0 SITE HISTORY 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Study Area is located on part of Lot 15, Concession 1, in the former Township of London, now City of 
London. The Study Area is located east of Talbot Street, between Queens Avenue and Carling Street on 
Part Lots 6 and 7 of Plan 61 and includes 123 Queens Avenue, 122 Carling Street, 126 Carling Street, 
450 Talbot Street, 120 Carling Street, and 120 Queens Avenue (Figure 2). The following sections outline 
the historical development of the Study Area from the time of Euro-Canadian settlement to the 21st 
century.  

3.2 PHYSIOGRAPHY 

The Study Area is located in the Caradoc Sand Plain and London Annex physiographic regions. Both 
regions are flat sand plains extending from east London to the Strathroy area in the southwest. In its 
entirety, the region compromises approximately 482 square kilometres in southwestern Ontario. The land 
is generally flat with a few rolling hills. The soil in the area consists of three types: Fox fine sandy loam, 
which appears on the finer soils which are deep and well drained; Berrien sandy loam, a shallow layer of 
sand over clay, with wet subsoil; and Oshtemo sand, which appears on sand hills and dunes (Chapman 
and Putnam 1984: 146).  

The City of London is located along the Thames River. The well-defined river channel runs through a 
shallow valley. This is demonstrated through a history of critical flooding in the City as it was developed 
on land that, in physiographical terms, belongs to the river. This watershed area has proven from its land 
use history to be rich soil for agriculture development (Chapman and Putnam 1984: 139). London itself 
developed into the commercial centre for Southwestern Ontario because of its position along the river as 
an early travel route and the high alluvial terrace which offered good building sites (Chapman and Putnam 
1984: 146). 

3.3 HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT 

3.3.1 Survey and Settlement 

During the 17th century and until 1763, southwestern Ontario was part of France’s vast colonial holdings 
in North America called New France. In 1763, the Seven Years war concluded with the signing of the 
Treaty of Paris, and France relinquished nearly all of its colonial holdings in North America to Great 
Britain and Spain. The Thirteen British colonies along the Atlantic seaboard eagerly participated in the 
Seven Years War and believed that dislodging France from the continent’s interior would open land west 
of the Appalachian Mountains to settlement by the burgeoning colonies. Instead the British Proclamation 
of 1763 closed most of former New France to settlement to appease Indigenous allies and protect the fur 
trade. In 1774, the Quebec Act transferred the Ohio Valley and southwestern Ontario to the Province of 
Quebec. The Quebec Act enflamed tensions with the increasingly restless Thirteen Colonies and was a 
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contributing factor to the American Revolution, which culminated with the recognition of the independence 
of the Thirteen Colonies as the United States in 1783 (Craig 1963: 2 and Phelps 1989: 1).    

Approximately one quarter of the population of the former Thirteen Colonies were Loyalists to the British 
Crown. During and following the conflict, about 50,000 people left the United States for Great Britain or 
other colonies, including Canada (Craig 1963: 3). Between 1778 and 1786, the Province of Quebec was 
governed by Frederick Haldimand. Initially, Haldimand wished to settle present-day Ontario with mostly 
First Nations allies of the Crown, but upon hearing of the favourable agricultural conditions throughout 
much of the region, he soon changed his mind. Haldimand also realized that settling the area with 
Loyalists would provide a bulwark against further aggression by the United States. Writing to Lord North, 
Prime Minister of Great Britain, Haldimand argued that the settlers would be “attached to the interests of 
Great Britain and capable of being useful upon many occasions” (Craig 1963: 4-5). To facilitate 
settlement, southern Ontario was divided into four districts, with present-day London being located in the 
Hesse District (Archives of Ontario 2015).  

The Loyalist population wished to live under the customs and common law they were familiar with in 
Great Britain and the former Thirteen Colonies, instead of the French civil law practiced in Quebec as part 
of the Quebec Act of 1774. To accommodate the Loyalists, the British parliament passed the 
Constitutional Act of 1791, which divided Quebec into Upper and Lower Canada. The division was both 
geographic and cultural; French laws would be preserved in Lower Canada, while the British constitution 
and laws would rule in Upper Canada (Craig 1963: 17). John Graves Simcoe was selected as Lieutenant 
Governor of the newly created province. Simcoe was a veteran of the American Revolution, having 
served in the Queens Rangers, and eagerly planned to build a model British society in Upper Canada. He 
wrote of his desire to “inculcate British customs, manners, and principles in the most trivial as well as 
serious matters” in the new colony (Craig 1963: 20-21). In 1792, Simcoe renamed the Hesse District the 
Western District (Archives of Ontario 2015).  

While studying maps of Upper Canada, Simcoe decided the provincial capital should be named London 
and located in the southwest at the confluence of the north and south branches of the river called La 
Tranche by the French (Finkelstein 2006). Simcoe renamed the river the Thames to match his plan for a 
capital city called London. He believed this strategic location would be too far inland for American forces 
to easily attack in the event of renewed war.  

Simcoe and a party of men set out from Niagara in February 1793 to explore the area en route to Detroit 
(Armstrong 1986: 17 and Miller 1992: 2-3). Joining him on this expedition was Thomas Talbot, who later 
became a major colonizer and land owner in southwestern Ontario. Simcoe was impressed when he 
arrived at the forks of the Thames and confirmed his desire for the site to become the capital of the 
Province (London Township History Book Committee 2001: 11). Edward Baker Littlehales, who 
accompanied Simcoe during the expedition, wrote that Simcoe “judged it [London] to be a situation 
eminently calculated for the metropolis of all Canada” (Miller 1992: 3). Despite Simcoe’s wishes, London 
was still considered too remote and inaccessible a location to be a capital city. Instead, the capital was 
moved to York (present-day Toronto) (Armstrong 1986: 21). However, in 1796 the land around the forks 
of the Thames was set aside as Crown Reserve for the future site of London (Brock 2011: 3).  
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The first surveyor in the region, Abraham Iredell, reported the agricultural conditions in Southwestern 
Ontario to be among the finest in North America. In 1800, the Western District was divided roughly in half 
and the London District and Middlesex County were created (Archives of Ontario 2015). Middlesex 
County was further divided into townships, London Township being the largest at 12 square miles 
(approximately 31 square kilometres) and encompassing 96,000 acres.  

The first settler in London Township was Joshua Applegarth, who arrived in 1807, and attempted to 
cultivate hemp before switching to other crops (Page 1878: 5). However, London Township remained 
almost entirely unsettled until 1810 when Thomas Talbot returned, along with surveyor Mahlon Burwell, to 
develop the township. Talbot would eventually be instrumental in the settlement of 29 townships in 
southwestern Ontario (London Township History Book Committee 2001: 12). Burwell’s survey was 
interrupted by the War of 1812 and he completed the work in 1818. (Page 1878: 5). The first Township 
meeting was held in January 1819 at Joshua Applegarth’s home (Armstrong 1986: 29). 

3.3.2 19th Century Development 

In November 1825, the London District courthouse and jail at Vittoria in Norfolk County was damaged by 
fire. District authorities, including Thomas Talbot, decided to move the district capital to a more central 
location, instead of rebuilding at Vittoria (Miller 1992: 7). In January 1826, the District Town for the 
London District was transferred from Vittoria to the Crown Reserve Land in London Township set aside 
for Simcoe’s envisioned capital. The townsite for London was surveyed in May and June of 1826 by 
Burwell (Armstrong 1986: 33 and Miller 1992: 7). The northern boundary of the townsite was marked by a 
road allowance called “North Street”. The road allowance jogged to the south just west of Richmond 
Street to accommodate the farm owned by John Kent. The northern portion of North Street is present-day 
Queens Avenue and the southern part is present-day Carling Street. The Study Area is positioned just 
north of the original townsite (Miller 1992: 7).  

By 1831, considerable progress had been made in clearing and developing the townsite. In July 1831, 
Allen Talbot wrote about the village in both the London Sun and Montreal Gazette, writing “less than five 
years ago its present site was a cheerless wilderness, without human habitation, it now numbers upwards 
of seventy framed houses, verging fast towards completion, some of which are of a very superior order” 
(Brock 1975: 67). By 1832, the village of London had a courthouse, two churches, three hotels, six 
general stores, and a total of about 130 buildings. The village had a population of about 300. The Study 
Area, and other land north of the original townsite, remained outside the Village. However, developments 
north of the townsite, included the erection of the first Blackfriars Bridge, approximately 600 metres 
northwest of the Study Area (Armstrong 1986: 35). The village continued to grow and in 1840, the Town 
of London was incorporated (Brock 2011: 23). When the Town of London was incorporated the 
boundaries of the town were extended north to present-day Huron Street and east to present-day 
Adelaide Street (Armstrong 1986: 67). This extension included the lands within the Study Area. The new 
town had a population of 1,716 (Armstrong 1986: 63).  

As the Town of London began to develop, residents began to clamor for access to a railway. As early as 
1831, merchants and farmers of London and London Township had proposed constructing a railway 
through the community. In the 1840s, planning began on a line that would run from Niagara to Detroit. 
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The planned route would run through London and many prominent Londoners helped finance the project. 
The Great Western Railway was chartered in 1845 and construction on the London portion of the line 
began in October 1847. The ground-breaking ceremony in London was led by Thomas Talbot, who was 
then 77 years old and still deeply involved in the development of London. In December 1853, the first 
train pulled into London. The train had travelled from Hamilton and arrived in six hours at an average 
speed of 25 mph (40 km/h) (Armstrong 1986: 82-83). In 1882, the Great Western Railway became part of 
the Grand Trunk Railway. 

London benefited greatly from the arrival of the railway and experienced a boom. The town developed 
into the centre of industry and finance in Southwestern Ontario. Because of this growth, the Town of 
London was incorporated as a city on January 1, 1855 (Armstrong 1986: 68). Land value greatly 
increased in the City and township, with some properties increasing nearly 300% between 1849 and 
1856.  

The boom in development and investment ended in 1857. The conclusion of the Crimean War in 1857 
started a depression in the British Empire, which included Canada. The impact was particularly hard on 
London. By 1860, three quarters of the businesses in the city had failed and the population dropped from 
16,000 to 11,000. It would take almost three decades for land values in London to rebound (Armstrong 
1986: 86-87). London’s economy would begin to recover when the American Civil War (1861-1865) 
created demand for exports to help feed and supply the Union Army (Armstrong 1986: 99). By 1871, the 
population of the City had rebounded to about 16,000 and in 1881 the population climbed to 19,941 
(Burley ND.: 392 and Armstrong 1986: 125). 

3.3.3 20th Century Development 

In 1912, the City of London had a population of 49,102, which would increase to 69,742 in 1929 
(Armstrong 1986: 163). During this period, many modern improvements arrived in the City. Main roads in 
the central part of the City were paved in asphalt, replacing cedar blocks (Armstrong 1986: 133). The 
Hydro Electric Power Commission (HEPC), under the leadership of Adam Beck, commenced to service 
London with hydroelectricity from Niagara in 1910 (Armstrong 1986: 136). The Public Utilities Commission 
was established in 1914 to manage the distribution of electricity, water, and manage City parks 
(Armstrong 1986: 168).  

Compared to other municipalities in Ontario, London fared relatively well during the Great Depression. 
Several major building projects were completed in London during the 1930s, including the underpass of 
Richmond Street under the CNR tracks and construction of the Dominion Public Building, located 
approximately 50 metres east of the Study Area. In 1932, only 8% of the population was unemployed, a 
much lower number than other cities in southern Ontario like Toronto, Hamilton, and Windsor (Armstrong 
1986: 185). Nonetheless, the effects of the Great Depression and Second World War curtailed growth in 
the City (Curtis 1992: 15).  

Like much of North America, London experienced a post-war population boom and by 1961 the 
population of the City was 165,815. The increase in population was mostly spurred by several 
annexations of Westminster and London Townships between 1954 and 1961. The largest annexation 
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occurred in 1961 when the City grew from 32 square kilometres in size to 172 square kilometres (Miller 
1992: 213). By the early 1960s, the City of London contained 328 manufacturing plants, 80 wholesalers, 
and 70 construction firms (Miller 1992: 219).  

Infrastructure improvements during the 1960s included new overpasses over the railway at Adelaide 
Street, Highbury Avenue, and Quebec Street. In the 1970s, Queens Avenue was extended over the 
Thames River as was Dundas Street and Wonderland Road and Hutton Roads were connected via the 
new Guy Lombardo Bridge (Armstrong 1986: 213-214). As the population of London shifted to the 
suburbs during the mid-20th century it was becoming increasingly unnecessary to visit downtown London 
(Armstrong 1986: 234). By the 1970s, a revitalization plan was needed for the City’s downtown. A 
cohesive vision for the city core did not develop and a mix of infill and new construction occurred during 
the 1970s, including the City Centre Complex, the London Centre Arcade, the new City Hall, and new 
federal building and courthouse (Armstrong 1986: 234, 238). 

During the 1980s, the pace of growth in the City steadied. The population of the City in 1980 was 261,841 
(Armstrong 1986: 327) and most new growth in London occurred at the south and north ends of the city 
as subdivision development accelerated (Miller 1992: 229). The City of London is continuing to grow and 
develop in the 21st century. In 2016, the City of London had a population of 383,822, an increase of 4.8% 
since 2011 (Statistics Canada 2017). 

3.4 PROPERTY HISTORY 

3.4.1 450 Talbot Street/120 Carling Street 

The former Greene-Swift Block, constructed between 1906 and 1907, is located at 450 Talbot Street/120 
Carling Street (Plate 1). The building was one of London’s first buildings constructed of reinforced 
concrete (Baker 2000: 122). The firm was a manufacturer of clothing for men and boys and operated a 
cap department. The company was founded in 1900 by Robert Greene, S.D. Swift, and W.E. Greene as 
Greene, Swift & Co. and was initially located at 139 Carling Street. Two years later they moved to 186 
King Street, between Richmond and Clarence Streets (Scott 1930: 246 and Baker 2000: 122). The 
company’s great success and rapid expansion led to further expansion at 450 Talbot Street/120 Carling 
Street only four years later to fulfill orders and space requirements (Scott 1930: 246). The Greene-Swift 
Block replaced a spice mill and several timber frame buildings (Figure 3). 

Shortly after their move to Talbot Street, the company was incorporated as Greene-Swift Limited. Initially, 
the company only utilized 24,900 feet of space in the building and rented out the remainder. The payroll 
for Greene-Swift increased from about $10,000 in 1900 to $289,612 in 1913. As the organization 
continued to grow, they utilized more space in the building, and by 1913 used over 50,000 feet of space 
(Gardner 1914: 62).  

The Greene-Swift company was known for a small and carefully designed product line, which reduced 
costs and simplified the production process. By the 1920s, the company had a staff of approximately 250, 
the majority of which were women. The main material for the garments was wool, 80% of which was 
imported from the United Kingdom and the remainder was sourced domestically. Clothing manufactured 
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by the company was sold throughout Canada (Scott 1930: 247). The company was well regarded in the 
City, demonstrated by their selection to produce the London Fire Department’s uniforms from 1920 until 
at least 1927 (Baker 2000: 123). 

Plate 1: The Greene-Swift Block, c. 1914 (Gardner 1914: 62) 

When the Greene-Swift block was built, the structure had a large boiler at the northwest corner of the 
building (Figure 4). The company sold the exhaust from the boiler to nearby buildings as steam heat 
(Scott 1930: 246). The Greene-Swift company was not the only downtown clothing manufacturer to sell 
steam heat. The Helena Costume Company, located on King Street between Clarence and Richmond, 
also sold heat to nearby buildings (Goad 1915 and Baker 2000: 122). Between 1916 and 1922, two new 
boilers were built as an addition to the building on the northwest corner. The new boilers expanded the 
ability of Greene-Swift to sell steam heat and between 1927 and 1928 the steam heating component of 
Greene-Swift was spun-off to form the Cities Heating Company Limited (CHC). The new company was 
assigned the municipal address of 123 Queens Avenue (Vernon 1928: 153 and Scott 1930: 246). 

Despite the early success, the Greene-Swift company did not survive the Great Depression and closed 
during the 1930s (Underwriters Survey Bureau 1940). After the closure of Greene-Swift, the building was 
used as a warehouse and practice theater for the London Little Theatre (Baker 2000: 122). During the 
1950s, the building was converted to office space (Underwriters Survey Bureau 1958). By 1998, the 
building had been remodeled and clad in stucco, obscuring the original architectural details of the 
structure, with the exception of the east elevation (Baker 2000: 122). The building is presently occupied 
by the Harrison Pensa law firm.  



HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT—123 QUEENS AVENUE, LONDON, ONTARIO 

Site History  
March 26, 2019 

3.7

3.4.2 123 Queens Avenue 

Initially, the structure at 123 Queens Avenue was considered an addition to the Greene-Swift Block at 450 
Talbot Street. The addition, constructed between 1916 and 1922, housed two new boilers for Greene-
Swift and included a chimney, coal hopper, and boiler feed pumps (Figure 5). 

Prior to the construction of the structure at present-day 123 Queens Avenue, two structures were located 
at 123 Queens Avenue, stables for the adjacent Queens Hotel, located on Carling Street. The Queens 
Hotel opened in 1871 and the stables were likely built at this time. Between 1921 and 1922 the Queens 
Hotel closed, and the stables became McCartney’s Horse Repository (Vernon 1922: 48). The horse 
repository does not appear in subsequent city directory listings and, based on city directories and 
mapping, the stable closest to Talbot Street was likely demolished to accommodate the construction of 
the structure at present-day 123 Queens Avenue. The second stable was likely demolished between 
1924 and 1925 as it last appeared listed in the city directory for 1924. However, the fire insurance plan of 
1922 does not depict any stables in the area and depicts a structure similar in size to the northern stable 
as “Wood Box Manufacturing” (Underwriters Survey Bureau 1922).  

The address 123 Queens Avenue was assigned to the property when CHC was created as an 
independent company between 1927 and 1928. Sometime between 1925 and 1940, an addition to 123 
Queens Avenue was constructed at 125 Queens Avenue. The 1940 Fire Insurance Plan for London 
shows that 125 Queens Avenue had two boilers and a chimney and was the heating plant for CHC 
(Figure 6). In 1952, the original 125-foot chimney on 123 Queens Avenue was demolished and replaced 
with a small chimney and the interior of the building converted to office space for CHC (Western Archives 
1952 and Figure 7). During this same period, 125 Queens Avenue was expanded (Plate 2 to Plate 4).  

By 1958, CHC was supplying heat to the majority of downtown businesses, including the Kingsmills 
Department Store, Covent Garden Market, and the Simpsons Department Store (Underwriters Survey 
Bureau 1958). An archival photo from 1960 shows the chimney at 125 Queens Avenue bellowing smoke 
(Plate 5). An advertisement in the London Free Press from 1974 boasted that CHC heated the London 
Free Press building on York Street and provided a source of heating that produced minimal pollution. The 
business was extolled with the following statement “Ours is the modern, economical way to ensure 
reliable warmth through the heating season and reliable cooling throughout the summer months, without 
pollution” (London Free Press 1974: 68). Research indicates that CHC heating extended south to at least 
York Street, west to at least Ridout Street, and east to at least Waterloo Street (London Free Press 
1954). The approximate northern extent of CHC’s service was not determined.  
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Plate 2: 123-125 Queens Avenue, c. 1953 
(Carty 1953) 

Plate 3: 123-125 Queens Avenue, c. 1964 
(Altenberg 1964) 

Plate 4: View of front façade of 123 
Queens Avenue, 1954 (London 
Free Press 1954) 

Plate 5: Smoke rising from the chimney of 
CHC and 125 Queens Avenue, 
1960 (London Free Press 1960) 

From the 1950s until about 1989, CHC was owned by Thomas Hayman. Hayman was born in 1924 in 
London. After graduating from the University of Toronto with an engineering degree and the University of 
Western Ontario with a B.A., Hayman worked for his father’s construction company before he purchased 
CHC. Hayman was a noted member of the community and avid outdoorsman. He was a member of the 
Emily Creek Club, Upper Thames Conservation Authority, Nature London, and the London Hunt Club. He 
was also a columnist for the London Free Press, writing the “World Outdoors” column for 48 years. He 
also taught bird identification classes at Fanshawe College. His dedication to conservation and birding 
earned him an award from the Ontario Field Ornithologists in 2003 and the Conservation Award from 
Nature London in 2006. Hayman passed away in 2014 (Your Life Moments/London Free Press 2014).  
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In 1989, Hayman sold CHC to Trigen (London Free Press 2017). From 1990 to 1993, Trigen continued to 
use the CHC name and directories listed 123 Queens Avenue as “Trigen London District Energy and 
Cities Heating Company” (Vernon 1990: 330). In 1994, the CHC name was retired (Vernon 1994: 322). 
That same year, the plant and offices at 123 and 125 Queens Avenue were closed and a new facility 
running on natural gas was opened at the corner of Bathurst and Colborne Streets (London Free Press 
2017). Trigen left 123 and 125 Queens Avenue in 1995 and the building has remained vacant since this 
time (Vernon 1995: 321). Based on Google Earth imagery, 125 Queens Avenue was demolished between 
2003 and 2006. In 2010, the original east façade of 123 Queens Avenue was parged over (City of London 
2010).  

3.4.3 122 Carling Street 

The structure at 122 Carling Street was constructed in the 1850s during the building boom following the 
arrival of the railway. The building was the original site of the London Free Press and operated from 122 
Carling Street until 1871. After the departure of the newspaper, the building became the Queen’s Hotel, 
one of London’s more prestigious hostelries described as a “landmark of London before the turn of the 
century” (Historic Sites Committee 2000: 10 and London Free Press 1942). The hotel was operated by 
James McMartin (London Free Press 1942). The Census of 1901 lists James McMartin as a 48-year-old 
Ontario born hotel keeper of Scottish descent. He lived with his wife Martha, age 48, son Edward, age 21, 
son Frank, a printer, age 19, and daughter Edith, age 17 (Library and Archives Canada 1901). Their son 
Frank, also known as Frederick, went on to become the night editor of the London Free Press (London 
Free Press 1942).  

In 1921, the Queen’s Hotel closed, and 122 Carling Street returned to its roots in the printing industry as 
the home of the Farmer’s Advocate, published by the William Weld Company Limited (Plate 6). The 
publication was an agricultural journal that was founded in 1866 by William Weld and was Canada’s 
longest published agricultural paper distributed throughout the United States and Canada (Historic Sites 
Committee 2000 and Western Archives ND.). After Weld’s death, his sons and grandsons continued the 
operation. The paper was published on a monthly basis and contained advertisements, new ideas, and 
information about agricultural practices. The paper ceased publication in 1965 and since 1974 the 
property has been the location of the Marienbad Restaurant (Ivey Family London Room ND.).   
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Plate 6: 122 Carling Street, c. 1935 (Ivey Family London Room 1935) 

3.4.4 126 Carling Street 

The structure at 126 Carling Street was built between 1929 and 1930. Like the adjacent 122 Carling 
Street, the building was initially occupied by various publishers and print shops. The first occupant of the 
building was the Western News Company (Vernon 1930: 620). The company did not remain at 126 
Carling Street for long and in 1932 the building was occupied by the London office of the Toronto based 
Rapid, Grip & Batten Limited (Vernon 1932: 636). 

Rapid, Grip & Batten Limited was founded in Toronto in 1893 as The Grip Printing Company. The 
company achieved wide commercial success with their satirical periodical called Grip. The editor of Grip 
was J.W. Bengough, who also published work in The Farmer’s Advocate (Spadoni 1988: 13). In about 
1900, the company ended the publishing branch of their business and focused on engraving. The 
engraving process used metal plates to reproduce illustrations for magazines and books. Through a 
series of mergers and acquisitions the company was named Rapid, Grip, and Batten Limited by the time 
they opened their London office (Spadoni 1988: 27). The London office of the company closed around 
1934. 

According to a 1935 report by the Dominion Bureau of Statistics, the occupant of 126 Carling Street was 
Wesley Engravers and they appear as the occupant of the building in the City Directory of 1939 
(Dominion Bureau of Statistics 1935: 3 and Vernon 1939: 777). Between the mid-1940s and the 1950s 
the occupant of the building was Artcraft Engravers, which originally had an office at 430 Richmond Street 
(Underwriters Survey Bureau 1940 and 1958). Wesley Engravers and Artcraft Engravers were two of 43 
businesses in 1935 within Ontario that were “engaged wholly or principally in the production of printed 
matter by the engraving process, and the manufacture of plates, stereotypes and electrotypes for the 
printing trade” (Dominion Bureau of Statistics 1935: 1). The building is currently occupied by Chaucer’s 
Pub, an affiliate of Marienbad Restaurant.  
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3.4.5 120 Queens Avenue 

The structure at 120 Queens Avenue is known as the Lipton Building and was constructed in 1956 
(Stantec 2011). From at least the 1880s until the mid-1950s, the area contained the municipal addresses 
454-464 Talbot Street. The structures at this address were six attached residences. The residences were
two and one half storey structures with a hip roof and dormers (Plate 7). During the 19th century these
rowhouses were home to some of London’s affluent citizens, including two doctors and a reverend in
1883 (London Publishing Company 1883: 34).

In 1954, the rowhouses were demolished and construction began on 120 Queens Avenue, known as the 
Lipton Building (Plate 8). The first occupant of the building is recorded in 1957 and was the 
Unemployment Insurance Commission (Vernon 1957: 686). Archival photographs show that the original 
façade of the Lipton building had elements of the mid-century modern design style, expressed primarily 
by the building’s curtainwall (Plate 9 and Plate 10). For the remainder of the 20th century, the building has 
been used as government and municipal offices.  

In 1966, the Canadian military opened the Western Ontario Division Recruiting Centre in the building 
(Ivey Family London Room 1971). From the 1970s to 1990s, occupants included the London and 
Middlesex Disaster and Emergency Planning, the Canada Employment and Immigration Commission, 
Human Resources Centre of Canada, Teledek Employment Insurances, and Human Resources 
Development Canada (Vernon 1974, 1981, 1990, 1995, and 2000). According to the Downtown HCD 
Study, “the building has been completely renovated in recent years leaving no heritage elements” 
(Stantec 2012).  
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Plate 7: 454-464 Queens Avenue, bottom 
right of the photo, c. 1953 
(Caty 1953) 

Plate 8: The Lipton Building under 
construction, 1955 (London Free 
Press 1955) 

Plate 9: Lipton Building, c. 1964 
(Altenberg 1964) 

Plate 10: Lipton Building, c. 1965 (London 
Free Press 1965) 
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4.1

4.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

As outlined in Section 2.3, a site visit was conducted on February 22, 2019 by Meaghan Rivard, Senior 
Heritage Consultant, and Frank Smith, Cultural Heritage Specialist, both with Stantec. The weather 
conditions were cold, sunny, and calm. The site visit included a pedestrian survey of the buildings 
adjacent to 123 Queens Avenue and an interior site assessment of 123 Queens Avenue. Ongoing 
attempts to secure the building have failed and there were numerous areas where vandals have gained 
access to the building. The multiple forced entries, as well as attempts to secure the building from the 
interior, have created areas that were inaccessible. In addition, the roof is in very poor visual condition, is 
clad only with plywood in areas, and is absent in various areas of the third floor. The result is that water 
has entered the building and, given the cold conditions, large amounts of ice were found throughout the 
buildings, creating health and safety concerns. Areas where Stantec could not gain access due to 
blocked entryways or health and safety concerns are noted below. 

4.2 LANDSCAPE SETTING 

The Study Area consists of the property at 123 Queens Avenue, 120 Queens Avenue, 450 Talbot Street, 
122 Carling Street, and 126 Carling Street. The property at 123 Queens Avenue contains an early 20th 
century industrial structure. The property at 120 Queens Avenue contains a mid-20th century office 
building. The property at 450 Talbot Street contains an early 20th century industrial structure that has 
been converted to commercial/office use. The property at 122 Carling Street contains a mid-19th century 
commercial building. The property at 126 Carling Street contains an early 20th century commercial 
building. Adjacent properties include a mix of commercial, civic, and educational buildings as well as 
surface parking lots.  

Queens Avenue, within and adjacent to the Study Area, is a three-lane one-way road for westbound 
traffic and paved with asphalt (Plate 11 and Plate 12). Within the Study Area, Queens Avenue has 
concrete sidewalks. The structures on Queens Avenue between Richmond Street and Talbot Street are 
presently civic buildings (120 Queens Avenue and the Dominion Public Building), commercial buildings 
(Moxies Grill), a vacant industrial building (123 Queens Avenue), and an office building (450 Talbot 
Street). There are also large parking lots in the middle of the block on both the north and south sides. The 
roadway is lined with municipal LED streetlighting affixed to decorative octagonal poles with brackets, 
pedestrian streetlighting with high pressure sodium light fixtures in globes, small thornless honey locust 
trees, and trash receptacles. Running along the south side of Queens Avenue are grates that vent steam 
and the northwest corner of Queens Avenue and Richmond Street contains a manhole cover for the 
former CHC system (Plate 13).   

Talbot Street, within and adjacent to the Study Area, is a two-lane asphalt paved road with a central 
turning lane for traffic turning westbound onto Queens Avenue (Plate 14 and Plate 15). Most structures 
are commercial or civic, including the Harrison Pensa Law Firm (450 Talbot Street) and Richard Pierpoint 
Building (451 Talbot Street). The roadway is lined with municipal LED streetlighting affixed to decorative 
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octagonal poles with brackets, pedestrian streetlighting with high pressure sodium light fixtures in globes, 
concrete sidewalks, and trash receptacles.  

Carling Street, within and adjacent to the Study Area, is a narrow two-lane road paved with asphalt (Plate 
16 and Plate 17). Most buildings are presently commercial structures, including multiple restaurants and 
the recently converted Kingsmills Department Store which is home to Fanshawe College, except for the 
PUC substation, which is an industrial structure. There is a large parking lot in the middle of the block. 
Carling Street has wide sidewalks paved with interlocking brick pavers that accommodate outdoor seating 
areas during warmer months. The road is lined with municipal streetlighting affixed to decorative 
octagonal poles with brackets and contains small thornless honey locust trees.   

Between 123 Queens Avenue, 450 Talbot Street, and 122 Carling Street is a narrow alleyway paved with 
asphalt (Plate 18). The asphalt surface is wearing in several places and the ground contains pieces of 
crushed bricks. The alleyway was likely built to facilitate the delivery of coal to 123 Queens Avenue.   

Plate 11: Looking east on Queens Avenue 
across from 123 Queens Avenue 

Plate 12: Looking west on Queens Avenue 
across from 123 Queens Avenue 
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Plate 13: CHC manhole cover, located 
outside 171 Queens Avenue  

Plate 14: Looking north on Talbot Street 

Plate 15: Looking south on Talbot Street Plate 16: Looking east on Carling Street 
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Plate 17: Looking west on Carling Street Plate 18: Alleyway, looking north 

4.3 123 QUEENS AVENUE 

4.3.1 Exterior 

The structure at 123 Queens Avenue is a former industrial building that is currently vacant. The building is 
a three storey structure with a flat roof and a full basement. The building is constructed of reinforced 
concrete, reinforced concrete masonry units, and plain concrete masonry units. It contains a front (north) 
façade clad in red brick, buff brick, and concrete banding with decorative concrete diamonds. The 
structure has a flat roof and concrete block foundation intermixed in some areas with brick.  

4.3.1.1 Front (North) Façade 

The front (north) façade of 123 Queens Avenue contains three storeys that are divided by horizontal 
concrete bands, three vertical concrete bands, and six ornamental concrete diamonds (Plate 19). The 
front façade is topped with a concrete parapet that has crumbled and is now in visual disrepair and 
uneven (Plate 20). The horizontal band between the first storey and second storey contains the faded 
remnants of a hand painted sign with a serif font for Cities Heating Co. The sign was partially located on 
the now demolished 125 Queens Avenue and only “ating Co.” remains. Directly above the hand painted 
sign is an orange and black triangle (Plate 21). The orange and black triangles were the logo for Cities 
Heating Co., as seen in a 1974 advertisement for the company.  

The third and second storeys are clad in red brick with a stretcher bond. The first storey is clad in buff 
brick at the off-centre entrance and red brick west of the entrance. The entrance has an inset wooden 
door and transom with municipal address number and concrete lintel. Just west of the entrance is a 
boarded-up window, also known as a blind window, with a concrete sill and lintel (Plate 22). The red brick 
portion contains a window sill where the window has been filled in. Above this window the red brick is 
missing, revealing buff bricks (Plate 23). The second and third storeys are connected to the adjacent 450 
Talbot Street and below the second storey is a laneway (Plate 24). 
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Plate 19: Front façade, looking south Plate 20: Second and third storey 
concrete banding and concrete 
diamonds topped by a concrete 
parapet, looking south 

Plate 21: Faded lettering for Cities Heating 
Co., looking south 

Plate 22: Entrance door, transom, window, 
and blind window, looking south  

Plate 23: Missing red brick cladding, 
exposing buff brick 

Plate 24: Laneway, looking south 
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4.3.1.2 East Façade 

The east façade is clad in parged concrete (Plate 25). The second and third storey both have four window 
openings with no windows remaining. Three of the openings are boarded with plywood and one is open. 
The third storey of the east façade contains two blind windows and one closed-off doorway. The second 
storey contains six blind windows (Plate 26 to Plate 28). The first storey contains five window openings 
with no remaining windows and all the openings have been boarded with plywood. The first storey 
contains one blind window and a section of concrete blocks along the north end which appear to be a 
former opening for a shipping/receiving area (Plate 29). The parged concrete edge of one of the window 
openings on the first storey has eroded, exposing the buff brick exterior wall of this elevation (Plate 30). 
The closing of former windows and entrances were likely made when additions to 125 Queens Avenue 
were undertaken in the early to mid-1950s. A photograph of the east façade from about 1952 shows all 
the second and third storey window openings unblocked (see Plate 2, Section 3.4.2). The south portion of 
the east façade between the first and second storeys has a climbing plant growing on the building.      

Plate 25: East façade, looking west Plate 26: Blind and boarded windows on 
second and third storey on 
south half of east façade, 
looking west 
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Plate 27: Blind and boarded window and 
door of south half of first storey 
on east façade, looking west 

Plate 28: Blind and boarded windows on 
north half of east façade, 
looking west 

Plate 29: Concrete block wall on part of 
east façade, looking west 

Plate 30: Eroded window opening, 
showing buff brick exterior, 
looking west 
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4.3.1.3 South Façade 

The south façade is clad in concrete which has weathered at the southeast corner on the second and 
third storeys revealing sections of the concrete reinforcing bar (rebar) (Plate 31). The third and second 
storeys contains six window openings with no windows remaining (Plate 32). The first storey appears to 
have no entrances or window openings. However, a large mound of snow obscured the southwest corner 
of the first storey. Much of the first storey, and part of the second storey of the south façade, is overgrown 
with a climbing plant (Plate 33).  

Plate 31: Exposed rebar, looking north 
Plate 32: Third and second storeys of 

south façade, looking north 

Plate 33: First storey of south façade, 
looking north 
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4.3.1.4 West Façade 

The west façade is clad in parged concrete (Plate 34). Much like the other façades, parts of the concrete 
have failed, exposing the rebar (Plate 35). The third storey contains five window openings with concrete 
windowsills and what appear to be the original windows. The windows are 15-pane opaque glass 
windows commonly seen in early and mid-20th century industrial structures (Plate 36 and Plate 37). Six 
panes in the middle pivot open to allow in fresh air. The third storey also contains a metal doorway that is 
rusted (Plate 38). The second storey contains five window openings with concrete sills and have bricks 
that are either lintels or partially covered the original window opening, none of which contain windows 
(Plate 39 and Plate 40). The second storey also contains a metal door. The first storey contains three 
boarded up entrances and three window openings with metal bars and concrete sills (Plate 41 to Plate 
43).    

Visible when looking north along the alleyway is the connection between 123 Queens Avenue and the 
neighbouring structure at 450 Talbot Street (Plate 44). The connection spans the second and third storey 
and contains one 20 and one 25 pane opaque glass windows with concrete sills, commonly seen in early 
and mid-20th century industrial structures. Below the window is a large window opening with a concrete 
sill but no window present. The concrete underneath the second storey and visible from outside has failed 
and the rebar is visible (Plate 45). 

Plate 34: West façade, looking north Plate 35: Exposed rebar on west façade, 
looking east 
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Plate 36: Opaque glass windows on west 
façade, looking east 

Plate 37: Opaque glass window on west 
façade, looking east 

Plate 38: Metal door on west façade, 
looking east 

Plate 39: Window openings along 
alleyway, looking north 

Plate 40: Window openings along 
alleyway, looking south 

Plate 41: First storey entrances on west 
façade, looking north 
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Plate 42: Doorway at rear of west façade, 
looking east 

Plate 43: Windows with bars on west 
façade, looking east 

Plate 44: Corridor connection, looking 
north 

Plate 45: Exposed rebar, looking south 
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4.3.2 Interior 

The interior of 123 Queens Avenue contains a ground floor, a second and third floor, and a full basement. 
The structure contains a steel main staircase attached to a concrete block wall that provides access from 
the first storey to the second storey, third storey, and roof (Plate 46 and Plate 47). Adjacent to the 
staircase at the east edge of the structure is an open area that spans the basement to third floor (Plate 48 
and Plate 49). Based on historical images, the original stack and replacement chimney were likely located 
in this opening.  

Plate 46: Steel staircase looking down 
from second floor 

Plate 47: Steel staircase leading to the 
roof from the third floor 

Plate 48: Open area spanning basement to 
third floor, viewed from first 
floor 

Plate 49: Open area, viewed from third 
floor 
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4.3.2.1 First Storey 

The first storey contains three levels. The lowest level is located at the main entrance door and has walls 
of concrete and brick (Plate 50 and Plate 51). Adjacent to a bricked over window opening is an opening in 
the floor that leads to the basement level (Plate 52 and Plate 53). The first level contains a concrete 
support column.  

The second level of the first storey is accessed via a wooden staircase. The east side of this staircase 
has decorative scrollwork, although the west side does not (Plate 54). The second level of the first storey 
has concrete block walls and parged concrete walls on the west wall. One of the window openings has 
been bricked over with buff brick. The east wall is parged with concrete (Plate 55 and Plate 56). This level 
contains a concrete support column with a metre labelled “Bailey Canada”. The meter has an analog dial 
measuring between at least 300 and 800 degrees Fahrenheit (Plate 57). The bottom of the column has 
three metal ladder rungs (Plate 58). Adjacent to the staircase between the first and second levels of the 
first storey is a pallet of buff brick (Plate 59). The bricks appear consistent with the exterior of the building. 
Although their origins are not known, it appears likely that they were salvaged when the adjacent building 
at 125 Queens Ave was taken down, as many of the windows have been bricked over with similar bricks. 

The third level of the first storey was not accessed due to the corridor being blocked by security fences 
and debris (Plate 60). The third level contains a metal staircase that leads to a doorway boarded in 
plywood (Plate 61). This section has a painted green stripe on the south wall and the walls are parged 
concrete. With the exception of the “Bailey Canada” meter, the electrical fixtures and any equipment 
associated with the building’s industrial history have been removed from the first storey.   

Plate 50: Level 1 of first storey, looking Plate 51: Level 1 of first storey showing 
entrance 



HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT—123 QUEENS AVENUE, LONDON, ONTARIO 

Site Description 
March 26, 2019 

4.14

Plate 52: Opening to basement Plate 53: Bricked window 

Plate 54: Staircase from Level 2 with 
scroll detailing 

Plate 55: Level 2 of first storey, looking 
towards the front door 

Plate 56: Level 2 level of first storey along 
east wall 

Plate 57: Bailey Canada meter 
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Plate 58: Ladder rungs Plate 59: Pallet of buff bricks 

Plate 60: Debris blocking entrance to 
Level 3, looking south 

Plate 61: Staircase, looking south from 
Level 2 
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4.3.2.2 Second Storey 

The second storey is divided into a south half and north half, delineated by the steel staircase. The south 
section contains window openings with no windows on the south wall and west wall (Plate 62 and Plate 
63). The west wall contains a metal door (Plate 64). The walls are clad in parged concrete. The east wall 
contains three window openings bricked over with buff brick, two window openings boarded by plywood, 
and one entrance (Plate 65). The southeast corner contains a former doorway that has been closed with 
concrete blocks and buff brick. The lower third of the wall in the south section is painted green. The 
ceiling contains concrete beams and rusted fluorescent light fixtures, many of which have been removed. 

The north section of the second storey contains window openings with no windows and a smaller room 
accessed via a large opening adjacent to the northeast corner (Plate 66). The west wall in this section 
contains an electrical box (Plate 67). The west part of this section is connected to the adjacent 450 Talbot 
Street, but this connection has been closed with buff brick (Plate 68). The ceiling contains concrete 
beams and any lighting fixtures have been removed (Plate 69). Stantec staff did not access the entire 
area due to the buildup of ice on the concrete floor.  

Plate 62: Southeast corner of south 
section, looking south 

Plate 63: Southwest corner of south 
section, looking south 
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Plate 64: Metal door Plate 65: Window openings bricked with 
buff brick 

Plate 66: Second storey north section, 
looking north 

Plate 67: Electrical box, looking west 

Plate 68: Former connection between 450 
Talbot Street and 123 Queens 
Avenue, looking west 

Plate 69: Wiring for light fixtures 
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4.3.2.3 Third Storey 

The third storey is divided into a south section and north section which, as was the case for the second 
storey, is delineated by the steel staircase. The staircase leads to the roof of the building and although 
the roof is open, access is blocked by plywood (Plate 70). The west wall contains three opaque glass 
panel windows. Additional window panels are located on the floor of the southwest corner. The south wall 
contains three window openings with no windows (Plate 71). The east wall contains several bricked-up 
openings that are blocked with red brick and buff brick (Plate 72). The walls of the south section are clad 
in parged concrete as are the ceiling and ceiling beams. No light fixtures remain.  

The north section contains three rooms, the main room adjacent to the staircase and two smaller rooms 
which are accessed through openings in the parged concrete walls. The main room contains parged 
concrete walls, a concrete ceiling, and concrete beams. Towards the northwest, a metal staircase is 
present, which leads to roof access (Plate 73 and Plate 74). The north corner of the west wall contains a 
fuse box (Plate 75). West of this staircase are two metal doors which originally would have led to the 
adjacent 450 Talbot Street. Behind the doors, the corridor has been closed with concrete blocks (Plate 
76). Just north of the doorway is a pile of bricks and concrete and a small opening into the adjacent room 
(Plate 77). The window openings on the west side of the south section have opaque glass panel windows 
(Plate 78). The north section contains three rooms at the north end. Stantec staff did not access all three 
rooms because of ice buildup and obstructions. The most westerly room contains angled concrete beams 
pointing upwards (Plate 79). The room in the middle contains a wall of concrete block on the east, 
concrete parged walls for the other walls, and a ceiling of parged concrete with metal beams (Plate 80). 
The most easterly room contains a western wall of concrete block, parged concrete for the other three 
walls, and a ceiling of parged concrete with concrete beams (Plate 81). No light fixtures remain in this 
section of the building.    

Plate 70: Access to roof, looking east Plate 71: South and west walls, looking 
south 
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Plate 72: South and east walls, looking 
south 

Plate 73: Metal staircase, looking north 

Plate 74: Northern room of third storey, 
looking south 

Plate 75: Fuse box, looking west 

Plate 76: Metal doors, looking west Plate 77: Opening in concrete wall 
adjacent to metal doors, looking 
north 
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Plate 78: Window in corridor connecting 
123 Queens Avenue and 450 
Talbot Street, looking south 

Plate 79: Most westerly room, looking 
north 

Plate 80: Middle room, looking north Plate 81: Easterly room, looking north 

4.3.2.4 Basement 

The basement contains one large room and three smaller rooms, one of which was partially flooded. The 
main room has a mix of parged concrete and concrete block walls and the ceiling and floor of the first 
storey is supported by metal braces (Plate 82). The ceiling is plywood, which was likely used to form the 
poured concrete floor of the first storey and not removed because the metal braces also support the first 
storey floor (Plate 83). The concrete support beam in the main section has metal ladder rungs, indicating 
that the basement and first storey may have been accessible via a metal ladder on the column. The 
plywood adjacent to the column is a lighter color, indicating it may have been added at a later date (Plate 
84). Located below the bottom ladder rung is a modern three prong power outlet.  

The room at the northwest corner of the basement contains a poured concrete and concrete block wall. 
The south wall contains a metal closet door and a barrel drum. The west wall is painted white and gray. 
Two metal pipes from the ceiling have broken from their clamps and are hanging (Plate 84). The room on 
the southwest corner contains industrial machinery and pipes that have rusted and corroded where 
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hazardous materials have been identified. The west wall of this room is brick that has been painted green, 
black, and gray (Plate 86). The third room is located at the southwest section of the basement is 
accessed via a five-step concrete staircase. This room is partially flooded but was observed to contain 
pipes, concrete support columns, and a ladder (Plate 87).  

Plate 82: Main basement room, looking 
north 

Plate 83: Metal beams in basement and 
plywood ceiling 

Plate 84: Concrete column and ladder 
rungs, looking east 

Plate 85: Northwest room, looking west 
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Plate 86: Southwest room with machinery, 
looking west 

Plate 87: Flooded southwest room, 
looking south 

4.4 450 TALBOT STREET 

The structure at 450 Talbot Street is a three storey commercial building with a flat roof (Plate 88). The 
structure has been heavily modified with modern windows and stucco cladding. The front (west) façade 
contains modern windows, a glass entrance atrium with parapet, a sign for “Harrison Pensa”, and an 
exterior clad in modern stucco. The north façade contains modern windows, a sign for “Harrison Pensa”, 
modern stucco, and is attached to 123 Queens Avenue at the second and third storeys. The south façade 
contains modern windows, an entrance, and is clad in modern stucco. The east façade is the only 
elevation that retains original exterior elements. The east façade is clad in white brick and has vertical 
and horizontal concrete banding. The exterior has modern windows with concrete sills (Plate 89). The 
foundation of the 450 Talbot Street is poured concrete. The current occupant of the structure is the 
Harrison Pensa Law firm. 
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Plate 88: 450 Talbot Street, looking southeast 

Plate 89: Original exterior of 450 Talbot Street, at left, looking north 
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4.5 122 CARLING STREET 

The structure at 122 Carling Street is a three and one half storey commercial building with a medium 
pitched side gable roof with asphalt shingles, and four hip roof dormers (Plate 90). The dormers contain 
4/4 windows. The exterior of the front (south) façade is clad in buff brick with a stretcher bond and has a 
decorative brick band just below the eaves. The second and third storeys contain 2/2 windows with brick 
voussoirs and keystones, modern shutters, and modern sills. The first storey contains an off-centre 
entrance and three fixed windows with stained glass transoms, brick voussoirs, and concrete sills. 
Adjacent to the entrance is a radial wave light fixture, a popular form of street lighting during the early 20th 
century. The west façade is clad in buff brick and red brick and is adjacent to an alleyway which leads 
north to Queens Avenue. The east façade is clad in buff brick and partially attached to the neighbouring 
126 Carling Street. The north elevation contains two hip roof dormers, a buff brick exterior, and a shed 
roof addition clad in buff brick.   

The structure is listed as a Priority 1 structure and vernacular in design  according to the City’s Inventory 
of Heritage Resource. The current occupant is the Marienbad Restaurant.   

Plate 90: 122 Carling Street, looking north 
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4.6 126 CARLING STREET 

The structure at 126 Carling Street is a two storey commercial building with a flat roof (Plate 91). The 
exterior of the structure is buff brick with a common bond. The second storey contains three 15 pane 
glass windows with transoms and concrete lintels. The first storey contains an off-centre entrance and 
two 15 pane glass windows with stained glass transoms and concrete lintels. The foundation of the 
building is obscured. The east façade is clad in buff brick and contains a sign for Chaucers, Maienbard 
Restaurant, and Becks Beer. Located on the roof is a metal sculpture. The north façade is clad in buff 
brick and has two windows and a flat roof addition. The west façade is attached to 122 Carling Street.   

The structure is listed as a Priority 3 structure and vernacular in design according to the City’s Inventory 
of Heritage Resource. The current occupant on the first floor is Chaucer’s Pub and the second storey is 
occupied by the Nest Café Student Lounge.  

Plate 91: 126 Carling Street, looking north 
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4.7 120 QUEENS AVENUE 

The structure at 120 Queens Avenue is a three storey civic building (Plate 92). The structure has been 
modified with modern cladding. The structure has a flat roof with a flagpole, brick chimney, and HVAC 
system. All four façades contain a glass curtainwall. The main entrance to the structure is at the 
southwest corner of the building at the corner of Talbot Street and Queens Avenue. At the time of the site 
visit, the building appeared to be vacant. According to a sign on the door the last occupant may have 
been Service Canada.   

Plate 92: 120 Queens Avenue, looking east 
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5.0 HERITAGE EVALUATION 

5.1 DOWNTOWN HERITAGE CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
RANKINGS 

Properties within the Study Area are within the Downtown London HCD. As such, they are all designated 
under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act and have been ranked in the HCD and Plan as to their level of 
contribution to the HCD. Each building within the Downtown HCD was assigned a ranking and if 
applicable, the building’s character defining elements were identified. A building’s ranking is the 
evaluation of a building’s heritage importance and attributes classified as either an A, B, or C, in 
descending order of value.  

The structures at 123 Queens Avenue, 450 Talbot Street, and 120 Queens Avenue are all assigned a 
ranking of C, described in the Downtown HCD as “structure assessed as currently having any 
combination of the following attributes: most or all of the façade elements have been replaced; store front 
replaced; retains original form and massing; retains some historical significance, does not relate to 
streetscape; renovated using inappropriate materials or designs” (Stantec 2011). 

The structures at 122 and 126 Carling Street are assigned a ranking of A, described in the Downtown 
HCD as “structure assessed as currently having any combination of the following attributes: all or most of 
the building’s façade elements are intact; windows may be replaced but occupy original openings; store 
front retains tradition[sic] shape and some features such as windows or terrazzo pavement; previously 
designated; historical or landmark significance; noted architect; good or very good example of 
recognizable style; important to streetscape; good restorations” (Stantec 2011).   

A summary of all properties within the Study Area and their assessment in the Downtown HCD is 
provided in Table 1. 

Table 1: Cultural Heritage Resources Identified in London Downtown HCD Plan 

Municipal 
Address Description Ranking Character Defining 

Elements Photograph 

123 Queens 
Avenue N/A C 

• Red brick and concrete
reinforced structure
connection to 450 Talbot
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Municipal 
Address Description Ranking Character Defining 

Elements Photograph 

450 Talbot Street Greene-Swift 
Building, 1907 C 

• One of the City’s first
reinforced concrete
buildings; the structure
was completely
renovated recently
leaving one bay on the
east side with original red
brick and wooden sash

122 Carling Street Queens, Hotel 
c. 1890 A 

• Unpainted brick with
replacement windows in
original openings; stain
glass transoms on ground
floor original from the
hotel era, c. 1890

• Rebuilt dormers; period
light fixture

126 Carling Street Print Shop, c. 
1925 A 

• Two storey cleaned brick
• Replacement windows in

original openings

120 Queens 
Avenue 

Lipton 
Building, 1956 C 

• This building has been
completely renovated in
recent years leaving no
heritage elements

5.2 DISTRICT PLAN AND STUDY 

This HIA also reviewed the character statements and character elements in the Downtown HCD Study 
and Plan. This review was required to determine the reasons why the HCD is significant and how the 
proposed change interacts with the significant features or character of the HCD. The District Study and 
Plan provide character statements for the historic, architectural, and landscape components of the HCD, 
however, it does not identify a specific list of heritage attributes (Stantec 2011). As such, the following 
items are drawn from the heritage character statements and identified in the HCD Study as contributing to 
the cultural heritage value of the HCD: 

• Lots originally laid out to accommodate residential and associated buildings with setbacks from the
front and side lot lines, creating a landscape prominence to the street

• Original building composition of independent structures of typically two or three storeys on generous
lot
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• Development of four to twenty storey mostly non-residential buildings that have been redeveloped but
done so in a manner that respects the historic residential pattern of streetscape (e.g. Bell building,
London Life, 200 Queens, the London Club)

• Rhythm of lawns, walks, tree plantings, landscaping and entrances to create interest at street level

• Streetscapes of curb, grassed and treed boulevards, walks, lawns and landscaping to building

• In commercial areas, development lots are built out to the front and side lot lines, creating a
continuous street wall

• The tightness of the street is an integral part of the character

• Buildings of varying heights between two and six storey create a varied street wall profile

• Rhythm of recessed entrances and storefronts create interest at street level

• Landscape and building materials are predominantly masonry – brick, stone, and concrete – with a
variety of ornamentation

• Sidewalks that are tight to the buildings, level and continuous, defined along road edge by services
and signage creating a tight, busy corridor for pedestrian movement

• In the industrial/warehouse area, original building lots were built out to the front and to one of the side
lot lines, creating a street wall that is interrupted by lanes and drives

• Street characterized by vehicular traffic rather than pedestrian

• Open space along the Thames River and Eldon House park land given to the city in the 1960s

(Stantec 2011; Stantec 2012) 

The HCD Plan also identifies several views within the HCD that should be protected. The significant views 
identified are of landmark buildings and their settings. These views include:  

• Views to the London Armories building (325 Dundas Street)

• Views to the Middlesex County Courthouse (399 Ridout Street North)

• Views to the London Life building (255 Dufferin Avenue)

• Views to Eldon House (481 Ridout Street)

• Broader scenic views of the forks of the Thames from the Middlesex Courthouse promontory

• Views from Eldon House Gardens west towards the Mount Pleasant Cemetery

(Stantec 2011; Stantec 2012)
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6.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

6.1 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED UNDERTAKING 

The Proponent is considering removal of the structure at 123 Queens Avenue. 

While no plans for development are in place at the time of writing, it is anticipated that the site will be 
redeveloped in the future. In the interim, the property is proposed to be used for surface parking 
consistent with use of the adjacent properties. Building removal activities are anticipated to be contained 
to the property boundaries with the exception of use of the parking lot to the east for staging purposes 
and equipment storage. 

A detailed Building Demolition Plan (BDP) was prepared by Jonathan Velocci for the Proponent. In this 
BDP the following statement is made regarding anticipated methods of demolition: 

Mostly all demolition of the building structure will be carried out using a 360 degree 
excavator equipped with auxiliary hydraulic shear and grapple bucket. Other mobile 
equipment will be used to sort, pile, process and load material into trucks. Manual labor 
will be utilized as required during the demolition activities. No blasting or implosions shall 
be permitted. 

(Velocci 2019) 

Demolition is anticipated to begin with the connecting walkway between 123 Queens Avenue and 
450 Talbot Street and move from the rear of the building to the front. 

6.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS 

The following sections outline the potential impacts on all cultural heritage resources described in Section 
4.0. These impacts are summarized in Tables 2 and 3. Where impacts to identified cultural heritage 
resources are anticipated, ‘A’ is listed in the column. Where there may be potential for indirect impacts, ‘P’ 
is listed in the column. Where no impacts to cultural heritage resources are anticipated, ‘N’ is listed in the 
column. Where impacts are identified, discussion follows in Section 6.3. 
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Table 2: Potential Impacts to Cultural Heritage Resources 

Municipal 
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123 Queens 
Avenue A N N N N A A 

The building will be removed as part of the proposed undertaking, resulting in destruction. 
Therefore, measures must be prepared to mitigate potential direct impacts. 

450 Talbot 
Street N A N N N N P 

The heritage resource is attached to the building proposed for removal, resulting in direct 
impacts to the east façade. The building is also positioned within 50 metres of project 
activities. This suggests the potential for indirect impacts resulting from vibrations. This is 
categorized as land disturbance during demolition activities. 
Therefore, measures must be prepared to mitigate potential direct and indirect 
impacts. 

122 Carling 
Street N N N N N N P 

The building is positioned within 50 metres of project activities. This suggests the 
potential for indirect impacts resulting from vibrations. This is categorized as land 
disturbance during demolition activities. 
Therefore, measures must be prepared to mitigate potential indirect impacts. 

126 Carling 
Street N N N N N N P 

The building is positioned within 50 metres of project activities. This suggests the 
potential for indirect impacts resulting from vibrations. This is categorized as land 
disturbance during demolition activities. 
Therefore, measures must be prepared to mitigate potential indirect impacts. 

120 Queens 
Avenue N N N N N N P 

The building is positioned within 50 metres of project activities. This suggests the 
potential for indirect impacts resulting from vibrations. This is categorized as land 
disturbance during demolition activities. 
Therefore, measures must be prepared to mitigate potential indirect impacts. 
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Table 3: Potential Impacts on Heritage Attributes of the Downtown London Heritage Conservation District 
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Lots originally laid out to 
accommodate residential and 
associated buildings with setbacks 
from the front and side lot lines, 
creating a landscape prominence to 
the street 

N N N N N N N 

The proposed undertaking will result in the demolition of 
123 Queens Avenue. The demolition of the structure will 
not alter street setback or lot lines.  
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Original building composition of 
independent structures of typically 
two or three storeys  

A A N N N N N 

The proposed undertaking will result in the demolition of 
123 Queens Avenue, an original three storey structure. 
Therefore, measures must be prepared to mitigate 
direct impacts. 

Development of four to twenty 
storey mostly non-residential 
buildings that have been 
redeveloped but done so in a 
manner that respects the historic 
residential pattern of streetscape 
(e.g. Bell building, London Life, 200 
Queens, the London Club) 

N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the residential 
pattern of the streetscape is not present within the Study 
Area.  
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Rhythm of lawns, walks, tree 
plantings, landscaping and 
entrances to create interest at street 
level 

N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as removal of the 
building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter lawns, walks 
tree plantings, landscaping or street level entrances.  
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 3: Potential Impacts on Heritage Attributes of the Downtown London Heritage Conservation District 
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Streetscapes of curb, grassed and 
treed boulevards, walks, lawns and 
landscaping to building 

N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as Study Areathe 
Study Area does not contain these landscape features 
along Queens Avenue where change will be experienced. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

In commercial areas, development 
lots are built out to the front and side 
lot lines, creating a continuous street 
wall 

N A N N N N N 

The demolition of 123 Queens Avenue will reduce the 
size of the street wall on Queens Avenue between Talbot 
Street and Richmond Street from approximately 75 
metres to 62 metres. This includes a gap of more than 90 
metres where street level parking is currently situated. 
Although the majority of the street is street level parking 
(90 metres of street frontage on the south and 55 metres 
on the north), the current building does reach to the lot 
line at the front of the property and its removal will alter 
the current street wall. 
Therefore, measures must be prepared to mitigate 
impacts.  

The tightness of the street is an 
integral part the character N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as Queens Avenue 
in the vicinity of the Study Area is not considered to be 
‘tight’.  
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Buildings of varying heights between 
two and six storey, create a varied 
street wall profile 

N A N N N N N 
The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as there is not 
considered to be a varied street wall profile within the 
Study Area. The building at 123 Queens Avenue is 
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Table 3: Potential Impacts on Heritage Attributes of the Downtown London Heritage Conservation District 
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consistent in height with the adjacent building at 450 
Talbot Street.  
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Rhythm of recessed entrances and 
storefronts create interest at street 
level 

N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as this attribute 
relates to traditional commercial storefronts not found in 
this area of the HCD.  
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Landscape and building materials 
are predominantly masonry – brick, 
stone, and concrete – with a variety 
of ornamentation 

A N N N N N N 

The existing building materials at 123 Queens Avenue 
will be removed as a result of the proposed undertaking. 
Therefore, measures must be prepared to mitigate 
impacts.  

Walkways that are tight to the 
buildings, level and continuous, 
defined along road edge by services 
and signage creating a tight, busy 
corridor for pedestrian movement 

N N N N N N N 
It is not anticipated that walkways will be altered as a 
result of the proposed undertaking. Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 

In the industrial/warehouse areas, 
original building lots were built out to 
the front and to one of the side lot 
lines, creating a street wall that is 
interrupted by lanes and drives 

A N N N N N N 

Although not part of the industrial/warehouse area, the 
demolition of 123 Queens Avenue will result in the 
removal of the laneway in between 123 Queens Avenue 
and 450 Talbot Street. This is a relatively unique 
characteristic in this portion of the Downtown HCD.  
Therefore, mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 3: Potential Impacts on Heritage Attributes of the Downtown London Heritage Conservation District 
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Street characterized by vehicular 
traffic rather than pedestrian N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the removal of 
the building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter street 
traffic.  
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Open space along the river and 
Eldon House park land given to the 
City in the 1960s 

N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the removal of 
the building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter open 
space.  
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Views to the London Armories 
building  
(325 Dundas Street) 

N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the removal of 
the building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter views. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Views to the Middlesex County 
Courthouse  
(399 Ridout Street North) 

N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the removal of 
the building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter views. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Views to the London Life building  
(255 Dufferin Avenue) N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the removal of 
the building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter views. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Views to St. Paul’s Cathedral 
(472 Richmond Street) N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the removal of 
the building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter views. 
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Table 3: Potential Impacts on Heritage Attributes of the Downtown London Heritage Conservation District 
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Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Views to Eldon House 
(481 Ridout Street) N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the removal of 
the building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter views. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Broader scenic views of the forks of 
the Thames from the Middlesex 
Courthouse promontory 

N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the removal of 
the building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter views. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Views from Eldon House Gardens 
west towards the Mount Pleasant 
Cemetery 

N N N N N N N 

The scope of the proposed undertaking is not applicable 
to this attribute of the Downtown HCD as the removal of 
the building at 123 Queens Avenue will not alter views. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 



HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT—123 QUEENS AVENUE, LONDON, ONTARIO 

Impact Assessment 
March 26, 2019 

6.8

6.3 DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS 

Both direct and indirect impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed development. Direct impacts 
include the demolition of the structure at 123 Queens Avenue. This is an irreversible impact and contrary 
to the policies of the Downtown London HCD, which discourages demolition of heritage buildings. A 
change is land use is expected for the property at 123 Queens Avenue as the site would change from 
former industrial use to commercial use as a parking lot.  

Direct impacts are also anticipated for heritage attributes of the Downtown London HCD, including the 
existing building materials where demolition is required, alteration of the existing streetscape along 
Queens Avenue, and the removal of the laneway connecting Talbot Street and Queens Avenue. These 
impacts primarily stem from a change in the existing patterns of the building, lot, and landscape fabric that 
would be removed and replaced with an empty lot. 

Indirect impacts include the potential for vibration on adjacent buildings within 50 metres of the Study 
Area. Vibrations may be caused from demolition activities. These potential effects are generally limited to 
the demolition period, and as such are temporary in nature. However, effects from vibrations, if 
unmonitored, have the potential for longer term impact to built heritage resources, particularly masonry 
materials that may shift or be damaged if the appropriate vibration levels are exceeded. 

In several cases, impacts are not anticipated, particularly shadows, obstruction of views, isolation of a 
heritage resource and changes in land use. Views at the Study Area or the surrounding streetscape were 
not identified as heritage attributes in the Downtown London HCD Plan, and as such significant views will 
not be altered. The proposed undertaking is limited to three parcels for the building footprint and an 
additional parcel for driveway access and is not anticipated to isolate heritage resources from their 
surroundings, as the property parcels of adjacent buildings will remain unchanged. A change in land use 
is not anticipated for adjacent properties, as the proposed development does not utilize the adjacent 
parcels. 
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7.0 MITIGATION, IMPLEMENTATION, AND MONITORING 

7.1 POTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES 

The proposed undertaking will result in indirect and direct impacts to heritage resources, including 
heritage structures and character defining attributes of the Downtown HCD. As such, mitigation measures 
are required.  

The study area generally, and 123 Queens Avenue specifically, has a different character than much of 
the surrounding HCD. As described in Section 4.2, 123 Queens Ave is the only building to front on to this 
section of Queens Avenue between Richmond and Talbot Streets. Much of the street wall along the south 
side of the street contains a surface parking lot, as does the north portion of the street. The result is a 
disjointed street wall that does not communicate the history of the property. Furthermore, the concrete 
parging on the east façade of 123 Queens removes the historical context of the space. Therefore, in 
many cases anticipated alterations to the existing features of the study area have the potential to be 
mitigated and result in beneficial impacts that are sympathetic to the heritage character and attributes of 
the HCD.  

In addition to opportunities to enhance the character of the area, it should also be noted that within the 
HCD Plan exceptions relating to removal are acknowledged. As outlined in Section 2.1.4, demolition may 
be necessary where redevelopment is in keeping with appropriate City policies. Given this understanding, 
there exists the opportunity for this site to be incorporated into a larger development of the block between 
Queens Avenue and Richmond, Carling, and Talbot Streets  that may be in keeping with wider City 
policies related to the downtown as well as the Downtown HCD.  

Through discussion of available mitigation options recommendations will be made to lessen the effects of 
building removal. Table 4 provides a summary of options available.  

7.2 MITIGATION DISCUSSION 

The Impact Assessment identified four primary impacts; the potential for vibration effects resulting from 
demolition, the removal of a heritage property (123 Queens Avenue), the alteration of a heritage property 
(450 Talbot Street), and the change in streetscape at the Study Area. The impacts resulting from the 
proposed development are addressed below.  

7.2.1 Vibration 

Some impacts, such as the potential for vibration on properties within 50 metres of the proposed 
undertaking, can be mitigated with further assessments to identify whether vibration from demolition 
activities are anticipated to effect buildings within the study area. Where vibration levels are identified to 
interact with surrounding buildings, demolition monitoring will be required. A typical approach to mitigating 
the potential for vibration effects is twofold. First, a pre-demolition vibration assessment can be completed 
to determine acceptable levels of vibration given the site-specific conditions (including soil conditions, 
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equipment proposed to be used, and building characteristics). Second, depending on the outcome of the 
assessment, further action may be required in the form of site plan controls, site activity monitoring, or 
avoidance. For the purposes of this HIA, completing a pre-demolition vibration assessment will determine 
the need for additional assessment which should be considered prior to any site activity.  

7.2.2 123 Queens Avenue 

The existing structure at 123 Queens Avenue is being considered for removal as a result of the proposed 
redevelopment into a parking lot. The structure, a former heating plant, has been altered over the years 
but retains much of its original front façade and is ranked as a category C building within the Downtown 
London HCD. The HCD Plan strongly discourages the demolition of heritage properties, though it does 
recognize that demolition may be permitted in the cases of fire, structural instability, or occasionally for 
redevelopment purposes that are in keeping with the City’s policies. The following alternatives and 
mitigation measures are typically explored when a structure has been identified to contain cultural 
heritage value or interest and demolition is proposed: 

• Retention of the building in situ

• Relocation of the structure

• Documentation and salvage and commemoration

Generally, retention in situ is the preferred option when addressing any structure where cultural heritage 
value or interest has been identified, even if limited, particularly in an HCD where demolition is 
discouraged. The benefits of retaining a structure, or structures, must be balanced with site specific 
considerations. Not only must the level of cultural heritage value or interest be considered, so too must 
the structural condition of the heritage resource, the site development plan, and the context within which 
the structure, or structures, would be retained.  

In the case of 123 Queens Avenue, the demolition of the building is being proposed due to health and 
safety concerns. Despite best efforts to secure the site, the building has been repeatedly broken into and 
represents a substantial safety hazard to any unauthorized occupants. Not only is the building in very 
poor visual condition due to years of vacancy, the nature of the industrial design of building, including 
large window openings to facilitate light, creates a risk to the public. 

As discussed previously, the structure does not contribute significantly to the streetscape as the portion of 
Queens Avenue within which the building is situated is comprised primarily of street level parking. 
Furthermore, the streetscape along Queens Avenue between Richmond and Talbot Streets does not 
contain building frontages with the exception of 123 Queens Avenue; all of the buildings along this portion 
of the block are side building façades. Although a remnant of a former building block, 123 Queens 
Avenue does not communicate this history due to the significant modifications in the front façade, 
including windows that have been closed in with bricks.  
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When balancing retention in situ with the health and safety concerns, as well as the current historical 
context of the block, this HIA finds that retention is not a preferred option. Therefore, consideration should 
be given to other mitigation methods that may seek to retain or enhance the cultural heritage value of the 
area.  

When retention in situ is determined to be either infeasible or unwarranted, relocation is often the next 
mitigation option considered. In the case of 123 Queens Avenue, relocation is not considered a preferred 
option due largely to the history of the site. While structural integrity may also be considered a factor in 
this decision, a structural assessment of the building has not been completed. Clear indications of 
concrete failure are apparent throughout the building, as seen by spalling concrete surrounding the rebar. 
In addition, relocation of 123 Queens Avenue would sever its historical link with the City’s steam heating 
system and remove its historical connection as a former addition of 450 Talbot Street and the Greene-
Swift Company. The importance of the building lies largely in its historical context; relocation would alter 
this relationship.  

Detailed documentation and salvage is often the preferred mitigation strategy where retention or 
relocation is not feasible or warranted. Documentation creates a public record of the structure, or 
structures, which provides researchers, and the general public, with a land use history, construction 
details, and photographic record of the resource. Through the selective salvage of identified heritage 
attributes and other materials, the cultural heritage value or interest of the property can be retained, if in a 
different context. Documentation and salvage acknowledges the heritage attributes in their current 
context and, where feasible, allows for reuse. In addition, documentation and salvage can act as the 
foundation upon which commemoration activities can be built.  

In the case of 123 Queens Avenue, opportunities exist to commemorate the structure and therefore 
documentation and salvage should be considered. Materials identified within the building, including buff 
bricks, windows, and small mechanical remnants of past industrial activities, present a unique opportunity 
to incorporate the history of the site in future development plans. Although development plans are not yet 
available, undertaking documentation and salvage activities will allow for retention of the cultural heritage 
value or interest of the property before further deterioration of the structure occurs. While the impetus for 
the removal of the building is health and safety concerns, vacant buildings also erode the history of a 
place. Should the building be deemed unsafe to enter, the history would be lost as would opportunities to 
incorporate selected salvage materials in future developments.  Given the absence of detailed site plans 
for the future development, the opportunity exists now to salvage important historical materials that may 
be commemorated and help to tell a unique story of a centralized steam heating plan in the City’s core 
and its role in the of development of downtown London. Furthermore, given its decades of vacancy, there 
may be a public interest in the history of the building which could be commemorated should 
documentation and salvage occur.  

7.2.3 450 Talbot Street 

Direct impacts are anticipated for 450 Talbot Street as 123 Queens Avenue is partially attached to the 
east façade of the building. The extent of these impacts are unknown, although it is anticipated to be 
minimal given the current closure between the two buildings. Mitigation strategies may include site plan 
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controls that would protect the building. Specifically, consideration may be given to a monitoring program 
as part of the BDP. 

While removal of 123 Queens Avenue may affect 450 Talbot Street, it should also be noted that the east 
façade of the building is the only façade not clad in stucco. The red brick is exposed along the east 
façade as is painted white brick and some original windows, in wood casing, have been identified along 
this wall. This was noted in the HCD Plan and removal of 123 Queens Avenue represents an opportunity 
to expose this east façade. This would help to tell the story of the original building and communicate to 
the public part of the history of the site. Consideration of the interpretive potential of exposing original 
building materials could be combined with the commemoration opportunities discussed in Section 7.2.2.   

7.2.4 Heritage Conservation District 

Impacts associated with the Downtown HCD relate largely to modification of the current streetscape. The 
current building at 123 Queens Avenue is consistent with the character of the district in scale, three 
storeys in height, and position, built out to the boundary of the building lot. While Queens Avenue 
between Richmond and Talbot Streets deviates from the general character of the Downtown HCD in its 
street level parking and lack of building frontages, it is considered part of the district and changes to it 
should be in keeping with district guidelines. Therefore, in the absence of a structure to replace the 
current building, mitigating this impact is challenging. The use of the property as a parking lot does not 
allow for the impact to be lessened with replacement of the building with a similar scaled or positioned 
structure. Nor does a parking lot allow for similar materials to be used or the laneway to be incorporated.  

While short term mitigation measures appear unavailable for the impact on the Downtown HCD, longer 
term measures should be considered. Each impact can be mitigated through future development that is 
sensitive to the historical context of the property and the Downtown HCD Plan. For example, creating a 
street wall that is consistent with the current three storeys would mitigate the loss of the current building 
on the property. Furthermore, by constructing buildings adjacent to properties where there are currently 
no buildings, the streetwall would be enhanced. Materials that speak to the current building, specifically 
concrete and red and buff brick, would further enhance the characteristics of the district. Finally, 
incorporating a laneway into future development plans in the same position as the current laneway would 
mitigate the loss of the laneway as part of the proposed undertaking.  

As discussed in relation to 450 Talbot Street, removal of 123 Queens Avenue should also be understood 
in relation to the exposure of the original façade of 450 Talbot Street. This façade would speak to all four 
heritage attributes of the Downtown HCD where impacts have been identified. Exposing the façade would 
communicate the three storey building composition, show buildings of varying height when comparing 
450 Talbot to the Carling Street properties, exhibit brick and concrete masonry with a variety of 
ornamentation, and speak to the industrial/warehouse areas where buildings were constructed on the 
entire property parcel. Although the removal of 123 Queens Avenue does have negative effects in the 
context of a discussion regarding Downtown HCD heritage attributes, it also has positive effects and 
presents an opportunity to uncover part of London’s past that has been obstructed since the early 20th 
century.  



HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT—123 QUEENS AVENUE, LONDON, ONTARIO 

Summary Statement and Conservation Recommendations 
March 26, 2019 

8.1

8.0 SUMMARY STATEMENT AND CONSERVATION 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The building at 123 Queens Avenue is an early 20th century industrial building constructed of concrete 
and brick. It was built to house boilers for the Cities Heating Company, which supplied heat to much of 
London’s downtown throughout the first half of the 20th century. It experienced a second life as an office 
space for CHC during the latter part of the 20th century. The building has been vacant since 1995 and was 
recently purchased by JAM Properties Inc. In 2012, the Downtown HCD was created, providing a tool to 
manage change in the historic downtown. This district includes 123 Queens Avenue. Due to challenges 
securing the site and safety concerns, demolition of the building is proposed. It is acknowledged that the 
Downtown HCD strongly discourages demolition of buildings within the district unless under exceptional 
circumstances.  

Removing the building at 123 Queens Avenue has the potential to affect the adjacent buildings and 
represents a change to the heritage attributes of the Downtown HCD. Therefore, recommendations have 
been prepared to mitigate the impact of this proposed change and create opportunities for conservation of 
key elements of the history of the site. In addition, recommendations for future site development are 
proposed. While it is understood that in the absence of a development application these 
recommendations are not binding, the position of the study area within an HCD requires development 
applications be subject to approval by City of London staff and the London Advisory Committee on 
Heritage. As such, it is anticipated that these recommendations will be incorporated into future plans for 
the site to make clear that heritage is a priority in the design of future site plans.  

In order to mitigate the impacts identified resulting from removal of the building at 123 Queens Avenue, 
the following recommendations are made:  

• Vibration Assessment

− A pre-demolition vibration assessment should be completed to establish a baseline for vibration
levels in advance of demolition activities 

− Should any properties within the study area be determined to be within the zone of influence, 
additional steps should be taken to secure the buildings from experiencing negative vibration 
effects (i.e. adjustment of machinery or establishment of buffer zones)  

• Demolition Plan

− The existing Building Demolition Plan prepared by Jonathan Velocci, P. Eng., should be updated
to consider ways to safeguard 450 Talbot Street where it is attached to 123 Queens Avenue 

− Depending on the findings, additional monitoring during demolition activities by a qualified 
building condition specialist may be required 

• Documentation and Salvage

− The site assessment completed for this HIA identified numerous safety concerns associated with
ice cover in the building that restricted access to the entirety of the building; however, should 
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safer access be feasible, a site plan should be prepared, additional photography undertaken, and 
3D scanning considered 

− The location of the alleyway should be recorded and georeferenced to allow for recreation in any 
future development  

− Salvage of all materials related to the history of the site should be undertaken under the 
supervision of a heritage professional 

− Materials salvaged should be stored offsite in a secured location for use in a future development 

• Commemoration

− A commemoration plan should be prepared which will provide guidance to future development of 
the site 

− The commemoration plan should include: 

o A site-specific history including the results of Documentation and Salvage activities

o Specific approaches to commemorating the site (interpretive signage, material reuse, etc.)
that will be required in any future development

o General design guidelines for future development

o Consultation with the London Heritage Advisory Committee regarding the history of the site,
potential interpretive approaches, and design guidelines
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9.1

9.0 CLOSING 

This report has been prepared for the sole benefit of JAM Properties, and may not be used by any third 
party without the express written consent of Stantec Consulting Ltd. Any use which a third party makes of 
this report is the responsibility of such third party.  

We trust this report meets your current requirements. Please do not hesitate to contact us should you 
require further information or have additional questions about any facet of this report. 

Yours truly, 

STANTEC CONSULTING LTD. 

Meaghan Rivard, MA, CAHP 
Senior Cultural Heritage Specialist 
Phone: 519-645-3350 
Fax: 519-645-6575 
meaghan.rivard@stantec.com 

Colin Varley, MA, RPA 
Senior Archaeologist, Senior Associate 
Phone: (613) 738-6087 
Fax: (613) 722-2799 
colin.varley@stantec.com  
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JAM Properties 
180 Cheapside Street 
London, Ontario 
N6A 1Z8 
Attn: Mr. Archie Leach 

 
 
 

JAM Properties 
Structural Review and Comments 

123 Queens Avenue 
London, Ontario 

 
 
 
 

Dear Mr. Leach: 
 
After our discussions with you, we understand our scope to be limited to a visual inspection only of 
the structure and provide an opinion on its integrity. It must be noted that only a visual review of the 
building was completed and that destructive testing and “tapping” of the concrete was not 
completed. It was determined by visual inspection and given the state of the building and that 
additional testing would not be required. 

This letter serves as a summary of our structural review of the building at 123 Queens Avenue. We 
herewith provide a quick summary of our review of the existing structure. 

 

1.1 Building Construction    

The existing reinforced concrete structure is a 3 storey building with basement constructed in 
the early 1900’s. It is reported that the building was completed some time between 1916 and 
1922. This building is believed to be one of the first cast in place concrete structures in 
London. The first being the Harrison-Pensa building located immediately to the west of 123 
Queens Ave. It was reported that the building was a former coal powered heat plant while 
selling steam heat to the other buildings in the downtown area. See Stantec Heritage Impact 
Assessment report dated March 26, 2019 (File No:160940616).  

1.2 Roof/Floor Construction    

The roof and floor framing is constructed for the most part using cast in place concrete.  See 

Photo No 01. There have been subsequent floor additions to the building by adding Hambro 

Joist and concrete system. See Photo No 02. These joists were exposed and not fire rated. 
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Photo No 01: Typical Floor Construction  

  

 

Photo No 02: Added Hambro Floor System  

1.2 Foundation Construction    
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The foundation walls are constructed of cast in place concrete. There many openings in the 

foundation walls that have been infilled with brick. See Photo No 03. 

 

 

Photo No 03: Concrete Foundation Walls  
 

 

2.0 Observations    

2.1 Exterior Beams/Lintels    

The exterior walls have openings mostly used for windows. However, there are openings at 
the west side of 123 Queens Avenue facing the lane way that are large framing the opening 

over the loading doors.  See Photo No 04. The northmost beam is a transfer beam 
supporting the bearing wall located between the windows. This beam is carrying a lot of load 
and it appears to be distressed.  

The bottom of the beams are delaminated where the concrete below the main reinforcing 
steel has broken away from the main body of the beam. The delamination has exposed the 
reinforcing and the reinforcing is corroding. The delamination of the beams is typical of all 
large exterior beams along the west face of the building including the beam in the link portion 

between 450 Talbot and 123 Queens Avenue.  See Photo No 05. 
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Photo No 04: Delaminated Concrete Beams  
 
 
 

 

Photo No 05: Delaminated Concrete Beam at Link  
 
 

The existing reinforcing bars are square non-deformed bars used in construction during that 
time period. The bars along the bottom of the beams are completely exposed for 
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approximately 65% of the length of the beam. The reinforcing has lost its bond within the 
concrete beams and the bars are now ineffective.  

Missing in the beams in building of this period, are steel reinforcing stirrups that are a design 
Code requirement in new concrete beams designed today. We have not completed a design 
review of the beams however, experience would have us believe that this beam if reviewed 
would not be adequate to resist the applied loads. 

2.2 Exterior Suspended Slab    

The suspended slab in the link connecting 123 Queens Avenue is exposed to view. See 

Photo No 06. The underside of the concrete slab is severely delaminated exposing the 
reinforcing bars. Approximately 70% of the reinforcing bar is exposed and corroded. Given 
the large amount of concrete delamination, bar corrosion and bar exposure, we believe that 
this slab has lost a majority of original design capacity. 

 

Photo No 06: Suspended Link Slab (Exterior)   

 

2.3 Interior Excavation    

There are signs that during a former renovation, an excavation was completed for what 
may have been an elevator. We were informed that this excavation could also be the 

remnants of a demolition of the original smoke stack. See Photo No 07. The depth of the 
excavation extends below the level of the existing footing. This excavation is undermining 
the footing and should be infilled if the opening is to remain. 
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Photo No 07: Excavation of the Interior (east Side)   

2.3 Interior Upper Beams    

The interior upper beams are all delaminated in varying degrees. Similar to the exterior 
beam, the concrete at the bottom of the beam has delaminated and has completely spalled 

and will continue to spall over time. See Photo No 08. There are no signs of any stirrups in 
any of the concrete beams. 

 

Photo No 08: Typical Interior Upper Beam   

2.4 Interior Basement Beams    

Access was gained into the basement and in particular at the south end of the building.  
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This portion of the floor is constructed of a series of concrete beams and slabs. See Photo 

No 09. It appears that this portion of the floor supported the old boiler. Of all of the beams 
in the building, it is the beams in this area appear to be the most compromised. The bottom 
of the beams in the southern half have delaminated and the reinforcing bars being 
corroded the most. It is presumed that continual humidity and moisture has contributed to 
the condition of these beams. 

 

 

Photo No 09: Interior Basement Beams (south end)   

 

2.4 Interior Suspended Slabs    

The interior suspended slabs are all showing signs of concrete delamination. While the 
concrete has not all spalled, there is evidence that the reinforcing has corroded, the steel 
expanded and a crack has cracked developed along the length of the bar. There are areas 
similar to the exterior slab on photo No 05 where the concrete is completely spalled 

exposing the concrete reinforcing. See Photo No 10 and 11. 
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Photo No 10: Interior Suspended Slab (cracked along rebar)   

 

 

Photo No 11: Interior Suspended Slab (Delaminated Concrete)   

3.0 Comments    

3.1 Building Structure   

The concrete building is severely deteriorated. Virtually every concrete floors beams, wall 
and pier is showing severe signs of deterioration. Based on our experience, and the cracking 
observed in the slabs, this would prove that the in-situ concrete would prove to be 
delaminated and not performing as originally designed.   
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The interior of the building has been exposed to decades of cycles of freeze thaw cycles 
over time, and in particular the horizontal surfaces. At the time the concrete was placed, the 
concrete mix was not designed to incorporate air-entrainment which would have limited the 
concrete damage from freeze-thaw.   

3.2 Building Restoration   

As this was a cursory review of the building, we would need to complete a full review and 
analysis of every floor, beam, and walls structure. This would require destructive testing to 
determine the extent of the delamination and corroded reinforcing bar. Restoring this 
building would not seem to be an economical option.  
 
Should the concrete be found to be delaminated throughout the depth of the slab and beam, 
which as noted above we believe to be, this would require that the entire slab and reinforcing 
be removed and replaced including the reinforcing. Removal of a floor to complete the 
restoration would require bracing of any wall that was deemed to be capable of remaining, 
as the wall would lose the lateral restraint provided by the floor. 

All reinforcing steel that is corroded would need to be fully exposed back to sound steel. A 
new piece of reinforcing would then be installed and lapped with the non-corroded bar with 
the appropriate lap length.  Given the extent of the corrosion, this would involve so much 
labour that it would be uneconomical.   

We do believe that based on what we have seen, demolition would be the most practical 
solution for this building. Trying to remediate the concrete would involve the complete 
demolition and replacement of floors, beams and concrete that not much of the historical 
building would remain and be recognized as original.  

 
We thank you for the opportunity to submit this report.  If you have any questions, please do 
not hesitate to call. 

 
Regards, 
VanBoxmeer & Stranges  
Engineering Ltd.  

 
 
Rick Stranges, P. Eng. 
Vice-President 
RAS/ras 





PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 
 

3.6 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Demolition Request for Heritage 
Designated Property – 123 Queens Avenue 
 

• (Councillor P. Squire wondering what the Heritage Impact Assessment document 

is.); Ms. K. Gowan, Heritage Planner, indicating that a Heritage Impact 

Assessment was submitted by the applicant and they are usually submitted by 

applicants; it is a study to determine impacts of a proposed development and it 

can make recommendations to mitigate impacts that result of the proposed 

development. 

• Rick Stranges, Principle, VanBoxmeer & Stranges Structural Engineers, on 

behalf of the applicant – advising that last week they were asked to do a quick 

assessment of the structure and provide comments on the condition of the 

building; due to the timeline they only completed a visual assessment, they did 

not complete any destructive testing of the concrete or the steel reinforcing; 

outlining that the initial investigation started with the review of the outside of the 

structure; noting that their first thoughts were that there is quite a bit of extensive 

deterioration, delamination of the beams/slabs, there was exposed and corroding 

rebars and beams that you can see in the centre photo on the left hand side; 

advising that there were no signs of stirrups that would be required in today’s 

construction of that type of structure; thinking that is shown on photo number four 

of their report; indicating that once they completed the outside review, they 

moved toward the inside and they met a representative of Stantec who provided 

access to the building; pointing out that he was asked if they would mind 

securing the building and locking it once they completed it and the representative 

was going to go on their way but when he stood inside the building he saw the 

condition of the structure and he asked that they remain there with him; advising 

that the concern was not that he was going to fall over an unbarricaded opening, 

the concern was literally that if he had fallen through a floor, a concrete floor, that 

there would be nobody there to help him; pointing out that as they were doing 

their review they noted that there was quite a bit of deterioration of the slabs and 

beams on the interior as well, similar to spalling concrete, delamination, concrete 

that had fall on the slab below and was pilling up and there was an area in the 

building where he asked the representative from Stantec not to step on that 

portion of the floor for concern that he could fall through that as well; advising 

that they found that the areas that were most severely deteriorated were the 

slabs and beams located in the suspended slab above the basement areas; 

advising that if you look at photo nine of their report you can see some of the 

delamination; advising that the floor on the south half of the building was a big 

concern for them; indicating that there was also an area on the west part of the 

laneway that literally is a suspended slab supporting that laneway and from 

underneath you could see some of the photos shown on the screen where they 

are being shored to prevent collapse of the laneway; knowing that the building 

has been abandoned since approximately 1995 and in almost twenty-five years 

the interior of the building has been exposed to water and freeze/thaw cycles, 

almost without exception interior buildings that are constructed today do not have 

air entrainment in the concrete; noting that he will not bore you with air-

entrainment unless the Committee really wants to know but suffice it to say that 

there have been no provisions for that; what air-entrainment does, in a nutshell, 

is it prevents when water freezes in concrete, it allows the freezing concrete that 

expands to enter a void and reduce the stresses on the concrete; this building 

has not been designed for that; both the lack of air-entrainment and years of 

freeze-thaw cycles have been working at deteriorating the concrete and the 

reinforcing of this building; understanding that the Heritage Conservation District 

plan report discusses the severe structural instability and although they cannot 

comment on that right now as they would have to do a complete analysis on the 

structure, they can state that a majority of the individual structural elements of 



this building are severely compromised with respect to structural integrity; 

advising that this, to him, is more of a concern than the structural stability at this 

point should someone enter the building.    (See attached presentation.)  

• Meaghan Rivard, Stantec - (See attached presentation.)  

• Adam Jean, Chief Operating Officer, Harrison Pensa – indicating that they 

employ approximately sixty lawyers and one hundred staff and they are tenants 

of 450 Talbot Street, which is adjacent to 123 Queens Avenue; expressing their 

strong support for the safe and careful removal of the remaining building 

structure located at 123 Queens Avenue; pointing out that while the location does 

have historical significance, in its current state it is not representative of our city, 

past or present and the revitalization of the Downtown core; advising that the 

building has been uninhabited as mentioned for decades, what remains is a shell 

with boarded up windows and doors and a decaying concrete exterior and roof; it 

continues to deteriorate and it is putting it politely to say that it is an eyesore in an 

area of Downtown that is otherwise being revitalized; the issue is amplified with 

being in a high traffic area with the Downtown Fanshawe College campus, the 

parking lot adjacent to that, the heavy traffic that drives along Queens Avenue 

and pedestrians including those who attend the many events at Budweiser 

Gardens and the new Dundas Place; believing it should be a safety concern from 

the City from both a personal property perspective and individual safety 

perspective; reiterating that the building continues to deteriorate, they have had 

instances where pieces have fallen off on to the cars in the parking lot in the alley 

below; from a safety perspective, there is a lot of unlawful activity that happens in 

the past, inside the building as well as the alley way between 450 Talbot Street 

and 123 Queens Avenue and that is not just to the public but that is to many 

trespassers that do arrive on the property and, as was mentioned, once inside 

anything can happen; indicating that despite the efforts of the previous and 

current owners to keep people out the barriers blocking entrances to the building 

are frequently broken into and become a magnet for unlawful behaviour and 

activity including significant drug and alcohol use; advising that the issues do 

extend to the alleyway between 123 Queens Avenue and 450 Talbot Street 

because of the physical barrier that the remaining structure does create, it is 

common to find used needles and other unsanitary items and significant refuse 

discarded in and around the building; stating that it is becoming more common to 

see drug use during regular business hours and their staff and professionals see 

that out their windows when they look towards 123 Queens Avenue; if there was 

a willingness to preserve the historical features of this building they believe it 

should have been done decades ago, the reality is that they believe that the 

public and the City Councillors have a problem on our hands with this building 

and in their view, unfortunately, the only practical solution at this time is to 

remove it safely; believing it is fine and well to say that the building should be 

restored and preserved but to date no group has come forward willing to make 

that investment and during that time the building continues to decay while 

trespassers continue to use it as a safe haven from unlawful activity; advising 

that in its current state it provides no historical, cultural or economic value and 

they now have a new owner willing to do something to change the course; 

believing we should seize this opportunity to remove the building structure safely 

in favour of a solution that allows some historical preservation at another location 

and education on the site; advising that it is their view that it is only a matter of 

time before someone is seriously harmed on this property; indicating that they 

fully support and commend the efforts of the new owners of 123 Queens Avenue 

to remove the building so the property can better reflect the Downtown core, 

remove the safety hazards that exist and be put to a productive use; strongly 

encouraging those that oversee the process on behalf of the City to do the same. 

• Janet Hunten, 253 Huron Street – advising that the building proudly proclaims its 

construction in the posts and beams, this was once common in Downtown 

London but as far as she knows this is the last example we have; pointing out 

that the evidence of neglect is presumably due to neglect of the roof, the roof 



leaks, those leaks cause deterioration of the interior; believing it could be 

rehabilitated as so many others of their older buildings have been in recent 

years. 

• Martha Leach, 1012 Wellington Street – indicating that she is part of the 

ownership group of this property; reiterating that the ongoing concern daily for 

people’s safety here; advising that she absolutely loves old buildings, she finds 

them absolutely the most interesting but in this situation, she did not know at all 

what they were signing up for and it is absolutely their intention to rebuild 

something amazing and awesome on this site; believing it is not their highest and 

best use to have it as a parking lot but they do not have a site plan for that as yet; 

reiterating that it is their intention to redevelop but they do not have actual 

drawings. 

 

 



JAM Properties
123 Queens Avenue 

Planning and 
Environment 
Committee

The Visual Inspection
• We looked at:

• Exterior 
• Beams/lintels
• Suspended slab

• Interior 
• Excavation
• Upper beams
• Basement beams
• Suspended slabs

The Findings
• The concrete is severely 

deteriorated and it is 
anticipated that the in-situ 
concrete is delaminated 
and not performing as 
originally designed

• Load bearing beams are 
delaminated and appear 
distressed 

• The delamination has 
exposed the reinforcing 
which is now corroding

• Portions where the 
majority of the original 
design capacity has been 
lost (ie. suspended slab) 

The Point
• Concrete not designed to 

incorporate air-entertainment has 
been exposed to decades of freeze 
thaw cycles 

• Remediation would require 
complete demolition and 
replacement of floors, beams, and 
concrete – little would be left

The Owners
• Purchased the property in December 2018
• Property owners committed to working 

within a heritage framework in London
• The Factory 
• Covent Market Lane
• The Powerhouse 

• Nominated for a London Heritage Award in 
2019 for Conservation and Reuse

The Challenge
If the building could be 
rehabilitated, it would be –
we know how to do this 
and have done it before. 

This building is unsafe 
and has not been possible 
to secure against 
continual break-ins. 

We want to 
incorporate whatever 
we can into the new 
site while providing an 
opportunity for the 
public to better 
understand its own 
history.



The Planning Framework
As outlined in the Downtown London Heritage 
Conservation District (HCD) Plan, while demolition is 
discouraged, it is recognized that it may be necessary in 
exceptional circumstances. These include, “partial 
destruction due to fire or other catastrophic events, severe 
structural instability, and occasionally redevelopment that 
is in keeping with appropriate City policies.”

The Ontario Heritage Act allows municipalities to establish 
conditions for demolition (site plans or time frames)

The Approach
History, planning, context 
– we looked at it all. All 
impacts associated with 
adjacent buildings can 
be mitigated. What 
cannot be mitigated is 
the effect on the 
streetscape. This can 
only be addressed 
through proposing a new 
building be constructed. 
We’re not there yet. 

To lessen the effect, JAM 
is committed to 
documenting the 
structure, salvaging any 
and all materials 
possible, and 
commemorating the 
history of the place in 
future developments. 

What we’re asking
Consider the context – this is not a pristine 
streetscape (mostly parking lots and has been for 
decades) and is not in keeping with the larger HCD

Consider the opportunity – making way for good and 
informed development in the Downtown HCD is 
essential for good City building and exposing the 
original wall of the Greene Block could build 
momentum

Consider the public – this building is dangerous and 
is the ongoing subject of complaints (from the City, 
neighbours, and the public while none of the 47 
property owners in the area expressed concern at 
removal)

Essentially, we’re asking for an exception. We want to 
record and salvage what we can before the building 
cannot be safely entered. We want time to come up 
with a great plan for the site and don’t want to see 
someone injured while we work.
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning and Environment Committee 
From: John M. Fleming 
 Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 3303 

Westdel Bourne by Carvest Properties Ltd.  
Public Participation Meeting on: Monday May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning & City Planner, with 
the advice of the Heritage Planner, with respect to the request for the designation of the 
heritage listed property at 3303 Westdel Bourne, that the following actions BE TAKEN: 

a) Notice BE GIVEN under the provisions of Section 29(3) of the Ontario Heritage 
Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. O. 18, of Municipal Council’s intention to designate the 
property to be of cultural heritage value or interest for the reasons outlined in 
Appendix F of this report; and, 

b) Should no appeal be received to the notice of intent to designate, a by-law to 
designate the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne to be of cultural heritage value or 
interest for the reasons outlined in Appendix F of this report BE INTRODUCED at 
a future meeting of Municipal Council immediately following the end of the appeal 
period. 

 
IT BEING NOTED that should an appeal to the notice of intent to designate be received, 
the City Clerk will refer the appeal to the Conservation Review Board. 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request  

A demolition request for the heritage listed property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne 
was received on March 25, 2019.  
 
Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action  

The purpose of the recommended action is for Municipal Council to issue its notice of 
intent to designate the property under Section 29(3) of the Ontario Heritage Act with the 
effect of preventing the demolition of this cultural heritage resource.  
 
Rationale of Recommended Action  

Staff completed an evaluation of the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne using the criteria 
of Ontario Regulation. 9/06 and found that the property has significant cultural heritage 
value and merits designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. 

Analysis 

1.0 Background 

1.1  Property Location 
The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is located on the west side of Westdel Bourne, 
north of Deadman’s Road (Appendix A).  

1.2  Cultural Heritage Status 
The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne has been included on the Inventory of Heritage 
Resources since 1997. The property was added when the City of London annexed part 
of Delaware Township (Appendix B). The Inventory of Heritage Resources was adopted 
as the Register pursuant to Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act in 2007. The property 
at 3303 Westdel Bourne is considered to have potential cultural heritage value or 
interest  
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1.3  Description 
The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne includes a farmhouse, three barns, and a shed.  

Farmhouse 
The farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel Bourne was built in 1877 in the Italianate style. 
The farmhouse is a two storey, buff brick, asymmetrical farmhouse, with a complex 
massing. The farmhouse has one projecting and one recessed bay and a one storey 
buff brick wing in the rear (Appendix C, see Farmhouse). The building is capped by a 
hipped roof that form a flat roof at its peak.  Two single-stacked buff brick chimneys 
flank the north and west slopes of the roof. The two storey portion of the house has 
return eaves as well as tongue and groove soffits. Decorative paired brackets, that are a 
defining element of the Italianate style, are found around the entire house. 

The building has an asymmetrical façade that is comprised of one recessed bay and 
one projecting bay. The projecting bay is highlighted by the decorative bargeboard on 
the front gable and an oculus window in the gable’s centre. On the main floor, an entry 
door is located in the recessed bay. The door itself has been replaced, but the original 
opening has been retained. Two fixed windows in the central bay are now in the place 
of the original door, and the segmented arch transom with decorative etched glass. The 
etched glass shows a floral motif surrounding a bird. 

Brick voussoirs with contrasting mortar appear above every original window and door 
opening. Many of the windows are tall, narrow and in pairs with segmented arch 
openings. Although all the windows appear to have been replaced; the replacement 
windows are wood and maintain their openings. The original cast stone sills can still be 
found below each window.    

The buff brick is laid in a common bond pattern and the foundation is field stone with 
coursing detail. Although it has not been confirmed, the field stone in the foundation 
appear to be similar to the “glacial erratics” fieldstone used to build the Kilworth United 
Church (2442 Oxford Street West), which is approximately 6km away. 

The ell shaped wrap-around verandah is covered by a hipped roof and supported by 
decorative chamfered posts. The chamfered posts are connected to a concrete base 
with pressed design and are topped with capitals connected to fluted brackets. Each 
fluted bracket connects to a pierced panels supported by a decorative bracket. 
Spandrels extend around the verandah with a centre decorative bracket attached below. 

Barn 1  
Barn 1 is the largest of the barns located on the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne. Barn 
1 is in the Bank Barn style as the lower level housed animals and the upper level served 
as storage. The foundation of the barn has been parged in concrete and has a number 
of openings for multi-pane windows. The barn is a timber frame with a gable roof 
covered in corrugated metal and vertical barn board siding. The beams in the barn are a 
mix of hand hewed and machine cut with a typical diagonal post and beam brace 
connection. The beams are connected to the post with mortise-and-tenon joints. The 
beams on the first level are notched into the top of the foundation wall. A reinforced 
concrete silo is connected to the north façade of the barn. 

A barn hill is connected to the east façade of Barn 1. The barn hill appears to have a 
root cellar that has been parged and altered. An open space in the middle – known as a 
“walk way”, and field stones make up the rest of the barn hill.  

Barn 2 
Barn 2 is just south west of the large barn. Similar to the largest barn, the barn is also a 
timber frame with a gable roof and vertical barn board siding (Appendix C, see Barn 2). 
The beams in the barn are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut with a typical diagonal 
post and beam brace connection. The beams are connected to the post with mortise-
and-tenon joints.  
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Barn 3 
Barn 3 is directly west of the second barn. Barn 3 sits on top of concrete piers is also a 
timber frame with a gable roof and vertical barn board siding (Appendix C, see Barn 3). 
The inside was unable to be viewed as the door was pad locked shut, so the 
construction method of the barn was unable to be confirmed.  

Shed 
The shed is a vernacular in form with timber framing and a corrugated metal roof. What 
is suspected to be a dog house is connected to the south façade. 

1.4  Property History 
The Euro-Canadian history of the property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne beings in 
1843 when Joseph Steinhoff purchased Lot 5 Concession 4, from the Canada 
Company. The 1861 Census, Joseph Steinhoff and his family members were noted to 
be living in a 1 ½ story log dwelling. The property did not become an Ireland family farm 
until 1877 when George Ireland purchased the property located a Lot 5 Concession 4 
from Joseph Steinhoff’s son, Samuel Steinhoff.  

The Land Registry records show that George Ireland purchased the 48 acre property  
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne in 1877 (Appendix D, see Figure 8) and the 1878 tax 
assessment rolls indicate that Walter Ireland was the householder of the property 
(Appendix D, see Figure 10). The change in “Total Value of Real Property” in the 1878 
tax assessment rolls is also notable. 
 
In the 1876 tax assessment rolls, Joseph Steinhoff had a combined Total Value of Real 
Property of $2250.00, which included a 96 acres property and a 48 acres property in Lot 
5 Concession 4 (Appendix D, see Figure 9). In 1878, a year after Walter Ireland was 
occupying the property, the 48 acres property had a Total Value of Real Property of 
$1200 (Appendix D, see Figure 10). Although the increase in value of the 48 acres 
property cannot be confirmed due to the missing 1877 tax assessment rolls, it can be 
suggested that $1200.00 is high for a 48 acres property and may indicate the 
construction of a new house. The change in the Total Value of Real Property for George 
Ireland’s property (48 acres in Lot 4 Concession 4 and 18 acres in Lot 5 Concession 4) 
adds to this speculation. George Ireland’s Total Value of Real Property almost doubled 
in 1878. In 1876 George Ireland’s Total Value of Real Property was $1000, but in 1878 
the value has increased to $1800 (Appendix D, see Figure 9). 
 
A construction date of 1877 for the farmhouse corresponds with the 1878 Illustrated 
Historical Atlas of the County of Middlesex. The farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne is shown on the 1878 Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Middlesex 
(Appendix D, see Figure 5). The 1878 Illustrated Historical Atlas combined with the 
suspected increase in Total Value of Real Property in the tax assessment rolls, and 
construction of the house, dates the house to 1877.  
 
The 48 acres property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne is historically associated with 
the Ireland family, as it was an Ireland family farm for 141 years. In 2018, Richard 
Ireland passed away and the current property owner purchased the property.  

The Ireland Family  
The Ireland family is significant to the Euro-Canadian settlement of Delaware Township 
as the Ireland family is one of the earliest settlers to the area. George Ireland 
immigrated to Canada from Scotland with his parents, Walter and Janet Ireland, around 
1834 (Grainger 2006, 282). In 1850, George Ireland married Clementine Schram and 
soon after purchased a part of Lot 4 Concession 4 in Delaware Township (property 
located at located at 3208 Woodhull Road) (Grainger 2006, 283). George and 
Clementine were farmers and together had 8 living children: Walter, William, Janet Ann, 
John, Harriet, Ferguson, Pauline, and George Stillman.  George and Clementine Ireland 
were active members of the Kilworth United Church (2442 Oxford Street). In 1876, 
George was on the list of donations for stained glass renovations at the church 
(Woodhull and Harris, 1974). 
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Walter Ireland, the eldest son of George and Clementine, married Janet Hanger, and 
together they lived with their three children, Angus, Frank, and William at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne (Grainger 2006, 283). Walter and his family were known for growing vegetables 
and apples and selling their produce at the Covent Garden Market in London (Grainger 
2006, 283). 

Frank Ireland, son of Walter and Janet, married Maggie Colvin in 1918 and they had 
one son, Gordon Ireland (Grainger 2006, 283). Together they continued farmed the 
property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. Maggie was an active member of the 
Women’s Institute and competed in Western Fair Quilt competitions (Grainger 2006, 
283).  

Gordon Ireland, son of Frank and Maggie, married Marian T. Glover in 1945 and 
together they has four sons, David, Richard, Ross, and Russell (Grainger 2006, 283). In 
1967 they moved back to 3303 Westdel Bourne and continued to farm the land 
(Grainger 2006, 283). Marian was also involved in the Women’s Institute (Grainger 
2006, 283). Richard Ireland lived at the 3303 Westdel Bourne until he passed away in 
2018.   

1.5 Italianate Architectural Style 
The Italianate style was popular architectural style in Ontario between 1860 and 1890 
(Mikel 2004, 65). The Italianate was a style of elements and is typically characterized as 
stoic simplicity contrasting to exuberance. The most defining element of the Italianate 
style is highly decorated paired brackets (Mikel 2004, 65). Other elements of the 
Italianate style include: projecting bay with gable, oculus window, tall and narrow 
segmentally arched windows, paired windows, moulded window surrounds, or heads, 
quoins, hipped rood, wide overhanging eaves, and cupolas or belvederes (Mikel 2004, 
65). 
 
One of the most common Italianate forms was the simple square hipped roof house 
(Mikel 2004, 66). However Robert Mikel, in Ontario House Styles: The distractive 
architecture of the province’s 18th and 19th century homes, notes that ell-shaped, with 
big wings extending at the back, were also popular in Western Ontario (2004, 72). Mikel 
also notes that porch decoration and complicated turnings on the verandahs became 
more common by the 1870’s (2004, 72) 
 
The page for 3303 Westdel Bourne from the 1997 Inventory of Heritage Resources 
notes that the architectural style is “High Victorian” (Appendix B). Victorian architecture 
broadly refers to a building or style that was constructed during Queen Victoria’s reign 
(1837-1901). Many styles and sub-styles were created during Queen Victoria's reign 
because the period is so long, however, one of the most prevalent style found during 
the Victorian age is Italianate. 
 
The farmhouse located on the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne displays many of the 
elements commonly found on building in the Italianate style, including the most defining 
element of the style, paired brackets. The farmhouse also has narrow segmented 
arched windows, paired windows, hipped roof, wide overhanging eaves, and a 
projecting bay with gable and oculus window. These elements include the most defining 
element of the style, paired brackets, as well as narrow segmented arched windows, 
paired windows, and wide overhanging eaves. Although the form of the farmhouse is 
not a common Italianate form as there is a recessed and projecting bay, there is a wing 
extending at the back. 

2.0 Legislative and Policy Framework  

2.1  Provincial Policy Statement 
Section 2.6.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) directs that “significant built 
heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.”  
 
“Significant” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) as, in regards to 
cultural heritage and archaeology, “resources that have been determined to have 
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cultural heritage value or interest for the important contribution they make to our 
understanding of the history of a place, and event, or a people.”  
 
The Provincial Policy Statement (2014) defines “conserved” as: “Means the 
identification, protection, management and use of built heritage resources, cultural 
heritage landscapes and archaeological resources in a manner that ensures their 
cultural heritage value or interest is maintained under the Ontario Heritage Act. This 
may be achieved by the implementation of recommendations set out in a conservation 
plan, archaeological assessment, and/or heritage impact assessment. Mitigative 
measures and/or alternative development approaches can be included in these plans 
and assessments.”  
 
2.2  Ontario Heritage Act 
Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires that a register kept by the clerk shall list 
all properties that have been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. Section 27(1.2) 
of the Ontario Heritage Act also enables Municipal Council to add properties that have 
not been designated, but that Municipal Council “believes to be of cultural heritage 
value or interest” on the Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources).  
 
The only cultural heritage protection afforded to heritage listed properties is a 60-day 
delay in the issuance of a demolition permit. During this time, Council Policy directs that 
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) is consulted, and a public 
participation meeting is held at the Planning and Environment Committee.  
 
Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to designate properties to 
be of cultural heritage value or interest. Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act also 
establishes consultation, notification, and process requirements, as well as a process to 
appeal the designation of a property. Appeals to the Notice of Intent to Designate a 
property pursuant to Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act are referred to the 
Conservation Review Board (CRB). Owner consent is not required for designation 
under the Ontario Heritage Act.  
 
2.3   The London Plan 
The policies of The London Plan articulate the contributions that our cultural heritage 
resources make to our community. Our cultural heritage resources distinguish London 
from other cities, and made London a more attractive place for people to visit, live, or 
invest. Importantly, “our heritage resources are assets that cannot be easily replicated 
and they provide a unique living environment and quality of life. By conserving them for 
future generations, and incorporating, adapting, and managing them, London’s cultural 
heritage resources define London’s legacy and its future” (Policy 552_, The London 
Plan). With the cultural heritage policies of The London Plan, we will (Policy 554_):  

 
1. Promote, celebrate, and raise awareness and appreciation of London’s cultural 
heritage resources.  
 
2. Conserve London’s cultural heritage resources so they can be passed onto 
our future generations.  
 
3. Ensure that new development and public works are undertaken to enhance 
and be sensitive to our cultural heritage resources. Generally, the policies of The 
London Plan support the conservation and retention of significant cultural 
heritage resources 

 
Applicable policies include:  

 Policy 566_ Relocation of cultural heritage resources is discouraged. All options 
for on-site retention must be exhausted before relocation may be considered.  
 

 Policy 567_ In the event that demolition, salvage, dismantling, relocation or 
irrevocable damage to a cultural heritage resource is found necessary, as 
determined by City Council, archival documentation may be required to be 
undertaken by the proponent and made available for archival purposes.  
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 Policy 568_: Conservation of whole buildings on properties identified on the 
Register is encouraged and the retention of facades alone is discouraged. The 
portion of a cultural heritage resource to be conserved should reflect its 
significant attributes including its mass and volume.  

 

 Policy 569_ Where, through the process established in the Specific Policies for 
the Protection, Conservation and Stewardship of Cultural Heritage Resources 
section of this chapter and in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act, it is 
determined that a building may be removed, the retention of architectural or 
landscape features and the use of other interpretive techniques will be 
encouraged where appropriate. 
 

The Strategic Plan for the City of London 2015-2019 identifies heritage conservation as 
an integral part of “Building a Sustainable City.” 
 
2.4  Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources)  
Municipal Council may include properties on the Register (Inventory of Heritage 
Resources) that it “believes to be of cultural heritage value or interest.” These properties 
are not designated, but are considered to have potential cultural heritage value or 
interest. The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne considered to have potential cultural 
heritage value or interest as a heritage listed property.  

3.0 Demolition Request 

Written notice of the intention to demolish the single resident building located at 3303 
Westdel Bourne was received on March 25, 2019. The letter of intent noted that the 
request to demolish the single residential building is related to the deterioration and 
presence of mold in the farmhouse. 
 
Municipal Council must respond to a notice of intention to demolish a heritage listed 
property within 60 days, or the request is deemed consented. During this 60-day 
period, the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) is consulted and, pursuant 
to Council Policy, a public participation meeting is held at the Planning and 
Environment Committee.  
 
The 60-day period for the demolition request for the farmhouse on the property at 3303 
Westdel Bourne expires on May 24, 2019.  
 
Staff undertook a site visit of the property, accompanied by a representative of the 
property owner, on April 8, 2019. The site visit included an interior and exterior 
inspection of existing farmhouse, however, only an exterior inspection of the barns as 
many of the doors had been locked. Some interior photos of the barns were able to be 
taken through window openings. 

 
Consultation  
Pursuant to Council Policy for the demolition of heritage listed properties, notification of 
the demolition request was sent to 5 property owners within 120m of the subject 
property on April 23, 2019, as well as community stakeholders including the 
Architectural Conservancy Ontario – London Region, London & Middlesex Historical 
Society, the Urban League, and the Middlesex Centre Archives. Notice was also 
published in The Londoner on April 25, 2019. At the time of writing, no replies have 
been received regarding this demolition request. 

4.0 Comparative Analysis 

Farmhouse 
The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne includes a farmhouse, which is a representative 
example of the Italianate style in London. Many of the elements commonly found on 
buildings in the Italianate style are found on the farmhouse. These elements include: 
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paired brackets, paired windows, segmented arched windows, hipped roof, wide 
overhanging eaves, and a projecting bay with gable and oculus window. 
 
While the Italianate style is popular in London, the farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourn is a unique type of the Italianate style. On the Register (Inventory of Heritage 
Resources), only 23 properties are identified as Farmhouses in the Italianate Style, and 
of the 23, only 16 are two storeys. These properties are: 
 

1. 3087 Colonel Talbot Road - c1870  
2. 2552 Dingman Drive - c1865  
3. 518 Fanshawe Park Road East – c.1870   
4. 224 Greenwood Avenue - c1890  
5. 1656 Hyde Park Road - c.1880  
6. 969 Manning Drive – c.1873  
7. 4598 Murray Road – c.1880  
8. 1896 Sunningdale Road E– date unconfirmed  
9. 2100 Sunningdale Road E– date unconfirmed  
10. 1744 Sunningdale Road W – date unconfirmed 
11. 2420 Westdel Bourne - c1870  
12. 4775 Westdel Bourne – c.1875  
13. 1291 Westminster Drive - c1870  
14. 1544 Westminster Drive – c.1875  
15. 6295 Westminster Drive – c.1880  
16. 7673 Westminster Drive – c.1875   

 
However, the only other properties that are located in the former Delaware Township, in 
addition to 3303 Westdel Bourne, are 2420 Westdel Bourne and 4775 Westdel Bourne.   
 
The farmhouse at 2420 Westdel Bourne is unable to be seen from the street, but by 
viewing the property on Google Street view, the farmhouse appears to have a projecting 
gable with decorative bargeboard and two small windows at the centre (Appendix E).  
The windows appear to be single hung windows. The existence of brackets, brick 
voussoirs, and decorative porch details cannot be confirmed. 
 
The farmhouse at 4775 Westdel Bourne is visible from the street, but difficult to 
determine the features due to the farmhouse’s distance from the street. The farmhouse 
has a projecting gable with decorative bargeboard and two small windows at the centre 
(Appendix E).  Many of the windows appear to be single hung windows and the wrap-
around veranda appears to have minimal decorative elements. The existence of 
brackets, and brick voussoirs cannot be confirmed. 
 
Although many of the features of the two properties cannot be confirmed due to their 
location to the street, the features that are able to be confirmed, are not representative 
of the Italianate style.  
 
The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne includes a farmhouse which is a representative 
example of a farmhouse in Italianate style within the former Delaware Township. The 
farmhouse displays many of the elements commonly found on building in the Italianate 
style, including the most defining element of the style, paired brackets. The farmhouse 
also has narrow segmented arched windows, paired windows, hipped roof, wide 
overhanging eaves, and a projecting bay with gable and oculus window. The decorative 
details of the wrap-around verandah details displays a high degree of craftsmanship 
when comparing two other Italianate style farmhouses in the former Delaware Township 
(Appendix E). 

Barn 1 
Barn 1 (the largest barn) located on the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is a rare and 
representative example of the bank barn. Many of the elements commonly identified in 
a bank barn style can be found in Barn 1. These elements include: a two level, timber 
frame structures, with mortise and tenon joints, gable roof, vertical “barn board” 
cladding, concrete foundation, and a ramp into the upper level of the barn often for 
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straw or hay storage (McIlwraith 1997, 179). Barn 1 is also rare because it retains its 
barn hill, which has a suspected root cellar and a walk way underneath the barn hill. 
 
While rural properties, which may include barns, are included on the Register (Inventory 
of Heritage Resources), only a small number include a direct reference to the barns on 
the property. These include: 

 3544 Dingman Drive (ell-shaped bank barn with a gable roof, built circa 1870) 

 5406 Highbury Avenue South  (type unclear but has a gable roof, no barn hill, built 
circa 1870) 

 5617 Highbury Avenue South (T-shaped bank barn with gable roof and a barn hill, 
built circa. 1900) 

 2240 Manning Drive (noted as “early barns” but details unclear, no barn hill) 

 4335 Murray Road (T-shaped bank barn with gambrel roof, no barn hill, circa 1870) 

 2012 Oxford Street West (type unclear, but could be English style, no barn hill, 
built circa 1865) 

 2154 Richmond Street (bank barn with gable roof, no barn hill, 1865) 

 1383 Scotland Drive (T-plan bank barn with gable roof, no barn hill, 1865) 

 3583 Westminster Drive (bank barn with gable roof, no barn hill, circa 1865) 
 
When reviewing the above properties, only one other property was identified as having 
barn hill. The property located at 5617 Highbury Avenue South has a barn hill on the 
north façade, however it does not have a walk way underneath. Whether the barn hill 
also has a root cellar has not been determined.   
 
A root cellar and a walk way are rare attributes for barn hill, however, the walk way 
underneath is particularly unique due to the maintenance required to maintain its 
structural integrity. It could be suggested that a member of the Ireland family determined 
that the having a walk way in their barn hill was worth the maintenance. This walk way 
may have been used as a passage way for livestock to go through, instead of herding 
the livestock around the barn hill. Not only is the walkway rare and unique, its design is 
directly associated to the function of the barn. 
 
Farmhouses and barns are becoming rarer as residential development begins to 
expand into agricultural areas. The area of the former Delaware Township is evolving 
and developing with modern residential developments to the north and south of the 
subject property. The farmhouse and Barn 1 are important in defining and maintaining 
the historic agricultural character of the area that developed in the early to late 
nineteenth century. Retaining the farmhouse and Barn 1 provides a tangible link to the 
historic agricultural character of this area. The prominent design values of the 
farmhouse and Barn 1 allows it to define this character. The farmhouse and Barn 1 
communicates the history of a family who immigrated to Delaware Township, farmed 
their property, and sold their produce at the Covent Garden Market in London. The 
property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is important in defining the character of the Delaware 
Township area. 

5.0 Cultural Heritage Evaluation 

4.1 Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest  
The criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06 establishes criteria for determining the cultural 
heritage value or interest of individual properties. These criteria are:  

1. Physical or design value:  
i. Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, 
expression, material or construction method;  
ii. Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or,  
iii. Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.  

2. Historical or associative value:  
i. Has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, 
organization or institution that is significant to a community;  
ii. Yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an 
understanding of a community or culture; or,  
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iii. Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, 
builder, designer or theorist who is significant to a community.  

3. Contextual value:  
i. Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an 
area;  
ii. Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its 
surroundings; or,  
iii. Is a landmark.  

A property is required to meet one or more of the abovementioned criteria to merit 
protection under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Should the property not meet 
the criteria for designation, the demolition request should be granted and the property 
removed from the Inventory of Heritage Resources (Register). 
 
4.2 Evaluation 
Table 1: Evaluation of the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne using the criteria of O. Reg. 9/06. 

Criteria 

Heritage Planner Evaluation 

Does the 
property 
Meet the 
Criteria? 

A property may be designated under 
Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act 
if it meets one or more of the following 
criteria for determining cultural 
heritage value or interest: 

1. The 
property 
has design 
value or 
physical 
value 
because it, 

a. Is a rare, unique, 
representative or 
early example of a 
style, type, 
expression, 
material or 
construction 
method,  

The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne 
includes a farmhouse which is a 
representative example of a farmhouse in 
Italianate style within the former Delaware 
Township. The farmhouse displays many 
of the elements commonly found on 
building in the Italianate style, including 
the most defining element of the style, 
paired brackets. The farmhouse also has 
narrow segmented arched windows, 
paired windows, hipped roof, wide 
overhanging eaves, and a projecting bay 
with gable and oculus window. The 
decorative details of the wrap-around 
verandah details displays a high degree 
of craftsmanship when comparing two 
other Italianate style farmhouses in the 
former Delaware Township (Appendix E). 
 
Barn 1 (the largest barn) located on the 
property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is a rare 
and representative example of the bank 
barn. Many of the elements commonly 
identified in a bank barn style can be 
found in Barn 1. These elements include: 
a two level, timber frame structure, with 
mortise and tenon joints; gable roof; 
vertical “barn board” cladding; concrete 
foundation, and a barn hill providing 
access to the second level of the barn. 
Barn 1 is rare because it retains its barn 
hill, which has a suspected root cellar and 
a walk way underneath the ball hill. 
 

Yes 
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b. Displays a high 
degree of 
craftsmanship or 
artistic merit, or 

The farmhouse on the property located at 
3303 Westdel Bourn displays a high 
degree of craftsmanship. Elements that 
display a high degree of craftsmanship 
include, the contrasting mortar in the brick 
voussoirs, the etched glass transom 
window, but particularly, elements of the 
verandah. The ell shaped wrap-around 
verandah is covered by a hipped roof and 
supported by decorative chamfered posts. 
The chamfered posts are connected to a 
concrete base with pressed design and 
are topped with capitals connected to 
fluted brackets. Each fluted bracket 
connects to a pierced panels supported 
by a decorative bracket. Spandrels 
extend around the verandah with a centre 
decorative bracket attached below. 

Yes 

c. Demonstrates a 
high degree of 
technical or 
scientific 
achievement. 

While the barn hill has a walk way, the 
barns and farmhouse do not demonstrate 
a high degree of technical or scientific 
achievement 
 

No 

2. The 
property 
has 
historical 
value or 
associative 
value 
because it, 

a. Has direct 
associations with a 
theme, event, 
belief, person, 
activity, 
organization or 
institution that is 
significant to a 
community, 

The property located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne is significantly associated with the 
Ireland family. The Ireland family is one of 
the earliest settlers to the Delaware 
Township area and the property was 
farmed by the family for 141 years.  The 
Ireland’s were active community 
members throughout the 141 years. 
George and Clementine Ireland were 
active members of the Kilworth United 
Church (2442 Oxford Street). Walter 
Ireland and his family were known for 
growing vegetables and apples, which 
they sold at the Covent Garden Market in 
London (Grainger 2006, 283). Also, 
Maggie Ireland and Marian Ireland were 
active member of the Women’s Institute  

Yes 

b. Yields, or has the 
potential to yield, 
information that 
contributes to an 
understanding of a 
community or 
culture, or 

The farmhouse and barns located on 
3303 Westdel Bourne are not believed to 
yield or have the potential to yield, 
information that contributes to the 
understanding of a community or culture.  
 

No 

c. Demonstrates or 
reflects the work or 
ideas of an 
architect, artist, 
builder, designer or 
theorist who is 
significant to a 
community. 

Although it is suspected that members of 
the Ireland Family were involved in 
building the farmhouse and barns, it has 
not been confirmed.  

No 

3. The 
property 
has 
contextual 
value 
because it, 

a. Is important in 
defining, 
maintaining or 
supporting the 
character of an 
area,  

The area of the former Delaware 
Township is evolving and developing with 
modern residential developments to the 
north and south of the subject property. 
The farmhouse and Barn 1 are important 
in defining and maintaining the historic 
agricultural character of the area that 
developed in the early to late nineteenth 
century. Retaining the farmhouse and 
Barn 1 provides a tangible link to the 
historic agricultural character of this area. 

Yes 
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The prominent design values of the 
farmhouse and Barn 1 allows it to define 
this character. The farmhouse and Barn 1 
communicates the history of a family who 
immigrated to Delaware Township, 
farmed their property, and sold their 
produce at the Covent Garden Market in 
London. The property at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne is important in defining the 
character of the Delaware Township area. 

b. Is physically, 
functionally, 
visually, or 
historically linked 
to its surroundings, 
or, 

The property located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne is not physically, functionally, 
visually, or historically linked to its 
surroundings 

No 

c. Is a landmark. While certainly recognizable, it is not 
conclusive if the farmhouse and the barns 
are a landmark in the context of their 
community 

No 

5.0 Conclusion 

Our cultural heritage resources are non-renewable. Once demolished, they are gone 
forever. These cultural heritage resources can be tangible links to our past in a 
changing environment, and maintain a sense of place in an authentic manner.  

The evaluation of the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne found that the property meets 
the criteria for designation under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act (see Statement 
of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest in Appendix F).  

To ensure the conservation of this significant built heritage resource, the property at 
3303 Westdel Bourne should be designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.  

 

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 

May 3, 2019 
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Appendix A - Location 

 
 

Figure 1: Property location of 3303 Westdel Bourne 
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Figure 2: Plan view showing buildings at 3303 Westdel Bourne  
 
 

 
Figure 3: Aerial image of property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. Courtesy of Google 
Street view (2019) 
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Appendix B – Heritage Status 
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Appendix C – Images  

 
 
Image 1. Front façade of the farmhouse located 3303 Westdel Bourne. The largest barn 
and the barn hill seen in the rear, looking west. Date unknown. 

 

Image 2. Front façade of the farmhouse located 3303 Westdel Bourne. The largest barn 
and the barn hill seen in the rear, looking west. April 2019. 
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Image 3. Front façade of the farmhouse located 3303 Westdel Bourne. The largest barn 
and the barn hill seen in the rear, looking northwest. April 2019. 

Farmhouse 

 

Image 4. Front and north façade of the 
farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 5. North façade of the farmhouse 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 
2019. 
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Image 6. Rear façade of the farmhouse 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 
2019. 

 

Image 7. Rear façade of the farmhouse 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 
2019. 

 

Image 8. South façade of the farmhouse 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 
2019. 

 

Image 9. South façade of the farmhouse 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 
2019. 

 

Image 10. Front façade of the farmhouse 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 
2019. 

 

Image 11 Window example, front façade 
of the farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne. April 2019. 
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Image 12. Window example, front façade 
of the farmhouse located at 3303 
Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 13. Window example, south façade 
of the farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne, looking west. April 2019. 

 

Image 14. Example of the paired 
brackets at the farmhouse located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 15. Field Stone foundation, north 
façade of the farmhouse located at 3303 
Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 16. Original front door opening, 
front façade of the farmhouse located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 17. Etched glass above original 
front door opening. Interior photo of the 
farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne. April 2019. 
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Image 18. Front façade of the farmhouse 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 
2019. 

 

Image 19. Front façade of the farmhouse 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne, looking 
west. April 2019. 

 

Image 20. Close up of verandah detail. 
Front façade of the farmhouse located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 21. Close up of verandah detail. 
Front façade of the farmhouse located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

Image 22. Close up of verandah detail. 
Front façade of the farmhouse located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 23. Close up of verandah details. 
Front façade of the farmhouse located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 
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Image 24. Verandah concrete base. 
Front façade of the farmhouse located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 25. Close of up of the concrete 
base of the verandah. Front façade of the 
farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne. April 2019. 

 
Barn 1 

 

Image 26. View of Barn Hill, east façade of Barn 1 located at 3303 Westdel Bourne, 
looking west.  April 2019. 
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Image 27. West façade of Barn 1 located at 3303 Westdel Bourne, looking east. April 
2019. 

 

Image 28. Window example. Barn 1 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 
2019. 

 

Image 29. Parged concrete foundation. 
Barn 1 located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. 
April 2019. 
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Image 30. Interior of Barn 1 located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 31. Interior of Barn 1 located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

Image 32. Photo of the Barn Hill. Barn 1 
located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 
2019. 

 

Image 33. North façade of Barn 1 located 
at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

 

Barn 2 

 
 
Image 34. East façade of Barn 2 located 
at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 
 
Image 35. Interior of Barn 2 located at 
3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 
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Barn 3 

 
 
Image 36. West façade of Barn 3 located 
at 3303 Westdel Bourne. April 2019. 

 

 
 
Image 37. Close up of concrete pillars.  
Barn 3 located at 3303 Westdel Bourne. 
April 2019. 
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Appendix D – Background Research  

 

Figure 4 - 1862 Tremaines’ Map of the County of Middlesex, Canada West. Location of 
3303 Westdel Bourne in red box. 

 

 

Figure 5 - 1878 Illustrated Historical Atlas of the County of Middlesex. Location of 3303 
Westdel Bourne in red box. 
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Figure 6 – Picture of Floy Ireland, dated 1919. The south façade, particularly the 
verandah, of the farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel Bourn is seen in the background. 
Courtesy of the Middlesex Centre Archives. 

 

Figure 7– Picture of Ireland family standing in front of 3303 Westdel Bourne in 1919. 
Back row left to right – Walter Ireland; Frank Ireland, Stan Cornish, Margaret, Will 
Ireland. Front row left to right Thelma, Floy and Bessie Courtesy of Middlesex Centre 
Archives. 
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Figure 8– Image of land registry records for Plan 423, Lot 5 Concession 4. Records 
related to 3303 Westdel Bourne highlighted in yellow. Courtesy of Ontario Land Registry 
Access 

 

Figure 9– Image of 1876 Tax Assessment Rolls for Township of Delaware. Tax 
assessment related to 3303 Westdel Bourne highlighted in yellow. Courtesy of Western 
Archives. 
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Figure 10– Image of 1878 Tax Assessment Rolls for Township of Delaware. Tax 
assessment related to 3303 Westdel Bourne highlighted in yellow. Courtesy of Western 
Archives. 
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Appendix E – Comparative Properties 

  
 

Image 38 – 2420 Westdel Bourne, c. 
1875. South façade. Property not able 
to be seen from the street. Heritage 
listed property. Photo coutesy of 
Google Streetview. 

 
 
Image 39 – 2420 Westdel Bourne, c. 1875. 
East façade. Property not able to be seen 
from the street. Heritage listed property. 
Photo coutesy of Google Streetview. 

 
 

Image 40 – 4775 Westdel Bourne, c. 
1875. Front façade. Property difficult 
to see from the street. Heritage listed 
property. Photo coutesy of Google 
Streetview. 
 

 
Image 41 – 4775 Westdel Bourne, c. 1875. 
Front façade. Property difficult to see from 
the street. Heritage listed property. Photo 
coutesy of Google Streetview. 
 

 
Image 42 – 5617 Highbury Avenue 
South, c.1900. North façade. Property 
not visible from the street. Heritage 
listed property. Photo coutesy of 
Google Streetview. 

 

 
 Image 43 – 5617 Highbury Avenue South, 
c.1900. East façade. Property not visible 
from the street. Heritage listed property. 
Photo coutesy of Google Streetview. 
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Appendix F – Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest  

Legal Description  
LT 22 RCP 423; DELAWARE TWP 
 
Roll Number  
3303 Westdel Bourne: 090110081000000 
 
Description of Property 
3303 Westdel Bourne is located on the west side of Westdel Bourne, North of 
Deadman’s Road in London, Ontario. The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne includes a 
farmhouse, three barns, and a shed.  

The farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel Bourne was built in 1877 in the Italianate style. 
The farmhouse is a two storey, buff brick, asymmetrical farmhouse, with a complex 
massing. The farmhouse has one projecting and one recessed bay and a one storey 
buff brick wing in the rear. The building is capped by a hipped roof that form a flat roof at 
its peak.  Two single-stacked buff brick chimneys flank the north and west slopes of the 
roof. The two storey portion of the house has return eaves as well as tongue and groove 
soffits. Decorative paired brackets, that are a defining element of the Italianate style, are 
found around the entire house. 

The building has an asymmetrical façade that is comprised of one recessed bay and 
one projecting bay. The projecting bay is highlighted by the decorative bargeboard on 
the front gable and an oculus window in the gable’s centre. On the main floor, an entry 
door is located in the recessed bay. The door itself has been replace, but the original 
opening has been retained. Two fixed windows in the central bay are now in the place 
of the original door, and the segmented arch transom with decorative etched glass. The 
etched glass shows a floral motif surrounding a bird. 

Brick voussoirs with contrasting mortar appear above every original window and door 
opening. Many windows tall, narrow and in pairs with segmented arch openings. 
Although all the windows appear to have been replaced, the replacement windows are 
wood and maintain their openings. The original cast stone sills can be found below each 
window. The buff brick is laid in a common bond pattern and the foundation is field 
stone with coursing detail.  

The ell shaped wrap-around verandah is covered by a hipped roof and supported by 
decorative chamfered posts. The chamfered posts are connected to a concrete base 
with pressed design and are topped with capitals connected to fluted brackets. Each 
fluted bracket connects to a pierced panels supported by a decorative bracket. 
Spandrels extend around the verandah with a centre decorative bracket attached below. 

Barn 1  
Barn 1 is the largest of the barns located on the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne. Barn 
1 is in the Bank Barn style as the lower level housed animals and the upper level served 
as storage (Appendix C, see Barn 1). The foundation of the barn has been parged in 
concrete and has a number of openings for multi-pane windows. The barn is a timber 
frame with a gable roof covered in corrugated metal and vertical barn board siding. The 
beams in the barn are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut. The beams in the barn 
are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut with a typical diagonal post and beam brace 
connection. The beams are connected to the post with mortise-and-tenon joints. The 
beams on the first level are notched into the top of the foundation wall. A reinforced 
concrete silo is connected to the north façade of the barn. 

A barn hill is connected to the east façade of Barn 1. The barn hill appears to have a 
root cellar that has been parged and altered, an open space in the middle – known as a 
“walk way”, and field stones making up the rest of the barn hill.  

Barn 2 & 3 
Barn 2 and Barn 3 is just south west of the Barn 1. Similar to Barn 1 the barns are also 
a timber frame with a gable roof and vertical barn board siding. The beams in the barn 
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are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut with a typical diagonal post and beam brace 
connection. The beams are connected to the post with mortise-and-tenon joints. The 
only difference is that Barn 3 sits on top of concrete piers. 

Shed 
The shed is a vernacular in form with timber framing and a corrugated metal roof. What 
is suspected to be a dog house is connected to the south façade. 

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 
The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne includes a farmhouse which is a representative 
example of a farmhouse in Italianate style within the former Delaware Township. The 
farmhouse displays many of the elements commonly found on building in the Italianate 
style, including the most defining element of the style, paired brackets. The farmhouse 
also has narrow segmented arched windows, paired windows, hipped roof, wide 
overhanging eaves, and a projecting bay with gable and oculus window. The decorative 
details of the wrap-around verandah details displays a high degree of craftsmanship 
when comparing two other Italianate style farmhouses in the former Delaware 
Township. 

Barn 1 (the largest barn) located on the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is a rare and 
representative example of the bank barn as it has a timber frame structure with mortise 
and tenon joints, a gable roof, concrete foundation, and has vertical “barn board” 
cladding. Barn 1 is rare because it retains its barn hill, which has both a root cellar and a 
walk way underneath the ball hill. 

The farmhouse on the property located at 3303 Westdel Bourn displays a high degree 
of craftsmanship. Elements that display a high degree of craftsmanship include, the 
contrasting mortar in the brick voussoirs, the etched glass transom window, but 
particularly, elements of the verandah. The ell shaped wrap-around verandah is covered 
by a hipped roof and supported by decorative chamfered posts. The chamfered posts 
are connected to a concrete base with pressed design and are topped with capitals 
connected to fluted brackets. Each fluted bracket connects to a pierced panels 
supported by a decorative bracket. Spandrels extend around the verandah with a centre 
decorative bracket attached below. 

The property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne is significantly associated with the Ireland 
family. The Ireland family is one of the earliest settlers to the Delaware Township area 
and the property was farmed by the family for 141 years.  The Ireland’s were active 
community members throughout the 141 years. George and Clementine Ireland were 
active members of the Kilworth United Church (2442 Oxford Street). Walter Ireland and 
his family were known for growing vegetables and apples, which they sold at the Covent 
Garden Market in London (Grainger 2006, 283). Also, Maggie Ireland and Marian 
Ireland were active member of the Women’s Institute  

The area of the former Delaware Township is evolving and developing with modern 
residential developments to the north and south of the subject property. The farmhouse 
and Barn 1 are important in defining and maintaining the historic agricultural character 
of the area that developed in the early to late nineteenth century. Retaining the 
farmhouse and Barn 1 provides a tangible link to the historic agricultural character of 
this area. The prominent design values of the farmhouse and Barn 1 allows it to define 
this character. The farmhouse and Barn 1 communicates the history of a family who 
immigrated to Delaware Township, farmed their property, and sold their produce at the 
Covent Garden Market in London. The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is important in 
defining the character of the Delaware Township area. 
 

Heritage Attributes 
The heritage attributes which support or contribute to the cultural heritage value or 
interest of the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne include: 
 
Farmhouse 

• Form, scale, and massing of the two storey buff brick farmhouse  
• Setback of the farmhouse from Westdel Bourne; 
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• Orientation of the farmhouse with its broadest façade towards Westdel Bourne; 
• Buff brick in a common bond pattern; 
• Two stacked buff brick chimneys; 
• Asymmetrical, staggered three-bay façade; 
• Hipped roof with front gable ; 
• Decorative bargeboard on the front gable and an oculus window in the gable’s 

centre of the projecting bay ; 
• Paired wood brackets at the eaves; 
• Wood soffits 
• Segmented arch window openings with brick voussoirs with contrasting red 

mortar; 
• Original main door opening with a segmented arch transom with decorative 

etched glass with floral and bird motif; 
• Cast stone sills; 
• Field stone foundation with coursing detail; 
• The ell shaped wrap around verandah is covered by a hipped roof and supported 

by decorated chamfered posts; 
o The posts are topped with capitals that connect to fluted brackets; 
o Connected to each bracket is a pierced panel with an out bracket below; 
o A spandrel, with a decorative bracket attached below in the centre, 

connects the pierced panels together;  
o The base of the verandah is concrete with a pressed design 

 
Barn 1 

• Form, scale, and massing of the two level, timber frame barn;  
• Relationship to the farmhouse;  
• Parged concrete foundation with a number of openings for multi-pane windows; 
• Gable roof covered in corrugated metal;  
• Vertical barn board siding; 
• Mix of hand hewed and machine cut beams connected to the post with mortise-

and-tenon joints; 
• A reinforced concrete silo is connected to the north façade of the barn; 
• A barn hill is connected to the east façade; 

o The form, scale, and massing; 
o Suspected root cellar that has been parged on the exterior; and 
o An open space in the middle of the barn hill – known as a “walk way”.  
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Appendix F – Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest  

Legal Description  
LT 22 RCP 423; DELAWARE TWP 
 
Roll Number  
3303 Westdel Bourne: 090110081000000 
 
Description of Property 
3303 Westdel Bourne is located on the west side of Westdel Bourne, North of 
Deadman’s Road in London, Ontario. The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne includes a 
farmhouse, three barns, and a shed.  

The farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel Bourne was built in 1877 in the Italianate style. 
The farmhouse is a two storey, buff brick, asymmetrical farmhouse, with a complex 
massing. The farmhouse has one projecting and one recessed bay and a one storey 
buff brick wing in the rear. The building is capped by a hipped roof that form a flat roof at 
its peak.  Two single-stacked buff brick chimneys flank the north and west slopes of the 
roof. The two storey portion of the house has return eaves as well as tongue and groove 
soffits. Decorative paired brackets, that are a defining element of the Italianate style, are 
found around the entire house. 

The building has an asymmetrical façade that is comprised of one recessed bay and 
one projecting bay. The projecting bay is highlighted by the decorative bargeboard on 
the front gable and an oculus window in the gable’s centre. On the main floor, an entry 
door is located in the recessed bay. The door itself has been replace, but the original 
opening has been retained. Two fixed windows in the central bay are now in the place 
of the original door, and the segmented arch transom with decorative etched glass. The 
etched glass shows a floral motif surrounding a bird. 

Brick voussoirs with contrasting mortar appear above every original window and door 
opening. Many windows tall, narrow and in pairs with segmented arch openings. 
Although all the windows appear to have been replaced, the replacement windows are 
wood and maintain their openings. The original cast stone sills can be found below each 
window. The buff brick is laid in a common bond pattern and the foundation is field 
stone with coursing detail.  

The ell shaped wrap-around verandah is covered by a hipped roof and supported by 
decorative chamfered posts. The chamfered posts are connected to a concrete base 
with pressed design and are topped with capitals connected to fluted brackets. Each 
fluted bracket connects to a pierced panels supported by a decorative bracket. 
Spandrels extend around the verandah with a centre decorative bracket attached below. 

Barn 1  
Barn 1 is the largest of the barns located on the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne. Barn 
1 is in the Bank Barn style as the lower level housed animals and the upper level served 
as storage (Appendix C, see Barn 1). The foundation of the barn has been parged in 
concrete and has a number of openings for multi-pane windows. The barn is a timber 
frame with a gable roof covered in corrugated metal and vertical barn board siding. The 
beams in the barn are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut. The beams in the barn 
are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut with a typical diagonal post and beam brace 
connection. The beams are connected to the post with mortise-and-tenon joints. The 
beams on the first level are notched into the top of the foundation wall. A reinforced 
concrete silo is connected to the north façade of the barn. 

A barn hill is connected to the east façade of Barn 1. The barn hill appears to have a 
root cellar that has been parged and altered, an open space in the middle – known as a 
“walk way”, and field stones making up the rest of the barn hill.  

Barn 2 & 3 
Barn 2 and Barn 3 is just south west of the Barn 1. Similar to Barn 1 the barns are also 
a timber frame with a gable roof and vertical barn board siding. The beams in the barn 
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are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut with a typical diagonal post and beam brace 
connection. The beams are connected to the post with mortise-and-tenon joints. The 
only difference is that Barn 3 sits on top of concrete piers. 

Shed 
The shed is a vernacular in form with timber framing and a corrugated metal roof. What 
is suspected to be a dog house is connected to the south façade. 

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 
The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne includes a farmhouse which is a representative 
example of a farmhouse in Italianate style within the former Delaware Township. The 
farmhouse displays many of the elements commonly found on building in the Italianate 
style, including the most defining element of the style, paired brackets. The farmhouse 
also has narrow segmented arched windows, paired windows, hipped roof, wide 
overhanging eaves, and a projecting bay with gable and oculus window. The decorative 
details of the wrap-around verandah details displays a high degree of craftsmanship 
when comparing two other Italianate style farmhouses in the former Delaware 
Township. 

Barn 1 (the largest barn) located on the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is a rare and 
representative example of the bank barn as it has a timber frame structure with mortise 
and tenon joints, a gable roof, concrete foundation, and has vertical “barn board” 
cladding. Barn 1 is rare because it retains its barn hill, which has both a root cellar and a 
walk way underneath the ball hill. 

The farmhouse on the property located at 3303 Westdel Bourn displays a high degree 
of craftsmanship. Elements that display a high degree of craftsmanship include, the 
contrasting mortar in the brick voussoirs, the etched glass transom window, but 
particularly, elements of the verandah. The ell shaped wrap-around verandah is covered 
by a hipped roof and supported by decorative chamfered posts. The chamfered posts 
are connected to a concrete base with pressed design and are topped with capitals 
connected to fluted brackets. Each fluted bracket connects to a pierced panels 
supported by a decorative bracket. Spandrels extend around the verandah with a centre 
decorative bracket attached below. 

The property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne is significantly associated with the Ireland 
family. The Ireland family is one of the earliest settlers to the Delaware Township area 
and the property was farmed by the family for 141 years.  The Ireland’s were active 
community members throughout the 141 years. George and Clementine Ireland were 
active members of the Kilworth United Church (2442 Oxford Street). Walter Ireland and 
his family were known for growing vegetables and apples, which they sold at the Covent 
Garden Market in London (Grainger 2006, 283). Also, Maggie Ireland and Marian 
Ireland were active member of the Women’s Institute  

The area of the former Delaware Township is evolving and developing with modern 
residential developments to the north and south of the subject property. The farmhouse 
and Barn 1 are important in defining and maintaining the historic agricultural character 
of the area that developed in the early to late nineteenth century. Retaining the 
farmhouse and Barn 1 provides a tangible link to the historic agricultural character of 
this area. The prominent design values of the farmhouse and Barn 1 allows it to define 
this character. The farmhouse and Barn 1 communicates the history of a family who 
immigrated to Delaware Township, farmed their property, and sold their produce at the 
Covent Garden Market in London. The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is important in 
defining the character of the Delaware Township area. 
 

Heritage Attributes 
The heritage attributes which support or contribute to the cultural heritage value or 
interest of the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne include: 
 
Farmhouse 

• Form, scale, and massing of the two storey buff brick farmhouse  
• Setback of the farmhouse from Westdel Bourne; 
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• Orientation of the farmhouse with its broadest façade towards Westdel Bourne; 
• Buff brick in a common bond pattern; 
• Two stacked buff brick chimneys; 
• Asymmetrical, staggered three-bay façade; 
• Hipped roof with front gable ; 
• Decorative bargeboard on the front gable and an oculus window in the gable’s 

centre of the projecting bay ; 
• Paired wood brackets at the eaves; 
• Wood soffits 
• Segmented arch window openings with brick voussoirs with contrasting red 

mortar; 
• Original main door opening with a segmented arch transom with decorative 

etched glass with floral and bird motif; 
• Cast stone sills; 
• Field stone foundation with coursing detail; 
• The ell shaped wrap around verandah is covered by a hipped roof and supported 

by decorated chamfered posts; 
o The posts are topped with capitals that connect to fluted brackets; 
o Connected to each bracket is a pierced panel with an out bracket below; 
o A spandrel, with a decorative bracket attached below in the centre, 

connects the pierced panels together;  
o The base of the verandah is concrete with a pressed design 

 
Barn 1 

• Form, scale, and massing of the two level, timber frame barn;  
• Relationship to the farmhouse;  
• Parged concrete foundation with a number of openings for multi-pane windows; 
• Gable roof covered in corrugated metal;  
• Vertical barn board siding; 
• Mix of hand hewed and machine cut beams connected to the post with mortise-

and-tenon joints; 
• A reinforced concrete silo is connected to the north façade of the barn; 
• A barn hill is connected to the east façade; 

o The form, scale, and massing; 
o Suspected root cellar that has been parged on the exterior; and 
o An open space in the middle of the barn hill – known as a “walk way”.  
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Site Review Report Site Review-01 

 
 
Date of Site Review:  2019/05/07 

Weather Conditions:  Mild and Raining (7oC) 

Reason for Site Review: As requested by the client, Carvest Properties Limited, Centric 
Engineering Corporation conducted a site review of the existing 
barn (main Bank Style Barn) and ramp/storage room structure in 
order to comment on the structural soundness of the existing 
structures for future use. 

Note: For the purposes of this report, our site review was limited to a visual inspection only. 

Observations and Comments: 

Existing Ramp Structure 

1. During our review it was noted that the existing approach ramp (constructed of soil which 
is retained by loose laid field stone) is not structurally sound/stable.  A considerable 
amount of soil embedded between the existing field stone had washed away at the 
location of the ramp buttress wall, see Figure 1.0. 

 
2. It was noted in several locations, that the existing suspended concrete ramp structure, above 

the passageway and the storage room, has delaminated/deteriorated to a point in which 
vegetation is able to grow within the structure, see Figures 2.0 and 3.0. 

 
3. Also noted during our site review, was the significant deterioration of the suspended concrete 

slab overall.  The concrete within the slab is severely pitted/spalled/delaminated, see Figure 4.0.  
The existing embedded reinforcing elements within the concrete slab (structural steel) exhibit 
signs of severe corrosion as well, see Figure 5.0. 

Existing Barn (Bank Barn) Structure 

1. During our review it was noted that the existing barn timber structural components are in 
relatively moderate condition, see Figure 6.0.  Some structural members have been 
compromised due to on site alternations made over time and lack of maintenance, such as 
the perimeter sill-plate, see Figure 7.0. 
 

2. Localized damage pitting/deterioration and undermining of the existing foundation wall, 
was also noted on site, see Figure 8.0.  Some localized cracking within the existing 
foundation wall was also noted, see Figure 9.0.  

 

 

 

Client:  Carvest Properties Limited Project ID:              CEC-19-0776 

Project Address:  3303 Westdel Bourne, London, Ontario Number of Pages:          Nine (9) 

Reviewed By:  Darryl Twynstra, P. Eng. Date Issued:             2019/05/07 

Regarding:  Structural Site Assessment – Existing Barn (Bank Barn) and Ramp/Storage Room Structure 
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Recommendations: 

Existing Ramp Structure 

1. Based on our review of the existing ramp structure and cold storage area below the existing 
ramp structure, we have determined the existing ramp structure to be structurally unsound 
for use.  The degree of deterioration and absence of overall maintenance over its lifespan 
have rendered it, in our opinion, unusable and unrepairable.  As such, access/use of this area 
of the existing structure should be restricted until such time that it can be safely removed. 

Existing Barn (Bank Barn) Structure 

1. Based on our review of the existing barn (Bank Barn) structure, it appears to be in moderate 
condition.  If it is proposed that the existing structure will remain, a full structural analysis of 
the existing building should be conducted to ensure it can support the required loading 
parameters.  If the intended use of the structure (i.e. a change of use) is proposed, a 
significant degree of structural remediation would be necessary to ensure the existing 
building structure can withstand current building code parameters.  It is to be noted that 
structural analysis of the existing structure would more than likely determine that the 
existing structure is not capable of supporting the required loading parameters.  

Attachments/ Pictures: 

Refer to Appendix A 

End of Site Review Report 

 

Centric Engineering Corporation 
      

 
 

Darryl Twynstra, P.Eng.       
President 
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Appendix A – Site Photographs 

 

Figure 1.0 – Photo of Existing Approach Ramp to Barn (Bank Barn) 

 

 

Figure 2.0 – Photo of Existing Ramp Structure with Severe Delamination 
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Figure 3.0 – Photo of Existing Ramp Structure with Severe Delamination/Spalling 
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Figure 4.0 – Photo of Existing Ramp Structure with Severe Pitting/Spalling/Delamination 
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Figure 5.0 – Photo of Existing Ramp Structure with Severe Delamination/Corrosion 

 

 

Figure 6.0 – Photo of Existing Barn (Bank Barn) Interior Post and Beam Structure 
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Figure 7.0 – Photo of Damaged Perimeter Sill-plate 
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Figure 8.0 – Photo of Pitting/Deterioration and Undermining of Existing Foundation Wall 
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Figure 9.0 – Photo of Cracked Existing Foundation Wall 
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Site Review Report Site Review-02 

 
 
Date of Site Review:  2019/05/07 

Weather Conditions:  Mild and Raining (7oC) 

Reason for Site Review: As requested by the client, Carvest Properties Limited, Centric 
Engineering Corporation conducted a site review of the existing 
farmhouse in order to comment on the structural soundness of the 
existing structure for future use. 

Note: For the purposes of this report, our site review was limited to a visual inspection only. 

Observations and Comments: 

1. During our review it was noted that the existing porch foundation and slab structure is in poor 
condition.  The concrete within the slab is significantly pitted/spalled/delaminated.  The existing 
embedded reinforcing elements within the concrete slab (structural steel) exhibit signs of severe 
corrosion as well, see Figure 1.0. 
 

2. As also seen in Figure 1.0, localized cracking within the existing foundation wall was noted. 
 

3. Also noted during our site review were areas of the existing foundation wall structure where the 
existing mortar joints between the rubble fieldstones within the foundation wall were absent, see 
Figure 2.0.  There was no evidence noted on site of any foundation wall drainage/damp-
proofing/waterproofing.  
 

4. The above grade structure of the farmhouse appeared to be in moderate condition overall, 
localized remedial works would be required to ensure the structural soundness of the existing 
structure (i.e. roof and floor member reinforcement at damaged/deteriorate locations, 
repointing of mortar joints).    

Recommendations: 

1. Based on our review of the existing porch structure, the existing concrete porch slab should 
be removed and replaced with new structure.  The existing concrete slab is deteriorated 
beyond the point of successful localized remedial repairs.  Upon excavation of the existing 
porch foundation wall the extent of the required remedial repairs could be confirmed. 
 

2. The existing foundation wall of the farmhouse appears to be in moderate condition, it should 
however be completely excavated, on the exterior side, for further inspection by a 
professional engineer and architect licensed in the province of Ontario.  If it is determined 
that the existing foundation wall is structurally sound, the existing damaged/deteriorated 
mortar joints should be routed and sealed/repointed, and foundation wall drainage/damp-
proofing/waterproofing should be implemented.    

 

Client:  Carvest Properties Limited Project ID:              CEC-19-0776 

Project Address:  3303 Westdel Bourne, London, Ontario Number of Pages:        Three (3) 

Reviewed By:  Darryl Twynstra, P. Eng. Date Issued:             2019/05/07 

Regarding:  Structural Site Assessment – Farmhouse 
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3. The above grade structure of the farmhouse should be further investigated (by means of an 
intrusive investigation) to confirm the overall required structural (and non-structural) remedial 
works required in order to ensure the overall integrity of the structure. 

Attachments/ Pictures: 

Refer to Appendix A 

End of Site Review Report 

 

Centric Engineering Corporation 
      

 
 

Darryl Twynstra, P.Eng.       
President 
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Appendix A – Site Photographs 

 

Figure 1.0 – Photo of Existing Porch Slab and Foundation Structure 

 

 

Figure 2.0 – Photo of Existing Foundation Wall Structure with Deteriorated Mortar Joints 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 
 

3.7 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – Demolition Request for 
Heritage Listed Property – 3303 Westdel Bourne 
 

• (Councillor A. Hopkins realizing that the demolition request is just for the house 

but it does start the process of the Notice of Intent to Designate, does that mean 

all the barns, the house and she did hear Ms. K. Gowan, Heritage Planner, say 

the property, she just wants to confirm that it is everything.); Ms. K. Gowan, 

Heritage Planner, indicating that just because the demolition request is for the 

farmhouse, the designation does apply to the entire property which is why the 

evaluation took into account all of the barns. 

• Chris Hendriksen, on behalf of the owner – expressing strong opposition to the 

designation of this property; advising that their primary objective is the removal 

the barn structures as they present a major safety issue by their structural 

assessment issued this morning and circulated to members of the Planning and 

Environment Committee that indicated that the review was done on the site; 

pointing out that while they understand that conditions cannot be applied to 

delisting the property, should demolition be permitted, the owner is committed to 

working with City staff to mitigate the impacts associated with the removal of the 

buildings; advising that the owner has committed to photo documentation of 

structures prior to demolition and filing the report with the City of London as 

appropriate; salvage of barn materials by a reputable salvage company with the 

material to be made available to the community for reuse and to make the house 

available for a period of one hundred twenty days for someone to come forward 

with a suitable plan for relocation, should a suitable plan not come forward within 

the one hundred twenty day period, suitable materials and features will be 

salvaged by a reputable salvage company with the material to be made available 

to the community for reuse. 

• Janet Hunten, 253 Huron Street – speaking for the excellence of that farmhouse; 

noting that it is a good looking house; structures for Downtown get bonusing for 

good design, that house displays good design and excellent detail which has 

been maintained in excellent condition; speaking, for instance, of the brackets 

under the eaves which go all the way around the house, which is unusual, they 

were often omitted at the back of the house and the details of the verandah 

decoration and they still have the original window openings; reiterating that it is a 

good looking house. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: G. Kotsifas P. Eng., 
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and  

Chief Building Official 
Subject: 1423197 Ontario Inc. (Royal Premier Homes) 
 3557 Colonel Talbot Road  
Public Participation Meeting on: May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following 
actions be taken with respect to the application of 1423197 Ontario Inc. (Royal Premier 
Homes) relating to the property located at 3557 Colonel Talbot Road:  

(a) The comments received from the public during the public engagement process 
attached hereto as Appendix “A”, BE RECEIVED 
 

(b) Planning staff BE DIRECTED to make the necessary arrangements to hold a 
future public participation meeting regarding the above-noted application in 
accordance with the Planning Act, R.S.O 1990, c.P. 13.  

 
IT BEING NOTED that staff will continue to process the application and will consider the 
public, agency, and other feedback received during the review of the subject application 
as part of the staff evaluation to be presented at a future public participation meeting. 

 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The requested amendment is to allow three townhouse buildings, each 2.5-storeys (9 
metres) in height for a total of 28 units (41uph).   

Purpose and the Effect  

The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to:  

i) Present the requested amendment in conjunction with the statutory public meeting;   

ii) Preserve appeal rights of the public and ensure Municipal Council has had the 
opportunity to the review the Zoning By-law Amendment request prior to the 
expiration of the 150 day timeframe legislated for a Zoning By-law amendment;  

iii) Introduce the proposed development and identify matters raised to-date through the 
technical review and public consultation;  

iv) Bring forward a recommendation report for consideration by the Planning and 
Environment Committee at a future public participation meeting once the review is 
complete.  
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Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
The subject site is located north of Lambeth on the west side of Colonel Talbot Road 
between Pack Road and Kilbourne Road.  The site abuts a new subdivision to the north 
and west and a large estate lot to the south.  The lands to the east are currently used 
for agricultural purposes but will be developed through plans of subdivision in the future. 
Located on the south portion of the site is a small pond and the Dingman Creek which is 
subject to UTRCA regulations and is also part of an ongoing review of the extent of the 
floodplain and how it relates to updated flood projections for the Dingman Creek. 

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 1989 Official Plan Designation  – Multi-Family, Medium Density 
Residential/Open Space 

 The London Plan Place Type – Neighbourhood Place Type 

 Existing Zoning – Urban Reserve (UR4) Zone  

1.3  Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – Vacant 

 Frontage – 107 metres (351 feet) 

 Depth – 76m average (250 feet)) 

 Area – 0.808ha (2.0 ac) 

 Shape – Irregular  

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – Low Density Residential 

 East – Currently Agricultural, future plan of subdivision 

 South – Low Density Residential 

 West – Low Density Residential 

1.5 Intensification (28 residential units) 

 The proposed residential units do not represent intensification within the Built-
area Boundary 

 The proposed residential units are located outside of the Primary Transit 
Area. 
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1.6  Location Map 
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The proposed development includes a total of three townhouse buildings each 2.5-
storeys in height for a total of 28 units.  The largest townhouse building, located on the 
north part of the property, will have 12 units, the next townhouse building to the south 
will have 10 units and the smallest townhouse building will include 6 units.  The 
development is proposed to be located 8 metres away from the former floodplain limit 
on the south portion of the site.  The extent of this limit is currently under review by the 
UTRCA. 
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2.2  Submitted Studies  
 
The application was accepted as completed on January 7, 2019.  The following 
information was submitted with the application: 

 Planning Justification Report 

 Conceptual Site Plan 

 Urban Design Brief 

 Servicing Study 

 Environmental Impact Study 

 Tree Protection Plan 

 Zoning Referral Record  
 
2.3  Requested Amendment  
 
The requested amendment is for a Zoning By-law amendment from an Urban Reserve 
(UR4) Zone and Open Space (OS4) Zone to a Residential R5 Special Provision (R5-
5(_)) Zone and Open Space (OS4) Zone to permit cluster/stacked townhouse dwellings.   

3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
 
There were 5 public responses received during the community consultation period.  

Concerns for: 

 Loss of privacy for the properties to the north.  Specifically due to the proposed 
height of the decks which will look into the rear yards. 

 Loss of trees on the site. 

 The proposed built form/density are not in keeping with the area. 

 Increase in traffic. 

 Decrease in property value. 

3.2  Policy Context  
 
The subject site is currently located in a Multi Family, Medium Density Residential 
(“MFMDR”) designation in the 1989 Official Plan and is also subject to the Medium 
Density Residential policies of the Southwest Area Plan.  The London Plan identifies the 
subject site and surrounding area as a Neighbourhood Place Type which provides a 
broad range of uses and heights. 
 
Provincial Policy Statement 2014 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014 provides policy direction on matters of 
provincial interest related to land use and development.  Section 1.1 Managing and 
Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient Development and Land Use 
Patterns of the PPS encourages healthy, livable and safe communities which are 
sustained by accommodating an appropriate range and mix of residential, employment 
and institutional uses to meet long-term needs.  It also promotes cost-effective 
development patterns and standards to minimize land consumption and servicing costs.  
The PPS encourages settlement areas (1.1.3 Settlement Areas) to be the main focus of 
growth and development.  Within the Settlement Areas appropriate land use patterns 
are established by providing appropriate densities and mix of land uses that efficiently 
use land and resources along with the surrounding infrastructure, public service facilities 
and are also transit-supportive (1.1.3.2).  
 
The policies of the PPS require municipalities to identify appropriate locations and 
promote opportunities for intensification and redevelopment where this can be 
accommodated taking into account existing building stock (1.1.3.3) while promoting 
appropriate development standards which facilitate intensification, redevelopment and 
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compact form (1.1.3.4). 
  
The PPS also promotes an appropriate range and mix of housing types and densities to 
meet projected requirements of current and future residents (1.4 Housing).  It directs 
planning authorities to permit and facilitate all forms of housing required to meet the 
social, health and wellbeing requirements of current and future residents, and direct 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.  It encourages densities for new housing which efficiently use land, 
resources, and the surrounding infrastructure and public service facilities, and support 
the use of active transportation and transit in areas where it exists or is to be developed. 

The PPS ensures that development is directed to areas outside of natural hazard lands 
which includes lands which are impacted by flooding hazards. Development and site 
alteration may be permitted in the flood fringe, subject to appropriate floodproofing to 
the flooding hazard elevation or another flooding hazard standard approved by the 
Minister of Natural Resources (3.1 Natural Hazards, 3.11, 3.1.6).  Site alteration may be 
also be permitted in portions of hazardous lands and hazardous sites where the effects 
and risk to public safety are minor or could be mitigated in accordance with provincial 
standards (3.1.7). 

In accordance with section 3 of the Planning Act, all planning decisions “shall be 
consistent with” the PPS. 
 
The London Plan 
 
The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority of which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk throughout 
this report. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report for 
informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative for 
the purposes of this planning application. 

The subject site is located in the Neighbourhoods Place Type along a Civic Boulevard 
which would permit a range of residential uses including single detached, semi-
detached, duplex, converted dwellings, townhouses, stacked townhouses, fourplexes 
and low-rise apartments (Permitted Uses *921_). 

Neighbourhoods Place Types along a Civic boulevard also require a minimum height of 
2-storeys and permit a maximum height of 4-storeys, while 6-storeys can be achieved 
through Type 2 bonusing.  Zoning is applied to ensure the intensity of development is 
appropriate to the neighbourhood context, utilizing regulations for such things as height, 
density, gross floor area, coverage, frontage, minimum parking, setback, and 
landscaped open space (Intensity *935_). 

All planning and development applications will conform with the City Design policies of 
The London Plan.  New developments should be designed to avoid the need for noise 
walls that are required to protect amenity areas as defined by provincial guidelines 
(Form *936_). 

Residential intensification is fundamentally important to achieve the vision and key 
directions of The London Plan. Intensification within existing neighbourhoods will be 
encouraged to help realize the vision for aging in place, diversity of built form, 
affordability, vibrancy, and the effective use of land in neighbourhoods. Such 
intensification must be undertaken well in order to add value to neighbourhoods rather 
than undermine their character, quality, and sustainability (Residential Intensification In 
Neighbourhoods *937_). 

In addition to The City Design policies of this Plan residential intensification projects are 
subject to additional urban design considerations (*953_).  New proposals must clearly 
demonstrate that the proposed intensification project is sensitive to, compatible with, 
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and a good fit within the existing surrounding neighbourhood.  The Plan evaluates 
compatibility and fit from a form perspective on specific list of criteria to help ensure it is 
in keeping with the character of the surrounding neighbourhood.  The intensity of the 
proposed development will be appropriate for the size of the lot such that it can 
accommodate such things as driveways, adequate parking in appropriate locations, 
landscaped open space, outdoor residential amenity area, adequate buffering and 
setbacks, and garbage storage areas (Additional Urban Design Considerations for 
Residential Intensification (*953_). 

The southerly portion of the site is within the Greenspace Place Type due to the 
Dingman Creek running through the site creating a potential flooding hazard.  The 
Greenspace Place Type intends to reduce the potential for loss of life and damage to 
property due to flooding by restricting the development of flood plain and hazard lands 
to an appropriate range of uses (*761(6)).  City Council may acquire lands within the 
Green Space Place Type or add to the Green Space Place Type for the purposes of 
adding to the network of publicly-accessible open space, providing protection to lands 
identified as being susceptible to flooding or erosion; and providing protection to natural 
heritage areas within the Green Space Place Type (*768_). 

1989 Official Plan 

The 1989 Official Plan designates the site as Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential 
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 (3.3.1. Permitted Uses).  

Development within areas designated Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential shall 
have a low-rise form and a site coverage and density that could serve as a transition 
between low density residential areas and more intensive forms of commercial, 
industrial, or high density residential development.  Height will be limited to four storeys 
however, in some instances may be permitted to exceed this limit, if determined through 
a compatibility report.  Generally developments will not exceed 75 uph. 

As noted the subject site is affected by the Dingman Creek and is subject to flooding on 
the south portion of the site which is regulated by the UTRCA.  The Official Plan 
provides the opportunity to use a one or two zone concept when dealing with Hazard 
lands which is in keeping with provincial policies.  The City of London and the Upper 
Thames River Conservation Authority have adopted a one zone concept for the City 
(15.6.2. One-Zone Concept) which means no flood fringe exists.  The zoning of flood 
plain lands will reflect the restricted use of these lands, and will prohibit any new 
development, with the exception of existing uses and minor additions and/or 
renovations to existing structures.  Development within the Flood Plain will be restricted 
to: flood and/or erosion control structures; facilities which by their nature must locate 
near watercourses; ancillary facilities of an adjacent land use which are of a passive, 
non-structural nature and do not adversely affect the ability of the flood plains to pass 
floodwaters; and essential public utilities and services.  The development of flood plain 
lands shall also be subject to additional conditions outlined in the Official Plan. 

Southwest Area Secondary Plan 

The development proposal is also located in the Southwest Area Secondary Plan and 
subject to the Lambeth Neighbourhood (20.5.7) policies of the Plan.  The site is 
designated Medium Density Residential (20.5.7.2) within the Lambeth Neighbourhood 
which is intended to provide for medium intensity residential uses that are consistent 
with existing and planned development.  The primary permitted uses in the Multi-family, 
Medium Density Residential designation of the 1989 Official Plan shall apply.   New 
convenience commercial uses and secondary permitted uses allowed in the Multi-
family, Medium Density Residential designation of the Official Plan shall not be 
permitted. 

The built form and intensity of development require a minimum density of 30 units per 
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hectare and a maximum density of 75 units per hectare while building heights defer to 
the 1989 Official Plan specifically Section 3.3.3 i).  A residential density exceeding 75 
units per hectare (up to 100 units her hectare) may be considered in accordance with 
Section 3.3.3 ii) of the 1989 Official Plan (20.5.7.2 Medium Density Residential). 

A Draft comprehensive Natural Heritage Study was completed as part of the Secondary 
Plan process.  The Dingman Creek Significant River Corridor is a major component of 
the natural heritage system in the Southwest Area Secondary Plan.  It is considered a 
significant river and ravine corridor which represents a continuous wildlife linkage and 
water resources system connecting significant core natural heritage features that extend 
beyond the limits of the city.  The protection, maintenance, enhancement and 
rehabilitation of the corridor are integral to the sustainability of this unique natural 
heritage feature and its ecological functions. An ecological buffer will be established 
along each side of Dingman Creek based upon the recommendations of an approved 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) in accordance with Section 15 of the Official Plan.  
Lands delineated as ecological buffers pursuant to Subsection 20.5.3.6 i) b) and c) may 
be acquired by the City pursuant to Section 16 of the Official Plan. 

In order to enhance open space opportunities within the Southwest Area, the City will 
seek to locate open space corridors adjacent to key natural heritage features. These 
corridors are intended to provide for uses such as trails, active and passive parkland 
and stewardship opportunities. The City may acquire these enhanced open space 
corridor lands in accordance with the municipal land dedication requirements of the 
Planning Act or through purchase, donation, bequest, expropriation or other lawful 
means (20.5.3.6 Natural Heritage). 

4.0 Matters to be Considered   

A complete analysis of the application is underway and includes a review of the 
following matters, which have been identified to date:  
 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 

 Consideration for consistency with policies related to promoting appropriate 
intensification, efficient use of land and natural hazard lands. 

 
The London Plan 

 Conformity to policies related to the appropriateness of the proposed use, 
intensity, form and flood plain lands.  

 Impacts on adjacent properties.  

 Compatibility with the surrounding area. 
 
1989 Official Plan  

 Conformity to policies related to the appropriateness of the proposed use, 
intensity, form and flood plain lands.  

 Impacts on adjacent properties.  

 Compatibility with the surrounding area. 
 
 
Southwest Area Plan 

 Conformity to policies related to the appropriateness of the proposed use, 
intensity, form and natural heritage features.  

 Impacts on adjacent properties.  

 Compatibility with the surrounding area. 
 
Technical Review  

 Appropriate and desirable design of the proposed townhouses.  

 All engineering comments have been addressed or will be dealt with at site plan 
approval stage.   

 Identifying matters that could be directed to the site plan approval stage. 
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Zoning  

 Suitability of the requested zone, location of zone boundaries pending UTRCA 
flood hazard review and regulation amendments in relation to the proposed 
development. 

 
Public Feedback 

 Identifying and mitigating potential impacts 

 Reviewing proposal for compatibility to the local context 

 Working with community and applicant to find compromise where disputes exist. 

5.0 Conclusion 

Planning staff will review the comments received with respect to the proposed Zoning 
By-law amendment and will report back to Council with a recommendation based on the 
current application or a potential revised application for a Zoning By-law amendment.  A 
future public participation meeting will be scheduled when the review is complete and a 
recommendation is available. 
 

 

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 Development Services. 

April 9, 2019 
MC/mc 
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Appendix A – Public Engagement 

Public liaison: On January 16, 2019 Notice of Application was sent to 46 property 
owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on January 17, 2019. A 
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site. 

5 replies were received 

Nature of Liaison: Possible change to Zoning By-law Z.-1 FROM an Urban Reserve 
(UR4) Zone and Open Space (OS4) Zone TO a Residential R5 Special Provision (R5-
5(_)) Zone and Open Space (OS4) Zone to permit cluster/stacked townhouse dwellings. 

 

Responses:  

From: Ian Campbell  
Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 1:52 PM 
To: Corby, Mike <mcorby@London.ca>; Hopkins, Anna <ahopkins@london.ca> 
Subject: File: Z-9003 
 
Mike/Anna: 
My name is Ian Campbell. I own the 3+ acres of residential land to the south of 3557 
Colonel Talbot Road. (3637 Colonel Talbot Rd., London, ON N6P 1H6) 
 
In a word. “wow’. 
 
It was my understanding from general buzz and conversation that the owner of the 
property was going to re-build 1 (ONE) home on the property.  
This proposal is for 28. #big_difference. 
 
So…I am very OPPOSED to the Application for any changes to zoning for that 
property. 
 
A recent value of my home was estimated at $2.8M…and 11 of my window face 
NORTH…the direction of the property. The addition of a townhouse complex with 28 
units, a 2.5 story-one no less, will degrade my property value significantly. 
 
Further, in my opinion, the traffic on Colonel Talbot Road, including the anticipate 
additional traffic from the York developments is already at capacity (I generally wait :30 
seconds for a clearing to get out of my driveway currently) and the addition of 28+ cars 
in and out of a driveway will make for very dangerous traffic conditions for both owners 
and cars with a right of way. 
 
Further, the plan indicates that the wooded area in the SE corner of the property would 
be eliminated, damaging a woodland area which currently acts as a privacy buffer 
between my property and the 3557 property. 
 
Further, both lived in my house for 12 years and having worked in the past with Upper 
Thames Conservation Authority regarding the creek and the potential for flooding there 
should be significant concerns with flooding in the creek and the pond which could 
cause damage to land and property. 
 

Again, I am OPPOSED to this application…and would like to continue 
to be informed of any updates to the application. 

 
Can you please confirm receipt of this email. 
 
Regards, 
Ian 
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From: Andrew Floriancic  
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 7:33 PM 
To: Corby, Mike <mcorby@London.ca> 
Subject: File Z-9003 proposed development 
 

Good evening Mr. Corby 
 
My name is Andrew Floriancic. I am contacting you regarding file: Z-9003. A 
development that has been proposed by a developer for 3557 Colonel Talbot Road in 
London Ontario.  
 
I am a resident of 3604 Isaac Court. The proposed development is suppose to back on 
to my back yard.  The plan illustrates the my backyard and the road area will back onto 
each other. 
 
My back yard along with 3 other homes have a line of large, mature cedars that are 
approximately 40+ feet high.  These cedar trees currently lay on my properly line with 
them slightly going on into the new development.  It is my hopes that these mature 
cedar trees are not removed. It is beneficial for both the developer/ new homes and for 
my property. It creates privacy and separation. 
 
I am looking for direction in which I can propose this to the developer and save the trees 
from being removed. 
 
Any assistance would be greatly appreciated. 
 
Thanks for your time  
 
Andrew Floriancic  
 

 
From: Ibrahim Semhat  
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 9:07 AM 
To: Corby, Mike <mcorby@London.ca>;  
Subject: Z-9003 3557 Colonel Talbot Road Zoning By-Law Amendment 
 

Good Morning Mike, 
 
Hope you are well. 
 
We are the resident of 6961 Clayton Walk home and I am writing to you to share my 
thoughts and feelings on this zoning by-law amendment Z-9003. 
 
Royal Premier Home has an application to change the zoning by-law of 3557 Colonel 
Talbot property from Urban Reserve UR4 & Open Space OS4 to Residential R5 Special 
Provision R5-5, on an application to build 28 condo units, each 2.5 stories in height in 3 
townhouse buildings. 
 
As you may know, 3557 Colonel Talbot property used to house a farm house that was 
damaged by fire about 2 years ago. to the best of my knowledge, the lush trees on this 
property are reserve protected along with the little creek and pond. 
 
Changing the zoning of this property located adjacent to my property line will be 
damaging to the privacy of my home and neighborhood. It will also affect the rest of my 
neighbors on Clayton Walk near the intersection with Colonel Talbot Street. our property 
value may plunge down if this application is approved to build condo in our upscale 
neighborhood. 
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When we purchased our home on Clayton Walk in summer 2017, we fell in love with the 
nature of the 3557 Colonel Talbot property including the lush trees, creek and pond. 
This was key factor in our purchasing decision to move to our 6961 Clayton home. 
 
We are firmly against approving this application for zoning by-law amendment and 
reject Royal Premier Home proposal of building these condo. Considering all the 
construction taking place in close neighborhood on Pack road and the city in general, it 
would be essential to maintain properties like 3557 Colonel Talbot as farm house with 
its beautiful landscape and trees. 
 
Please let me know your thoughts and if you have any questions. Hope to hear back 
from you soon. 
 
Thank you in Advance. 
 
Best Regards,  
 
IBRAHIM M. SEMHAT 
 

 
From: Wing Man Lau  
Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 3:46 PM 
To: Corby, Mike <mcorby@London.ca> 
Subject: Re: Concerns on Planning application for 3557 Colonel Talbot Road 
 

Hi Mike, 
 
Hope things are well. 
I just wanted to follow up on this. Is there a date set for the meeting? 
 
In addition to my previous email, I wanted to ask a few other questions.  
 

- I was advised that the tree's behind my property were protected? Is this true and 
how can I find out if they are or not?   

- Will the thames valley conservation authority be deciding on the status of the 
units going across the dingman conservation area? 

 
Thank-you 
Regards 
Wing Man Lau 
 
On Wed, Jan 30, 2019 at 2:13 PM Wing Man Lau wrote: 
 
Hi Mike, 
 
I am writing in regards to the zoning by-law amendment received for 3557 Colonel 
Talbot Road.  
 
My wife and I received the planning application and after reviewing it we have a few 
questions.  
 
1. What is the likelihood that this will go through? 
2. Will our input have any leverage on how the applicant's plan will change. 
 
We reside on Lot 23 Clayton walk and the trees behind our property were a huge 
reason we selected the lot we did. We even applied for a variance on our house plans 
due to the trees on that property.  Their 2.5 storey units will significantly invade on the 
privacy of the homes on the south side of Clayton walk.  There are a number of homes 
which already have installed pools. Even if a wooden fence was a requirement they 
would still be intruding on the privacy of those homes. 
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Suggestions for the planning applicant.  
 

1. Would they be able to relocate the mature trees currently on the north side of 
their property closer to the property line to maintain the privacy for the residences 
on the south side of Clayton walk.  

2. Would the applicant be willing to repropose to move their development a few 
meter south to extend the distance from the north side property line, in hopes to 
keeping some trees. 

3. If they are to reduce the number of town house units can the whole development 
be moved closer to the south of their property.  

4. Would it be possible to limit the high of the town homes? 
5. If the mature trees are maintained on the north side of the lot then the concern 

for privacy for all residences on the south side of Clayton walk would help. 
 
Thank-you for your consideration. 
 
Regards 
Wing Man Lau 
Resident of Lot 23 Clayton Walk 
  
Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner” 

Telephone Written 

Tiffany Richter 
6969 Clayton Walk,  
London ON, N6P0B2 

Ian Campbell 
3637 Colonel Talbot Rd, 
London, ON N6P 1H6 

 Andrew Floriancic  
3604 Issac Court, London ON 
N6P 0B2 

 IBRAHIM M. SEMHAT 
6961 Clayton Walk, 
London ON, N6P 0B2 

 Wing Man Lau 
2651 Clayton Walk, 
London ON, N6P 0B2 
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Agency/Departmental Comments 

London Hydro – January 29, 2019 
 
London Hydro has no objection to this proposal or possible official plan and/or zoning 
amendment. However, London Hydro will require a blanket easement. 
 
Parks Planning – March 15, 2019 
 
The Parks Planning & Design Section has reviewed the Zoning By-law Amendment 
application for 3557 Colonel Talbot Road and offers the following comments to be 
considered in your decision: 

 

 3557 Colonel Talbot Road – Proposed Residential Developments 
 

 Parkland dedication has not been collected for this development.  Fulfilment of 
this requirement may come in the form of land dedication, payment of cash-in-
lieu or a combination of the two.  As indicated in the EIS, staff are interested in 
acquiring the open space lands as satisfaction of the parkland requirement for 
this proposal.  These lands will be taken at the time of site plan approval.  It is 
the intention of staff to construct a multi-use pathway from Colonel Talbot Road, 
south of the pond, to the pathway immediately west of the site that will be 
constructed in the summer of 2019. Further discussions with the applicant will 
be required. 
 

 The EIS recommends an 8 meter 
setback from the existing Open 
Space OS4 zone or the floodplain 
boundary.  It is noted the 
recommended setback encroaches 
into the conceptual development. 
 

 Staff suggest all the 
recommendations of the December 
18, 2018 and associated 
addendums, be reflected in the staff 
report, the by-law amendment and 
the site plan as appropriate. 
 

If it assists you, Parks staff can provide a conceptual pathway alignment of the area 
 
Development Services – April 9, 2019 
 
Sanitary: 
 

 Currently there is no municipal sanitary sewer fronting the subject lands. 
However as part of the Colonel Talbot Road pumping station project, a forcemain 
and sanitary sewer are currently being designed and are anticipated to be 
constructed late in 2019. Until a sanitary outlet is constructed and 
operational there may need to be a holding provision.  

 As part of any development application the Applicant’s Engineer must coordinate 
with Wastewater and Drainage Engineering Division (WADE), Sewer Operations 
and the City’s Consulting Engineer for suitable location, size and grade of a 
sanitary outlet.  A 200mm diameter sanitary PDC may be required and is to be 
connected at a sanitary manhole all to City Standards and to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer. 

 
Transportation: 
 

 Road widening dedication of 18.0m from centre line. 
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 Construction of a right turn taper will be required in accordance with City 
Standards. 

 Detailed comments regarding external works and access location and design 
will be made through the site plan process. 

 
Stormwater 
 

 The site is located within the UTRCA regulated area and therefore UTRCA 
approval/permits will be required.  Limits of proposed development will 
require a regulatory flood line buffer acceptable to UTRCA.  It is 
recommended that the applicant engage with UTRCA as soon as possible 
to review the potential for development at this site. 

 The subject lands are located in the Dingman Creek Subwatershed subject to 
the ongoing Dingman Creek EA. The City is currently finalizing phases 3 and 4 
of the Dingman Creek Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) by 
Aquafor Beech (City’s Dingman Creek EA Consultant) and therefore the SWM 
criteria and environmental targets applicable to this site are unknown at this 
time. 

 Any proposed LID solution should be supported by a Geotechnical Report 
and/or hydrogeological investigations prepared with focus on the type of soil, its 
infiltration rate, hydraulic conductivity (under field saturated conditions), and 
seasonal high ground water elevation. The report(s) should include geotechnical 
and hydrogeological recommendations of any preferred/suitable LID solution. 

 Currently there is no municipal storm sewer or storm outlet available to service 
the site. 

 Additional SWM related comments will be provided upon future review of this 
site. 

 
 
Upper Thames River Conservation Authority – April 9, 2019 
 
CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT 
 
As shown on the enclosed mapping, the subject lands are regulated by the UTRCA in 
accordance with Ontario Regulation 157/06 made pursuant to Section 28 of the 
Conservation Authorities Act. The Regulation Limit is comprised of a riverine flooding 
hazard associated with a tributary of Dingman Creek. The UTRCA has jurisdiction over 
lands within the regulated area and requires that landowners obtain written approval 
from the Authority prior to undertaking any site alteration or development within this 
area including filling, grading, construction, alteration to a watercourse and/or 
interference with a wetland. In the event of a conflict with the mapping, the text 
description under the Conservation Authorities Act Ontario Regulation 157/06 prevails. 
 
UTRCA and City staff participated in a site visit on May 15, 2018 along with the 
landowner’s consulting team (Matt Campbell from Zelinka Priamo Ltd. and Dave 
Hayman from BioLogic Incorporated). The purpose of the meeting was to develop a 
Terms of Reference/Scope for an Environmental Impact Study for the subject lands. In 
addition to the scoping information provided for the EIS, the UTRCA advised that the 
floodline in the subwatershed was being updated and that new information was 
anticipated to be available in the fall of 2018 which could impact the limit of the riverine 
flooding hazard on the subject lands. A copy of the Terms of Reference/Site Visit notes 
prepared by BioLogic Incorporated, dated May 29, 2018, is attached. 
 
Dingman Creek Stormwater Servicing Class Environmental Assessment (EA) 
The subject lands are located within the Dingman Creek Subwatershed, forming part of 
the Dingman Creek EA. As shown on the attached Dingman Subwatershed Screening 
Area map, the subject lands are located within the Screening Area.  Further to the 
advisory comments provided at the May 15, 2018 site visit, UTRCA staff met with Matt 
Campbell of Zelinka Priamo Ltd. on October 22, 2018 to review a draft version of the 
Dingman Subwatershed Screening Area map. During these discussions, the UTRCA 
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reviewed the potential impacts of the Screening Area map for the subject lands and 
advised that the Conservation Authority was not in a position to support development 
within the flood plain area based on the preliminary information as the UTRCA’s policies 
do not allow for new development in the flood plain. 
 
UTRCA Transition Policy 
 
On August 28, 2018, the UTRCA’s Board of Directors approved the Transition Policy for 
implementing updated Regulation Limit mapping. The Transition Policy is in place to 
ensure that where there is a discrepancy between the mapping and the text of Ontario 
Regulation 157/06, the text of the Regulation prevails. The review of development 
proposals within an area with discrepancies or updated mapping shall consider: 
 

1. The most recent and best available information for natural hazard lands including 
flood plain modelling, and watercourse and wetland mapping; 

2. If available information is insufficient, the proponent may be required to 
undertake modelling to assess the hazard lands; and 

3. The Principle of Development has been previously established under the 
Planning Act. 
 

In regards to the subject lands: 
 

1. The most recent and best available information identifies the southern portion of 
these lands as flood plain; 

2. The Dingman Screening Area Mapping is currently being peer reviewed to 
confirm accuracy and no additional modelling is required at this time; and, 

3. The Principle of Development has not been established for these lands under the 
Planning Act as they are not zoned to accommodate the proposed development 
and therefore this application to amend the Zoning By-law is required. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
New modelling indicates that the current flood plain mapping depicted on the UTRCA’s 
Regulation Limit mapping no longer accurately represents the regulated riverine 
flooding hazards in areas of the Dingman Creek subwatershed. The hazards are 
defined in text within regulations made pursuant to the Conservation Authorities Act 
(Ontario Regulation 157/06). As previously noted, in the event of a conflict with the 
maps, the text description prevails. The UTRCA must rely on the best available 
information to assess the risks due to flooding in applying the regulation and to be 
consistent with the natural hazards policies contained within the Provincial Policy 
Statement. 
 
A review of the modelling and mapping has been initiated to: ensure that it is consistent 
with best practices; confirm the best available information is used appropriately in 
updating hazard mapping; and confirm that the modelling and mapping meets provincial 
standards. As part of the Dingman Creek EA, the City of London has retained a 
consultant to peer review the modelling work completed to date. It is anticipated that the 
peer review will be completed in the summer of 2019. 
Updated mapping that accurately illustrates the hazard lands is required to properly plan 
servicing, review development proposals and issue building permits. While the mapping 
is being updated the Screening Area is an interim tool intended to assist the UTRCA, 
City of London and proponents to assess development proposals. The UTRCA 
considers the following when reviewing development proposals within the Screening 
Area: 

 The use of the property, expanding existing uses versus new development 
proposals; 

 Appropriate floodprooding measures; 

 Ensure that the proposed development, including mitigation/floodproofing, does 
not impact upstream or downstream flood levels; 

 The maintenance of channel capacity and channel conveyance functions; and, 



File: Z-9003 
Planner: Mike Corby 

 

 Changes in flood storage characteristics. 
 
At this time during the review of the flood modelling and mapping, the UTRCA does not 
have sufficient information to confirm that the subject lands are not affected by the 
flooding hazard. 
 
As previously noted, the UTRCA met with the agent in October 2018 to advise of the 
potential development restrictions due to the forthcoming Dingman Subwatershed 
Screening Area which was presented to the public in November 2018. Based on 
foregoing comments, the UTRCA does not have sufficient information to confirm the 
extent of the flooding hazard that impacts the subject lands. Accordingly, this application 
is considered to be premature and the UTRCA recommends that the Zoning By-law 
Amendment being sought for the lands known municipally as 3557 Colonel Talbot Road 
be refused, or alternatively deferred until the extent of the flooding hazard can be 
confirmed.  
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Appendix B – Policy Context  

The following policy and regulatory documents are being 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: 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

City of London Official Plan 

The London Plan (Neighbourhood Place Type) 
 
Southwest Area Plan  
 
Z.-1 Zoning By-law 
 
Site Plan Control Area By-law  
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Appendix C – Additional Information 

Additional Maps 
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As taxpayers in the City of London all of whom purchased and built homes in this area. Beyond the 
density being proposed. (ie, of the 1.7 acre property, only between 0.7 and 1.0 acre is available for 
development), we have ‘5 points of concern’ as per below. 
 

1. UPPER THAMES CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
a. Proposal does not take into account any adjustment to setbacks from the forthcoming 

‘Dingman Creek Floodplain Boundary Evaluation Report”. 
b. Proposal will create a significant impervious surface and ALL stormwater would run into 

Dingman Creek. 
c. Recent modifications to the creek-overpass (west) in the new (16 unit) subdivision was 

made to accommodate runoff and stormwater management capacity to accommodate 
that project. The creek-overpass would have been sized for one or two units on the 
proposed property, not 28. This proposal may create even more runoff and/or stress 
downstream. 

d. Property has a (approx.) 10 ft slope from North to South. Will this be backfilled to be 
level or slope? (causing additional runoff) 

e. Note that the pond is home to specific wildlife including but not limited to migratory 
birds, frogs etc. 

2. MATURE TREES  
a. Current property contains 125+ mature trees…many of which the proposal indicates 

would be clear-cut.  
b. The property also currently has a 7m cedar hedge on the west property line which 

should be retained.  
c. Upper Thames and Forestry should be consulted, especially based on the proximity to 

the creek. 
3. NORTH AND WEST PRIVACY SETBACK  

a. Existing properties have a right to privacy. Proposal does NOT show deck extensions. 
Any deck extensions will view directly into adjacent back yards and windows. Standard 
6ft fence will be well under any sightline. 

b. Tree buffer to North and West must remain and units set back accordingly from the tree 
line. 

4. FUTURE MASTER PLAN WALKING PATHWAY  
a. City plan suggests an extension of City walking paths in that area. Allowance for future 

requirements should be considered. 
5. ROAD SETBACK  

a. Properties adjacent to this proposal have a setback (from road centre) Colonel Talbot 
Road of approx. 36M (including 2 houses built in the last 5 years) 

b. Snow-plows generally travel at 70 km/h and make a significant ice/snow/gravel throw 
onto properties causing a significant safety concern if units are too close. 

c. City Traffic Department is suggesting a turn taper (traffic speed limit is 70km/h in that 
area) 

d. This proposal indicates a minimum setback. Consideration should be made to 
consistency with adjoining properties. 

e. Any entrance drive should location must take the existing Clayton Walk Turn taper and 
entrance into consideration. 

 
 
 



If you have any thoughts or additions, please don’t hesitate to reach out. 
 
Thanks, 
Ian 
 
3637 Colonel Talbot Road 

 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 
 

3.8 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 3557 Colonel Talbot Road 
(Z-9003) 
 

• Harry Froussios, Zelinka Priamo Ltd., on behalf of the applicant – indicating that 

this application is being deferred for the time being to allow the Upper Thames 

River Conservation Authority to determine the flood hazard mapping on this site; 

hoping to have that information by now, it has been some time since that 

information has been forthcoming but they are working with them actively and 

hope to have that information soon and their hope is to have the application 

brought forward in the near future. 

• Ian Campbell – advising that he is the owner of the property just to the south of 

the proposed property; noting that it is a three and a half acre property that has 

one house on it; the application is under one acre proposing twenty-eight units on 

it; indicating that there are a number of things that he wanted to touch base on 

tonight; believing a few of the key ones have already been discussed; talking 

about a setback from Dingman Creek, he has personally been there since 2005 

and he has certainly seen significant flooding from that creek certainly to the 

extent of the flood line; understanding that the current screening area is being 

reviewed and that that line may change; pointing out that to the west of this unit, 

in the creek, there was a gentleman by the name of John Leahy who was here 

approximately one year and a half or so ago, he has ten acres back there and he 

put in sixteen houses back there and in doing that he put an access bridge over 

the creek in order to get to his property and his guess is that was sized for the 

run-off from his property and not sized for any run-off that may come from this 

property and that is another consideration that would need to be taken into 

account; advising that there is also approximately a ten foot slope difference from 

the north side of the property to the south side of the property so absolutely 

everything flows towards that creek; noting that it is not mentioned in any of the 

material; indicating that there is a pond on the property and it is certainly the 

home to a lot of wildlife and certainly something to be considered; discussing the 

mature trees, he walked out there with his dog last night and there are one 

hundred thirty-five mature trees on that property, not five, one hundred thirty-five; 

having a look at the plan, he believes the majority of those trees the plan is to cut 

them down and build this complex; advising that this is a concern not only for him 

but also for people in the area; indicating that his house has eleven windows that 

look toward that property and the removal of those trees is a significant impact on 

something that he has enjoyed over the last number of years; on the north side, 

several houses actually back up to the northern fence line, the plan does not 

show any decks that would be built, those decks, if they extended four or five feet 

further to the north would pretty much put those decks on the property line and 

you would be sitting on a deck staring into someone’s bedroom window; 

expressing concern with that and clearly any application should consider that the 

property be moved well off the northern line; advising that the same thing 

happens on the west side, there is a seven metre cedar hedge that runs back 

there and his understanding is that they plan to take that down removing all of 

the privacy for the people who are on the west side property; referring to page 

327 of the Planning and Environment Committee Agenda, there is a 

consideration for a city park walkway which is planned for that area and that is 

not recognized in the proposal and certainly, again, is something that evidently it 

says that parks staff can provide a parkway diagram and he has not seen that yet 

but, again, it is not part of the proposal and should be; speaking to the road 

setback, the properties in that area right now from centre line to his property, the 

one north of him, south of him and the one two north of him are all actually thirty-

six metres from road centre; pointing out that when you lay that out and look at 

what they are thinking of doing, they are looking at having their property about 

twenty-four metres from road centre; believing that all of them chose to be further 



from the road, they are deciding to be closer to the road obviously to optimize the 

number of units on the property; keeping in mind that seventy kilometers an hour 

on that road which means that when the snow plow comes the throw is probably 

fifteen to twenty feet and you are talking about gravel, ice and snow that regularly 

makes its way well into his driveway; advising that there would be significant 

danger if those units were too close to the road; as well as that there is also a 

recommendation from City Traffic that a turning lane be put in, that turning lane 

would almost have to start at Clayton Walk which means you would have a 

turning lane turning in to a turning lane with significant issues in and around 

there; referring to page 330 of the Planning and Environment Committee 

Agenda, recommends that currently it is premature and the application should be 

refused; believing that is what Planning staff just said so they wholeheartedly 

agree with that assessment. 

• Russell Bell, 6946 Clayton Walk – indicating that all of the homeowners of North 

Lambeth have been meeting prior to this and what Mr. I. Campbell just said is 

reflective of all of them; asking the residents in the audience to stand; indicating 

that these are all homeowners that are backing on or in close proximity to this 

application. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: George Kotsifas P. Eng., 
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and  

Chief Building Official 
Subject: Invest Group Ltd. 
 2096 Wonderland Road North 
Public Participation Meeting on: May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, with respect to the 
application of Invest Group Ltd. relating to the property located at 2096 Wonderland 
Road North, the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED 
at the Municipal Council meeting on May 21, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, in 
conformity with the Official Plan, to change the zoning of the subject property FROM a 
Residential R1 (R1-16) Zone, TO a Residential R5 Special Provision (R5-6(_)) Zone. 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The applicant requested an amendment to Zoning By-law Z.-1 to change the zoning of 
the subject lands from a Residential R1 (R1-16) Zone, which permits the use of the 
subject lands for one single-detached dwelling, to a Residential R5 Special Provision 
(R5-6(_)) Zone to permit up to 18 three-storey townhouse units and up to 2 converted 
dwellings in the existing heritage building for a total of 20 units at a density of 50 units 
per hectare. Special provisions are requested to permit site-specific exceptions to the 
standard Residential R5 (R5-6) Zone regulations. The applicant requested a reduced 
minimum front yard depth and reduced (easterly) minimum rear yard depth. 

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of the recommended Zoning By-law amendment is to permit the 
use of the subject lands for cluster housing in the form of 18 three-storey townhouse 
units and up to 2 converted dwellings in the existing heritage building for a total of 20 
units at a density of 50 units per hectare. 

At the site plan stage, the developer should adhere to the principles established in the 
revised concept plan discussed in this report with respect to the relationship of the 
development to the surrounding existing residential development, and of the new 
townhouse buildings to the heritage building which is to be retained on the site. They 
should also continue to work with staff to address the matters that Staff and the 
applicant agreed would be dealt with at the site plan approval stage. 

Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The recommended amendment is consistent with the 2014 Provincial Policy 
Statement (PPS) which encourages the regeneration of settlement areas and land 
use patterns within settlement areas that provide for a range of uses and 
opportunities for intensification and redevelopment. The PPS directs municipalities 
to permit all forms of housing required to meet the needs of all residents present and 
future. 

2. The recommended amendment conforms to The London Plan which contemplates 
townhouses and converted dwellings as a primary permitted use, and a minimum 
height of 2-storeys and maximum height of 4-storeys within the Neighbourhoods 
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Place Type where the property has frontage on an Urban Thoroughfare.  The 
subject lands represent an appropriate location for residential intensification, along a 
higher-order street at the periphery of an existing neighbourhood, and the 
recommended amendment would permit development at an intensity that is 
appropriate for the site and the surrounding neighbourhood. The recommended 
amendment would help to achieve the vision of neighbourhoods providing a range of 
housing choice and mix of uses to accommodate a diverse population of various 
ages and abilities.  

3. The recommended amendment conforms to the 1989 Official Plan and would 
implement the residential intensification policies of the Multi-family, Medium Density 
Residential designation that contemplate residential intensification in the form of 
cluster townhouse dwellings at a density up to 75 uph. The recommended 
amendment would permit development at an intensity that is less than the upper 
range of the maximum density for residential intensification within the Multi-family, 
Medium Density Residential designation to ensure the form of development is 
appropriate for the site and the surrounding neighbourhood. The recommended 
amendment would help to achieve the goal of providing housing options and 
opportunities for all people. 

Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
The subject property is located on the east side of Wonderland Road North south of 
Sunningdale Road West. The site is currently occupied by a 2-storey Georgian-style 
farmhouse that was designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act in September 
of 2018 and is to be retained on site. 

 

The site is undulates gently and slopes generally downward toward the east with a low 
point in the south-east corner. Grading created at the time of construction of the 
adjacent cluster development to the east resulted in a pronounced grade decrease from 
the east property line of 2096 Wonderland Road North to the internal condominium 
roadway along the north-east portion of the property line. Along the south-east portion 
of the property line, grades are higher on the condominium corporation lands than on 
the subject site. There are a number of mature coniferous and deciduous trees on the 
site, which are proposed to be removed to accommodate the development. 
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Wonderland Road North is classified as an Arterial Road and is intended to move 
medium to high volumes of traffic at moderate speeds. 

The surrounding land uses on the east side of Wonderland Road North include low-rise, 
low density, single detached dwellings.  

The dwellings directly to the north and east are within Vacant Land Condominium 
Corporation (MVLCC) No. 775 at 2081 Wallingford Avenue, registered in 2012 and 
constructed between the years 2012 to 2017. The immediately adjacent Unit 7 within 
this development presents the windowless side of the structure to the subject property 
and is separated from the site by an existing tight board fence. While the condominium 
units fronting Wonderland Road North were designed and constructed to be oriented to 
Wonderland Road North with their amenity space to the rear (east) of the units, they are 
now separated from Wonderland Road North by a masonry and wrought iron privacy 
wall, permitted by a resolution of Council in 2014.  

Units 2 through 6 at 2081 Wallingford Avenue, located to the east of the development 
site, will face the rear of the proposed development, separated by an internal access 
driveway, green space and a wood fence. On approving Plan of Subdivision 33M-593, 
the City required the block now described as 1081 Wallingford Avenue to provide for a 
permanent/private easement/right of way for vehicular and pedestrian access over a 
common internal driveway from Wallingford Avenue to 2096 Wonderland Road North, 
such easement to be located to facilitate the preservation of the existing heritage 
building at 2096 Wonderland Road North. This requirement was carried through the 
approved site plan and development agreement (ER800997) and the Draft Plan of 
Vacant Land Condominium approval (39CD-10508). When Vacant Land Condominium 
Corporation No. 775 was registered on title, however, the condominium declaration and 
description created the required easement but limited access to only one single family 
residence. This detail negates the City’s intent to provide for future access to potential 
new development for multi-family housing at 2096 Wonderland Road North through 
1081 Wallingford Avenue.  

Relationship of Existing Dwellings to the Subject Site 

 

Front-facing units 
separated from 

development by access 
driveway. 

No vehicular access to 
2096 Wonderland Road 

North from 1081 
Wallingford Avenue. 

No windows or openings 
Wood fence to south and 
masonry privacy wall to 

west. 
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The land to the south was registered as Plan of Subdivision 33M-593 in 2008 and is 
characterized by large lot single detached dwellings built approximately 9 years ago. 
Two pie-shaped lots back directly onto the southerly boundary of the subject site.  

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 Official Plan Designation  – Multi-family, Medium Density Residential  

 The London Plan Place Type – Neighbourhoods  

 Existing Zoning – Residential R1 (R1-16) Zone  

1.3  Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – large lot single detached dwelling – registered under 
Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act 

 Frontage – 63.4 metres (208 feet) 

 Depth – 63.4 metres (208 feet) 

 Area – 0.405 hectares (1 acre) 

 Shape – square 

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – Cluster single detached dwellings 

 East – Cluster single detached dwellings 

 South – Freehold single detached dwellings 

 West – Vacant land planned for future low and medium density residential 
development 

1.5 Intensification  

 This development represents intensification outside the Built-Area Boundary 
and outside the Primary Transit Area through the addition of 18 new units and 
the conversion of an existing single detached dwelling to 2 units. 
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1.6  Location Map 
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The requested amendment is intended to permit and facilitate the development of 
cluster housing in the form of eighteen townhouse dwellings on the subject lands, along 
with the conversion of the existing Georgian-style heritage structure to 2 dwelling units. 
The resultant 20 units are equivalent to 50 units per hectare. A contemporary addition to 
the rear of the heritage building is to be demolished. 

Original Concept Plan 

The conceptual site plan submitted in support of the requested amendment shows the 
proposed townhouse dwelling units arranged into four (4) separate blocks, 2 with 5 
units, and 2 with 4 units. One of the four unit townhouse blocks provides for an internal 
walkway through the building from the north to south and is also connected to the 
heritage building. The north-easterly block is proposed to be situated 3.8 metres from 
the east property line to accommodate a suitable separation distance between the 
fronts of the new units and the back of the heritage building. The fronts of the westerly 
blocks are proposed to be situated 1.8 metres from the front property line. 

The townhouse units are typically three storeys in height, except those adjacent to the 
existing heritage building, where the height drops to two storeys. The three storey units 
incorporate 2-storey podiums, the roofs of which function as private terraces. The units 
also include first floor balconies which, at the rear of the property, are approximately 
level with the top of the existing privacy fence.   

Access to the 36 space underground parking lot is located at the north end of the 
property along with a small surface parking lot of 7 spaces providing for guest and 
accessible parking situated in front of the heritage structure. The remaining surface area 
of the property not dedicated to buildings provides a mix of green space, walkways and 
courtyards for use by the residents. A masonry and wrought iron privacy wall is 
proposed to extend across the front property line. Pedestrian access to and from the 
site is available through a gate locate between the two westerly buildings. 

The applicant proposes to remove 29 of the 30 trees located on-site and within the 
future City right-of-way after road widening. Boundary trees on adjacent properties are 
to be retained and protected during the construction period, and new trees are to be 
planted as part of the development. 

Original Conceptual Site Plan and Isometric Views 
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Revised Concept Plan 

Following discussions with City staff who expressed concerns about maintaining an 
appropriate contextual relationship between the proposed development and the existing 
Georgian-style heritage structure, the applicants submitted a revised concept with the 
following changes: 

- The 2-storey central unit reconfigured so that it is not attached to the heritage 
building and provides a more generous green amenity space central to the 
development, also providing additional opportunities for tree planting on-site; 

- Two parking spaces removed from the surface parking area to improve the 
context for the heritage building and provide better opportunities for tree planting 
and snow storage. 

The other components of the plan remain the same. 

Revised Conceptual Site Plan and West Side Isometric Views
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3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
On request for demolition, Council designated the subject property as being of cultural 
heritage value or interest under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act on September 18, 
2018. The designating by-law was registered on title on September 26, 2018. 
 

3.2  Requested Amendment 
The applicant requested an amendment to Zoning By-law Z.-1 to change the zoning of 
the subject lands from a Residential R1 (R1-16) Zone which permits the use of the 
subject lands for one single-detached dwelling, to a Residential R5 Special Provision 
(R5-6(_)) Zone to permit up to 18 three-storey townhouse units and up to 2 converted 
dwellings in the existing heritage building for a total of 20 units at a density of 50 units 
per hectare. Special provisions are requested to permit site-specific exceptions to the 
standard Residential R5 (R5-6) Zone regulations. The applicant requested a reduced 
minimum front yard depth and reduced (easterly) minimum rear yard depth. 

3.3  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
Nine (9) members of the public replied to this application. Their comments are 
summarized as follows: 

 Not a good fit with surrounding cluster and single detached dwellings; 

 Proposed rear yard reduction would cause proximity issues such as noise 
and light for the condominium units that face the east property line, especially 
due to the height of the rear units and the higher elevation of 2096 
Wonderland Road North in relation to the condominium internal roadway; 

 Front yard setback is inconsistent with setbacks of buildings in the 
surrounding area and will lead to objections when Wonderland Road North is 
widened; 

 Shadow impact, loss of privacy/overlook, loss of views given scale of the 
proposed buildings; 

 Consideration or abatement should be considered for the condominium unit to 
the north of the subject site, with respect to vehicle lights and noise upon 
entry/departure from 2096 Wonderland Road North; 

 The proposed development is too intense with inadequate provision for snow 
storage or maneuvering for emergency service vehicles, delivery and moving 
trucks; 

 7 surface visitor parking spaces are insufficient for 20 townhouses; 

 Insufficient green space on site; 

 Loss of mature trees; 

 Design and massing impact of townhouses built around the existing heritage 
structure; 

 Risk of damage to the heritage structure during construction;  

 Traffic impacts on Wonderland Road North; 
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 Stonebridge Condominium Corporation No. 775 will not support any potential 
access, pedestrian or vehicular, through the condo development; 

 Potential flooding; impact on the existing stormwater systems within the 
surrounding subdivision; the proposal to direct overland flows onto adjacent 
lands is inappropriate;  

 Impact on the existing wastewater systems within the surrounding plan of 
subdivision; risk of sewer backups as the sanitary servicing was designed for 
36 people where the MTE Servicing Brief indicates there will be 46 people; 

 Ownership status; 

 Reduction in property value. 

The applicant also held a Community Information meeting on March 21, 2019 which 
was attended by representatives of eight households. Some very informative discussion 
ensued and the major issues were summarized as follows: 
 

 Interface along the south boundary; 

 Interface along the east boundary; 

 More assurance of sufficiency of sanitary and storm flows; 

 Lowering the effective overall height of the development by sinking the project 
further into the ground. 

3.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 
 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2014 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2014 provides policy direction on matters of 
provincial interest related to land use planning and development. The PPS encourages 
healthy, livable and safe communities which are sustained by accommodating an 
appropriate range and mix of residential, employment and institutional uses to meet 
long-term needs (1.1.1b.). The PPS also directs planning authorities to identify 
appropriate locations and promote opportunities for residential intensification (1.1.3.3). 
In accordance with Section 3 of the Planning Act, all planning decisions “shall be 
consistent with” the PPS. 

The London Plan 

The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority of which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk throughout 
this report. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report for 
informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative for 
the purposes of this planning application. 

The London Plan provides direction to build a mixed-use compact city by: 

 Planning to achieve a compact, contiguous pattern of growth – looking “inward 
and upward”; 

 Planning for infill and intensification of various types and forms to take 
advantage of existing services and facilities and to reduce our need to grow 
outward; and, 

 Ensure a mix of housing types within our neighbourhoods so that they are 
complete and support aging in place. (Key Direction #5, Directions 2, 4 and 5). 
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The London Plan also provides direction to build strong, healthy and attractive 
neighbourhoods for everyone by: 

 Protecting what we cherish by recognizing and enhancing our cultural identity, 
cultural heritage resources, neighbourhood character, and environmental 
features. (Key Direction #7, Direction 5). 

The subject site is located in the Neighbourhoods Place Type on *Map 1 – Place Types 
in The London Plan, with frontage on an Urban Thoroughfare (Wonderland Road 
North). *Table 10 - Range of Permitted Uses in Neighbourhoods Place Type, 
contemplates a broad range of residential land uses for the subject lands including, but 
not limited to, single-detached, semi-detached, duplex and converted dwellings, 
triplexes, fourplexes, townhouses, stacked townhouses and low-rise apartments. The 
London Plan uses height as a measure of intensity in the Neighbourhoods Place Type.  
*Table 11 – Range of Permitted Heights in Neighbourhoods Place Type, requires a 
minimum height of 2-storeys and contemplates a maximum height of 4-storeys, and up 
to 6-storeys through Bonus Zoning. The London Plan provides opportunities for 
residential intensification and redevelopment within the Neighbourhoods Place Type 
where it is appropriately located and a good fit with the surrounding neighbourhood.  

1989 Official Plan 

The 1989 Official Plan contains policies that guide the use and development of land 
within the City of London and is consistent with the policy direction set out in the PPS.  

The subject lands are designated Multi-family, Medium Density Residential in the 1989 
Official Plan. This designation is intended for 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. The 1989 Official Plan uses density and height as 
measures of intensity for residential uses. Height limitations are to be sensitive to the 
scale of development in the surrounding neighbourhood and will normally not exceed 4 
storeys. Medium density development will not exceed an approximate net density of 75 
units per hectare (Section 3.3.3).  

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations 

Through an analysis of the use, intensity and form, Staff have considered the 
compatibility and appropriateness of the requested amendment and proposed 
development, as shown in the revised concept plan, with the subject lands and within 
the surrounding neighbourhood.  

4.1.1  Use 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 
The Provincial Policy Statement directs growth and development to settlement areas 
and encourages their regeneration (Policy 1.1.3.1). Land use patterns within settlement 
areas are to provide for a range of uses and opportunities for intensification and 
redevelopment (Policy 1.1.3.2 b)). The PPS directs that planning authorities consider 
the housing needs of all residents (Policy 1.4.3 a) and b)).   

The London Plan  
The subject lands are located within the Neighbourhoods Place Type with frontage on 
an Urban Thoroughfare in The London Plan. The range of uses permitted within the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type is directly related to the classification of street onto which a 
property has frontage (*Table 10- Range of Permitted Uses in Neighbourhoods Place 
Type). While The London Plan contemplates a broader range of uses along higher-
order streets within the Neighbourhoods Place Type (*919_ 2. & 3.), townhouses are 
contemplated on all lands within the Neighbourhoods Place Type.  

1989 Official Plan 
The 1989 Official Plan supports the provision of a choice of dwelling types so that a 
broad range of housing requirements are satisfied (Section 3.1.1 ii)).  The subject lands 
are designated Multi-family, Medium Density Residential in the 1989 Official Plan. The 
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Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation permits multiple-unit residential 
developments having a low-rise profile, and densities that exceed those found in Low 
Density Residential areas but do not approach the densities intended for the Multi-
family, High Density Residential designation (Preamble Section 3.3 – Multi-family, 
Medium Density Residential).The primary permitted uses for the Multi-family, Medium 
Density Residential designation include 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. (Section 3.3.1). Multiple-attached dwellings, such as 
the proposed cluster townhouse use, are contemplated in the Multi-family, Medium 
Density Residential designation in the 1989 Official Plan as a permitted form of 
residential intensification.  

Analysis: 
Consistent with the PPS, and conforming to the 1989 Official Plan and The London 
Plan, the recommended cluster townhouse use will add to the range and mix of housing 
types and provide for an alternative housing option within the surrounding 
neighbourhood that predominately consists of single detached dwellings in cluster and 
freehold formats. As an alternative housing option, the recommended cluster townhouse 
use has the potential to assist in providing a diverse range of housing needs within the 
community consistent with the PPS, and conforming to the 1989 Official Plan and The 
London Plan.  The recommended cluster townhouse use is contemplated in the Multi-
family, Medium Density Residential designation in the 1989 Official Plan as a permitted 
form of residential intensification, and is included in the range of primary permitted uses 
within the Neighbourhoods Place Type on all street classifications. Although the 
proposed cluster townhouse dwellings are a different housing type than the single 
detached dwellings that are predominant in the area, through an analysis of intensity 
and form below, it is believed that cluster townhouse dwellings can be developed on the 
subject lands in a way that is appropriate for the site and the surrounding 
neighbourhood.  

4.1.2  Intensity 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS)  
The PPS directs growth to settlement areas and encourages their regeneration (Policy 
1.1.3.1). The PPS states that land use patterns within settlement areas are to provide 
for a range of uses and opportunities for intensification and redevelopment (Policy 
1.1.3.2). Planning authorities are to identify appropriate locations and promote 
opportunities for intensification and redevelopment where it can be accommodated 
considering matters such as existing building stock, brownfield sites, and suitable 
existing or planned infrastructure and public service facilities. (Policy 1.1.3.3). The PPS 
is supportive of development standards which facilitate intensification, redevelopment 
and compact form (Policy 1.1.3.4). 

The London Plan  
The London Plan contemplates intensification where appropriately located and provided 
in a way that is sensitive to and a good fit with existing neighbourhoods (*Policy 83_, 
*Policy 937_, *Policy 939_ 2. and 5., and *Policy 953_ 1.). The London Plan directs that 
intensification may occur in all place types that allow for residential uses (Policy 84_).   

The London Plan uses height as a measure of intensity in the Neighbourhoods Place 
Type. A minimum height of 2-storeys and a maximum height 4-storeys, with bonusing 
up to 6-storeys, is contemplated within the Neighbourhoods Place Type where a 
property has frontage on an Urban Thoroughfare (*Table 11 – Range of Permitted 
Heights in the Neighbourhoods Place Type). The intensity of development must be 
appropriate for the size of the lot (*Policy 953_3.).  

1989 Official Plan 
The scale of development in the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation 
shall have a low-rise form and a site coverage and density that could serve as a 
transition between low density residential areas and more intensive forms of 
development. Development shall be subject to height limitations in the Zoning By-law 
which are sensitive to the scale of development in the surrounding neighbourhood.  
Normally height limitations will not exceed four storeys. Medium density development 
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will not exceed an approximate net density of 75 units per hectare. (Section 3.3.3). 
Residential intensification in the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation is 
subject to a Planning Impact Analysis on the basis of criteria relevant to the proposed 
change (Section 3.7.2). See Appendix C of this report for a complete PIA addressing 
matters of both intensity and form. 

Analysis: 
The subject lands have frontage on an Urban Thoroughfare (Wonderland Road North) 
which is a higher-order street. The subject lands also have access to full municipal 
services, and are located at the periphery of an existing residential neighbourhood and 
in proximity to lands planned for a mix of housing types including single detached 
dwellings and medium density cluster development. The subject lands are of a size to 
accommodate additional development, and in terms of the policy framework in The 
London Plan, are underutilized by the existing single detached dwelling. Consistent with 
the PPS, the subject lands are located where the City’s Official Plans directs and 
supports residential intensification and redevelopment. 

The proposed development of 18 new townhouse dwellings and the conversion of the 
existing heritage building for up to 2 converted dwellings equates to 50 uph and would 
conform to the maximum density of 75 uph contemplated in the Multi-family, Medium 
Density Residential designation of the 1989 Official Plan. The height of the proposed 
townhouse dwellings (3 storeys) also conforms to the minimum height of 2-storeys and 
maximum height of 4-storeys contemplated in the Neighbourhoods Place Type on an 
Urban Thoroughfare in The London Plan. Additional measures addressing the impacts 
of the proposed intensity on surrounding lands have been reviewed. The requested 
intensity of development contemplated is recommended on the subject lands, subject to 
certain considerations at the site plan stage. 

With regard to whether the recommended amendment would result in an intensity of 
development that is compatible and a good fit with the surrounding neighbourhood, 
concerns regarding the adequacy of: resident and visitor parking, snow storage and 
maneuvering and parking space for emergency service vehicles, delivery and moving 
trucks; sufficiency of green space; and potential wastewater and stormwater impacts on 
the lands to the east are analysed below: 

Parking, Snow Storage and Service Vehicles 

The minimum parking space requirement for cluster townhouse dwellings in Parking 
Area 3 is 1.5 spaces per unit and the requirement for converted dwellings is 1 space per 
unit. The proposed development of 18 townhouse dwelling units and 2 converted 
dwellings would require a minimum of twenty-nine (29) parking spaces based on the 
applicable minimum parking space requirements. The original conceptual site plan 
submitted in support of the planning application shows a total of thirty-two (plus 2 
tandem) parking spaces located in underground parking and an additional 7 surface 
parking spaces including 2 accessible spaces. In order to achieve other design goals, 
the revised conceptual plan includes 5 surface parking spaces, including 2 accessible 
spaces. Municipal site plan standards indicate that 2 visitor parking spaces, which 
would be provided by the surface parking, are required to service a 20 unit 
development. 

Snow clearing activities using large snow-clearing machinery and the resultant snow 
stockpiles will be limited to the surface parking area. The requested revision to the 
surface parking area, reducing it from 7 spaces to 5, serves multiple functions including 
reducing the area to be cleared and increasing the amount of green space on which the 
snow can be stored. More detailed snow storage requirements will be determined at the 
site plan approval stage. The applicant’s consultant has indicated that snow will be 
removed from the site. 

Provision for emergency vehicles will be delineated within the parking ramp/parking 
area at the site plan stage in accordance with municipal requirements. Moving and 
delivery vehicles will be accommodated within the surface parking area.  

On-site Open Space 

The minimum open space requirement under the Zoning By-law within the Residential 
R5 (R5-6) Zone is 35%. The proposed underground parking garage allows for increased 
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development intensity, while providing open space areas in excess of the zoning 
requirement, at 49 percent. These areas are comprised of walking paths and green, 
landscaped areas both at grade and within raised planters. Staff requested the applicant 
to consider changes to the plan that would provide better opportunities for a centralized 
green space. An increase in central green space potential was achieved in the revised 
site concept by shifting the central townhouse unit to the south in combination with 
efforts to provide more appropriate massing around the heritage building (discussed 
further in Section 4.2 of this report).  

Wastewater and Stormwater Impacts  

Sanitary servicing is to be provided via the existing sanitary sewer on Wallingford 
Avenue. Access to this sewer is via a 150mm sanitary private drain connection in an 
easement over 2018 Wallingford Avenue created through the subdivision and 
condominium approval processes. The MTE Servicing Brief (December 6, 2018) 
identified a population of 46 people, 10 more people than the forecast capacity of 36 
people in the 2010 sanitary sewer design. While neither City engineering staff nor the 
consultants anticipate any issues with the marginal increase in sanitary flows, a detailed 
design capacity analysis will be undertaken and the sanitary area plan and design 
sheets will be updated to the satisfaction of Wastewater Drainage Engineering and the 
City Engineer at the time of site plan approval. Approval will not be granted for 
development if it will be inadequately serviced by the design solution. 

City design standards for stormwater management do not support designs that will 
increase pre-to-post-development runoff and overland flow onto adjacent properties. 
Given the identification by the public of existing standing water issues to the east of the 
subject site within the condo roadway and along the south property lines of 
condominium Unit 2 and 2059 Wallingford Avenue, City staff will be seeking on-site 
design solutions at the site plan stage that maintain or reduce post-development 
overland flow and where possible, improve flow patterns for the condominium 
corporation.  

4.1.3  Form 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 
The PPS is supportive of development standards which facilitate intensification, 
redevelopment and compact form (Policy 1.1.3.4). The PPS also identifies that long 
term economic prosperity should be supported by encouraging a sense of place by 
promoting a well-designed built form, and by conserving features that help define 
character (Policy 1.7.1(d)). 

The London Plan  
The London Plan encourages compact forms of development as a means of planning 
and managing for growth (Policy 7_, Policy 66_). The London Plan encourages growing 
“inward and upward” to achieve compact forms of development (Policy 59_ 2., Policy 
79_). The London Plan accommodates opportunities for infill and intensification of 
various types and forms (Policy 59_ 4.). To manage outward growth, The London Plan 
encourages supporting infill and intensification in meaningful ways (Policy 59_ 8.).  

Within the Neighbourhoods Place Type, and according to the urban design 
considerations for residential intensification, compatibility and fit will be evaluated from a 
form-based perspective through consideration of the following: site layout in the context 
of the surrounding neighbourhood; building and main entrance orientation; building line 
and setback from the street; height transitions with adjacent development; and massing 
appropriate to the scale of the surrounding neighbourhood (*Policy 953_ 2. a. –f.).  

Similar to the Planning Impact Analysis criteria within the 1989 Official Plan, the Our 
Tools section of The London Plan contains various considerations for the evaluation of 
all planning and development applications (*Policy 1578_). 

1989 Official Plan 
The scale of development in the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation 
shall have a low-rise form and a site coverage and density that could serve as a 
transition between low density residential areas and more intensive forms of 
development (Section 3.3.2). The 1989 Official Plan recognizes residential 
intensification as a means of providing for the efficient use of land and achieving a 
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compact urban form (Section 3.2.3). The Planning Impact Analysis criteria in the 1989 
Official Plan, are to be used to evaluate the appropriateness of a proposed change in 
land use and identify ways to reduce any adverse impacts on surrounding land uses 
(Section 3.7). See Appendix C of this report for a complete PIA. 

Analysis: 
Consistent with the PPS, and conforming to the 1989 Official Plan and The London 
Plan, the recommended intensification of the subject lands would optimize the use of 
land and public investment in infrastructure in the area. Located within a developed and 
developing area of the City, the redevelopment and intensification of the subject lands 
would contribute to achieving more compact forms of growth. The proposed cluster 
townhouse dwellings, along with the conservation and conversion of the existing 
heritage building on the site, would be a more compact form of development than the 
single-detached dwelling that currently exists on the subject lands.  

With regard to whether the recommended amendment would result in a form of 
development that is compatible and a good fit with the surrounding neighbourhood, 
concerns regarding scale and height; yard depths/setbacks; shadow impacts and 
access to daylight; privacy and overlook; light and noise; relationship to the street; and 
tree protection are analyzed below: 

Scale and Height 

The scale or height of the proposed townhouse dwellings (3 storeys with massing 
reductions to 2 storeys incorporated into the buildings – approx. 12 metres), would 
conform to the minimum height of 2-storeys and maximum height of 4-storeys 
contemplated in the Neighbourhoods Place Type in The London Plan where the 
property has frontage on an Urban Thoroughfare. It would also conform to the low-rise 
form of development, generally not exceeding four storeys contemplated in the Multi-
family, Medium Density Residential designation and would be compatible with the scale 
of the adjacent land uses in the surrounding residential neighbourhood that are 1- and 
2-storeys in height.  

To address potential public concerns about the impact of the massing of the buildings 
adjacent to existing development, the applicant has incorporated height reductions to 
two storeys at selected locations that also act as private terraces for the residents of the 
new units.  

Yard Depth/Setbacks 

The requested amendment includes a reduced easterly minimum rear yard depth of 3.8 
metres in place of the required 6.0 metres. Based on the submitted and revised concept 
plans, this reduction applies only to the townhouse block in the north-east corner of the 
site in order to provide a suitable separation distance between the rear of the existing 
heritage building and the front of the townhouse block. The impacts of this reduction are 
minimized because the reduced rear yard townhouse block is situated west of the 
internal condominium roadway that divides the front-facing homes within the 
condominium corporation from the back of the proposed development. The distance 
between the front of existing condominium Unit 6 and the back of the new townhouse 
block will be approximately 20 metres.  

The condominium block at the south-east corner of the development site is proposed to 
be located 6 metres from the property line in accordance with zoning requirements. At 
the site plan stage, the applicant should be encouraged to provide robust plantings 
within the available space to soften the appearance of the new buildings from 
condominium units 2 through 6. 

There is support in The London Plan for the requested reduction in the minimum front 
yard depth to maintain and reinforce the prevailing street wall or street line (policy 256) 
and position buildings with minimal setbacks from public rights-of-way to create a street 
wall/edge that provides a sense of enclosure within the public realm (*Policy 259_). The 
noise and privacy walls to the north and south of the subject site establish the street 
wall/edge on the east side of Wonderland Road North. The requested reduction in the 
minimum front yard depth would allow for the proposed buildings to be positioned closer 
to the property line to maintain and reinforce the street wall/edge. The requested 
reduction in the minimum front yard depth will not negatively impact the future widening 
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of Wonderland Road North, as the ultimate right-of-way width recognized in Zoning By-
law Z.-1 has been taken into account in the concept plans. A road widening dedication 
will be taken along 2096 Wonderland Road North through the subsequent site plan 
approval process.   

Shadow Impacts/Access to Daylight 
Within the built-up area of the City it should be understood that there will be shadow 
impacts from adjacent development; but adjacent development should not significantly 
obstruct access to daylight. Shadow impacts were evaluated as part of the Urban 
Design Brief (Kirkness Consulting and Zedd Architecture, December, 2018). They 
demonstrated that most of the surrounding buildings will not be affected by shadowing 
between 9:30 a.m. and 3:00 p.m., and that those shadow impacts that occur will be 
modest, intermittent and seasonal in nature.    

Privacy/Overlook  
Loss of privacy and overlook is important to achieving residential intensification that is 
sensitive to, and compatible with the surrounding neighbourhood. It is recognized that 
the yard depths required to achieve absolute visual privacy and prevent overlook are 
much greater than those that can be feasibly provided in the built-up area of the City 
while providing for meaningful intensification.  
 
To the east, overlook impacts are mitigated, firstly, by the front yard relationship of the 
existing dwellings, and the intervening condominium roadway between the existing 
buildings and the proposed new development. The existing units are a reasonable 
distance from the proposed buildings and have “rear yard” space that will be completely 
private from the new development. Secondly, the proposed buildings have been 
designed to orient many (not all, in order to provide massing relief adjacent to existing 
development) of the 2nd floor terraces toward the interior of the development, with lower 
main floor balconies than contemplated in the pre-application design stages. Over time, 
landscaping features may also provide screening between the developments. 
 
To the south and north, the most easterly proposed buildings have no windows on the 
ends of the buildings, thereby limiting privacy and overlook issues to occasional outdoor 
use of the second floor terraces on the backs of the end units. To the south, the more 
westerly townhouse block has windows set back 6 metres from the rear property lines of 
the existing dwellings and only one second floor terrace. Over time, landscaping 
features may also provide screening between the developments.  

Light/Noise 

Concern for direct noise and light impacts on Unit 7 of 1081 Wallingford Avenue were 
expressed with respect to the adjacency of the proposed driveway/underground parking 
facility. Unit 7 is surrounded on the west side by a masonry privacy wall and on the 
south by a 2.4 metre high tight board fence. These, along with additional plantings 
between the driveway and the fence, will provide an acceptable level of protection from 
lights and noise from vehicles accessing the underground parking within the new 
development. It is not uncommon for the driveways providing access to townhouse 
developments to be located between two single detached dwellings, which usually do 
not benefit from the protective structures currently in place for this property. 

Relationship to the Street 

Overall the proposed development has a good relationship to the street, providing for 
front façade and front door activity adjacent to Wonderland Road North. Staff are, 
however, concerned about the height of the proposed masonry wall along the property 
line creating a sense of isolation that is undesirable and unnecessary in the proposed 
design. Staff have discussed with the applicant the possible reduction to the height of 
the wall to no more than 0.7 metres to define the public and private realms and provide 
for a built edge. The wall could be taller in the locations of unit entrance stairs as it could 
act as the railing for the staircases. This matter should be further considered at the site 
plan stage. 

Tree Protection   
The subject lands contain several mature trees that contribute to the character of the 
streetscape along Wonderland Road North and provide an established landscape 
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screen between the subject lands and adjacent properties. The Tree Assessment 
Report and Tree Preservation Plan (November 2018) prepared by Ron Koudys 
Landscape Architects and submitted in support of the planning application for the 
subject lands, showed the removal of all of the trees on site.  

It is a goal of The London Plan to manage the tree canopy proactively and increase the 
tree canopy over time (*Policy 389_). It is a target of The London Plan to achieve a tree 
canopy cover of 28% within the Urban Growth Boundary by 2035, and 34% by 2065  
(Policy 393_ and Policy 394_). To achieve tree canopy targets The London Plan directs 
that action shall be taken to protect more, maintain and monitor the tree canopy better, 
and plant more (Policy 398_).The London Plan directs that large, or rare, culturally 
significant, or heritage trees deemed healthy or structurally sound should be retained 
(*Policy 399_ 3.) The London Plan provides direction to the Site Plan Approval Authority 
that the removal of existing trees will require replacement at at a ratio of one 
replacement tree for every ten centimetres of tree diameter that is removed (*Policy 
399_ 4. b.).   

The recommended Zoning By-law amendment provides yard depths that are of a 
sufficient size to provide for the planting of new trees and landscape screening along 
the shared boundary with adjacent residential properties. Additionally, concept plan 
revisions providing for additional central green space and less parking provide 
additional opportunities for compensatory tree plantings. The conceptual landscape plan 
submitted with the application illustrates the provision of several new deciduous and 
coniferous trees along property boundaries and internal to the development. Tree 
planting efforts will be considered at the site plan stage in accordance with applicable 
policies, by-laws and regulations that are in force at that time. During that review, the 
applicant is encouraged to maintain the greatest setbacks possible along the east 
property boundary, particularly for the south-east building, to allow for robust tree 
planting and vegetation.  

Design issues to be considered through the SPA process include the following:  

 height reductions at strategic locations be implemented to reduce massing 
impacts on adjacent properties and the heritage building on the property; 

 separate the heritage building from the proposed new development to provide a 
suitable context for the heritage building; 

 use a warm tone colour palette for the new development that is compatible with 
the buff brick colouring of the heritage building; 

 enhanced opportunities for green space and tree planting in the parking area 
and adjacent to the heritage building to provide a suitable context for the 
heritage building; 

 given the prevalence of hardscaping within the open space area and to buffer 
adjacent land uses, explore opportunities to soften edges through landscaping; 

 explore opportunities to remove the proposed wall/fence along the Wonderland 
Road North frontage. Alternatively, a low masonry wall can be provided along 
the property line to define the public and private realms and provide for a built 
edge, but not block the development or the heritage building from public view. 
The wall could be taller in the locations of unit entrance stairs to act as a railing 
for the staircases.  

These matters are primarily intended to retain the design principles demonstrated in the 
revised site concept or were identified by staff and the applicant as matters to be 
addressed at the site plan stage. 

4.2  Cultural Heritage  
Council designated 2096 Wonderland Road North under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage 
Act on September 28, 2018, thereby necessitating its retention and that new 
development on the property be undertaken in such a way as to enhance and be 
sensitive to the designated property.    
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Provincial Policy Statement, 2014  
The PPS supports the wise use and management of resources, including cultural 
heritage and archaeological resources for economic, environmental and social benefit. 
The PPS directs that significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage 
landscapes shall be conserved (Policy 2.6.1).   

The London Plan  
The London Plan directs cultural heritage resources to be conserved for future 
generations, and that new development will be undertaken to enhance and be sensitive 
to cultural heritage resources (Policy 554_ 2. and 3.)  

The London Plan requires new development, redevelopment and all civic works located 
on or adjacent to heritage designated properties to be designed to protect the heritage 
attributes and character of those resources and minimize the visual and physical impact 
on those resources (*Policy 565_). Where a property of cultural heritage value or 
interest is designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, no alteration, removal 
or demolition shall be undertaken that would adversely affect the reasons for 
designation except in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act (587_). A property 
owner may apply to alter the cultural heritage attributes of a property designated under 
the Ontario Heritage Act. The City may issue a permit to alter the structure. (589_). 

1989 Official Plan  
The 1989 Official Plan directs that no alterations, removal or demolition of heritage 
buildings will be undertaken on heritage properties designated under the Ontario 
Heritage Act that would adversely affect the reasons for designation except in 
accordance with the OHA (Section 13.2.3).  
 
Analysis: 
A Heritage Impact Statement (HIS) was prepared by Stantec in April 2018 predicated on 
the removal of the heritage structure, prior to its designation in September. An 
addendum by Kirkness Consulting (December 2018) reflected the designation of the 
building on the property and revisions to the design. City staff concerns with the revised 
HIS related to both the relationship between the existing heritage building and its 
context and the proposed new development, and the contemporization of the heritage 
building with modern replacement features and detailing. 

The latter is not the subject of the current Zoning By-law amendment application or a 
future site plan approval. It, along with features of the new proposed development that 
are likely to impact the reasons for designation, will be the subject of a Heritage 
Alteration Permit (HAP) prior to the issuance of building permits. It is preferable that the 
property owner coordinate the HAP application with the future site plan approval 
process. 

The heritage attributes which support or contribute to the cultural heritage value or 
interest of the property include: 

 Georgian two storey farmhouse with the Georgian style of architecture reflected 
in the symmetrical façade and minimal use of ornamenting and detail. 

 Square shaped plan 

 Low pitched hip roof with bookend chimneys 

 Buff brick construction 

 Field stone foundation 

 Brick voussoirs above windows. 

City staff, the London Advisory Committee on Heritage and the Urban Design Peer 
Review Panel all expressed concerns about the massing of the original development 
proposal in relation to the Georgian Farmhouse, including the attachment of the 
townhouse block to the existing building instead of allowing it to stand on its own, and 
the lack of green space to retain the context of the Georgian Farmhouse. In addition, 
City staff expressed concern that the darker tones of brick, door and window framing for 
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the new development contrasts with and visually isolates the farmhouse within the new 
development and recommends that a warm tone material colour palette compatible with 
the buff brick colouring of the Farmhouse be used. 

The revised site concept includes revisions in response to the massing and context 
concerns. It provides for the separation of the new townhouse structure from the 
heritage building, and two-storey massing adjacent to the building with additional relief 
provided through a reduction to one storey at a strategic location incorporated into the 
building design in the form of a private terrace. It also provides for additional green 
space in front of and to the south of the heritage building through the removal of two 
parking spaces and as a result shifting the new townhouse unit away from the heritage 
building and connecting it directly to the townhouse block to the south. The additional 
green space provides better context and opportunities for landscaping and specimen 
tree planting on the site. 

The applicant will continue to work with the City regarding the colour palette for the new 
development, to be addressed through the site plan approval and Heritage Alteration 
Permit processes. 

More information and detail is available in Appendix B, C, D and E of this report. 

5.0 Conclusion 

The requested amendment to permit up to 18 three-storey townhouse units and up to 2 
converted dwellings in the existing heritage building is consistent with the 2014 
Provincial Policy Statement that encourages a range and mix of land uses to support 
intensification and achieve compact forms of growth and directs municipalities to identify 
appropriate locations for intensification and plan for all forms of housing required to 
meet the needs of current and future residents.  

The recommended amendment conforms to the 1989 Official Plan that contemplates 
residential intensification in the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation in 
the form of multiple-attached dwellings, such as the recommended cluster townhouse 
dwellings.  The recommended amendment conforms to The London Plan that 
contemplates residential intensification in the Neighbourhoods Place Type, where 
townhouses are contemplated as a primary permitted use on all street classifications.  

The recommended amendment conforms to the 1989 Official Plan and the maximum 
density contemplated in the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation 
through residential intensification. The recommended amendment also conforms to the 
height minimum and height maximums contemplated in the Neighbourhood Place Type 
on an Urban Thoroughfare (Wonderland Road North) in The London Plan. 

The recommended amendment provides for a form of residential intensification that can 
be implemented on the subject lands in light of the location of the existing heritage 
building on the site. The recommended amendment provides appropriate development 
standards to regulate the form of residential intensification and assist in minimizing or 
mitigating potential adverse impacts for adjacent land uses to ensure compatibility and a 
good fit with the surrounding neighbourhood.  
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At the site plan stage, the developer should adhere to the principles established in the 
revised concept plan discussed in this report with respect to the relationship of the 
development to the surrounding existing residential development, and of the new 
townhouse buildings to the heritage building which is to be retained on the site. They 
should also continue to work with staff to address the matters that Staff and the 
applicant agreed would be dealt with at the site plan approval stage. 

 

 

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 Development Services. 

May 3, 2019 
BD/ 
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Appendix A 

 

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

2019 

By-law No. Z.-1-19   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located at 2096 
Wonderland Road North. 

  WHEREAS Invest Group Ltd. has applied to rezone an area of land located 
at 2096 Wonderland Road North, as shown on the map attached to this by-law, as set out 
below; 

  AND WHEREAS this rezoning conforms to the Official Plan; 
 
  THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of 
London enacts as follows: 

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 2096 Wonderland Road North, as shown on the attached map 
comprising part of Key Map No. A102, from a Residential R1 (R1-16) Zone to a 
Residential R5 Special Provision (R5-6(_)) Zone. 

2) Section Number 9.4 of the Residential R5 (R5-6) Zone is amended by adding the 
following Special Provision: 

 ) R5-6(_) 2096 Wonderland Road North  

a) Additional Permitted Uses 
i) Converted dwellings 
 

b) Regulations 
i) Front Yard Depth  0 metres (0 feet) 

(minimum) 

ii) Rear Yard Depth  3.8 metres (12.47 feet) 
(minimum) 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on May 21, 2019. 
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Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – May 21, 2019 
Second Reading – May 21, 2019 
Third Reading – May 21, 2019
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On January 30, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to 70 property 
owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on January 31, 2019. A 
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site. 

9 replies were received. 

Nature of Liaison: The notice advised of a possible amendment to Zoning By-law Z.-1 
to change the zoning from a Residential R1 (R1-16) Zone to a Residential R5 Special 
Provision (R5-6(_)) Zone to permit and facilitate the development of cluster housing in 
the form of eighteen, 3-storey townhouse dwelling units and the possible conversion of 
the existing heritage building to 2 residential units. The notice advised of the use of 
possible special provisions to the standard R5-6 Zone regulations to permit a reduced 
minimum front yard of 0 metres and reduced rear (easterly) yard depth of 3.8 metres. 

Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following: 

 Not a good fit with surrounding cluster and single detached dwellings; 

 Proposed rear yard reduction would cause proximity issues such as noise 
and light for the condominium units that face the east property line, especially 
due to the height of the rear units and the higher elevation of 2096 
Wonderland Road North in relation to the condominium internal roadway; 

 Front yard setback is inconsistent with setbacks of buildings in the 
surrounding area and will lead to objections when Wonderland Road North is 
widened; 

 shadow impact, loss of privacy/overlook, loss of views given scale of the 
proposed buildings; 

 Consideration or abatement should be considered for the condominium unit to 
the north of the subject site, with respect to vehicle lights and noise upon 
entry/departure from 2096 Wonderland Road North; 

 the proposed development is too intense with inadequate provision for snow 
storage or maneuvering for emergency service vehicles, delivery and moving 
trucks; 

 7 surface visitor parking spaces are insufficient for 20 townhouses; 

 Insufficient green space on site; 

 Loss of mature trees; 

 Design and massing impact of townhouses built around the existing heritage 
structure; 

 Risk of damage to the heritage structure during construction;  

 Traffic impacts on Wonderland Road North; 

 Stonebridge Condominium Corporation No. 775 will not support any potential 
access, pedestrian or vehicular, through the condo development; 

 Potential flooding; impact on the existing stormwater systems within the 
surrounding subdivision; the proposal to direct overland flows onto adjacent 
lands is inappropriate;  

 Impact on the existing wastewater systems within the surrounding plan of 
subdivision; risk of sewer backups as the sanitary servicing was designed for 
36 people where the MTE Servicing Brief indicates there will be 46 people; 

 Ownership status; 

 Reduction in property value. 
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Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner” 

Telephone Written 

 

 

Chris Sparling 
9 - 2081 Wallingford Avenue 
London ON N6G 0K1 

 Nabil Sultan 
365 Cornelius Court 
London ON N6G 0E5 

 Elia Votta 
345 Cornelius Court 
London ON  N6G 0E5 

 Clive Forbes 
351 Cornelius Court 
London ON N6G 0E5 

 Bill Farndale 
14 – 2081 Wallingford Avenue 
London ON N6G 0K1 

 Denis Merrall 
19 – 2081 Wallingford Avenue 
London ON N6G 0K1 

 Stonebridge Condo Corp (MVLCC #775) 
c/o Paulette Krisak 
2063 Wallingford Avenue 
London ON  N6G 0K1 

 Agnes OK 
357 Cornelius Court 
London ON N6G 0E5 

 Craig & Caroline Postons 
7 – 2081 Wallingford Avenue 
London ON N6G 0K1 

 
From: Bill Farndale   
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 8:23 PM 
To: Debbert, Barb <bdebbert@London.ca> 
Cc: Morgan, Josh <joshmorgan@london.ca>;  
Subject: File Z-9010 2096 Wonderland Road 

 
As an adjacent home owner (14-2081 Wallingford Ave.) we received the Notice Of 
Planning Application regarding the subject lands. In accordance with the mailing I would 
like to make a number of observations: 
 
1.  the density of structures seems to be excessive with inadequate provisions for snow 
storage or capacity for emergency services to enter and turn around  onsite, 
 
2.  rear yard depths cause proximity issues (noise, light) for units 2,4, & 6, especially 
due to the height of the rear units and the higher elevation of 2096 in relation to our 
internal roadway, 
 
3.  some consideration or abatement should be considered regarding unit #7 in our 
development with respect to vehicle lights and vehicle noises upon entry/departure from 
2096, 
 
4. the solid row of units at the east side of this development will greatly interfere with 
light shadows and sky sightlines for units 2,4 & 6 . 
 
I have not decided at this time if I would plan to speak at the public meeting but may do 
so in the future.    
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Sincerely W.J. Farndale 
14-2081 Wallingford Ave.  
_____________________________________________________________________ 

From: Chris Sparling  
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 10:17 AM 
To: Debbert, Barb <bdebbert@London.ca>; Morgan, Josh <joshmorgan@london.ca> 
Subject: Zoning By-Law Amendment 2096 Wonderland Road North - File # Z-9010 
 
 I have received today the Notice of Planning Application for this proposed project. I am 
an owner of 2081 Wallingford Ave., Unit #9 London Ontario and my property is 2 lots 
away from the proposed site. 
 
 I have serious concerns in this regards. In no way shape or form are there any Multi 
level properties in this area and the proposal will be non com forming with existing 
buildings and structures in this neighborhood which are mainly single level homes. The 
worry here is the proposed three story new structures will negatively effect our privacy 
and aesthetics of the neighborhood. We don't want properties hovering over our 
backyards. 
 
 Not sure but I would require clarification as to the property ownership status of this new 
proposal. Are these "rentals" or will they be individually owned as single family 
dwellings. 
 
I'm also deeply concerned with the increased traffic and access onto Wonderland Rd 
North which in itself is busy enough now, particularly at this point of the road where it is 
only 2 lanes. It is a nightmare on most occasions now accessing Wonderland North and 
adding more vehicular traffic without widening the road would be in my opinion a recipe 
for disaster. 
 
 Also on the submission sent to us there are "Building Renderings" with "Views" denoted 
from "Richmond" Street. This must be an error as Richmond is nowhere near this 
proposal. 
 
 Having just recently bought in this neighborhood, I am disappointed to see a project 
such as this. We purchased because the area was free of multi unit developments. We 
purchased because our neighbors in our community enjoy our privacy and the last thing 
we need or want is an increase in density and peering neighbors. Disappointed to say 
the least. 
 
 
Chris & Sue Sparling 
2081 Wallingford Ave., Unit #9 
London Ontario  
N6G 0K1 

 
From: Clive Forbes 
Sent: February 9, 2019 3:10 PM 
To: bdeberrt@london.ca; joshmorgan@london.ca; mayor@london.ca 
Subject: Requested Zoning By-Law Amendment for 2096 Wonderland Road North  
  
Dear Barb, 
 
My wife and I, home owners of 351 Cornelius Court are in receipt of the Requested 
Zoning By-law Amendment for 2096 Wonderland Road North. We would like to use this 
medium to express our objection to this request and to voice our concerns about the 
proposed eighteen (18) three storey townhouse development by Invest Group Ltd. 
 
We, like many of our neighbours believe that any rezoning request should be reviewed 
against the background of how would the proposed development fit with what now 

mailto:bdeberrt@london.ca
mailto:joshmorgan@london.ca
mailto:mayor@london.ca
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obtains in terms of existing housing & the subdivision that borders the property at 2096 
Wonderland Road North. 

 As such we do not agree with changing the current R1-16 zoning to R5-6 and 
with the requested Special Provisions for R5-6. 

 Building 18 three storey townhouses would not be a good fit with the north 
easterly Stonebridge Condo development adjacent to the north of subject land 
and the south easterly single detach residential homes adjacent to the south of 
subject land.  

 If approval was to be given to the special provision request to reduce the rear 
yard depth for R5-6 zoning from 6.0 metres to 3.8 metres it would only compound 
the problem and result in three storey townhouses encroaching on the adjacent 
homes. 

 There is serious concerns about massing impact if 18 three storey townhouses 
were to be built (squeezed) around the existing heritage structure. 

 Having so many townhouses in such a small space does not lend itself to 
comfortable living and the required green space that is needed for healthy 
lifestyle. 

 The developers propose 7 above ground visitors parking space (two of the seven 
for accessible parking) for 20 townhouses. Realistically this would not be 
adequate and even more reason why this request should not be approve. 

 It is clear that the developers know that even if the R5-6 zoning request was 
approved, without the special provision request/amendment it is not realistic to 
squeeze and or tightly fit 18 three storey townhouses around the heritage 
structure... this should be an automatic dis-qualifier.  

 Currently all home owners and or tenants have a great degree of privacy in their 
back yards and this would be shattered (especially for the single detached 
residential homes south of the proposed development) if townhouses were to be 
built on the subject land.  

 There is also concern about potential flooding that could occur and the impact 
the proposed development would have on our existing subdivision stormwater 
and wastewater systems. 

 The likely risk of damage to the heritage structure is something that cannot be 
ignored during the process of creating underground parking for the proposed 18 
three storey townhouses and the existing heritage building.       

Given all of the above we strongly object to the requested zoning by-law amendment 
and believe any amendment and subsequent development should fit with what now 
obtains with the surrounding homes. Squeezing 18 three storey townhouses while 
converting the existing heritage structure into two townhouses is definitely not the way 
forward. 
 
Regards, 
 
Clive 

 
From: Denis Merrall   
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 3:25 PM 
To: Debbert, Barb <bdebbert@London.ca> 
Cc: Morgan, Josh <joshmorgan@london.ca> 
Subject: File Z-9010 Invest Group Limited 2096 Wonderland Road North 
 
I have objections to the proposed rezoning as itemized below: 
1.    Standard regulations regarding setbacks are there for a reason and based on best 

practices.  These standard setbacks should be retained for this development.  The 
proposed 0 meter front yard setback is not compatible with setbacks of other 
buildings in this area and will likely lead to objections when the city widens 
Wonderland Road.   

2.   The lot coverage is too intense and will provide little common areas once visitor 
parking and access to underground parking is taken into account. 
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3.   Sanitary servicing was designed for 36 people and the proposed development will 
exceed this substantially.  This puts upstream and downstream landowners at risk 
of sewer backups. 

4.    The storm sewer outlet was designed for a runoff co-efficient of 0.5 while the 
development will exceed this substantially putting upstream and downstream 
landowners at risk of sewer backups.  The proposal to direct overland flows onto 
adjacent lands is inappropriate without the consent of the impacted landowners.   

5.    A development such as this should make provision for delivery trucks and moving 
trucks.  Hopefully this will be addressed at the site plan approval stage but the 
proposed lot coverage may not allow for this. 

 
Please keep me apprised of progress on this file. 
 
Denis Merrall 
#19-2081 Wallingford Ave. 

 
From: Elia Votta   
Sent: Wednesday, February 06, 2019 10:05 AM 
To: Debbert, Barb <bdebbert@London.ca>; Morgan, Josh <joshmorgan@london.ca> 
Subject: FIle: Z-9010 (Invest Group Ltd). 
 
Good morning, 
 
My name is Elia Votta and I’m resident of Sunningdale West  (345 Cornelius Court).  I 
received the Notice of Planning Application and wanted to formally submit my 
opposition to the zoning by-law amendment. 
 
Unsure of the best forum to go about providing a formal opposition (or if anyone will 
even care).  The primary basis of our appeal is privacy, anticipated noise and impact of 
townhomes on our home value.   
 
Please let me know how to best address….. 
 
Many thanks   
 

 
From: Nabil Sultan   
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 9:26 AM 
To: Debbert, Barb <bdebbert@London.ca> 
Subject: Re: request for demolition - 2096 Wonderland Rd N 
 
Hi there, 
 
I received the notice of the request for demolition of 2096 Wonderland Rd N and the 
building of 18 three story townhouses. I am a property owner that backs on to that 
property. My address is 365 Cornelius Crt. I have concerns about this proposed plan, 
first because it is a heritage home and in this area of the city, there are few heritage 
properties left. Also, the property has beautiful large and mature trees that are quite old 
and it would be a real shame to have those trees come down. The area doesn’t have 
many mature trees like that and it would be a shame to lose them.  
 
thank you for considering my comments, 
 
Nabil Sultan 
365 Cornelius Crt 
London,ON 
N6G0E5 
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Dear Ms Debbert, 
 
We have received the Notice of Planning Application – Zoning By-Law Amendment for 
2096 Wonderland Road North (File Z-9010). We have reviewed the plans including the 
Urban Design Brief by Kirkness Consulting. On behalf of the Stonebridge Condo Corp. 
(MVLCC #775), which is directly adjacent to the proposed development, we are 
forwarding the observations, queries, and concerns we have at the present time, in no 
particular order: 
 
1.  There is currently a single residence easement on the east side of the proposed 

development. Should the proposed development proceed, this easement will no 
longer be an option given change from single to multiple residences. Stonebridge 
would not support any potential access, pedestrian or vehicular, through the condo 
development. 

 
2.  As referenced in the MTE Service Briefing, the demand on the sanitary service will 

exceed the original design capacity by 28% (46 vs. 36 people), which is a concern.  
 

As well, the demand on storm water service facilities (above and below ground) will 
exceed existing design capacity; a possible risk of flooding to homes between the 
subject site eastward to the municipal street of Wallingford Avenue which is again a 
concern. 

 
3.  Proposed structures appear overly dense (too many units in a relatively small area 

without adequate natural space around and between them). The design and 
massing of the surrounding structures do not appear to complement the heritage 
property and vice versa.  

 
In addition, will there be adequate space for snow storage and for snow plowing 
and emergency services to navigate their vehicles and equipment within the site? 

 
4.  Setback on all sides of the development is minimal and will cause noise, loss of 

natural light, increase in artificial light, and privacy issues for neighbours. 
Neighbours directly east will be significantly impacted. Unit #7 in particular will be 
even further affected by the additional noise and light created by the vehicular 
parking exit/entrance to the proposed development. Privacy of neighbours is of the 
utmost importance. Although the Urban Brief indicates privacy will be respected, 
drawings show large east-facing windows. How will rooftop terraces be modified to 
ensure privacy of neighbours? 

 
5.  The current proposal would negatively impact the existing view for neighbours 

along the east side of the development. The natural green landscaped area would 
become a wall of tall, overbearing urban buildings.  

 
The proposed height of 3 storeys is too high, especially given the added height 
resulting from the already higher elevation of the proposed development. This 
height will cause adverse changes to sunlight/shadowing patterns. The proposed 
height of the units is not in harmony with the height of surrounding structures and 
would not enhance the appearance of the neighbourhood aesthetically. 

 
6.  Existing natural enhancements such as mature deciduous and evergreen trees 

would be lost. Are any trees on the property in the category of protected trees? 
 
Sincerely, 
Board of Directors, Stonebridge Condo Corp. 
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From: Young Hwan Kim  
Sent: Saturday, February 16, 2019 10:23 PM 
To: Debbert, Barb <bdebbert@London.ca> 
Subject: Objection to Amendment for 2096 Wonderland Road North 
 
Dear Barb 

I am the owner of 357 Cornelius Court and I wish to object strongly to the construction of 

the 18 three story townhouses in 2096 Wonderland Road North. Below, I write why I 

strongly oppose to the plan to construct the townhouses. 

The construction of 18 townhouses in such limited area of 2096 Wonderland Road North 

would have the detrimental impact upon residential amenities. Such high-density and 

over-development layout within the small limited area would bring concerning unpleasant 

land landscaping and external appearance of all houses in the vicinity. The current 

harmonious landscape of the neighboring houses and the heritage house makes very 

pleasant layout and design of all houses in the Sunningdale area. This is also why I 

strongly oppose against demolishing the current heritage house. 

The adverse impact on the existing trees in 2096 Wonderland Road North cannot be 

underestimated as the trees along with the heritage house promote to not just the above 

visual amenity but also the quality of nature the surrounding houses could experience 

every day. This is significant because the construction of such 18 townhouses instead 

would bring both noise and disturbance to the surrounding houses. 

I am quite concerned about both the safety of pedestrians and traffic generation in our 

neighborhoods. The plan proposed only 7 above ground visitors parking space for 20 

townhouses, and this is realistically not adequate for the townhouse owners. The plan 

also includes constructing underground parking spaces and there might be the potential 

flooding that could impact both the traffic and the safety of our neighbors especially during 

the winter. 

Most importantly, building so many townhouses within the limited compact area would 

bring loss of privacy especially to the houses that are right next to the townhouses. There 

are many houses that would be right next to the townhouses and there might be issues 

with overlooking and privacy. Also building three story townhouses would cause other 

issues such as with overshadowing and loss of natural light from such high story 

constructions.  

In our peaceful and orderly neighborhood, constructing the eyesore buildings at such very 

close distance by eliminating the beautiful heritage would overwhelmingly threaten the 

privacy of the neighbors and therefore can never be tolerated.  

As I strongly believe that you have the insight and can make wise judgements on behalf 

of all of us, I pray that the plan which brings both grief and sorrow to our neighbors and 

cannot be reversed would not happen. 

Thank you for reading earnest request. 

Sincerely, 

Agnes Ok 
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From: Craig Postons   
Sent: Sunday, March 31, 2019 1:24 PM 
To: Debbert, Barb <bdebbert@London.ca> 
Cc: Morgan, Josh <joshmorgan@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Planning Application - 2096 Wonderland Rd N. 
 
Dear Ms. Debbert, 
 
We live at Unit 7, 2081 Wallingford Rd., and unfortunately were unavailable to attend 
the recent meeting on the above proposed development due to travel. 
 
We echo the concerns previously submitted to you by our Board, and by the 
representatives at the meeting. 
 
The purpose of this e-mail is to particularly emphasize our personal concerns with the 
proposed development, primarily: 

 The projected demands on the sanitary service exceeding the original design 
capacity, and the possible risk of flooding to homes in our development. 

 The significant intrusion of the development on our own home, Unit 7.  I ask you 
to put to yourself in our position.  Would you enjoy the additional noise and 
disruption created by a parking exit/entrance immediately next door?  We 
treasure our privacy, and this development significantly reduces it. 

 I share the concerns of our unit-owners residing immediately east of the 
development and the horrible impact on their own views and privacy.  The 
proposed height of 3 storeys is too high, especially given the added height 
resulting from the already higher elevation of the proposed development. This 
height will cause adverse changes to sunlight/shadowing patterns. The proposed 
height of the units is not in harmony with the height of surrounding structures and 
would not enhance the appearance of the neighbourhood aesthetically. 

We regret we missed the opportunity to express these concerns directly to you at the 
meeting, and we wanted them on the record. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Craig & Caroline Postons 
7 — 2081 Wallingford Ave. 
London, ON  
N6G 0K1 
 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Agency/Departmental Comments 

Urban Design Peer Review Panel – see Appendix E for UDPRP comments and the 
applicant’s reply 

Urban Design (March 26, 2019) 
 
Urban Design staff commend the applicant for incorporating the following into the 
proposed design; The retention, in situ, of the heritage building, locating the majority of 
parking underground, which increases the amount of landscaped open space and 
provides for a better pedestrian experience through the site, providing for built form 
along the Wonderland Road N frontage that is oriented to the street with individual unit 
access to the City sidewalk. 
 
Staff have been working closely with the applicant through the rezoning process to 
address many of the design concerns that have been raised by the Urban Design Peer 
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Review Panel, the community and City staff. Some of the design concerns that remain 
outstanding include; 
 

 Remove Townhouse 9 and lower Townhouses 1, 2, and 8 to two storeys in order 
to ensure that the massing and form of the new buildings proposed for the site 
provide an appropriate context for the existing heritage structure. Removing 
Townhouse 9 would also ensure that there is an adequately sized and located 
amenity area on site for future residents;  

 

 Explore opportunities to remove some of the surface parking in front of the 
heritage house in order to increase opportunities for tree planting.  
 

 Remove the proposed wall/fence along the Wonderland Road frontage. 
Alternatively, a low masonry wall (maximum of 0.7m in height) can be provided 
along the property line to define the public and private realms and provide for a 
built edge. The wall could be taller in the locations of unit entrance stairs as it 
could act as the railing for the staircases.    

 

Heritage (March 26, 2019) 

I have reviewed the Heritage Impact Statement-Addendum (Kirkness Consulting, 

December 2018) for the Zoning By-law Application (Z-9010) at the above noted address, 

and provide the following heritage planning comments. These comments are consistent 

with the Ontario Heritage Act and 1989-Official Plan/The London Plan, and directly 

reference the Designating By-law L.S.P.-3477-475 for the above property.  

1. Background  

2096 Wonderland Road North is a property consisting of approximately (.5ha) 

located on the east side of Wonderland Road North, just south of Sunningdale 

Road W at the northwestern edge of the City of London. In September 2018, the 

property was designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. The property 

is not adjacent (contiguous) to any LISTED or designated properties and 

archaeological potential once associated with this property can be considered 

addressed.  

The building located on the property is a rare and representative example of a mid-

19th century Georgian farmhouse, and is associated with the Warner family with 

Wesley Warner being a noted member of London Township for his involvement in 

the temperance society. Heritage attributes which support or contribute to the 

cultural heritage value or interest of the property include:  

 Georgian two storey farmhouse with the Georgian style of architecture reflected 

in the symmetrical façade and minimal use of ornamenting and detail. 

 Square shaped plan 

 Low pitched hip roof with bookend chimneys 

 Buff brick construction 

 Field stone foundation 

 Brick voussoirs above windows 

 

The application (Z-9010) is for a zoning by-law amendment to permit cluster 

townhouses and cluster stacked townhouses where currently singe-detached 

dwellings (one/lot) are allowed. The specific proposal calls for 18 townhouses and 

underground parking encircling the existing heritage building.  

2.  Heritage Impact Statement (HIS) 

As part of a complete application requirements for a zoning bylaw application, a 

Heritage Impact Statement was originally prepared by Stantec in April 2018, but 
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was revised by addendum by Kirkness Consulting in December 2018, to reflect the 

designation of the building on the property and revisions to the design. The primary 

purpose of the current HIS is to assess the impacts of this application on the 

cultural heritage value and attributes of the designated Georgian Farmhouse and 

surrounding context, and to make recommendations to mitigate any adverse 

impacts that may arise. 

3. Heritage Staff Review – Comments & Summary  

 The proposed development at 2096 Wonderland Rd N is novel and well 

executed in its design approach, but is not wholly compatible with the heritage 

attributes of the designated Georgian Farmhouse retained on the property, 

mainly related to: 

o the height and massing of the proposed development, particularly at the 

interface and within close proximity of the Farmhouse 

 the two-storey, square shaped plan is integral to the Georgian 
style of architecture and reasons for designation; the proposed 
development in its ‘intensity’ (height, massing, density) 
overwhelms and is not consistent with the context of the 
Farmhouse situated on this site 

o material colour palette selected for the proposed development  

 darker tones of brick, door and window framing selected for the 

development contrasts with, and visually isolates, the Farmhouse 

within the new development 

o contemporization of the Farmhouse with modern replacement features 

and detailing 

 heritage compatible window type/style and entrance treatment 

are integral with the Georgian style of architecture and reasons 

for designation; the proposal entirely alters these details to mimic 

those used in the new development   

4. Additional Comments Related to Proposal – London Advisory Committee on 

Heritage 

At its February 13th meeting, the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) 

stated that it was not satisfied with the research and assessment of the Heritage 

Impact Statement (HIS) Addendum, appended to the agenda, from Zedd 

Architecture and Kirkness Consulting; further: 

 the LACH does not support the conclusions of the above-noted HIS Addendum; 

 the LACH suggests that further consideration be given to the conservation of 

the heritage attributes, described in the designating by-law, for the property 

located at 2096 Wonderland Road North; and, 

 the LACH has concerns about the following with respect to this application: 

o retaining the Georgian character of the current building; 

o massing of the proposed development related to the Georgian 

farmhouse, particularly townhouse 1, 2, 8 and 9 on the submitted plans; 

o proposed window and door replacement, which was proposed to match 

design treatment of the new townhouses, but should, instead, reflect the 

Georgian character of the farmhouse; 

o the lack of green space to retain the context of the Georgian farmhouse; 

and, 

o potential construction impacts on the heritage building. 

5. Recommendations & Conclusions  

Based on the review of the HIS and LACHs comments, heritage staff recognizes 

the above stated adverse impacts to the heritage designated resource on the 
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property (Section 3, 4). The applicant is strongly encouraged to consider the 

following mitigative design measures to enhance compatibility: 

 Limit the intensity on site and increase compatibility with the Farmhouse and 

its setting – providing ample ‘breathing room’ – by removing the townhouse 

directly attached to the Farmhouse, while also limiting the height (to 2-storeys) 

of the townhouse identified as Block B in the Urban Design Brief (December 

2018, SK013). 

 Remove (2) visitor parking spaces adjacent to Wonderland Rd N – specifically 

those spaces flanking the center two. 

 Enhance Farmhouse setting by increasing landscaping and specimen tree 

planting in areas made available through townhouse removal and visitor 

parking reduction. 

 Utilize a warm tone material colour palette – compatible with the buff brick 

colouring of the Farmhouse – for brick, door and window framing in proposed 

development. 

 Select window type/style and entrance treatment that is consistent with the 

Georgian style of architecture of the Farmhouse and reasons for its 

designation. 

Heritage Requirements Moving Forward will include: 

 a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) 

o The 1989 Official Plan (13.2.3.1) and The London Plan (Policy 586) 

require that an evaluation of heritage impacts be prepared for 

development that occurs on designated properties. The evaluation 

should demonstrate that the heritage attributes of the heritage 

designated property will be conserved – in this case, specifically the 

heritage attributes which support of contribute to the cultural heritage 

interest or value of the property. The evaluation process should take the 

form of a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) based the Ministry’s 

InfoSheet #5, noting that: HIAs must be prepared by qualified 

individuals, such as architectural and landscape consultants with 

knowledge of accepted standards of historical research, identification, 

evaluation, and methods of conservation and mitigation (InfoSheet #5, 

p4). 

A wholly revised HIA may be required to reflect substantial changes to 

the proposed design.   

 Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) 

o This property is designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act 

(OHA) by By-law No. L.S.P.-3477-475; heritage alteration approval will 

be required for any work that is likely to impact reasons for designation. 

Colour samples for brick, door and window treatment should be 

reviewed with heritage staff as part of the permit process. The London 

Advisory Committee on Heritage will provide a recommendation to 

Municipal Council on the HAP with Council having approval authority. A 

maximum 90-day statutory review and decision period (as/per OHA 

33(4)) for the HAP should be anticipated. Heritage Alteration Permit 

approval is required prior to obtaining a building permit. 
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London Advisory Committee on Heritage (Feb 13, 2019 meeting) 

Notice of Planning Application - Zoning By-law Amendment - 2096 Wonderland Road 
North 

That B. Debbert, Senior Planner, BE ADVISED of the following with respect to 
the Notice of Planning Application for a Zoning By-law Amendment for the 
property located at 2096 Wonderland Road North: 

 the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) is not satisfied 
with the research and assessment of the Heritage Impact Statement 
(HIS) Addendum, appended to the agenda, from zedd Architecture and 
Kirkness Consulting; 

 the LACH does not support the conclusions of the above-noted HIS 
Addendum; 

 the LACH suggests that further consideration be given to the 
conservation of the heritage attributes, described in the designating by-
law, for the property located at 2096 Wonderland Road North; and, 

 the LACH has concerns about the following with respect to this 
application: 

o   retaining the Georgian character of the current building; 

o   massing of the proposed development related to the Georgian 
farmhouse, particularly townhouse 1, 2, 8 and 9 on the submitted 
plans; 

o   proposed window and door replacement, which was proposed to 
match design treatment of the new townhouses, but should, instead, 
reflect the Georgian character of the farmhouse; 

o   the lack of green space to retain the context of the Georgian 
farmhouse; and, 

o   potential construction impacts on the heritage building; 

it being noted that the attached presentation from L. Dent, Heritage Planner, was 
received with respect to this matter. 

 

Parks Planning & Design (March 25, 2019) 

Parks Planning & Design has reviewed Tree Assessment Report for the above noted 
application. We have no concerns with regard to the completeness and accuracy of the 
report, however there are some concerns regarding the extent of proposed 
development.  
 
The site plan as shown does not preserve any existing trees, and does not provide 
compensation. There are few areas on site that would be favourable for new tree 
plantings.  
 
This is not in keeping with the Council-endorsed London Plan policies for tree 
preservation and planting (398-401). Also, at the time of Site Plan Approval, the 
proposed parking area and building locations may not implement Sections 9 and 13 of 
the Site Plan Control Area By-law for landscaping and tree preservation requirements, 
and may not comply with Section 4.19.4.(c) of the Zoning By-law for parking setback 
from the road allowance.  
 
If feasible, there should be further consideration for tree preservation and/or additional 
space for new tree planting. 
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Engineering (March 7, 2019) 

No comments for the rezoning application. 

The below comments were provided at the time of the preconsultation process in 
November 2018 for a future site plan application.  

A Servicing and Lot Grading Plan stamped by a professional engineer will be required 
for the subject property. Attached are notes and commentary to assist the applicant in 
providing the necessary Site Servicing and Grading Plan and engineering reports to 
progress this development.  

 The site serving and grading plans are to show current conditions on the 
adjacent streets and properties such as existing roads, accesses, sidewalks, 
sewers, watermains, utilities, etc.  

 Should a private drain connection(s), or other works be installed on a City 
street to service this site, then details of these works including restoration of 
the City street are to be shown on the site servicing plan or a separate 
drawing to City standards.  

 A Traffic Management Plan may be required prior to issuance of a Permit of 
Approved Works.  

 The Owner is required to obtain all other necessary and relevant permits and 
approvals such as Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
approvals, Permits for Approved Works (PAWS) etc.  

 
WASTEWATER ENGINEERING COMMENTS:  

 The municipal sewer for the subject lands is the 450mm municipal sanitary 
sewer on Wallingford Avenue. The subject lands Municipal No. 2096 
Wonderland Road North was provided a 150mm sanitary PDC. within in an 
easement through the adjacent Condo Corporation 39CD-10508 to the 
internal 200mm diameter sanitary sewer, which is tributary to the Wallingford 
sanitary sewer.  

 The proposed development of 2096 Wonderland Road North was accounted 
for in Whitney Engineering Inc.’s overall sanitary design of the adjacent 
condominium identified as external land with a design population of 36 
people. As a higher density than what the lands were allocated is supported, 
the Owner’s Engineer is to update the sanitary area plan and design sheets to 
the satisfaction WADE and the City Engineer.  

 A new 1200mm sanitary maintenance hole shall be proposed within the 
development in proximity of the existing 150mm stub at the northeast corner 
of the development to serve as a sanitary inspection maintenance hole. The 
existing septic tank will need to be decommissioned.  

 
WATER ENGINEERING COMMENTS:  

 Water is available via the existing 450m PVC watermain on Wonderland 
Road North.  

 Service to existing building will need to be decommissioned.  
 

TRANSPORTATION COMMENTS:  

 Road widening dedication of 18.0m from centre line is required on 
Wonderland Road North (7.942m)  

 Relocate sidewalk on Wonderland Road North fronting the property to 
standard location  

 External works drawings required for the construction of left and right turn 
lanes (RT lane 30.0m storage & 80m taper, LT lane 30.0m storage 50.0m 
parallel & 80.0m taper) ensure existing 1.5m bike lane is incorporated into the 
design  

 Close and restore existing driveway to City Standard  

 Dimension access (width 6.0m-7.3m, curb radii 6.0m-9.0m, clear throat 6.0m)  
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT COMMENTS:  

 The site is tributary to the existing Sunningdale SWM facility 6B via storm 
maintenance hole 9s34 (identified as MHR5 in the as-constructed sheets 
20489 and 20495. Changes in the “C” from the designed C=0.50 to the value 
required to accommodate the proposed development will trigger the need for 
hydraulic calculations (storm sewer capacity analysis) to demonstrate 
adequacy of the existing downstream system and that on-site SWM controls 
will be designed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  

 It is our expectation that the design of the condominium east of the site (Block 
101 in as-con 20489) account for the required storm sewer stub and 
associated easement to service this site.  

 Any proposed LID solution should be supported by a Geotechnical Report 
and/or hydrogeological investigations prepared with focus on the type of soil, 
its infiltration rate, hydraulic conductivity (under field saturated conditions), 
and seasonal high ground water elevation. The report(s) should include 
geotechnical and hydrogeological recommendations of any preferred/suitable 
LID solution.  

 The Owner agrees to promote the implementation of SWM Best Management 
Practices (BMP's) within the plan, including Low Impact Development (LID) 
where possible, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  

 The owner is required to provide a lot grading plan for stormwater flows and 
major overland flows on site and ensure that stormwater flows are self-
contained on site, up to the 100 year event and safely conveys up to the 250 
year storm event, all to be designed by a Professional Engineer for review.  

 The Owner shall allow for conveyance of overland flows from external 
drainage areas that naturally drain by topography through the subject lands.  

 Stormwater run-off from the subject lands shall not cause any adverse effects 
to adjacent or downstream lands.  

 An erosion/sediment control plan is required to identify all erosion and 
sediment control measures for the subject site and that will be in accordance 
with City of London and MECP standards and requirements, all to the 
specification and satisfaction of the City Engineer. This plan is to include 
measures to be used during all phases of construction.  

 

Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (February 4, 2019) 

The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) has reviewed this 
application with regard for the policies in the Environmental Planning Policy Manual for 
the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (June 2006). These policies include 
regulations made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, and are 
consistent with the natural hazard and natural heritage policies contained in the 
Provincial Policy Statement (2014). The Upper Thames River Source Protection Area 
Assessment Report has also been reviewed in order to confirm whether the subject 
lands are located in a vulnerable area. The Drinking Water Source Protection 
information is being disclosed to the Municipality to assist them in fulfilling their decision 
making responsibilities under the Planning Act.  
 
CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT  
The subject lands are not affected by any regulations (Ontario Regulation 157/06) 
made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act.  
 
DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION  
Clean Water Act  
The Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006 is intended to protect existing and future sources of 
drinking water. The Act is part of the Ontario government's commitment to implement 
the recommendations of the Walkerton Inquiry as well as protecting and enhancing 
human health and the environment. The CWA sets out a framework for source 
protection planning on a watershed basis with Source Protection Areas established 
based on the watershed boundaries of Ontario’s 36 Conservation Authorities. The 
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Upper Thames River, Lower Thames Valley and St. Clair Region Conservation 
Authorities have entered into a partnership for The Thames-Sydenham Source 
Protection Region.  
The Assessment Report for the Upper Thames watershed delineates three types of 
vulnerable areas: Wellhead Protection Areas, Highly Vulnerable Aquifers and Significant 
Groundwater Recharge Areas. Mapping which identifies these areas is available at:  
http://maps.thamesriver.on.ca/GVH_252/?viewer=tsrassessmentreport 

Upon review of the current assessment report mapping, we wish to advise that the 
subject lands are not identified as being within a vulnerable area.  
 
RECOMMENDATION  
The UTRCA has no objections to this application. 

London Hydro (February 4, 2019) 

This site is presently serviced by London Hydro. Contact Engineering Dept. if a service 
upgrade is required to facilitate the new building. Any new and/or relocation of existing 
infrastructure will be at the applicant's expense. Above-grade transformation is required. 
Note: Transformation lead times are minimum 16 weeks. 
Contact Engineering Dept. to confirm requirements & availability. 

London Hydro has no objection to this proposal or possible official plan and/or zoning 
amendment. However, London Hydro will require a blanket easement. 

  

http://maps.thamesriver.on.ca/GVH_252/?viewer=tsrassessmentreport
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Appendix C – 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: 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

Section 1.1 – Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient 
Development and Land Use Patterns 

1.1.1 b) 

1.1.3.1  

1.1.3.2   

1.1.3.3  

1.1.3.4  

1.4.3  

Section 1.7 – Long Term Economic Prosperity 

Section 2.6 Wise Use and Management of Resources, Cultural Heritage and 
Archaeology  

2.6.1 

1989 Official Plan 

General Objectives for All Residential Designations 

3.1.1 ii)  

3.2.3.2 – Residential Intensification, Density and Form 

3.2.3.4 – Compatibility of Proposed Residential Intensification Development 

Multi-family, Medium Density Residential Designation 

3.3 - Preamble  

3.3.1 - Permitted Uses  

3.3.2 - Scale of Development  

3.3.3 - Residential Intensification  

3.7 - Planning Impact Analysis, 

3.7.2 – Scope of Planning Impact Analysis 

3.7.3 - Required Information  

Heritage Resource Policies 

13.2.3 – Alteration, Removal or Demolition 

The London Plan  
(Policies subject to Local Planning Appeals Tribunal, Appeal PL170100, indicated with 
asterisk.) 

Policy 7_ Our Challenge, Planning of Change and Our Challenges Ahead, Managing 
the Cost of Growth 

Policy 59_2., 4., and 5. Our Strategy, Key Directions, Direction #5 Build a Mixed-use 
Compact City 

Policy 61_5. Our Strategy, Key Directions, Direction # 7 Build Strong, Healthy and 
Attractive Neighbourhoods for Everyone 

Policy 66_ Our City, Planning for Growth and Change 

Policy 79_ Our City, City Structure Plan, The Growth Framework, Intensification  

*Policy 83_ Our City, City Structure Plan, The Growth Framework, Intensification  
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Policy 84_ Our City, City Structure Plan, The Growth Framework, Intensification  

Policy 256_City Building Policies, City Design, How Are We Going to Achieve This, Site 
Layout 

*Policy 259_ City Building Policies, City Design, How Are We Going to Achieve This, 
Site Layout 

*Policy 389_City Building Policies, Forest City, What Are We Trying to Achieve 

Policy 393_ City Building Policies, Forest City, How Are We Going to Achieve This, 
Urban Forestry Strategy 

Policy 394_ City Building Policies, Forest City, How Are We Going to Achieve This, 
Urban Forestry Strategy 

Policy 398_ City Building Policies, Forest City, How Are We Going to Achieve This, 
Strategic Approach  

*Policy 399_4. b. City Building Policies, Forest City, How Are We Going to Achieve This, 
Strategic Approach, Protect More 

Policy 554_2. and 3. City Building Policies, Cultural Heritage, What Are We Trying To 
Achieve 

*Policy 565_ City Building Policies, Cultural Heritage, How Are We Going to Achieve 
This, General Cultural Heritage Policies, Design 

Policy 587_ City Building Policies, Cultural Heritage, Specific Policies for the Protection, 
Conservation, and Stewardship of Cultural Heritage Resources 

Policy 589_ City Building Policies, Cultural Heritage, Specific Policies for the Protection, 
Conservation, and Stewardship of Cultural Heritage Resources 

*Table 10 Range of Permitted Uses in Neighbourhoods Place Type 

*Table 11 Range of Permitted Heights in Neighbourhood Place Type 

*Policy 919_ Place Type Policies, Urban Place Types, Neighbourhoods, Approach for 
Planning Neighbourhoods – Use, Intensity and Form  

*Policy 937_ Place Type Policies, Urban Place Types, Neighbourhoods, Residential 
Intensification in Neighbourhoods 

*Policy 939_ Place Type Policies, Urban Place Types, Neighbourhoods, Forms of 
Residential Intensification 

*Policy 953_ Place Type Policies, Urban Place Types, Neighbourhoods, Residential 
Intensification in Neighbourhoods, Additional Urban Design Considerations for 
Residential Intensification 

*Policy 1578_ Our Tools Planning and Development Applications, Evaluation Criteria for 
Planning and Development Applications 
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3.7 Planning Impact Analysis  

Criteria  Response 

Compatibility of proposed uses with 
surrounding land uses, and the likely 
impact of the proposed development on 
present and future land uses in the area. 

The proposed land use is a different 
housing type than the prevailing land use 
on the east side of Wonderland Road 
North, but is compatible. The different 
housing form provides for a variety of 
housing forms within the neighbourhood. 

The size and shape of the parcel of land 
on which a proposal is to be located, and 
the ability of the site to accommodate the 
intensity of the proposed use;  

Due to the provision of underground 
parking the revised site concept achieves 
an intensity that allows for other on-site 
functions such as guest parking, 
emergency services and open space.  

The supply of vacant land in the area 
which is already designated and/or zoned 
for the proposed use; and 

The residential land on the east side of 
Wonderland Road North the vicinity of the 
subject lands is largely developed. On the 
west side of Wonderland Road North, 
additional  lands are designated and 
zoned for medium density residential 
development but are not available for 
immediate development as the draft plan 
of subdivision affecting these lands is not 
registered on title and the lots/blocks 
have not been created.  

The proximity of any proposal for medium 
or high density residential development to 
public open space and recreational 
facilities, community facilities, and transit 
services, and the adequacy of these 
facilities and services. 

The subject site is within a 10 minute 
walk of Foxfield District Park which 
provides a variety of amenities for local 
and regional users. Shopping facilities 
that would provide for the daily needs of 
residents are located just over a 10 
minute walk away at Fanshawe Park 
Road West and Wonderland Road North. 
Regional shopping needs can be met by 
Masonville Place at Fanshawe Park Road 
West and Richmond Street and Smart 
Centres and surrounding commercial 
development at Fanshawe Park Road 
West and Hyde Park Road. Transit 
service is not available on Wonderland 
Road North, north of Fanshawe Park 
Road West. 

The need for affordable housing in the 
area, and in the City as a whole, as 
determined by the policies of Chapter 12 - 
Housing. 

The proposed development does not 
contribute to affordable housing 
initiatives. 
 

The height, location and spacing of any 
buildings in the proposed development, 
and any potential impacts on surrounding 
land uses; 

The scale or height of the proposed 
townhouse dwellings will be mitigated by 
height reductions at strategic locations to 
2 storeys to break down the massing of 
the proposed buildings. Impacts on 
adjacent properties such shadow, 
overlook, noise and light penetration 
would be mitigated through a combination 
of yard depth and appropriate space for 
landscape screening.  
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The extent to which the proposed 
development provides for the retention of 
any desirable vegetation or natural 
features that contribute to the visual 
character of the surrounding area; 

The proposed development does not 
provide for the retention of existing 
vegetation that contributes to the visual 
character of the surrounding area. Tree 
replacement measures are proposed 
around the periphery and internal to the 
site. Site concept revisions provide 
additional green spaces in which tree 
planting can occur. 

The location of vehicular access points 
and their compliance with the City’s road 
access policies and Site Plan Control By-
law, and the likely impact of traffic 
generated by the proposal on City streets, 
on pedestrian and vehicular safety, and 
on surrounding properties 

Transportation Planning and Design was 
circulated on the planning application and 
development proposal and did not 
comment on the driveway access or 
traffic to be generated by the proposal.  
Wonderland Road North is a high-order 
street and is intended to move medium to 
high volumes of vehicular traffic at 
moderate speeds. The recommended 
amendment and total number of dwelling 
units (20) it could add along Wonderland 
Road North is not expected to affect 
capacity of Wonderland Road North in a 
significant way.  

The exterior design in terms of the bulk, 
scale, and layout of buildings, and the 
integration of these uses with present and 
future land uses in the area; 

The three-storey, approximately 12 metre 
scale or height of the proposed 
townhouse dwellings is consistent with 
the heights that can be achieved on 
adjacent residential properties to the 
south and not significantly higher than the 
zoning permissions on the condominium 
corporation to the north and east (10.5 
metres). The massing (bulk) of the 
proposed townhouse blocks is mitigated 
by the strategic use of 2 storey 
components that act as terraces for 
individual townhouse units, and exterior 
treatments that break up the massing 
horizontally and vertically. The massing 
(bulk), scale and layout of the proposed 
buildings will be reviewed and evaluated 
in greater detail through the Site Plan 
Approval process. 
 

The potential impact of the development 
on surrounding natural features and 
heritage resources; 

No natural heritage features will be 
affected by the proposed development.  
The existing heritage structure on the site 
is to be retained and the revised site 
concept physically separates the heritage 
structure from the proposed new 
development and provides additional 
green space to put it in its context. 
Additional consideration of the heritage 
resource will be addressed through the 
site plan approval and heritage alteration 
permit processes. 
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Constraints posed by the environment, 
including but not limited to locations 
where adverse effects from landfill sites, 
sewage treatment plants, methane gas, 
contaminated soils, noise, ground borne 
vibration and rail safety may limit 
development; 

n/a 

Compliance of the proposed development 
with the provisions of the City’s Official 
Plan, Zoning By-law, Site Plan Control 
By-law, and Sign Control By-law; and 

The proposed form of development will 
be required to conform to the in force 
Official Plan policies and comply with the 
City’s regulatory documents prior to 
approval of the ultimate form of 
development through the Site Plan 
Approval process. 

Measures planned by the applicant to 
mitigate any adverse impacts on 
surrounding land uses and streets which 
have been identified as part of the 
Planning Impact Analysis; 

As discussed above, tree planting and 
building massing treatments are expected 
to mitigate minor adverse impacts on the 
surrounding land uses. 

Impacts of the proposed change on the 
transportation system, including transit 

The residential intensification of the 
subject lands will have a negligible impact 
on the transportation system.  
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Appendix D – Relevant Background 

Additional Maps 
 
The London Plan – Map 1 – Place Types 
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1989 Official Plan – Schedule A – Land Use 
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Zoning By-law Z.-1 
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Appendix E – Urban Design Peer Review Panel Comments/Response  

Urban Design Comments 
 

Urban Design Peer Review Panel Comments (Nov 21, 2018, prior to submission of 
application) 

Site Concept Included on the UDPRP Agenda 
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The Panel provides the following feedback on the submission to be addressed through 
zoning bylaw amendment application.  

 The Panel appreciates the applicant for involving us at such an early stage in 
the development approvals process. The Panel is supportive of the 
contemporary design direction, maintaining the heritage building and 
underground parking components of the project.  

 The Panel has some concerns that the overall building height and massing on 
site may be too dense: creating a street wall that is too tall for the neighbouring 
buildings to the east; forcing at grade parking in front of the heritage building; 
and resulting in an awkward connection between the new buildings and heritage 
building.  

 The Panel recommends that the heritage building remain separate from the new 
development, or a design solution that gives it more space/separation such as 
an internal courtyard or glass connection.  

 The Panel has some concerns with the rear and east side setback. The setback 
should provide adequate space for tree planting and limit balconies in proximity 
to the property line.  

 The Panel has concerns with the parking area in front of the heritage building. 
The Panel notes that it is difficult to provide design comment relative to the 
heritage building without having the benefit of reviewing the heritage impact 
assessment.  

 The material selection of the proposed buildings should be in alignment with the 
HIA.  

 The Panel is supportive of a wall along Wonderland Road but the height should 
be lowered such that it continues to allow views of the property.  

 The common amenity area(s) on site should include space for communal 
gathering / active use. In the current concept, they appear to be simply 
walkways within the courtyard space between the buildings.  

 
Concluding comments:  
The Panel is supportive of additional density on the site through a zoning bylaw 
amendment subject to the comments above. The Panel has provided some detailed 
design comments for consideration in working through the site design and requests that 
the project returns for additional comment at the site plan consultation stage. 
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Invest Response to UDPRP Comments 
 

 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 
 

3.9 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 2096 Wonderland Road 
North (Z-9010) 
 

• Laverne Kirkness, Kirkness Planning Consultants, on behalf of the applicant – 

advising that the applicant was intending to be here as this is their first 

development in London but the applicant has had a death in the family so he is 

not able to attend the meeting; expressing the applicant’s intent; advising that 

they do development throughout Ontario, one of their biggest projects is a golf 

course in inner Niagara Falls that they are making into a residential community 

much like London did almost fifty years ago in Whitehills and his probably one of 

the few people here old enough to remember the golf course in Whitehills and he 

sees one Councillor is too so that is what they are doing, some big projects, this 

is a small one but they are certainly interested in it; advising that they held a 

community information meeting on the first day of Spring at Sherwood Forest 

Library and Councillor Josh Morgan attended with about fifteen people; 

introducing the architectural team from Zedd Architecture who brought this 

housing project to them, this is a unique housing project in London; stating that 

there is no suburban townhouse development with underground parking that they 

know of in suburban London, the closest they come to it is they have to go over 

to Albert Street across from the Runt Club, he thinks that 152 Albert Street has 

underground parking, you park and then you walk up to your unit; reiterating that 

this is a different form of housing for the city in suburban London and in the 

Sunningdale community; believing that it adds to the rich mixture of housing that 

is already there with respect to one and two floor condos and freeholds and 

townhouses and so on; thanking Ms. B. Debbert, Senior Planner, for the very 

comprehensive presentation as it is going to make his job a lot quicker in terms 

of orientation; focusing in on the public response; advising that there were 

seventy letters sent out according to the planning report, there were nine 

responses, five were from the condo, four were from the single detached owners 

around the area; reiterating that they met with the community on March 21, 2019 

and they did provide a submission to the City in response to the written 

comments as well; providing an overview of what they did here and Mr. Saltija 

was quite sensitive about making sure they did do a similar response and they 

have responded, these are just orientation slides; pointing out that they are on 

the west edge of the Sunningdale neighbourhood being over on Wonderland 

Road and west of Wonderland Road is Foxhollow and you can see some street 

stubs there like Buroak Drive that will come east and they will find out later that 

the zoning is similar to what they are approaching; showing the heritage home 

that is to be preserved now; stating that it is a triple brick, a double brick, an 

1870’s, it is significant mostly because it is a pre-Confederation brick farm home; 

indicating that he was here about a year ago today asking the Planning and 

Environment Committee not to designate it but wait until they come with their full 

package, the Committee did not listen to him, the Committee went ahead and 

designated it and they then tried to accommodate all of that and they have; 

showing the side view and the garage at the back, a double car garage which is 

not significant and is intended to be demolished; showing the letter the City sent 

advising that they are designating the house; describing the north side yard and 

to pick up on Ms. B. Debbert, Senior Planner’s comments about services, in the 

planning of services for this site, this one acre, the services are to go out this 

northerly side yard and down the private road of the Stonebridge condos , east 

towards Wallingford and onto the stormwater management pond or onto the 

sewage treatment plant; indicating that they do have services through the condo 

to the north and the east of them and they do have access for pedestrians if they 

can keep the single family home but as soon as they rezone and do twenty units 

like they are proposing, they lose that; pointing out the high fence as well which 

goes all the way around the property, it is eight feet high, in good shape, owned 



by the condominium; showing a slide about the unit to the north side with an 

eight foot fence and he wanted to speak about this later; (Councillor A. Hopkins 

advising Mr. L. Kirkness, Kirkness Planning Consultants, that he is coming up to 

five minutes.); advising that the zoning that they are proposing is very similar to 

what is to the north, to the east and also to the west into Foxhollow, this Low-

Rise, Medium form of housing; outlining some changes that they have made that 

are shown a little differently between being at the Urban Design Panel and the 

City of London Urban Design staff they asked them to do a couple of things, one 

is do not attach their new development to the existing house so they are not; 

secondly, they are opening up the open space in the center of the site; thirdly, 

they are lowering the height of the building closest to the heritage building; 

reducing the front yard parking for visitors; identifying that those are four tangible 

things that they have done to respond to city response; (Councillor A. Hopkins 

asks the Committee if they would like to grant Mr. Kirkness, Kirkness Planning 

Consultants, an extension of time.); (Deputy Mayor J. Helmer indicating that he is 

happy to hear a little bit more from Mr. Kirkness, Kirkness Planning Consultants, 

as he spoke to them rather frankly earlier about how they did not listen to him the 

last time and he appreciated that frankness and he is glad to give him a little bit 

of extra time.); showing the lowering of the height of the nearby building, the 

separation and the opening up of the open space; showing an elevation that 

shows similar from the north side of the property; trying to deal with the interface 

to the south and the squared numbers, showing the property and the interface 

they are talking about; the original proposal had roof top decks; maintaining the 

eight foot fence; noting that if you are sitting on the deck, you are peeking over 

the fence but you are not gaping down into the backyards of those homes at 357 

and 351 as big as those backyards are; on the east side where they are 

interfacing with the condo again, they have minimized the balconies, they have 

the active rooms on the ground floor, that is the dining rooms and dens and living 

rooms and kitchens, on the upper levels are bedrooms and guest bedrooms and 

again this is showing the original version these will be lowered a couple of steps, 

maybe as much as two feet so when you look at this; showing the existing fence 

along the east side of the property, there is a gate allowing you, as long as you 

are a single family dwelling, you can get through and get to the condominium to 

the park to the east and that will have to be closed off, if you are on the other 

side, on the condo, this is what it looks like; showing the location of the condos 

and pointing out that fortunately they have this road between and front doors and 

front yards and garage doors rather than backyards and privacy areas so that is 

why they have tucked up closed to this property line meeting the Zoning By-law 

for most of the six metres; indicating that north is to the left and showing the 

underground parking level; pointing out that in order to get around the foundation 

of the heritage home, they had to bring this width of access further east pushing 

units further east but for these five units they are able to make the six metres so 

they bought the road back just to explain why they had to put those four units 

closer; referencing the eight foot stone wall and planting along there they think 

will buffer them well enough, supplement the buffering at least with their access 

into the underground parking; showing an interior view to show that although 

there are trees that will have to be cut down, they are proposing several and very 

deep planters that can accommodate some pretty good plant material along with 

a hard surface for children to play on; showing what it looks like on Wonderland 

Road North as you drive by two storeys terraced to three with a sense of arrival 

with a gateway entry in the middle and the visitor parking to the left. (See 

attached presentation). 

• James Kim, 357 Cornelius Court – indicating that they live on the south side of 

the proposed plan; wondering why on earth this plan has been proposed in the 

first place; saying that because first of all, there is a No Frills close by and 

whenever they pass by there are already so many cars and it is very busy; 

expressing concern that building twenty houses there will make the traffic worse 

and second there is a huge problem, even now, currently, with sewage and there 



was a lot of rain these days and whenever he was cutting the grass in the 

backyard, it was very muddy and he believes that building twenty houses will 

make things worse; expressing concern with the lack of privacy; indicating that in 

their house there are three bedrooms and one bathroom and the house has 

windows facing this plan and three storey townhouses he believes that they can 

look down into their house; expressing concern that this is supposed to be a 

heritage house and building twenty townhouses surrounding this heritage house 

will for sure, one hundred percent, prevent them from seeing this heritage house 

ever; pointing out that, as you can see in the logo of London, there is a tree; 

believing that the construction company has come down from Toronto, this is not 

Toronto, this is London, we are supposed to protect trees but all the trees are 

coming down; building three storey houses is not a good fit. 

• Clive Forbes, 351 Cornelius Court – indicating that more than anyone else in the 

total subdivision his neighbour and him have the greatest impact; noticing from 

the report that was submitted by Planning staff that as far as affordable housing 

is concerned this does not meet that requirement so the question is why do they 

go with increased massing; eighteen townhouses around a heritage house 

speaks to greed to him where the investors are trying to split the assets; 

speaking to three storeys, there is no privacy in his backyard, you are looking 

right into his backyard; reiterating that he has zero privacy; even though he 

knows that they have gone through a policy and they have said two to four 

storeys if not the right fit, you are coming into a subdivision that is already 

developed, single family homes, a condominium, also the drainage and stuff like 

that; noticing in the presentation the point was made about four to six people 

being added to the sewage and one of the things he learned about engineering, 

early, was to do it right the first time and to make smart decisions so the question 

is why are they approving a zoning for so many units where there is already a red 

flag saying there is a potential for sewer backup; should we not scale it down to 

make sure we have the right amount of townhouses; advising that they are not 

against development, they are saying there are too many townhouse units and 

we should not go above two storeys or 2.5 but three is too much in terms of they 

are robbing themselves of privacy and they have spent a lot of money; the target 

market is not for persons who are not medium range so the price for those 

houses is going to be significant but the value for their properties is being 

diminished if they were to go ahead with this development. 

 



Invest Group (Sinan Saltija)

2096 Wonderland Road North
Residential Infill Project

PEC public meeting – May 13, 2019
AND Community Information Meeting

March 21, 2019 
Sherwood Forest Library

Location and Site Features

Gross Area: 0.405 ha 
(1.0 ac.)
Lot frontage:  63.6 m 
(208 feet) 
Lot depth: 63.6 m (208 
feet)

Existing house – 2 storey 156 m2 x2 = 312 m2 for 
the MAIN building Triple and double brick

South side of existing residence

City designates existing heritage house



North boundary, servicing easement thru 
Stonebridge Condos  - lots of capacity

Stonebridge condos facing Wonderland 
Road North with Site on right

Existing Zoning and Proposed Zoning

Subject site  
from R1-16 to 
PROPOSED 
R5-6  
permitting 
townhouses

R1-9 permits 
single 
detached 
residences 

R5-4 and R6-4 
permits singles, 
semis, duplexes, 
townhouses

Site Plan 
changes 

3

2

1

1.Separated
2. Increase open space 
3. Added landscaped area
4. Lowered height – 2 fl.

4

3

View from northwest 

original

now proposed

ELEVATION View from NORTH



Viewing from southwest
CHANGES
1. Removed roof top decks
2. Moved  upper balconies to 

interior
3. Lowered ground level decks
4. Maintain 7 foot high wooden 

privacy fence
5. Active rooms on ground floor
6. Tried to sink more!!

2

3

4

East Elevation . 
Lower decks 
from ground 
floorMinimize 

balconies

Active rooms 
on ground 
floors

… along east side original rendering 
with intention to lower decks by 2 feet Underground parking 

Stonebridge condos facing Wonderland 
Road North with Site on right Interior common and landscaped areas



along Wonderland Road North

Thank you and questions
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: George Kotsifas, P. Eng 

Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services & 
Chief Building Official  

Subject: St. James Development Corp. 
 112 St. James Street 
Public Participation Meeting on: May 13, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following 
actions BE TAKEN with respect to the application of St. James Development Corp. 
relating to the property located at 112 St. James Street:  

(a) The Planning & Environment Committee REPORT TO the Approval Authority the 
issues, if any, raised at the public meeting with respect to the application for Site 
Plan Approval to permit the construction of a112 unit apartment building; and 
 

(b) Council ADVISE the Approval Authority of any issues they may have with respect 
to the Site Plan Application, and whether Council supports the Site Plan 
Application. 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The development for consideration is a thirteen (13) storey 112 unit apartment building 
on the northwest corner of Talbot Street and St. James Street. The site is to be 
developed with municipal services and vehicular access from Talbot Street. The 
development proposal is subject to a public site plan meeting in accordance with the 
Grosvenor Gate Neighbourhood Character Statement and Compatibility Guidelines, 
being a Council approved guideline document contained in The London Plan and 1989 
Official Plan.  

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of the recommendation is to report to the Approval Authority any 
issues or concerns raised at the public meeting with respect to the application for the 
Site Plan Approval. 

 Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The proposed Site Plan is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, which directs 
development to designated growth areas and that development be adjacent to existing 
development. 

2. The proposed Site Plan conforms to the policies of the Neighbourhoods Place Type 
and all other applicable policies of The London Plan. 

3. The proposed Site Plan is in conformity with the policies of the Medium Density 
Residential designation of the Official Plan (1989) and will implement an appropriate form 
of residential intensification for the site. 

4. The proposed Site Plan conforms to the regulations of the Z.-1 Zoning By-law. 

5. The proposed Site Plan meets the requirements of the Site Plan Control By-law. 
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Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
 

The subject lands are located at the northwest corner of Talbot Street and St. James 
Street. Talbot Street and St. James Street are both classified as Neighbourhood 
Connector streets in The London Plan, and as Secondary Collector corridors in the 
1989 Official Plan. Currently the site is vacant with a variety of existing mature trees 
densely located around the perimeter of the property. The subject lands are not 
regulated by the UTRCA, and a Section 28 permit is not required for the development. 

The lands uses surrounding the subject lands are comprised of the following: to the 
west of the subject site is Gibbons Park and the Thames River, to the north and 
northeast are apartment buildings, the lands to the east are undeveloped, and to the 
south of the site there is an established residential development in the form of single 
family dwellings.  

The vacant lands to the east are subject to an approved 2012 Site Plan Control 
Application. The approval of the application permits the development of two (2) - three 
(3) storey unit apartment buildings with 36 units in each building. To date, the Owner of 
the identified lands has not initiated construction of the approved development. The 
existing apartment buildings to the north are 13 storeys and 7 storeys in height. 

1.2  Current Planning Information (See Appendix ‘D’) 

 1989 Official Plan Designation – Multi-Family Medium Density Residential  

 The London Plan Place Type – Neighbourhoods Place Types  

 Existing Zoning – Residential R9 (R9-4 * H45 Zone), with a maximum height 
of 45 metres 

1.3  Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – Undeveloped  

 Frontage – 74.5m 

 Depth – 83.2m 

 Area – 6001.5m2 

 Shape – Irregular 

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – Apartment and single detached dwellings 

 North East- Apartment  

 East – Undeveloped. Further east -  single detached dwellings and St. 
Joseph’s Hospital 

 South – Single detached dwellings  

 West – Open Space (Gibbons Park) and Thames River  

1.5 Intensification  

 The proposed apartment is located inside the Primary Transit Area as 
identified in Figure 4.23 of the Zoning By-law. 
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1.6  Location Map 
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
 
The development for consideration is a thirteen (13) storey 112 unit apartment building 
on the northwest corner of Talbot Street and St. James Street. Access to the site will 
align with the centreline of Talbot Street, with the access leading to the main entrance of 
the apartment and parking areas.  Seven (7) surface parking spaces (including 
accessible) are provided at grade, with the remaining 151 vehicular parking spaces 
provided in an underground parking area. The top deck of the underground parking area 
is at grade and treated with sod to create a continuous, visual green space from surface 
view. The main entrance to the apartment is located at the south east corner of the 
building. The podium of the apartment stands one storey in height and is setback 7 
metres from the south property line, 18.0 metres from the west property line, 7.2m from 
the north property line, and between18.0-21.0 metres from the easterly property lines. 
The main tower, a total of twelve (12) storeys in height, is setback from the edge of the 
podium approximately three (3) metres to nine (9) metres. Materials identified on the 
proposed elevations include thin brick on pre-cast panels, stone banding, concrete, and 
clear glazed windows.  

The proposed development does not encroach into the erosion hazard to the west. The 
Upper Thames River Conservation Authority have expressed no objection to the 
development as it is marginally located within their regulated area. 

Detailed plans of the development are contained in Appendix ‘A’ of this report. 
 

3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
 

Application for Consent 
 
In October 2011, an Application for Consent to Sever (file B.054/11) was received by 
the City of London for 1 and 9 Grosvenor Street; 291, 295 and 301 St. George Street; 
120 and 124 St. James Street.  The request was to sever 0.4hectare parcefor the 
purpose of future apartment buildings, and to retain 4.33hectares for an existing high 
density residential development. The City of London Consent Authority issued a 
Provisional Consent Decision granting approval of the request subject to 13 conditions.  
Conditions of the Provisional Decision included the requirement for easement 
agreements to be registered on title of the subject lands for water servicing, access, and 
right-of-way, parkland dedication, as well as the preparation of urban design guidelines 
for this site.  The condition relating to urban design is as follows:  

7.  An urban design guideline document will be submitted for the severed and 
retained parcels, to address those matters identified in Policy 3.2.3.5 of the Official 
Plan.  The guideline document shall be submitted to the City Planner who will 
subsequently bring it forward for adoption by Municipal Council as a guideline 
document under Section 19.2 of the Official Plan to guide the review of all future 
site plan applications for these lands.  

 

Grosvenor Gate Urban Design Guidelines  

The urban design guidelines were submitted to the City in 2012.  The Guidelines provide 
direction for future developments in the area of the subject lands, bounded by St. George 
Street on the east, St. James Street on the south, the Thames River on the west, and 
Grosvenor Street on the north. The urban design guidelines provided framework on 
design matters related to Character and Image, Servicing, Site Design, Building Design, 
and Landscape Design.   
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In November 2012, an Official Plan amendment (file O-8102) was initiated by the City of 
London to include Grosvenor Gate Neighbourhood Character Statement and 
Compatibility Guidelines as a Guideline document in accordance with Section 19.2.2 of 
the London Official Plan.  
 
Minor Variance  
 
September 2012, Minor Variance Application (file A.106/12) was received by the City of 
London. The requests for minor variance were to increase height to 14 metres whereas 
13 metres is the maximum, a reduced side yard setback of 5 metres whereas 7m is 
required, and to request reduced interior side yard setback of 1.8m whereas 6 metres is 
required.  
 
October 29, 2012 the application was heard before Committee and the requested 
variances were granted subject to the following conditions:  
 

1. A maximum of three bedrooms per unit in all buildings; and 
2. The development complies to the satisfaction of the City Planner, with 

Neighbourhood Compatibility Guidelines cited in the Neighbourhood Character 
Statement and Compatibility Guidelines recommended by the City Planner for 
Council in the November 5th, 2012 report to the Planning and Environment 
Committee.  

 
Urban Design Peer Review Panel 
 
On December 19, 2018, the applicant presented the design proposal before the Urban 
Design Peer Review Panel (UDPRP). Members of the panel provided comments 
relating to the building, pedestrian circulation, vehicular circulation, and see attached 
response to the comments from UDPRP in Appendix ‘C’.    

Site Plan Control Application  
 
In March 2019, the subject application of this report, being a Site Plan Control 
Application (file SPA18-140), was received by the City of London. Conditional approval 
was granted, subject to the applicant satisfying the requirements of the City (including 
the requirement of this public site plan meeting).Further submissions are required to 
address comments provided from the first submission review, and any comments 
directed to staff as part of the public meeting.  

Zoning By-law and Official Plan By-law Amendment Application  
 
In December 2018, corresponding Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law 
Amendment Applications (File OZ-9012) were received by the City of London for a 
rectangular portion of land on 124 St. James Street, located to the west of the subject 
lands. The intent of the applications is to allow the identified lands at the southwest 
portion of 124 St. James Street to be developed in conjunction with the development of 
the subject lands at 112 St. James Street. The effect of this amendment (and future 
severance application) will facilitate increased density, and for vehicular access to be 
fully on the subject lands. The corresponding application (OZ-9012) is under review and 
will be scheduled to be held before the Planning and Environment Committee at a future 
date. 

The current proposal for Site Plan Control does not contemplate additional units as part 
of the amendment application (OZ-9012). Should it be approved an amendment to the 
current site plan would be required to include additional units and area. No exterior 
changes to the site are expected as a result of the amendment.  
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3.2  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
 
Site Plan Control 
 
Notice of Application 

On March 14, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to property owners and tenants within 
120 metres of the site area. Notice of Application was also published in the Public Notices 
and Bidding Opportunities section of the Londoner on March 14, 2019. 

Notice of Public Meeting 

On April 23, 2019, Notice of Public Meeting was sent to property owners and tenants 
within 120 metres of the site area. Notice was also published in the Public Notices and 
Bidding Opportunities section of the Londoner on Thursday April 25th, 2019. 

At the time of the preparation of this report, there was a total of: 
 

 2 written responses 
 
Summary of Comments: 

 Concerns with details relating to the Zoning By-law and Official Plan amendment 
applications prior to the submission of the site plan application.  

 Request for a copy of the memo from the Urban Design Peer Review Panel 
(UDPRP). 

 Concerns with traffic on Talbot Street, and requested that a Transportation Impact 
Assessment Study be submitted by the Applicant for review by the City.  

Response to Public Concern 
 
An email providing clarification about the timing of the site plan application in relation to 
the Zoning By-law amendment application was provided to the resident. Additionally, 
the comments from the UDPRP were also provided. 
 
With respect to traffic concerns, a meeting with City Staff members and members of the 
community was held on March 7, 2019 at City Hall. Following the meeting an e-mail was 
provided to residents from City staff indicating that  the development would not 
necessitate the need for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). The expected trip generation 
for the use was not in excess of volume that is required to warrant such a study.  
 
Refer to Appendix ‘B’ for detailed comments and responses.  

3.3 Community Meeting April 16, 2019 
 
On April 16, 2019, the applicant hosted a proponent lead community meeting at King’s 
College. The purpose of the meeting was to provide the community with information 
with respect to both of the active applications.  Thirteen members of the community 
attended the community meeting. The applicant provided a presentation on the 112 unit 
apartment application and answered questions relating to the development proposal. 
Questions from the community were specific to traffic, timing of construction, garbage 
and recycling methods, and the types of residential units. 

3.4 Policy Context 
 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS)  

The PPS encourages intensification and redevelopment where it can be accommodated, 
which takes into account the existing building stock and the suitability of existing or 
planned infrastructure (1.1.3 PPS). The proposal will develop an under-utilized site that 
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has full access to municipal services within an existing residential neighbourhood. Land 
use within settlement areas shall be based on densities that efficiently use land and 
resources, and are appropriate for and efficiently use the infrastructure and public service 
facilities that are planned or available and support active transportation (1.1.3.2.a) & 
1.4.3.d)). The proposal efficiently utilizes public services within an existing residential 
neighbourhood. Further, the proposed development will assist in achieving an established 
intensification target for built up areas, consistent with the goals of Municipal Council and 
in accordance with the PPS (1.1.3.5).  

The London Plan 

The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority of which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies and maps under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals 
Tribunal (Appeal PL170100) are not in force and effect and are indicated with an 
asterisk throughout this report. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in 
this report for informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not 
determinative for the purposes of this planning application. 
 
The London Plan encourages “inward and upward” growth in existing built-up areas. 
Residential intensification is supported by infill development of vacant and underutilized 
lots through redevelopment at a higher density than currently exists on developed lands 
(Policy 80.4_ & 6_ ). A target minimum of 45% for all new residential development will 
occur within the Built-Area Boundary (*Policy 81_). Intensification, such as that provided 
by the proposed development, assists the City in meeting its intensification targets. 

City Design policies on site layout are supportive of the proposed development.  The 
development abuts a park and provides access to promote connectivity and safe 
movement in the neighbourhood (*Policy 255_).  The proposed development is in line 
with the design policies of The London Plan. 

While the Neighbourhoods Place Type does not contemplate the use of apartment 
buildings, the proposed development is being proposed as part of the existing zone on 
the lands to permit such a use. The use is viewed as non-conforming to The London Plan 
Place Type: however, contemplated through the zone on the lands. 

Official Plan (1989) 
 
The subject lands are designated Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential and permit 
the use of low-rise apartment buildings. The designation permits a maximum of 75 units 
per hectare, while the zone on the lands permit 150 units per hectare. The applicant is 
utilizing a landscape bonus of up to 25% additional units per hectare to achieve a density 
of 187 units per hectare. Much like the policies of The London Plan, the use and intensity 
is viewed as being non-conforming: however, permitted through zoning. Section 19.5.1 
contemplates uses which do not conform to the Official Plan, but are permitted through 
Zoning, and provides criteria which may be considered by Council. The criteria include 
the provision for Health and Safety, compatibility with surrounding uses, and that the use 
does not detract from the long term intent of the Plan. It is the opinion of staff that the 
proposed development maintains the intent of these policies through the design and 
layout, and that it is in keeping with the Grosvenor Gate design guidelines. 

Z.-1 Zoning By-law  
 
The subject lands are zoned Residential R9 (R9 * H45), and permits apartment buildings 
with a maximum height of 45 metres and density of 150 units per hectare. The R9 zone 
permits a density bonus which states that for every 70.0 square metres (753.0 square 
feet) of exterior common open space provided at grade in excess of the landscaped 
open space required by the By-law, the density of the residential development may be 
increased by three units. In this case the applicant is proposing an apartment building at 
44.6 metres in height, and a density of 187 units per hectare (as part of the density bonus 
of the R9 zone). Setback, coverage, parking, and area regulations of the By-law are 
being met. The proposed development meets the requirements of the Z.-1 Zoning By-
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law. 
 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1  Use  

As noted, the development of an apartment building is not necessarily contemplated 
through the permissions of the Place Type: however, the Zoning on the lands prevail to 
permit the use. The use is viewed as non-conforming to the policies. Notwithstanding 
this, it is important to utilize key goals of The London Plan, where possible to ensure 
that overall objectives are being maintained. The Neighbourhoods Place Type strives 
for attractive streetscapes, buildings, and public spaces, to create strong neighbourhood 
character with a sense of identity, diversity in housing choices allowing for affordability 
and giving people opportunity to remain in neighbourhoods as they age, safe, 
comfortable convenient and attractive alternatives for mobility, and parks, pathways, 
and recreational opportunities that strengthen the community and serve as connectors 
and gathering spaces  (*Policy 916_). The Site Plan Control application proposes 112 
residential unit apartment which compliments the existing apartments in the area and 
does not conflict with the design guidelines for the area.   

4.2  Intensity 

The Site Plan Control application proposes a 112 units, for a total density of 187 units 
per hectare, which is the maximum permitted within the zoning for the lands.  The 
intensity will not conflict with what was previously established through consultation and 
engagement with the surrounding community as part of the formulation and approval of 
the urban design guidelines.  
 
4.3  Form 

Under the Neighbourhood Place Type within The London Plan, new residential 
development should provide for frontage onto streets, and create both vibrant and 
recreational spaces (*Policy 919 and 920 –).   Ground floor units to the west abut the 
Thames River and Gibbons Park serving as a linkage to open space. Direct pedestrian 
walkways from each ground floor unit will be provided and connection to City sidewalk 
are provided to address the policies of The London Plan.   
 
4.4  Traffic and Access 

The site is located with frontage and access on Talbot Street. The proposed access is 

required to be aligned with the existing centre line of Talbot Street. As noted previously, 

traffic volumes in the area are of concern to residents within the community. The 

proposed development does not trigger the requirement for a Traffic Impact Analysis 

(TIA) due to lower than required trip generation. However, as part of the application, 

City staff are requesting that stop signs be placed at the east and west side of 

intersection of the access, on St. James Street. The recommended traffic calming 

measure would permit free flow of traffic northbound on Talbot either into the site or to 

the east on St. James Street, and out of the site.  

 

Outside of the development process there are tools available for the residents to 

explore to further study and address traffic in the area. One such tool includes traffic 

calming measures to reduce the speeds on the nearby streets and to discourage cut-

through traffic. The process will need to follow the Traffic Calming Practices & 

Procedures. If a street is qualified for traffic calming measures, majority support will be 

needed from the residents. This process has been articulated to the residents at the 

March 2019 meeting. 
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4.5  Landscaping  

The subject lands are located within a Tree Protection Area, with a number of existing 
trees located on site.  The intent, as recommended by staff, is to preserve as many 
trees possible while also recognizing that the lands are zoned for development and that 
some trees internal to the site are to be removed for the construction of the apartment 
building. The removal of identified trees and the addition of new trees will be addressed 
in accordance with Section 9 of the Site Plan Control By-law.  

An updated tree preservation plan is required as part of second submission confirming 
the existing tree species, sizes, quantities, and condition.  Based on the tree 
preservation plan, the appropriateness of tree removal and tree compensation will be 
determined. The proposed landscape plan maintain as many existing trees and propose 
native size species to compliment the development.  

The top deck of the parking structure will remain at grade and treated with sod to create 
a continuous green space. The top deck serves as an outdoor amenity space to the 
residential units (*Policy 295_). 

4.6 Response to the Grosvenor Gate Urban Design Guidelines 

The Grosvenor Gate Urban Design Guidelines provide three (3) areas of focus for new 
development on the lands: Site Design, Building Design, and Landscaping.   
 
With respect to site design, the proposed development is located primarily along an 
unopened portion of St. James Street, leading to the Gibbons Park. While the building 
has presence along the unopened road allowance (as an extension of the St. James 
streetscape) the applicant is also proposing the protection of as many of the perimeter 
trees as possible. It is important to note that the street edge is not defined by hard 
surface parking areas, but rather building and landscaping.  
The primary entrance to the site is located along the St. James frontage to further 
promote walkability and street orientation. Pedestrian connections are also proposed in 
two locations along the St. James Street street frontage to provide connectivity to the 
park and surrounding community.  
 
With respect to building design, the applicant is encouraged to explore the reduction of 
the floor plate; however, it is recognized that efforts were made to ensure that the 
massing has variation and articulation to create interest along the streetscape. The 
proposed development is in keeping with the height of the abutting apartment building to 
the north and does not conflict with the goals to provide a gradual transition to the east. 
The previously approved apartment building to the east (not yet constructed) is three (3) 
storeys in height and provides the transition between the existing residential 
development and the proposed 13 storey apartment building, the subject of this 
application. The applicant is proposing masonry materials (brick and stone) for the 
building face to ensure that the design of the building is in keeping with the character of 
the surrounding neighbourhood and streetscape. 
 
The landscaping of the site will be done in accordance with the Site Plan Control By-
law, and will also be sensitive to the design guidelines. Staff encourage native plantings, 
noting sensitivity to the nearby park. Staff are supportive of landscaping as a means to 
provide a buffer or screen from building elements such as foundation faces and utility 
features.   
 
4.7 Outstanding Site Plan Comments 

First submission site plan control comments were provided to the applicant in March 
2019. The comments request that the applicant: 

 finalize the tree inventory plan in accordance with Section 9 of the Site Plan 
Control By-law, 

 provide internal garbage storage locations, 
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 revise the access location to be at the centreline of Talbot Street, 

 provide pedestrian connection to the City sidewalk, 

 consider of the reduction in the tower floor plate to reduce massing size, and 

 address outstanding engineering and servicing comments. 

 
It is noted that the applicant has provided staff with updated site plan and landscape 
plans demonstrating how some of the above noted matters have been addressed. 
These plans are expected as part of a formal second submission. For reference 
purposes, the identified plans have incorporated as part of this report in Appendix ‘A’. 

More information and details are available in Appendix ‘C’ of this report. 

5.0 Conclusion 

The proposed Site Plan is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, has regard to 
The London Plan, and is in conformity with the City of London Official Plan, 1989.  The 
application has been reviewed in accordance with the Z.-1 Zoning By-law, and, as 
proposed, complies with the regulations of the By-law. The proposed Site Plan and 
elevations will result in development that will not conflict with the character of the area, 
and is in compliance with the Site Plan Control By-law.  

May 6, 2019 
VS/vs 

CC:  Heather McNeely, Manager, Development Services (Site Plan) 
 Michael Pease, Manager, Development Services - Planning 
 Michael Tomazincic, Manager, Current Planning  
Y:\Shared\ADMIN\1- PEC Reports\2019 PEC Reports\8- May 13\Draft 112 St. James St.  SPA18-140 VS 1of1.docx 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 

 Vanessa Santos, Site Development Planner 
Development Services 

Recommended by: 

 Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE 
Director, Development Services 

Submitted by: 

 

 
 
 
 
George Kotsifas, P.Eng. 
Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services & Chief Building Official 

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 Development Services. 
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Appendix A: Plans 
 

Site Plan  
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Landscape Plan 
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North Elevation 
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South Elevation  
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East Elevation 
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West Elevation 
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 
 
Good morning Ken,  
 
Please find responses to your questions in the same order below:  

1. An incomplete site plan application submission was made late in December 
however it was not accepted to be reviewed by Development Services.  When a 
complete site plan application is received, it will be accepted for review and a 
notice of application will be sent to the public (via mail to residents within 120m of 
the subject site, online web posting, and published in the Londoner). 

2. Attached is the UDPRP memo (posted online) sent to the applicant. 
3. There will be a public site plan meeting held before the Planning and 

Environmental Committee.  The public meeting will be scheduled after the 
applicant submits second submission which by they have had opportunity to 
address first submission site plan application comments.  A notice of public site 
plan meeting will be released when the public meeting is scheduled. 

4. The City encourages the applicant to engage the community as much as 
possible by hosting a community meeting during the application process, 
however this is not a requirement under the Planning Act and the City cannot 
require this. 

5. a) The lands are zoned to permit the apartment building use. 
b) Sometimes (and recently) there are provisions for affordable housing based on 

bonus zoning. In this case the lands are not bonus zoned and affordable 
housing was not included as a requirement of the zoning permissions for the 
lands.  As part of the City’s review of the application, the apartment building 
use cannot be assessed based on tenure type. 

c) The Urban Design Policy will be reviewed as part of the site plan application 
which includes the Grosvenor Gate Design Guidelines.     

 
Feel free to contact myself or my manager Michael Pease with further questions. 
 
Thank you, 
Vanessa 
 
Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 10:31 AM 
To: Smolarek, Jerzy <jsmolare@London.ca>; Santos, Vanessa <vsantos@london.ca> 
Cc: Yeoman, Paul <pyeoman@london.ca>; Jackie Farquhar Mark Tovey  
Subject: 112 St. James Street  
 
Good Morning 
I understand that pursuant to the submission of an Urban Design Brief to the December 
19, 2018 Urban Design Peer Review Panel regarding a proposed development at 112 
St. James Street a Site Plan Application has been submitted by Zelinka Priamo Ltd., on 
behalf of St. James Development Corporation, regarding this development. 
I would appreciate it if you could confirm and/or respond to the following: 

1. If my understanding is correct, what is the file number assigned to this project by 
Development & Compliance Services? 

2. Can you forward a copy of the UDPRP Chair’s communication summarizing the 
EDPRP’s comments with respect to the proposed development? – this should 
have been received within 10 business days of the UDPRP meeting noted 
above. 

3. The projected time line for issuance of public meeting notices. 
4. Have you suggested or recommended that the developer and/or consultant 

conduct any preliminary meetings with the local neighbourhood association 
regarding their proposed development? 

5. What will the City’s position be on this development proposal regarding the 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 with respect to: 

a. intensification 
b. consideration of the housing needs of all residents (affordable housing?) 
c. encouraging a sense of place by promoting a well-designed built form 

mailto:jsmolare@London.ca
mailto:vsantos@london.ca
mailto:pyeoman@london.ca
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Please note that I am making this request as a resident located near this proposed 
development , however, you should be aware that I am also President of the St. George 
Grosvenor Neighbourhood Association and that any and all information I receive will be 
shared with the Executive Committee of the Association. 
I thank you in advance for your attention to the above and look forward to hearing from 
you by Friday, January 25, 2019. 
 
Ken Owen 
139 St. James Street 
London N6A 1W6 
Tel: (519) 434-2511 
 
 
 

 

 

Hi Ken, 
 
City staff use the Trip Generation Manual published by the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers in order to determine the trips generated by a development. This is the first 

screening exercise in order to identify the extent of an impact that a development may 

have on the surrounding area network. As noted below, the proposed residential 

development for 112 St. James Street is expected to generate much lower than100 trips 

during the peak hour, which is one of the criteria that trigger a traffic study. Staff also 

take into consideration existing roadway capacity and adjacent arterials and public 

transit. There have been many similar size developments in the past that staff didn’t 

require TIAs to be conducted. 

 

With respect to close proximity to public transit, the number of trips are reduced by a 

percentage equivalent to the transit mode share. For example, based on the results 

from the 2016 household travel survey, the overall daily transit mode share is 

approximately 8%, however this percentage could be higher or lower depending on the 

transit ridership on each corridor within the city. With respect to the subject 

development, the number of trips used in the traffic analysis would be reduced by at 

least 8%, Richmond St has much more transit mode share, so the remaining vehicular 

trips would be minimal. As part of the site plan process staff have asked to align the 

development driveway to Talbot Street center line and for future “Stop” signs to be 

installed in conjunction with construction facing east on St. James Street and facing 

west/opposing the park access, as per Traffic Signal and Street Lighting through City 

By-laws. The all-way stop at this intersection will also be evaluated once the 

development is fully occupied and trip pattern in the area becomes stable. 

 

Thanks 

Maged 

 

 

Maged Elmadhoon, M.Eng., P.Eng. 

Traffic & Transportation Engineer  

Transportation Planning & Design Division 

City of London 
 

300 Dufferin Ave. N6A 4L9 
P: 519-661-CITY (2489) x 4934 | Cell: 226.448.9058 | Fax: 519.661.4734 
melmadho@london.ca | www.london.ca  
 

mailto:melmadho@london.ca
http://www.london.ca/
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From: Ken Owen redacted 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 12:02 PM 
To: Elmadhoon, Maged <melmadho@London.ca> 
Cc: Squire, Phil <psquire@london.ca>; redacted;  Debbert, Barb 
<bdebbert@London.ca>; Santos, Vanessa <vsantos@london.ca>; Tomazincic, Michael 
<mtomazin@London.ca>; Ridley, Mark <MRIDLEY@London.ca>; Giesen, Andrew 
<agiesen@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: meeting follow up - re neighbourhood traffic 
 
Mr. Elmadhoon, 
Thank you for your prompt response to our concerns. 
A review of your comments has generated a number of questions to which I hope you 
will be able to respond. 

1. Can you share with us what “different tools” were engaged in lieu of a TIA to 

support the inclusion of the applicant’s following statement in their Planning 

Justification Report?: “Comments received from City staff state that they do not 

have a concern regarding traffic impacts, and a Traffic Impact Study is not 

required” 

2. Can you identify which, if any, other developments were used as comparators to 

determine that a TIA is not required for this development? 

3. Was proximity to the proposed BRT north corridor a consideration in determining 

the number of peak hour trips and if so how much weight did this carry when 

measured against current public transit options? 

4. Aligning the proposed driveway with Talbot Street will in effect create a 4 way 

intersection at this juncture with St. James Street. If the current through traffic 

right of way is maintained, access to public parking located on St. James west of 

Talbot and the driveway to 837 Talbot Street, ingress/egress traffic associated 

with the proposed development and pedestrian/cycle traffic accessing the 

Thames Valley Trail will be compromised with the creation of additional 

hazardous safety conditions at this intersection. What traffic control measures will 

be implemented at this intersection to prevent dangerous traffic manoeuvres and 

maintain the safety of pedestrians? 

I understand that the CSDM may be directed primarily at new subdivisions and major 

rehabilitation projects, however, I believe that some of its key objectives such as 

reducing traffic congestion and supporting the character of London’s neighbourhoods 

should not be abandoned when considering any improvements the intersection referred 

to above. 

Ken Owen 
On behalf of St. George Grosvenor Neighbourhood Association. 
 
From: Elmadhoon, Maged [mailto:melmadho@London.ca]  
Sent: March 11, 2019 10:36 AM 

To: 'kowen0118@rogers.com' 
Cc: Squire, Phil; REDACTED; Debbert, Barb; Santos, Vanessa; Tomazincic, Michael; Ridley, Mark; Giesen, 

Andrew 
Subject: FW: meeting follow up - re neighbourhood traffic 

 

Dear Mr. Owen, 

 

Thank you for your email below and for the valuable input from the St. George 

Grosvenor Neighbourhood Association with respect to concerns related to development 

and traffic in the area. My apology for not making it to the meeting last week due to 

sickness and thanks to Mark Ridley for attending. 

 

mailto:melmadho@London.ca
mailto:psquire@london.ca
mailto:bdebbert@London.ca
mailto:vsantos@london.ca
mailto:mtomazin@London.ca
mailto:MRIDLEY@London.ca
mailto:agiesen@london.ca
mailto:melmadho@London.ca
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City staff understand your concerns and they will be considered as part of the subject 

development and any other development in the area. I am happy to offer the following 

response to your questions in the attached document: 

 

 - The City’s Transportation Impact Assessment Guidelines document is a tool 

that City staff and engineering consultants use in order to determine the need 

and process for a traffic study. The City has the expertise to identify the 

extent of the impact of any development and consider mitigation measures 

through different tools even if a TIA was not conducted. 

 - The criteria identified in the TIA are not the only factors used to make a 

decision for the need of a TIA, experience based on other developments and 

location of a development near a public transit corridor, also influence the 

decision. 

 - The proposed residential development for 112 St. James Street is expected 

to generate 59 trips in the afternoon peak hour period and 34 trips in the 

morning peak hour period. These are not all private auto trips. A percentage 

of these trips will be walking and taking public transit during the peak hour 

periods. The number of trips generated by the subject developments are 

considered low and will have minimum impact on surrounding road network. 

 - The area road network consisting of local, collector, and arterial streets are 

at or below their traffic volume capacity and will be able to accommodate the 

traffic generated form this development and other potential developments in 

the surrounding areas. For example, Richmond Street north of Oxford Street 

has daily traffic volume of approx.. 28,000 vehicles per day. The capacity of a 

4-lane arterial is 36,000 vehicles per day. In comparison, Wonderland Road, 

also a 4-lane arterial carries 45,000 vehicles per day along few sections. 

 - Both Talbot Street and St. James Street in the vicinity of this development 

are classified as Secondary Collectors In Schedule “C” of the City’s Official 

Plan. The function of these roads is to serve through traffic and provide 

access to adjacent properties. These streets are expected to carry higher 

volumes of traffic than local streets.  

 - Parking and vehicle trip generation are two distinct items, parking spaces do 

not transfer to vehicle trips In the peak hour. 

 - Transportation staff have asked the applicant to align the proposed driveway 

opposite to Talbot Street and in order to provide clear sight lines for vehicles. 

 - Our collision history records show that there were 20 collisions occurred 

within the subject area since January 1, 2014. Most of the collisions were 

property damage and no serious injuries. Our records do not show any road 

safety issues in the area. 

 - With respect to Complete Streets Design Manual, this document is 

considered when a new subdivision is submitted or when an existing streets 

is reconstructed. 

 

Moving forward, Talbot Street and St. James Street and other adjacent road network 

will be designed as per Complete Streets if rehabilitation and major utilities or service 

replacement are required. 

 

Finally, traffic calming is another tool that can be utilized in order to mainly reduce the 

speeds on the streets and to discourage cut-through traffic. The residents may want 

traffic calming measures implemented along their streets, however the process will 
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need to follow the Traffic Calming Practices & Procedures. If a streets is qualified for 

traffic calming measures, majority support will be needed from the residents. 

 

Please do not hesitate to call me if you have any question. 

 

Best regards 

Maged 

 

 

 

Maged Elmadhoon, M.Eng., P.Eng. 

Traffic & Transportation Engineer  

Transportation Planning & Design Division 

City of London 
 

300 Dufferin Ave. N6A 4L9 
P: 519-661-CITY (2489) x 4934 | Cell: 226.448.9058 | Fax: 519.661.4734 
melmadho@london.ca | www.london.ca  
 
 
From: Ken Owen  
Sent: Friday, March 08, 2019 11:12 AM 
To: Ridley, Mark <MRIDLEY@London.ca> 
Cc: Squire, Phil <psquire@london.ca>; Debbert, Barb <bdebbert@London.ca>; Santos, 
Vanessa <vsantos@london.ca>; Tomazincic, Michael <mtomazin@London.ca> 
Subject: meeting follow up - re neighbourhood traffic 

 
Good morning Mark. 
Thanks for stepping in at the last minute to represent the TP&D Division yesterdays 
meeting. 

The St. George Grosvenor Neighbourhood Association has, for many years, raised 
concerns regarding the negative impact upon our residential community of traffic 
diverting from arterial corridors onto our neighbourhood streets.  

The opportunity to discuss these concerns, particularly in regard to the most recent 
development proposal in our neighbourhood (112 St. James Street), was most 
welcome, however, I believe I failed to advance them in an appropriate manner. As 
agreed I am forwarding the attached document containing our notations and questions 
related to this issue. 

From side discussions with Planning staff at the meeting it appeared evident that the 
approval processes associated with Site Plan Approvals and Zoning By-law 
Amendments for these two elements applicable to the 112 St. James Street 
development will be conducted independently and ignorantly of each other. If this is the 
case, I believe it is a flawed process inconsistent with sound planning principles. 
Although I will take this up as an issue with the responsible areas I have taken the 
liberty of copying Staff in the Development Services – Site Plans Division and 
Development Services – Current Planning Division in this email. 

If you have any questions or require clarification please feel to contact me via email – 
kowen0118@rogers.com or telephone (519) 434-2511. 

We look forward to your response. 
 
Ken Owen 
President, St. George Grosvenor Neighbourhood Association (SGGNA) 
 
 
 
 

mailto:melmadho@london.ca
http://www.london.ca/
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Appendix C: Agency/Departmental Comments 

 

 

300 Dufferin Avenue 
P.O. Box 5035 
London, ON 
N6A 4L9 

 
c/o Harry Froussios 
St. James Development Corp 
237 Appin Rd 
Glencoe, ON 
N0L 1M0 
 
March 28, 2019 
 
Re:  Site Plan Control Approval for 112 St. James Street London ON – File Number SPA18-140  
 
The City’s appointed officers have the following comments regarding your above Application for Site Plan 
Control Approval. The Applicant is to provide a response to all City comments and submit it with their next 
Site Plan Control Approval submission: 
 
Please see enclosed:  Memos from the: UTRCA, Canada Post, London Hydro; draft Zoning Referral 

Record; OBC Checklist; and Engineering Redline drawings. 
 

General Comments:  

1. Realignment of access is needed; see transportation comments below.   
2. Confirm the details of the rezoning; the additional land may change the access and parking 

alignment.  
3. This area is located within a Tree Protection Area; no trees are to be removed prior to site plan 

approval or with a separate tree removal. The tree inventory report/ plan (in accordance with 
Section 13 of the Site Plan Control By-law) is still outstanding, please include as part of next 
submission.  

4. Details of the community meeting received. 
5. Provide a photometric plan with next submission. 
6. Consensual tree removal fees to be confirmed. 
7. Parkland dedication required prior to issuance of permit. 
8. Submit details of the access & servicing easement. 
9. The development agreement of this site plan will be registered over both parcels (including the 

124 St. James St. to the east) to accommodate the access.  
 

Response:  

1.  
 
 

 

Site Plan Comments: 

1. Internal location of long term bicycle storage to be confirmed on the site plan/ lower level 
parking plans and site data table. 

 
 

Response: 

1.  
 
 

 

Landscape Comments: 

1. Clearly indicate which trees are to be removed and are to be preserved on the tree 
preservation plan (LS:2) 

2. Landscape comments will be confirmed after the inventory is completed and submitted. 
3. Include a walkway between the City sidewalk along St. James to the principle building 

entrance in order to provide a safe and convenient pedestrian connection.  
 

Response: 

1.  
 
 

 

Building Design Comments: 

1. The previous design submitted through Site Plan Consultation included a relatively square floor 
plate while the latest submission includes a rectangular floor plate which creates a slab like 
building massing. Explore opportunities to reduce the tower floor plate in order to reduce 
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massing of the building and subsequent shadow impacts on surrounding properties including 
the Thames Valley Corridor.  

  
2. Provide further information on the proposed materials including the brick cladding, and provide 

locations of spandrel glazing. 
 
 

Response: 

1.  
 
 

 

Engineering Comments: 

 
General 

1. Show easement limits (including existing access easement) over proposed development lands, 

as well as external lands shown.  

2. Include revised access concept with next submission. Drawings are to be coordinated with 

rezoning of the rectangular parcel to the east.  

Transportation  
1. If access remains as shown, Align driveway to Talbot Street center line. 
2. Future stop sign to be installed in conjunction with construction facing East on St. James 

Street, opposing the park access, as per Traffic Signal and Street Lighting through City By-
laws.  

  
Servicing  

1. As currently shown all minor flows from the driveway and front parking area are shown to sheet 
flow over the TVP to Talbot Street. Revise to capture minor flows and prevent slipping 
conditions.  

2. Provide lockable lid for proposed sanitary sewer maintenance hole within the park lands. 
 
Grading  

1. Structural drawings are required for retaining walls above 1.0m in height. Ensure the wall and 

its footings are located entirely on private lands. 

 
 

Response: 

 
 
 

 
 
Should you have any questions regarding your request for site plan approval please contact myself at 
519-661-2489 x 4847 or vsantos@london.ca. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
 
Vanessa Santos 
Site Development Planner 
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Response to the UDPRP Comments 
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Appendix D – Zoning, TLP and Official Plan Map excerpts 
 

Zoning Excerpt 
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Official Plan Excerpt 
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The London Plan   

 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 
 

3.10 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 112 St. James Street 
(SPA18-140) 

 

• Harry Froussios, Zelinka Priamo Ltd., on behalf of the applicant – expressing 

appreciation to staff, Ms. V. Santos, Site Development Planner, specifically, for 

their processing of this application, it has been a great job working with them and 

they feel at this stage, depending on what happens tonight, they are very close to 

completing this process; advising that the application before the Planning and 

Environment Committee requests a thirteen storey apartment building with one 

hundred twelve units consistent with the R9-7 Zone that applies to the property; 

indicating that it is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, it conforms 

with both the 1989 Official Plan, The London Plan and the guidelines that were 

spoken to earlier; stating that the site plan has been reviewed by the Urban 

Design Peer Review Panel, they have had a meeting with the St. George-

Grosvenor Neighbourhood Association hosted by Councillor P. Squire, they have 

also had the public open house on a separate occasion which Councillor P. 

Squire attended as well; advising that they have heard the comments from the 

neighbourhood and they have addressed as many of them as they can as well as 

the Urban Design Panel; going through some slides to give the Planning and 

Environment Committee some idea of how this process started and where they 

are today with the site plan but they are very happy with where the site plan is 

today and they are hoping that it will get the Committee’s support this evening; 

indicating that he will go through the slides quickly as the Committee has already 

seen the drawings from Ms. V. Santos, Site Development Planner; showing a 

rendering of the building with the colours of materials proposed; noting that the 

units will be oversized, the applicant is hoping to not only bring in new residents 

but to keep existing residents who are looking at downsizing their current 

accommodations and living in a structure such as this; advising that they are 

exceeding the minimum landscaping requirement to allow them to actually bonus 

the permitted density on the property; indicating that there will be no long-term 

garbage outside other than just the day of and it will be screened during the time 

that it is out there; stating that the entrance is aligned with Talbot Street at the 

request of staff; noting that it is partly on the lands that are described as being 

subject to an Official Plan Amendment and a Zoning application to be added to 

the property but there is an easement that exists right now that allows that 

access to be provided on the subject property; as noted the access enters into 

the garage entrance and they also have improvements to allow better pedestrian 

circulation both in the right-of-way crossing the access as well as Talbot Street 

and they are also providing two pedestrian connections coming in off of St. 

James Street; showing the parking area to the east of the building; noting that 

just seven spaces are being provided on the surface and they also have their 

garage entrance to the south of the parking area, they have a small loading zone 

for moving purposes and things like that and they have their temporary waste 

collection area more to the northeast of the building; pointing out the additional 

lands to be added, it will be mostly for additional landscaped area but it does 

serve to allow more density within the building; stating that, at the request of the 

Neighbourhood Association, they are introducing more native species and that is 

something that their client had no issue with and that will be finalized through the 

upcoming review process; showing the outdoor amenity area at the northeast 

corner of the building that is on top of the underground parking garage structure 

but at grade with the rest of the property and what they are proposing at this 

stage is to have some planters, benches and just more of a passive seating area 

for the residents; noting that there will also be the amenity spaces to the north 

and the west which will basically be grassed over and sodded and mixed with the 

proposed landscaping; discussing the Tree Preservation Plan and what they 

have done here is they have preserved the perimeter trees as much as they can; 



noting that right now they are all being preserved except for a couple that are 

close to the construction area but all of the municipal trees along St. James 

Street are being preserved so it will still have the mature tree presence in front of 

the property; advising that, as was noted by Ms. V. Santos, Site Development 

Planner, they are overcompensating for the amount of tree loss, they are 

providing more trees than what are being taken away; advising that the building 

is going to be a mix of materials and colours to complement the existing area and 

that is consistent with the guidelines that were prepared in 2011; (Councillor A. 

Hopkins indicating that Mr. H. Froussios, Zelinka Priamo Ltd., is coming up to five 

minutes.); showing the renderings so the Committee will have an idea in a 3D 

sense of how this building will look; indicating that there is a lot of glazing on the 

building, a lot of mixture of materials and colours and that was something that 

they responded to the Urban Design Panel comments was to bring in a little more 

glazing and to also rotate some of the ground floor units; noting that the two 

storey townhome units at the bottom will be facing the street now to give better 

streetscape presence; indicating that the main entrance was initially at the west 

side of the building and at the request of the Panel they moved it to be a more 

prominent location in accordance with the streetscape; reiterating that they are 

still going through the Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law process but it 

is important to note that this application can still move forward; noting that the 

Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law application will add density to this 

site but it will only be internal to the building, no changes are required as part of 

that application.  (See attached presentation.) 

• Ken Owen, 159 St. James Street – indicating that he is the representative of the St. 

George/Grosvenor Neighbourhood Association; commending the administration staff 

that he has worked with on this project for their diligence and courteous responses in 

their communications with him with regards to this project; stating that the St. 

George/Grosvenor Neighbourhood Association was founded in 1980 and has been 

involved, in those thirty years, with many of the projects and many forms of urban 

regeneration proposals that have been proposed within the community during this time; 

indicating that the Association is not opposed to developments within its boundaries or in 

other areas of the City which might impact them or their life in the City; noting that in 

1985 the St. George/Grosvenor Association played a significant role in developments 

and the incorporation of the special provisions in the current Official Plan which guides 

the future development of the Grosvenor Gate lands as well as the development of the 

212 Grosvenor Gate urban design guidelines; indicating that with respect to this 

application, the Association was apprehensive about the proponents initial development 

proposal with regard to its scale, massing and expression and, in particular, the 

organization of the building access points, primary views from the street and adjoining 

properties; stating that many of these same concerns were also expressed by the Urban 

Design Peer Review Panel and the Association fully supports the recommendations of 

that panel in response to the applicants Urban Design Brief; stating that the Association 

is also very pleased to see that the applicant has subsequently incorporated most of the 

panel’s recommendations in their revised site plan approval application; noting that there 

do remain, however, some concerns, which he will bring to the Committees attention, 

regarding waste collection and storage, traffic, and the future intensification development 

proposals for the Grosvenor Lands; indicating that with respect to waste storage and 

collection, in the applicant’s first submission they proposed a waste storage and 

collections facilities entirely incorporated and enclosed within the main building structure; 

noting that this permitted collection vehicles to enter the building for pick up and negated 

the need for any exterior waste storage or collection facilities; stating that the revised 

submission, as already noted by the applicant, provides for waste storage only within the 

main building and that is actually proposed beyond level two in the parking area; noting 

that the applicant states that waste, on those collection days, will be hauled up from the 

interior storage room, through two floors of parking, and out to an exterior collection area 

location on the east side of the apartment building; indicating that the site plan does not 

propose that the collection area be enclosed and it is the Associations opinion that this 

area will become a waste storage area, not dissimilar to those already existing on other 

facilities on the Grosvenor Gate lands, which are unsightly and periodically visited by the 

fire department to extinguish fires caused through vandalism; respectfully requesting that 

any approval of this project, advanced by the Committee tonight, be conditional upon the 



applicant incorporating waste storage and collection facilities enclosed entirely within the 

main building; stating that traffic has also been a major issue for this neighbourhood; 

stating that the neighbourhood residents maintain that this development, especially 

when combined with future medium to high-density developments that are permitted on 

the Grosvenor lands under the current zoning by-laws, will increase traffic congestion in 

the neighbourhood; stating that this is a neighbourhood that already experiences an 

extremely high volume of cut-through traffic making its way to and from downtown and to 

Western University and there is significant congestion during periods, particularly when 

the railroad tracks at Richmond Street are blocked; indicating that, for many, it was 

difficult to believe that the Trip Generation figures that were quoted in the 

correspondence in Appendix B of this Report are realistic and that staff had neglected to 

take into consideration the potential for the development of other land parcels within the 

Grosvenor property while as many as an additional two hundred units being constructed 

on the Grosvenor lands, on lands owned by the current owner of 112 St. James; 

(Councillor A. Hopkins – indicates that Mr. Owen is at five minutes.); Mr. K. Owen stating 

that if you include this in the Trip Generation a traffic study would be required; stating 

that item 4.4 in the Report speaks to traffic calming measures intended to reduce vehicle 

speed; noting that although a speed is a concern in the neighbourhood it is not the 

primary issue, the volume of traffic and cut-through traffic and congestion, making it 

difficult for residents to complete ingress and egress moves from their property is a 

primary concern facing most of them; (Councillor A. Hopkins – enquiring as to how much 

longer Mr. Owen will be.); Mr. K. Owen indicating that he will need about three more 

minutes; (Councillor A. Hopkins asking the Committee if they will grant an extension for 

Mr. Owen. Moved by Deputy Mayor Helmer and seconded by Councillor P. Squire. 

Granted.); Mr. K. Owen stating that in item 4.4 of the Report it suggests traffic calming 

measures could be introduced to reduce vehicle speed, although speed is not the 

concern in the neighbourhood the volume of traffic is; indicating that the introduction of 

traffic calming measures in accordance with the City of London traffic calming policy may 

reduce the flow of traffic through the neighbourhood it does not seem to be a viable 

option or solution to reducing the flow of traffic; stating that he would also like to point out 

that the City Engineer’s proposal, to increase to 300 metres, the qualifying street length 

for traffic calming measures is proof that at tomorrows’ Civic Works Committee meeting 

the sections of St. James and Talbot, adjacent to this development will be ineligible for 

the introduction of such traffic calming measures; stating that he is very concerned about 

the installation of a two-way stop sign at a new intersection which is being created with 

this driveway being introduced as the extension of Talbot Street; noting that this 

intersection of this street is a very busy pedestrian access point to the Thames Valley 

Trail and Gibbons Park; stating that aligning the access driveway to 112 St. James 

Street is logical, however, creating unimpeded traffic flow northbound on Talbot into the 

site and out of the site south onto Talbot, east on St. James will lead to confusion, result 

in unnecessary property damage and, more importantly, increase the risk of personal 

injury; indicating that the Committee should note that Mr. Elmadhoon stated to him that 

southbound traffic from the development site must stop, as per the by-law, traffic should 

stop when changing from a private road to a public road; stating that this statement 

contradicts what is in the Report which said there should be a free flow of traffic 

southbound out of this site onto Talbot Street eastbound to St. James; stating that he 

respectfully requests that any proposal of this project advanced by the Committee 

tonight be conditional upon the installation of all-way stop signs at what will effectively be 

a four-way intersection when the development is completed; stating that there is a 

precedent already set for this at the intersection of Waterloo and Epworth, unimpeded 

traffic flow around this area, southbound onto Waterloo from Epworth and northbound 

from Waterloo onto Epworth was changed when the King’s College introduced a 

driveway aligned with Epworth Avenue into their parking lot on the east side of Waterloo; 

indicating that at that time all-way stop signs were installed at that intersection, including 

Waterloo, Epworth and their access driveway; stating that also, in the future 

development of Grosvenor lands, the Report references two instances in which 

approved site plan control applications for the lands east of the subject property, known 

as 24 St. James, that approval of two 36 unit buildings has not been initiated; indicating 

that those proposals, which is in a development agreement today, cannot be constructed 

as proposed because of a provisional consent decision by the London Consent Authority 

on May 6, 2019, which establishes access easements over the 124 St. James property 

will prohibit the construction of these buildings as proposed; (Councillor A. Hopkins 

requesting that Mr. Owen sum up.); Mr. K. Owen requesting that the condition that is 



attached to that provisional consent require the owners of 124 St. James to amend or 

deregister the existing development agreement pertaining to those properties; indicating 

that he respectfully requests that the Committee attach that same condition to the 

approval of this application that is before them tonight; thanking the Committee for their 

time and the extension of time; pointing out that the City has to find a better way to 

communicate the notification of public meetings to people who are resident tenants of 

properties within the community because there many more that would have been here 

but they did not know about this meeting. 
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London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

Report 

 
The 6th Meeting of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
May 8, 2019 
Committee Rooms #1 and #2 
 
Attendance PRESENT:  D. Dudek (Chair), S. Adamsson, D. Brock, J. 

Cushing, H. Garrett, S. Gibson, T. Jenkins, J. Manness, K. 
Waud and M. Whalley and J. Bunn (Secretary) 
   
ABSENT:  H. Elmslie 
   
ALSO PRESENT:  J. Dent, L. Dent, K. Gonyou and K.Gowan 
   
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 PM. 

 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

2. Scheduled Items 

None. 

3. Consent 

3.1 5th Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

That it BE NOTED that the 5th Report of the London Advisory Committee 
on Heritage, from its meeting held on April 10, 2019, was received. 

 

3.2 Municipal Council Resolution - 2019 Appointments to the City of London 
Advisory Committees 

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution, from its meeting 
held on March 26, 2019, with respect to the 2019 Appointments to the City 
of London Advisory Committees, was received. 

 

3.3 Public Meeting Notice - Zoning By-law Amendment - 1081 Riverside Drive 

That it BE NOTED that the Public Meeting Notice, dated April 25, 2019, 
from N. Pasato, Senior Planner, with respect to a Proposed Zoning By-law 
Amendment for the property located at 1081 Riverside Drive, was 
received. 

 

3.4 Public Meeting Notice - Zoning By-law Amendment - 2096 Wonderland 
Road North 

That it BE NOTED that the Public Meeting Notice, dated April 23, 2019, 
from B. Debbert, Senior Planner, with respect to a Proposed Zoning By-
law Amendment for the property located at 2096 Wonderland Road North, 
was received. 
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3.5 Public Meeting Notice  - Zoning By-law Amendment - 4680 Wellington 
Road South 

That it BE NOTED that the Public Meeting Notice, dated April 24, 2019, 
from M. Sundercock, Site Development Planner, with respect to a 
Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment for the property located at 4680 
Wellington Road South, was received. 

 

3.6 Draft Lambeth Area Community Improvement Plan 

That J.M. Fleming, Managing Director, Planning and City Planner and L. 
Davies Snyder, Planner II, Urban Regeneration BE ADVISED that the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) supports the Draft 
Lambeth Area Community Improvement Plan, as appended to the LACH 
public agenda, as it relates to heritage matters. 

 

3.7 CHO Newsletter - Spring 2019 

That it BE NOTED that the CHO Newsletter for Spring 2019, was 
received. 

 

4. Sub-Committees and Working Groups 

4.1 Stewardship Sub-Committee Report 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the Stewardship Sub-
Committee Report from its meeting held on April 24, 2019: 

a)            the property located at 700 Oxford Street East BE ADDED to the 
Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources); and, 

b)            the remainder of the above-noted report BE RECEIVED. 

 

5. Items for Discussion 

5.1 Demolition Request for Heritage Designated Property Located at 123 
Queens Avenue by JAM Properties Inc. 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning & City 
Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the following actions be 
taken with respect to the request for the demolition of a heritage 
designated property located at 123 Queens Avenue within the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District: 

a)            the demolition request BE REFUSED; and, 

b)            the Chief Building Official BE ADVISED of Municipal Council’s 
intention in this matter; 

it being noted that the attached presentations from K. Gowan, Heritage 
Planner and M. Rivard, Stantec Consulting, as well as a communication 
dated May 7, 2019 from R. Stranges, VanBoxmeer & Stranges 
Engineering Ltd., were received with respect to this matter. 

 

5.2 Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property Located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne by Carvest Properties Ltd. 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning & City 
Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the following actions be 
taken with respect to the request for the demolition of the heritage listed 
property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne: 
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a)            notice BE GIVEN under the provisions of Section 29(3) of the 
Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. O. 18, of Municipal Council’s 
intention to designate the property to be of cultural heritage value or 
interest for the reasons outlined in the attached Statement of Cultural 
Heritage Value or Interest; and, 

b)            should no appeal be received to the above-noted notice of intent 
to designate, a by-law to designate the property located at 3303 Westdel 
Bourne to be of cultural heritage value or interest BE INTRODUCED at a 
future meeting of the Municipal Council immediately following the end of 
the appeal period; 

it being noted that should an appeal to the notice of intent to designate be 
received, the City Clerk will refer the appeal to the Conservation Review 
Board; 

it being further noted that the attached presentation from K. Gowan, 
Heritage Planner, with respect to this matter, was received. 

 

5.3 Heritage Alteration Permit Application by 1025123 Ontario Inc. for the 
Property Located at 371 Dufferin Avenue, West Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District  

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City Planning and 
City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the application 
under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act to permit the existing signage 
at 371 Dufferin Avenue in the West Woodfield Heritage Conservation 
District BE PERMITTED with the term and condition that internal 
illuminations be prohibited; it being noted that the attached presentation 
from K. Gowan, Heritage Planner, with respect to this matter, was 
received. 

 

5.4 Heritage Planners' Report 

That it BE NOTED that the attached submission from K. Gonyou, L. Dent 
and K. Gowan, Heritage Planners, with respect to various updates and 
events, was received. 

 

6. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

6.1 (ADDED) Proposed Changes to the Ontario Heritage Act 

That it BE NOTED that a communication from K. Finnerty, Assistant 
Deputy Minister, Culture Division, Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sports, 
with respect to proposed changes to the Ontario Heritage Act, was 
received. 

 

7. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 7:18 PM. 
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london.ca

Demolition Request – 123 
Queens Avenue 

London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

Wednesday May 8, 2019

Property Location and Status

Designated under Part V under the Ontario 
Heritage Act , located within the Downtown 

Heritage Conservation District 

Location of 123 Queens Avenue
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123 Queens Avenue

Existing garage at 67 Euclid Avenue

 Built between 1916-
1922

 Three storey industrial 
structure

 Constructed of 
reinforced concrete

 Ornamental concrete 
diamonds 

 Concrete parapet

 Recessed entrance with 
concrete lintel

 Connected to 450 Talbot

Property History

Existing garage at 67 Euclid Avenue

Fire Insurance Plan 1912 Rev. 1922 
(Courtesy of Western Archives)

Fire Insurance Plan 1912 Rev. 1915 
(Courtesy of Western Archives)
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Property History

Existing garage at 67 Euclid Avenue

Photo of the south side of Queens Avenue looking east 
from Talbot Street Photo taken prior to 1988

Photo of the front façade at 123 Queens Avenue 
looking west from Richmond (London Free Press, 

1954).

Ontario Heritage Act

In requests for demolition of a building located on a heritage 
designated property, the Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to 
give the applicant: 

• a) The permit applied for;

• b) Notice that the council is refusing the application for the permit; or, 

• c) The permit applied for, with terms and conditions attached 
(Section 42(4), Ontario Heritage Act).

• Municipal Council must respond within 90 days after receipt of a 
demolition request. Consultation with the municipality’s municipal 
heritage committee (the London Advisory Committee on Heritage) is 
required. 

The demolition request was received on March 27, 2019 and the 90-day 
period for the demolition request for the building located on 123 Queens 
Avenue expires on June 25, 2019.
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Downtown Heritage Conservation 
District Plan

• The Downtown Heritage Conservation District Plan provides 
polices and guidelines to protect, manage, and enhance the 
unique heritage attributes and character of London’s 
Downtown

• Section 3.1 identifies Principles for the Downtown Heritage 
Conservation District. One of these heritage principles is:

Find a Viable Social or Economic Use - Buildings that are vacant or 
underutilized come to be perceived as undeserving of care and 
maintenance regardless of architectural or historic merit. 

• Section 4.6 of the Downtown London Heritage Conservation 
District Plan strongly discourages demolition of buildings 
with a heritage conservation district

Heritage Impact Assessment

• A Heritage Impact Assessment accompanied the demolition 
request for the building located at 123 Queens Avenue

• A Heritage Impact Assessment is: 
• A study to determine if any cultural heritage resources are 

impacted by a specific proposed development or site 
alteration. It can also demonstrate how the cultural heritage 
resource will be conserved in the context of redevelopment or 
site alteration. Mitigative or avoidance measures or alternative 
development or site alteration approaches may be 
recommended.(MTCS, Infosheet #5)

• The Heritage Impact Assessment reviewed the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District Plan and character 
statements of the Downtown Heritage Conservation District.
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Impacts to Heritage Designated 
Properties

• The Heritage Impact Assessment found that:
• “Both direct and indirect impacts are anticipated as a 

result of the proposed development. Direct impacts 
include the demolition of the structure at 123 Queens 
Avenue. This is an irreversible impact and contrary to the 
policies of the Downtown London HCD, which 
discourages demolition of heritage buildings.” (Stantec 6.3)

• Direct impacts to 123 Queens Avenue and 450 Talbot Street

• Indirect impacts, such as vibration, are also identified as 
having impacts on adjacent buildings on heritage designated 
properties within 50 metres of the property at 123 Queens 
Avenue

Impacts to Downtown Heritage 
Conservation District

• Direct impacts to the character of the Downtown Heritage 
Conservation District include:
• The removal and alteration to original building 

composition of independent structures of typically two or 
three storeys

• The removal of existing building materials
• Alteration of the existing streetscape along Queens 

Avenue
• The removal of the laneway connecting Talbot Street and 

Queens Avenue

• Impacts are the result of a change in the existing patterns of 
the building, lot, and landscape fabric as the building at 123 
Queens Avenue, which contributes to these elements, would 
be removed



5/9/2019

6

Heritage Impact Assessment 
Recommendations

• Heritage Impact Assessment recommends demolition of the 
building at 123 Queens Avenue because the health and 
safety concerns outweigh the retention of the building

• Only mitigative measures for the impacts to the building at 
123 Queens Avenue have been identified. The following 
conservation recommendations include: 

• Vibration Assessment
• Demolition Plan
• Documentation and Salvage
• Commemoration

• No mitigative measures for the impact on the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District have been recommended

Mitigating Impacts

• The property has been designated as part of the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District and the property contributes to 
the existing streetscape and character of the District. 

• Changes to the Downtown Heritage Conservation District 
should be in keeping with the Downtown Heritage 
Conservation District Plan’s guidelines. 

• Anticipated impacts to the Downtown Heritage Conservation 
District need to be mitigated

• In the absence of a structure to replace the current building, 
the impacts cannot be mitigated. 
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Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing 
Director, Planning & City Planner, with the advice of 
the Heritage Planner, with respect to the request for 
the demolition of a heritage designated property 
located at 123 Queens Avenue, within the 
Downtown Heritage Conservation District, the 
following report BE RECEIVED and the following 
actions BE TAKEN:

A. That the demolition request BE REFUSED; and, 
B. That the Chief Building Official BE ADVISED of 
Municipal Council’s intention in this matter.
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JAM Properties
123 Queens Avenue 

London Advisory 
Committee on 
Heritage

The Story
Built as an addition to the Green-Swift 
Block between 1916 and 1922, the 
building housed two boilers and 
included a chimney, coal hopper, and 
boiler feed pumps. None of these 
remain. 

Originally home to Cities Heating 
Company Limited (CHC) and used as 
a plant building until 1952 when offices 
were created.

Sold in 1989 to Trigen who continued 
to use the boilers to distribute heat in 
the downtown core. In 1995, the 
company moved to Bathurst and 
Colbourne Streets. The building has 
been vacant since. 

JAM purchased the property this past 
winter.
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JAM Properties
• Property owners committed to working within a heritage framework 

in London
• The Factory (Kellogg’s)
• The Powerhouse
• Covent Market Lane

JAM Properties (con’t)
• Experienced owners of 

historic buildings across the 
province and internationally

• The Factory 

• The Powerhouse 
(nominated by London 
Heritage Award in 2019 
for Conservation and 
Reuse)

• Covent Market Lane
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The Vision
If the building could be 
rehabilitated, it would 
be – we know how to 
do this and have done 
it before. 

This building is unsafe 
and has not been 
possible to secure 
against continual 
break-ins. 

We want to 
incorporate whatever 
we can into the new 
site while providing an 
opportunity for the 
public to better 
understand its own 
history.

The Approach
History, planning, context 
– we looked at it all. All 
impacts associated with 
adjacent buildings can be 
mitigated. What cannot 
be mitigated is the effect 
on the streetscape. This 
can only be addressed 
through proposing a new 
building be constructed. 
We’re not there yet. 

To lessen the effect, 
JAM is committed to 
documenting the 
structure, salvaging
any and all materials 
possible, and 
commemorating the 
history of the place in 
future developments. 
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What we’re asking
Consider the context – this is not a pristine streetscape (mostly parking lots and 
has been for decades) and is not in keeping with the larger HCD

Consider the opportunity – making way for good and informed development in the 
Downtown HCD is essential for good City building and exposing the original wall of 
the Greene Block could build momentum

Consider the public – this building is dangerous and is the ongoing subject of 
complaints (from the City, neighbours, and the public while none of the 47 property 
owners in the area expressed concern at removal)

Essentially, we’re asking for an exception. We want to record and salvage what we 
can before the building cannot be safely entered. We want time to come up with a 
great plan for the site and don’t want to see someone injured while we work.
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STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS

JAM Properties
180 Cheapside Street
London, Ontario
N6A 1Z8
Attn: Mr. Archie Leach

JAM Properties
Structural Review and Comments

123 Queens Avenue
London, Ontario

Dear Mr. Leach:

After our discussions with you, we understand our scope to be limited to a visual inspection only of
the structure and provide an opinion on its integrity. It must be noted that only a visual review of the
building was completed and that destructive testing and “tapping” of the concrete was not
completed. It was determined by visual inspection and given the state of the building and that
additional testing would not be required.

This letter serves as a summary of our structural review of the building at 123 Queens Avenue. We
herewith provide a quick summary of our review of the existing structure.

1.1 Building Construction

The existing reinforced concrete structure is a 3 storey building with basement constructed in
the early 1900’s. It is reported that the building was completed some time between 1916 and
1922. This building is believed to be one of the first cast in place concrete structures in
London. The first being the Harrison-Pensa building located immediately to the west of 123
Queens Ave. It was reported that the building was a former coal powered heat plant while
selling steam heat to the other buildings in the downtown area. See Stantec Heritage Impact
Assessment report dated March 26, 2019 (File No:160940616).

1.2 Roof/Floor Construction

The roof and floor framing is constructed for the most part using cast in place concrete. See

Photo No 01. There have been subsequent floor additions to the building by adding Hambro

Joist and concrete system. See Photo No 02. These joists were exposed and not fire rated.

19158 123 Queens Ave Condition Survey 2019 05 07 Page 1 019
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Condition Survey
123 Queens Avenue

London, Ontario

1.2 Foundation Construction
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Photo No 01: Typical Floor Construction

Photo No 02: Added Ham bro Floor System

19158 123 Queens Ave Condition Survey 2019 0507 Page 2 of 9
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Condition Survey
123 Queens Avenue

London, Ontario

The foundation walls are constructed of cast in place concrete. There many openings in the

foundation walls that have been infilled with brick. See Photo No 03.

2.0 Observations

2.1 Exterior Beams!Lintels

The exterior walls have openings mostly used for windows. However, there are openings at
the west side of 123 Queens Avenue facing the lane way that are large framing the opening

over the loading doors. See Photo No 04. The northmost beam is a transfer beam

supporting the bearing wall located between the windows. This beam is carrying a lot of load

and it appears to be distressed.

The bottom of the beams are delaminated where the concrete below the main reinforcing

steel has broken away from the main body of the beam. The delamination has exposed the

reinforcing and the reinforcing is corroding. The delamination of the beams is typical of all

large exterior beams along the west face of the building including the beam in the link portion

between 450 Talbot and 123 Queens Avenue. See Photo No 05.

Photo No 03: Concrete Foundation Walls

19158 123 Queens Ave condition Survey 2019 0507 Page 3 of 9
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Condition Survey
123 Queens Avenue

London, Ontario

The existing reinforcing bars are square non-deformed bars used in construction during that
time period. The bars along the bottom of the beams are completely exposed for

Photo No 04: Delaminated Concrete Beams

Photo No 05: Delaminated Concrete Beam at Link

19158 123 Queens Ave Condition Survey 2019 05 07 Page 4 of 9
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Condition Survey
123 Queens Avenue

London, Ontario

approximately 65% of the length of the beam. The reinforcing has lost its bond within the
concrete beams and the bars are now ineffective.

Missing in the beams in building of this period, are steel reinforcing stirrups that are a design
Code requirement in new concrete beams designed today. We have not completed a design
review of the beams however, experience would have us believe that this beam if reviewed
would not be adequate to resist the applied loads.

2.2 Exterior Suspended Slab

The suspended slab in the link connecting 123 Queens Avenue is exposed to view. See
Photo No 06. The underside of the concrete slab is severely delaminated exposing the
reinforcing bars. Approximately 70% of the reinforcing bar is exposed and corroded. Given
the large amount of concrete delamination, bar corrosion and bar exposure, we believe that
this slab has lost a majority of original design capacity.

2.3 Interior Excavation

r r
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There are signs that during a former renovation, an excavation was completed for what
may have been an elevator. We were informed that this excavation could also be the

remnants of a demolition of the original smoke stack. See Photo No 07. The depth of the
excavation extends below the level of the existing footing. This excavation is undermining

the footing and should be infilled if the opening is to remain.

Photo No 06: Suspended Link Slab (Exterior)

19158 123 Queens Ave Condition Survey 2019 0507 Page 5 of 9
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Condition Survey
123 Queens Avenue

London, Ontario

2.3 Interior Upper Beams

The interior upper beams are all delaminated in varying degrees. Similar to the exterior
beam, the concrete at the bottom of the beam has delaminated and has completely spalled
and will continue to spall overtime. See Photo No 08. There are no signs of any stirrups in
any of the concrete beams.

Access was gained into the basement and in particular at the south end of the building.

Photo No 07: Excavation of the Interior (east Side)

Photo No 08: Typical Interior Upper Beam

2.4 Interior Basement Beams

19158 123 Queens Ave Condition Survey 2019 05 07 PageS of9
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Condition Survey
123 Queens Avenue

London, Ontario

This portion of the floor is constructed of a series of concrete beams and slabs. See Photo

No 09. It appears that this portion of the floor supported the old boiler. Of all of the beams

in the building, it is the beams in this area appear to be the most compromised. The bottom

of the beams in the southern half have delaminated and the reinforcing bars being

corroded the most. It is presumed that continual humidity and moisture has contributed to

the condition of these beams.

2.4 Interior Suspended Slabs

The interior suspended slabs are all showing signs of concrete delamination. While the

concrete has not all spalled, there is evidence that the reinforcing has corroded, the steel

expanded and a crack has cracked developed along the length of the bar. There are areas
similar to the exterior slab on photo No 05 where the concrete is completely spalled

exposing the concrete reinforcing. See Photo No JO and 11.

Photo No 09: Interior Basement Beams (south end)

19158 123 Queens Ave Condition Survey 2019 05 07 Page 7 of 9
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Condition Survey
123 Queens Avenue

London, Ontario

3.0 Comments

3.1 Building Structure

The concrete building is severely deteriorated. Virtually every concrete floors beams, wall
and pier is showing severe signs of deterioration. Based on our experience, and the cracking
observed in the slabs, this would prove that the in-situ concrete would prove to be
delaminated and not performing as originally designed.
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Photo No 10: Interior Suspended Slab (cracked along rebar)
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The interior of the building has been exposed to decades of cycles of freeze thaw cycles

overtime, and in particular the horizontal surfaces. At the time the concrete was placed, the

concrete mix was not designed to incorporate air-entrainment which would have limited the

concrete damage from freeze-thaw.

3.2 Building Restoration

As this was a cursory review of the building, we would need to complete a full review and

analysis of every floor, beam, and walls structure. This would require destructive testing to

determine the extent of the delamination and corroded reinforcing bar. Restoring this

building would not seem to be an economical option.

Should the concrete be found to be delaminated throughout the depth of the slab and beam,

which as noted above we believe to be, this would require that the entire slab and reinforcing

be removed and replaced including the reinforcing. Removal of a floor to complete the

restoration would require bracing of any wall that was deemed to be capable of remaining,

as the wall would lose the lateral restraint provided by the floor.

All reinforcing steel that is corroded would need to be fully exposed back to sound steel. A

new piece of reinforcing would then be installed and lapped with the non-corroded bar with

the appropriate lap length. Given the extent of the corrosion, this would involve so much

labour that it would be uneconomical.

We do believe that based on what we have seen, demolition would be the most practical
solution for this building. Trying to remediate the concrete would involve the complete
demolition and replacement of floors, beams and concrete that not much of the historical
building would remain and be recognized as original.

We thank you for the opportunity to submit this report. If you have any questions, please do
not hesitate to call.

Regards,
Van Boxmeer & Stranges
Engineering Ltd.

Rick Stranges, P. Eng.
Vice-President
RAS/ras
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R. A. SIRAç

-
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Appendix F – Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest  

Legal Description  
LT 22 RCP 423; DELAWARE TWP 
 
Roll Number  
3303 Westdel Bourne: 090110081000000 
 
Description of Property 
3303 Westdel Bourne is located on the west side of Westdel Bourne, North of 
Deadman’s Road in London, Ontario. The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne includes a 
farmhouse, three barns, and a shed.  

The farmhouse located at 3303 Westdel Bourne was built in 1877 in the Italianate style. 
The farmhouse is a two storey, buff brick, asymmetrical farmhouse, with a complex 
massing. The farmhouse has one projecting and one recessed bay and a one storey 
buff brick wing in the rear. The building is capped by a hipped roof that form a flat roof at 
its peak.  Two single-stacked buff brick chimneys flank the north and west slopes of the 
roof. The two storey portion of the house has return eaves as well as tongue and groove 
soffits. Decorative paired brackets, that are a defining element of the Italianate style, are 
found around the entire house. 

The building has an asymmetrical façade that is comprised of one recessed bay and 
one projecting bay. The projecting bay is highlighted by the decorative bargeboard on 
the front gable and an oculus window in the gable’s centre. On the main floor, an entry 
door is located in the recessed bay. The door itself has been replace, but the original 
opening has been retained. Two fixed windows in the central bay are now in the place 
of the original door, and the segmented arch transom with decorative etched glass. The 
etched glass shows a floral motif surrounding a bird. 

Brick voussoirs with contrasting mortar appear above every original window and door 
opening. Many windows tall, narrow and in pairs with segmented arch openings. 
Although all the windows appear to have been replaced, the replacement windows are 
wood and maintain their openings. The original cast stone sills can be found below each 
window. The buff brick is laid in a common bond pattern and the foundation is field 
stone with coursing detail.  

The ell shaped wrap-around verandah is covered by a hipped roof and supported by 
decorative chamfered posts. The chamfered posts are connected to a concrete base 
with pressed design and are topped with capitals connected to fluted brackets. Each 
fluted bracket connects to a pierced panels supported by a decorative bracket. 
Spandrels extend around the verandah with a centre decorative bracket attached below. 

Barn 1  
Barn 1 is the largest of the barns located on the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne. Barn 
1 is in the Bank Barn style as the lower level housed animals and the upper level served 
as storage (Appendix C, see Barn 1). The foundation of the barn has been parged in 
concrete and has a number of openings for multi-pane windows. The barn is a timber 
frame with a gable roof covered in corrugated metal and vertical barn board siding. The 
beams in the barn are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut. The beams in the barn 
are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut with a typical diagonal post and beam brace 
connection. The beams are connected to the post with mortise-and-tenon joints. The 
beams on the first level are notched into the top of the foundation wall. A reinforced 
concrete silo is connected to the north façade of the barn. 

A barn hill is connected to the east façade of Barn 1. The barn hill appears to have a 
root cellar that has been parged and altered, an open space in the middle – known as a 
“walk way”, and field stones making up the rest of the barn hill.  

Barn 2 & 3 
Barn 2 and Barn 3 is just south west of the Barn 1. Similar to Barn 1 the barns are also 
a timber frame with a gable roof and vertical barn board siding. The beams in the barn 
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are a mix of hand hewed and machine cut with a typical diagonal post and beam brace 
connection. The beams are connected to the post with mortise-and-tenon joints. The 
only difference is that Barn 3 sits on top of concrete piers. 

Shed 
The shed is a vernacular in form with timber framing and a corrugated metal roof. What 
is suspected to be a dog house is connected to the south façade. 

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 
The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne includes a farmhouse which is a representative 
example of a farmhouse in Italianate style within the former Delaware Township. The 
farmhouse displays many of the elements commonly found on building in the Italianate 
style, including the most defining element of the style, paired brackets. The farmhouse 
also has narrow segmented arched windows, paired windows, hipped roof, wide 
overhanging eaves, and a projecting bay with gable and oculus window. The decorative 
details of the wrap-around verandah details displays a high degree of craftsmanship 
when comparing two other Italianate style farmhouses in the former Delaware 
Township. 

Barn 1 (the largest barn) located on the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is a rare and 
representative example of the bank barn as it has a timber frame structure with mortise 
and tenon joints, a gable roof, concrete foundation, and has vertical “barn board” 
cladding. Barn 1 is rare because it retains its barn hill, which has both a root cellar and a 
walk way underneath the ball hill. 

The farmhouse on the property located at 3303 Westdel Bourn displays a high degree 
of craftsmanship. Elements that display a high degree of craftsmanship include, the 
contrasting mortar in the brick voussoirs, the etched glass transom window, but 
particularly, elements of the verandah. The ell shaped wrap-around verandah is covered 
by a hipped roof and supported by decorative chamfered posts. The chamfered posts 
are connected to a concrete base with pressed design and are topped with capitals 
connected to fluted brackets. Each fluted bracket connects to a pierced panels 
supported by a decorative bracket. Spandrels extend around the verandah with a centre 
decorative bracket attached below. 

The property located at 3303 Westdel Bourne is significantly associated with the Ireland 
family. The Ireland family is one of the earliest settlers to the Delaware Township area 
and the property was farmed by the family for 141 years.  The Ireland’s were active 
community members throughout the 141 years. George and Clementine Ireland were 
active members of the Kilworth United Church (2442 Oxford Street). Walter Ireland and 
his family were known for growing vegetables and apples, which they sold at the Covent 
Garden Market in London (Grainger 2006, 283). Also, Maggie Ireland and Marian 
Ireland were active member of the Women’s Institute  

The area of the former Delaware Township is evolving and developing with modern 
residential developments to the north and south of the subject property. The farmhouse 
and Barn 1 are important in defining and maintaining the historic agricultural character 
of the area that developed in the early to late nineteenth century. Retaining the 
farmhouse and Barn 1 provides a tangible link to the historic agricultural character of 
this area. The prominent design values of the farmhouse and Barn 1 allows it to define 
this character. The farmhouse and Barn 1 communicates the history of a family who 
immigrated to Delaware Township, farmed their property, and sold their produce at the 
Covent Garden Market in London. The property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is important in 
defining the character of the Delaware Township area. 
 
Heritage Attributes 
The heritage attributes which support or contribute to the cultural heritage value or 
interest of the property at 3303 Westdel Bourne include: 
 
Farmhouse 

• Form, scale, and massing of the two storey buff brick farmhouse  
• Setback of the farmhouse from Westdel Bourne; 
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• Orientation of the farmhouse with its broadest façade towards Westdel Bourne; 
• Buff brick in a common bond pattern; 
• Two stacked buff brick chimneys; 
• Asymmetrical, staggered three-bay façade; 
• Hipped roof with front gable ; 
• Decorative bargeboard on the front gable and an oculus window in the gable’s 

centre of the projecting bay ; 
• Paired wood brackets at the eaves; 
• Wood soffits 
• Segmented arch window openings with brick voussoirs with contrasting red 

mortar; 
• Original main door opening with a segmented arch transom with decorative 

etched glass with floral and bird motif; 
• Cast stone sills; 
• Field stone foundation with coursing detail; 
• The ell shaped wrap around verandah is covered by a hipped roof and supported 

by decorated chamfered posts; 
o The posts are topped with capitals that connect to fluted brackets; 
o Connected to each bracket is a pierced panel with an out bracket below; 
o A spandrel, with a decorative bracket attached below in the centre, 

connects the pierced panels together;  
o The base of the verandah is concrete with a pressed design 

 
Barn 1 

• Form, scale, and massing of the two level, timber frame barn;  
• Relationship to the farmhouse;  
• Parged concrete foundation with a number of openings for multi-pane windows; 
• Gable roof covered in corrugated metal;  
• Vertical barn board siding; 
• Mix of hand hewed and machine cut beams connected to the post with mortise-

and-tenon joints; 
• A reinforced concrete silo is connected to the north façade of the barn; 
• A barn hill is connected to the east façade; 

o The form, scale, and massing; 
o Suspected root cellar that has been parged on the exterior; and 
o An open space in the middle of the barn hill – known as a “walk way”.  
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london.ca

Demolition Request- 3303 
Westdel Bourne

London Advisory Committee on Heritage

Wednesday May 8, 2019

Property Location and Status

Heritage Listed Property

Location of 3303 Westdel Bourne
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Location of buildings 

3303 Westdel Bourne -
Farmhouse

Existing garage at 67 Euclid Avenue

 Built in 1877 in the 
Italianate Style

 Two storey, buff brick 
asymmetrical farmhouse 
with a one storey wing in 
the rear 

 Projecting bay with a 
front gable and an 
oculus window in the 
gable’s centre

 Paired brackets

 Paired, tall, narrow 
windows

 Field stone foundation
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3303 Westdel Bourne-
Farmhouse

Original door opening and 
transom window

Decorative 
verandah 

details

3303 Westdel Bourne- Barn 1

Barn 1 located at 3303 
Westdel Bourne
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3303 Westdel Bourne-
Barn 2 & 3

Exterior of Barn 2 at 3303 
Westdel Bourne

Interior of Barn 2 at 3303 
Westdel Bourne

Exterior of Barn 3 at 3303 
Westdel Bourne

Property History

1862 Tremaines’ Map of the County of 
Middlesex, Canada West. Location of 

3303 Westdel Bourne in red box.

1878 Illustrated Historical Atlas of 
the County of Middlesex. Location 
of 3303 Westdel Bourne in red box.
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Ireland Family

Picture of Floy Ireland, dated 
1919. Courtesy of the Middlesex 

Centre Archives

Picture of Ireland family standing in front of 3303 
Westdel Bourne in 1919. Courtesy of Middlesex 

Centre Archives.

Comparative Properties

2420 Westdel Bourne, 
c. 1875 4775 Westdel Bourne, 

c. 1875
5617 Highbury
Avenue, c.1900
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Ontario Heritage Act

• Section 27(1.2) enables Municipal Council to add properties that have 
not been designated, but that Municipal Council “believes to be of 
cultural heritage value or interest” on the Register (Inventory of Heritage 
Resources). 

• 60-day review period starts once a demolition request has been 
received 

• Section 29 enables municipalities to designate properties to be of 
cultural heritage value or interest. 

• Appeals to the Notice of Intent to Designate a property pursuant to Section 
29 of the Ontario Heritage Act are referred to the Conservation Review 
Board (CRB). 

• A property may be designated under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act 
if it meets one or more of the following criteria for determining cultural 
heritage value or interest

• The 60-day period for the demolition request for the farmhouse on the 
property at 3303 Westdel Bourne expires on May 24, 2019.

Evaluation using O. Reg 9/06

Ontario Reg. 9/06 Criteria Heritage Planner Evaluation
Meets 

Criteria

1. The 
property has 
design value 
or physical 
value 
because it,

a. Is a rare, unique, 
representative or 
early example of a 
style, type, 
expression, 
material or 
construction 
method, 

• The farmhouse  is a representative 
example of a farmhouse in Italianate style 
within the former Delaware Township. 

• Barn 1 (the largest barn) located on the 
property at 3303 Westdel Bourne is a rare 
and representative example of the bank 
barn. 

Yes

b. Displays a high 
degree of 
craftsmanship or 
artistic merit, or

• Elements that display a high degree of 
craftsmanship include, the contrasting 
mortar in the brick voussoirs, the etched 
glass transom window, but particularly, 
elements of the verandah.

Yes

c. Demonstrates a 
high degree of 
technical or 
scientific 
achievement

• While the barn hill has a walk way, the barns 
and farmhouse do not demonstrate a high 
degree of technical or scientific achievement

No
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Evaluation using O. Reg 9/06

Ontario Reg. 9/06 Criteria Heritage Planner Evaluation
Meets 

Criteria

2. The 
property has 
historical 
value or 
associative 
value 
because it,

a. Has direct associations with 
a theme, event, belief, person, 
activity, organization or 
institution that is significant to 
a community,

• The Ireland family is one of the 
earliest settlers to the Delaware 
Township area and the property 
was farmed by the family for 141 
years. The Ireland’s were active 
community members throughout 
the 141 years. 

Yes

b. Yields, or has the potential 
to yield, information that 
contributes to an 
understanding of a community 
or culture, or

• The farmhouse and barns located 
on 3303 Westdel Bourne are not 
believed to yield or have the 
potential to yield, information that 
contributes to the understanding 
of a community or culture. 

No

c. Demonstrates or reflects the 
work or ideas of an architect, 
artist, builder, designer or 
theorist who is significant to a 
community.

Although it is suspected that 
members of the Ireland Family were 
involved in building the farmhouse 
and barns, it has not been confirmed.

No

Test to Repeal a Heritage 
Designating By-law

Ontario Reg. 9/06 Criteria Heritage Planner Comments
Meets 

Criteria
3. The 
property has 
contextual 
value 
because it,

a. Is important in defining, 
maintaining or supporting the 
character of an area, 

The farmhouse and Barn 1 are 
important in defining and 
maintaining the historic agricultural 
character of the area that 
developed in the early to late 
nineteenth century. 

Yes

b. Is physically, functionally, 
visually, or historically linked to 
its surroundings, or,

The property located at 3303 
Westdel Bourne is not physically, 
functionally, visually, or historically 
linked to its surroundings.

No

c. Is a landmark. While certainly recognizable, it is 
not conclusive if the farmhouse and 
the barns are a landmark in the 
context of their community

No
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Heritage Attributes

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning & 
City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, with respect to 
the request for the designation of the heritage listed property at 3303 
Westdel Bourne, that the following actions BE TAKEN:
• Notice BE GIVEN under the provisions of Section 29(3) of the 

Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. O. 18, of Municipal Council’s 
intention to designate the property to be of cultural heritage value 
or interest for the reasons outlined in Appendix F of this report; 
and,

• Should no appeal be received to the notice of intent to designate, 
the attached proposed by-law to designate the property at 3303 
Westdel Bourne to be of cultural heritage value or interest BE 
INTRODUCED at a future meeting of Municipal Council 
immediately following the end of the appeal period.

IT BEING NOTED that should an appeal to the notice of intent to 
designate be received, the City Clerk will refer the appeal to the 
Conservation Review Board.
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london.ca

Heritage Alteration Permit 
Application - 371 Dufferin
Avenue 

London Advisory Committee on Heritage

Wednesday May 8, 2019

Property Location and Status

Designated under Part V under the Ontario 
Heritage Act, located in the West Woodfield 

Heritage Conservation District

Location of 371 Dufferin Avenue
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371 Dufferin Avenue

Existing garage at 67 Euclid Avenue

 Constructed 1914

 Two and half storeys

 Symmetrical 
residential-type 
building

 Central entryway, 
flanked by a triplet of 
windows

 Broad verandah with 
metal balustrades

 Building set back 
from Dufferin Avenue

Legislative/ Policy 
Framework

The Ontario Heritage Act
• Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires that a property owner not 

alter, or permit the alteration of, the property without obtaining Heritage 
Alteration Permit approval. 

• Municipal Council must respond within 90 days after a request for a 
Heritage Alteration Permit application (Section 42(4), Ontario Heritage Act). 

• The Heritage Alteration Permit application was received on April 8, 2019  
and the 90-day timeline will expire on July 7, 2019. 

The West Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan
• Section 9.3.5 of the West Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan 

includes the following guidelines:
• Freestanding signs should not be of a design and size so as to impede 

views to the building.
• Sign materials should be complementary or compatible to those of the 

building.
• The use of internally lit, neon or plastic signage is strongly discouraged.
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Heritage Alteration Permit 
Application

A Heritage Alteration Permit 
application provided the following 
details:

• Freestanding on a 33cm/4” 
metal pole (1.88m/74”high, 
1.37m/54” wide) set on a base 
plate;

• Coloured plexiglass sign 
(72cm/28.5” high, 1.19m/47” 
wide) set in a metal frame;

• No electrical (therefore, not 
illuminated).

Analysis

Property at 371 Dufferin Avenue in 
July 2016. 

Property at 371 Dufferin Avenue in 
July 2009. 
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Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing 
Director, City Planning and City Planner, with the 
advice of the Heritage Planner, the application 
under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act to 
permit the existing signage at 371 Dufferin
Avenue, West Woodfield Heritage Conservation 
District, BE PERMITTED with the terms and 
conditions that internal illuminations be 
prohibited



Heritage Planners’ Report to LACH: May 8, 2019 

 

1. Heritage Alteration Permits processed under Delegated Authority By-law: 
a. 182 Bruce Street (Wortley Village- Old South HCD): Porch alterations 
b. 37 Empress Avenue (Blackfriars/Petersville HCD): Porch alterations 
c. 484 Colborne Street (West Woodfield HCD): Upper deck alterations 
d. 111 Wortley Road (Wortley Village- Old South HCD): ramp and railing 
e. 135 Duchess Avenue (Wortley Village – Old South HCD): porch 
f. 291 Pall Mall Street (West Woodfield HCD: gable alterations 
g. 15 St. Andrews Street (Blackfriars/ Petersville HCD): side stair alterations 

 
2. Invitation to Reception for London's Advisory Committees - May 9, 2019, 7:00-9:00pm at 

the Top of the Hall Café and Promenade Deck, City Hall 
 

3. Heritage Places 2.0 – The final guideline document Heritage Places 2.0 is being brought 
before the PEC on July 22, 2019 for the adoption as a Guideline Document to The 
London Plan. Following previous consultation with the LACH in November 11, 2018, staff 
will be seeking a recommendation from the LACH on this matter at its meeting on July 
10th. The draft document can be accessed at the City’s site Current Land Use 
Applications and Studies – Heritage Places 2.0  (https://www.london.ca/business/Planning-

Development/land-use-applications/Pages/O-8965.aspx). If you have any questions, please 
contact Laura Dent, Heritage Planner ldent@london.ca P: 519.661.CITY (2489) x 0267 
 

4. Insurance and Heritage Properties 
 

5. Proposed amendments to the Ontario Heritage Act – Bill 108, More Homes, More 
Choices Act: https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-0021  
 

Upcoming Heritage Events 

 Mother’s Day Tea – Sunday May 12, 2019 at Eldon House. $20-$40. 12:00, 1:30 and 
3:00 p.m. Seating. By reservation only. For more information visit: 
https://eldonhouse.ca/product/mothers-day-tea/  

 Fanshawe Pioneer Village Opening Weekend – Saturday May 18, 2019. For more 
information visit: http://fanshawepioneervillage.ca/events/opening-weekend-1  

 Thames Valley Regional Heritage Fair Awards Night - Thursday May 23, 2019 at 
Museum London 

 Spring Tea – Sunday May 26, 2019 at Grosvenor Lodge. $25 per person. For more 
information, please contact: events@heritagelondonfoundation.ca   

 Ontario Heritage Conference in Goderich and Bayfield, May 30-June 1, 2019. 
https://www.ontarioheritageconference.ca/ (early bird registration ends April 30) 

 ACO Geranium Heritage House Tour –Sunday June 2, 2019, 12:00pm – 5:00pm Early 
Bird tickets $25. Tickets on sale now. For more information visit: 
https://acolondon.ca/events  

 Ontario Genealogical Society, Ontario Ancestors 2019 Conference and Family History 
Show, June 21-23, 2019 – London Convention Centre. More information: 
https://conference2019.ogs.on.ca/  

https://www.london.ca/business/Planning-Development/land-use-applications/Pages/O-8965.aspx
https://www.london.ca/business/Planning-Development/land-use-applications/Pages/O-8965.aspx
https://www.london.ca/business/Planning-Development/land-use-applications/Pages/O-8965.aspx
https://www.london.ca/business/Planning-Development/land-use-applications/Pages/O-8965.aspx
mailto:ldent@london.ca
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-0021
https://eldonhouse.ca/product/mothers-day-tea/
http://fanshawepioneervillage.ca/events/opening-weekend-1
mailto:events@heritagelondonfoundation.ca
https://www.ontarioheritageconference.ca/
https://acolondon.ca/events
https://conference2019.ogs.on.ca/

