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The 18th Meeting of City Council
October 1, 2019, 4:00 PM
Council Chambers

The City of London is committed to making every effort to provide alternate formats and
communication supports for Council, Standing or Advisory Committee meetings and information,
upon request.  To make a request for any City service, please contact accessibility@london.ca or
519-661-2489 ext. 2425.
 
The Council will break for dinner at approximately 6:30 PM, as required.

Pages

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

2. Recognitions

3. Review of Confidential Matters to be Considered in Public

4. Council, In Closed Session

Motion for Council, In Closed Session (Council will remain In Closed Session
until approximately 5:15 PM, at which time Council will rise and reconvene in
Public Session; Council may resume In Closed Session later in the meeting, if
required.)

4.1 Labour Relations / Employee Negotiations

A matter pertaining to labour relations or employee negotiations,
including communications for that purpose. (6.1/13/CWC)

4.2 Position, Plan, Procedure, Criteria or Instruction for Negotiation Purposes

A matter pertaining to a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to
be applied to negotiations carried on by the municipality, including
communications for that purpose. (6.2/13/CWC)

4.3 Personal Matters/Identifiable Individual

A personal matter pertaining to identifiable individuals, including
municipal employees, with respect to the 2020 Mayor’s New Year’s
Honour List. (6.1/16/PEC)

4.4 Land Disposition / Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice / Position,
Plan, Procedure, Criteria or Instruction to be Applied to Any Negotiations 
 

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending disposition of land by the
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose;
advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial
information, that belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or
potential monetary value and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or
instruction to be applied to any negotiations carried on or to be carried on
by or on behalf of the municipality. (6.1/18/CSC)

4.5 Land Disposition / Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice / Position,



Plan, Procedure, Criteria or Instruction to be Applied to Any Negotiations 
       

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending disposition of land by the
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose;
advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial
information, that belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or
potential monetary value and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or
instruction to be applied to any negotiations carried on or to be carried on
by or on behalf of the municipality. (6.2/18/CSC)

4.6 Land Acquisition / Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice / Position,
Plan, Procedure, Criteria or Instruction to be Applied to Any Negotiations

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending acquisition of land by the
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose;
advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial
information, that belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or
potential monetary value and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or
instruction to be applied to any negotiations carried on or to be carried on
by or on behalf of the municipality. (6.3/18/CSC)

4.7 Personal Matters/Identifiable Individual

A matter pertaining to personal matters, including information regarding
an identifiable individual, with respect to employment-related matters;
advice or recommendations of officers and employees of the Corporation
including communications necessary for that purpose and for the
purpose of providing instructions and directions to officers and
employees of the Corporation. (6.4/18/CSC)

5. Confirmation and Signing of the Minutes of the Previous Meeting(s)

5.1 17th Meeting held on September 17, 2019 8

6. Communications and Petitions

6.1 Application - 307 Fanshawe Park Road East (Z-9006)

(Refer to the Planning and Environment Committee Stage for
Consideration with item 8 (3.3) of the 16th Report of the Planning and
Environment Committee)

1. Dr. C. Clausius 55

2. M. Crawford, 21 Camden Place 57

3. J. Howitt and A. MacDougall, 1281 Hastings Drive 59

4. (ADDED) B. Downe, 35 Hammond Crescent 60

5. (ADDED) B. Day, 1277 Hastings Drive 62

6. (ADDED) M. J. Crawford, 21 Camden Place 64

7. (ADDED) J. and J. Goldrick, 1261 Hastings Drive  65

8. (ADDED) D. Beverley, 25 Camden Place 66

9. (ADDED) R. Muhlbock, 64 Robinson Lane 68
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10. (ADDED) J. Howitt and A. MacDougall, 1281 Hastings Drive 70

11. (ADDED) M. Lacey, 37 Camden Place 71

12. (ADDED) K. Traill 72

6.2 Proposed New City of London Tree Protection By-law

(Refer to the Planning and Environment Committee Stage for
Consideration with item 10 (3.5) of the 16th Report of the Planning and
Environment Committee)

1. AM Valastro, 133 John Street 74

2. S. Olivastri, 141 Central Avenue 80

7. Motions of Which Notice is Given

8. Reports

8.1 13th Report of the Civic Works Committee 81

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

2. (2.1) 8th Report of the Transportation Advisory Committee

3. (2.2) Amendments to the Traffic and Parking By-law (Relates to
Bill No. 376)

4. (2.3) Update on the Environmental Assessment for the
Proposed Expansion of the W12A Landfill

5. (2.5) Wastewater Treatment Operations Environmental
Assessment – Master Plan Study Initiation

6. (2.7) Award of Contract (RFP 19-29) – Sixteen (16) Tandem
Axle Trucks with Dump Boxes and Plow Equipment

7. (2.8) Appointment of Consulting Engineer – Upgrading of Powell
Drain (Northbrook Valley) and Upland North Outlet Culverts
(RFP 19-46)

8. (2.9) Construction Partnership with the Ministry of
Transportation – Old Victoria Road Resurfacing

9. (2.10) Dundas Street Cycle Track Design – Appointment of
Consulting Engineer

10. (2.11) Agreement Extension with Trojan Technologies for the
Use of the Decommissioned Westminster Wastewater Plant
(Relates to Bill No. 370)

11. (2.12) All Terrain, Turf and Golf Utility Vehicles – Contract
Award Based on Irregular Tender Result

12. (2.13) Removal and Replacement of Underground Fuel and Oil
Tanks

13. (2.4) Landfill Gas (LFG) Utilization – Next Steps in the
Development of a Renewable Natural Gas (RNG) Facility
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14. (2.6) Automated Speed Enforcement Contract Award

15. (3.1) 8th Report of the Cycling Advisory Committee

16. (3.2) Area Speed Limit

17. (4.1) Parking Changes

18. (5.1) Deferred Matters List

8.2 16th Report of the Planning and Environment Committee 101

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

2. (2.1) 8th Report of the Advisory Committee on the Environment 

3. (2.2) Application - 1912 Linkway Boulevard - Removal of
Holding Provisions (H-9085) (Relates to Bill No. 383)

4. (2.3) Revised City of London Telecommunication Facilities
Location and Public Consultation Council Policy (O-7881)
(Relates to Bill No. 374)

5. (2.4) Building Division Monthly Report for July 2019

6. (3.1) Application - 585 Third Street (OZ-9028) (Relates to Bill
No.'s 371 and 384)

7. (3.2) Application - 115 Bessemer Road (Z-9084) (Relates to Bill
No. 385)

8. (3.3) Application - 307 Fanshawe Park Road East (Z-9006)

(Note: The Planning and Environment Committee was unable to
reach a decision on this matter.)

9. (3.4) Application - 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick
Road 39T-17503 (OZ-8838) (Relates to Bill No.'s 372, 373 and
386)

10. (3.5) Proposed New City of London Tree Protection By-law 

11. (4.1) 9th Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

12. (5.1) Deferred Matters List

8.3 18th Report of the Corporate Services Committee 197

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

2. (2.1) 2019 Operating Budget Mid-Year Monitoring Report -
Property Tax, Water, Wastewater & Treatment Budgets

3. (2.2) 2019 Mid-Year Capital Monitoring Report

4. (2.3) Procurement of Goods and Services Policy Revision
(Relates to Bill No. 368)

5. (2.4) By-law to Delegate Tax Appeals Under Section 357(1)(d.1)
to the Assessment Review Board (Relates to Bill No. 369)

4



6. (2.5) Response to the Ministry of the Attorney General Joint and
Several Liability Reform Consultation 

7. (3.1) Tax Adjustment Agenda

8.4 4th Report of the Audit Committee 201

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

2. (4.1) ConsultantSelection/Engagement and Construction
Procurement Review

3. (4.2) Internal Audit Summary Update

4. (4.3) January - December 2019 Internal Audit Dashboard as at
August 30, 2019

5. (4.4) Observation Summary as at August 30, 2019

9. Added Reports

9.1 17th Report of Council in Closed Session 

10. Deferred Matters

11. Enquiries

12. Emergent Motions

13. By-laws

By-laws to be read a first, second and third time:

13.1 Bill No. 367 By-law No. A.-________-___ 203

A by-law to confirm the proceedings of the Council Meeting held on the
1st day of October, 2019. (City Clerk)

13.2 Bill No. 368 By-law No. A.-6151(__)-____ 204

A by-law to amend By-law No. A.-6151-17, as amended, being “A by-
law to establish policies for the sale and other disposition of land, hiring
of employees, procurement of goods and services, public notice,
accountability and transparency, and delegation of powers and duties,
as required under section 270(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001”, by deleting
Schedule “C” – Procurement of Goods and Services Policy in its entirety
and by replacing it with a new Schedule “C” – Procurement of Goods
and Services Policy, to update the Policy, to provide additional clarity
and updates. (2.3/18/CSC)

13.3 Bill No. 369 By-law No. A.-________-___ 266

A by-law to delegate tax appeal applications received under subsection
357(1)(d.1) of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c.25, as amended, to
the Assessment Review Board in accordance with subsection 357(11)
of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c.25, as amended. (2.4/18/CSC)

13.4 Bill No. 370 By-law No. A.-________-___ 267

A by-law to authorize an Amending Agreement between The
Corporation of the City of London and Trojan Technologies and to
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authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to execute the Agreement.
(2.11/13/CWC)

13.5 Bill No. 371 By-law No. C.P.-1284(___)-____ 269

A by-law to amend the Official Plan for the City of London, 1989 relating
to 585 Third Street. (3.1a/16/PEC)

13.6 Bill No. 372 By-law No. C.P.-1284(___)-____ 272

A by-law to amend the Official Plan for the City of London, 1989 relating
to 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road. (3.4a/16/PEC)

13.7 Bill No. 373 By-law No. C.P.-1512(__)-____ 282

A by-law to amend The London Plan for the City of London, 2016
relating to 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road.
(3.4c/16/PEC)

13.8 Bill No. 374 By-law No. CPOL.-_____-____ 292

A by-law to amend By-law No. CPOL.- 126-378, as amended, being “A
by-law to revoke and repeal Council policy related to
Telecommunication Facilities Consultation Policy and replace it with a
new Council policy entitled Telecommunication Facilities Consultation
Policy” by renaming the Council Policy “Telecommunication Facilities
Location and Public Consultation Policy”, to reflect changes in the
process that have occurred since the Policy was first developed.
(2.3/16/PEC)

13.9 Bill No. 375 By-law No. L.S.P.-______-____ 301

A by-law to designate 2442 Oxford Street West to be of cultural heritage
value or interest. (City Clerk)

13.10 Bill No. 376 By-law No. PS-113-19_______ 304

A by-law to amend By-law PS-113 entitled, “A by-law to regulate traffic
and the parking of motor vehicles in the City of London.” (2.2/13/CWC)

13.11 Bill No. 377 By-law No. S.-_____-___ 307

A by-law to repeal By-law No. S.-6021-258 entitled, “A by-law to lay out,
constitute, establish and assume lands in the City of London as public
highway. (as widening to Pond Mills Road, east of Ailsa Place)” (City
Clerk)

13.12 Bill No. 378 By-law No. S.-_____-___ 308

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume lands in the City of
London as public highway. (as widening to Pond Mills Road, east of
Ailsa Place) (Chief Surveyor - road widening previously acquired by the
County of Middlesex, now in the City of London has never been
dedicated)

13.13 Bill No. 379 By-law No. S.-_____-___ 310

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume lands in the City of
London as public highway. (as widening to Exeter Road, east of
Meadowbrook Drive) (Chief Surveyor - requires the following 0.3m
Reserves on Exeter Road to be dedicated at the present time)
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13.14 Bill No. 380 By-law No. S.-_____-___ 312

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume certain reserves in
the City of London as public highway. (as part of Guiness Way) (Chief
Surveyor - for unobstructed legal access throughout the Subdivision)

13.15 Bill No. 381 By-law No. S.-_____-___ 314

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume lands in the City of
London as public highway. (as widening to Oxford Road East, east of
Oakside Street) (Chief Surveyor - road widening purposes on Oxford
Road East that require dedication at the present time)

13.16 Bill No. 382 By-law No. S.-_____-___ 316

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume lands in the City of
London as public highway. (as widening to Wharncliffe Road South,
north of Euclid Avenue) (Chief Surveyor - pursuant to Consent B.007/16
and in accordance with Zoning By-law Z.-1)

13.17 Bill No. 383 By-law No. Z.-1-19______ 318

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to remove holding provisions from
the zoning for lands located at 1912 Linkway Boulevard. (2.2/16/PEC)

13.18 Bill No. 384 By-law No. Z.-1-19______ 320

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
585 Third Street. (3.1c/16/PEC)

13.19 Bill No. 385 By-law No. Z.-1-19______ 322

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
115 Bessemer Road. (3.2/16/PEC)

13.20 Bill No. 386 By-law No. Z.-1-19______ 324

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road. (3.4e/16/PEC)

14. Adjournment
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Council 
Minutes 

 
The 17th Meeting of City Council 
September 17, 2019, 4:00 PM 
 
Present: Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. 

Squire, J. Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, 
E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, S. Hillier 

Absent: M. van Holst, S. Lehman 
Also Present: L. Livingstone, A. Anderson, A. Barbon, G. Barrett, B. Card, S. 

Corman,  B. Coxhead, S. Datars Bere, G. Kotsifas, J. 
McGonigle, S. Miller, D. O'Brien, C. Saunders, K. Scherr, M. 
Schulthess, S. Stafford, J. Taylor and B. Warner. 
   
The meeting was called to order at 4:01 PM, with Mayor E. 
Holder in the Chair and all Members present, except Councillors 
M. van Holst and S. Lehman.  

 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

Councillor S. Turner discloses a pecuniary interest in Item 3.3(16) of the 15th 
Report of the Planning and Environment Committee and related Bill No.'s 346 
and 357, having do with the planning applications related to the properties 
located at 220 and 244 Adelaide Street South, by indicating that his employer, 
the Middlesex-London Health Unit, is assisting with the proposed dental initiative. 

Councillor S. Hillier discloses a pecuniary interest in Item 4.1(14) of the 10th 
Report of the Community and Protective Services Committee, having to do with 
potential amendments to the City of London's Special Events Policies and 
Procedures Manual, by indicating that his family operates festivals at City of 
London facilities and may be impacted by any potential amendments to the 
Manual. 

2. Recognitions 

His Worship the Mayor recognizes the following City of London Employees who 
have achieved 25 years of service during 2019: 

From London Police Service: D'Arcy Bruce, Brian Crossman, Ron Grasman, 
Rosemary Guil, Lori-Ann Kirk, Pat MacInnis, Jason McCulloch, Trevor Pitts, 
Bernadette Sladek, and Jeannette Veenstra. 

From the City Manager’s Office: Julie Gaul and Zac Machado. 

From Environmental & Engineering Services: Craig Duffenais, Cory Duncan, 
Daniel P. Entwistle, Shawn Essey, David Scott Gee, Paul S. Howard, Jim 
Humphries, Trevor Johnson, Tracey Lee, Patricia Lupton, Ulises A. Neira, 
Charles Ormerod, Giuseppi Joe Palmeri, Tony Pawlaszyk, Wayne Piper, Rick 
Postma, Brent Robinson, Roy F. Scott, John A. Simon, James Somerville, John 
Vermeeren, Peter Vriends, and Steven W. Welch. 

From Finance and Corporate Services: Keith Gilbank, Bill Haas, Cheryl Intzandt, 
Robin Szwec, Kendra Teeter, and Catherine Van Aarsen. 

From Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home: Katherine Biskupski, 
Flordeliza Bulzan, Lisseth D'Andrea, Jacqueline Harwood, Rosa Henriquez, 
Helen Martin, Dave McCormack, Mona Sankar, Justyna Sliwka, and Estela 
Ticman. 

From Neighbourhood, Children and Fire Services: Jeff Barrett, Jeff Brewster, 
Michael Duncan, Randy Evans, James Foster, Randy Geene, Joe Haygarth, 
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Jeffrey Hoad, J. Scott Jackson, Jan Joosten, John MacDaniel, Mark Mandich, 
Gary Martin, Jason McLaren, Alan O'Neil, Robert Oud, Mike Padega, Keith Pugh, 
John Spiegelberg, Ron Vermeltfoort, and Scott Walsh. 

From Parks and Recreation: Nancy Leblanc, Mike Skinner, and Dwayne Wright. 

3. Review of Confidential Matters to be Considered in Public 

None. 

4. Council, In Closed Session 

Motion made by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: P. Van Meerbergen 

That Council rise and go into Council, In Closed Session, for the purpose of 
considering the following: 

  
4.1.     Personal Matters/Identifiable Individual/Ligation or Potential 
Litigation/Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice 

A matter pertaining to personal matters about an identifiable individual, including 
municipal or local board employees, litigation or potential litigation, including 
matters before administrative tribunals, affecting the municipality or local board; 
and advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, including communications 
necessary for that purpose. (6.1/15/PEC) 
  
4.2.     Litigation/Potential Litigation / Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice 

A matter pertaining to litigation or potential litigation and advice that is subject to 
solicitor-client privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose 
and directions and instructions to officers and employees or agents of the 
municipality. (6.2/17/CSC) 
  
4.3.     Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice 

A matter pertaining to advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, including 
communications necessary for that purpose; advice or recommendations of 
officers and employees of the Corporation, including communications necessary 
for that purpose and for the purpose of providing instructions and directions to 
officers and employees of the Corporation. (6.3/17/CSC) 
  
4.4.     Land Acquisition / Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice / Position, 
Plan, Procedure, Criteria or Instruction to be Applied to Any Negotiations 

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending acquisition of land by the 
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose; advice that is 
subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial information, that 
belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or potential monetary value 
and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to be applied to any 
negotiations carried on or to be carried on by or on behalf of the municipality. 
(6.1/17/CSC) 
  
4.5.     Land Acquisition/Disposition/Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice/Position, 
Plan, Procedure, Criteria or Instruction to be Applied to Any Negotiation 

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending acquisition or disposition of land 
by the municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose; advice 
that is subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial information, 
that belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or potential monetary 
value and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to be applied to any 
negotiations carried on or to be carried on by or on behalf of the municipality. 
(6.5/17/CSC) 
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4.6.     Personal Matters/Identifiable Individual / Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice 

A matter pertaining to personal matters, including information regarding 
identifiable individuals, with respect to employment-related matters, advice or 
recommendations of officers and employees of the Corporation, including 
communications necessary for that purpose and for the purpose of providing 
instructions and directions to officers and employees of the Corporation; and 
advice subject to solicitor-client privilege, including communications necessary 
for that purpose. (6.4/17/CSC) 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 

The Council rises and goes into the Council, In Closed Session at 4:20 PM, with 
Mayor E. Holder in the Chair and all Members present, except Councillors M. van 
Holst and S. Lehman. 

At 4:34 PM, Councillor S. Turner leaves the meeting. 

At 4:37 PM, Councillor S. Turner enters the meeting. 

The Council, In Closed Session rises at 5:37 PM and Council reconvenes at 5:40 
PM, with Mayor E. Holder in the Chair and All Members present, except 
Councillors M. van Holst and S. Lehman 

5. Confirmation and Signing of the Minutes of the Previous Meeting(s) 

5.1 16th Meeting held on August 27, 2019 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: S. Turner 

That the Minutes of the 16th Meeting held on August 27, 2019, BE 
APPROVED.   

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

6. Communications and Petitions 

None. 

7. Motions of Which Notice is Given 

None. 

8. Reports 

8.1 15th Report of the Planning and Environment Committee 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That the 15th Report of the Planning and Environment Committee BE 
APPROVED, excluding Items 3.3(16) and 3.6(19). 
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Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest  

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That Councillor S. Turner disclosed a pecuniary interest in clause 
3.3 of this Report, having to do with the properties located at 220 
and 244 Adelaide Street South, by indicating that his employer, the 
Middlesex-London Health Unit, is assisting with the dental initiative. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2. (2.1) 9th Report of the Environmental and Ecological Planning 
Advisory Committee  

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That the 9th Report of the Environmental and Ecological Planning 
Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on August 15, 2019 BE 
RECEIVED for information. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

3. (2.2) Application - Exemption form Part-Lot Control - 1877 Sandy 
Sommerville Lane (Block 1, Plan 33M-758) (-9076) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, the following actions be taken with respect to the 
application by Sifton Properties Ltd., to exempt Block 1, Plan 33M-
758 from Part-Lot Control: 
 
a)     pursuant to subsection 50(7) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, 
c. P.13, the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated 
September 9, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at a future Municipal Council 
meeting, to exempt Block 1, Plan 33M-758 from the Part-Lot 
Control provisions of subsection 50(5) of the said Act; it being noted 
that these lands are subject to a registered subdivision agreement 
and are zoned Residential R6 Special Provision (R6-5(49)) which 
permits cluster single detached dwellings and also zoned Open 
Space (OS5) which permits conservation lands, conservation 
works, passive recreation uses and managed woodlots; 
 
b)     the following conditions of approval BE REQUIRED to be 
completed prior to the passage of a Part-Lot Control By-law for 
Block 1, Plan 33M-758 as noted in clause a) above: 
 
i)      the applicant be advised that the costs of registration of the 
said by-laws are to be borne by the applicant in accordance with 
City Policy; 
ii)     the applicant submit a draft reference plan to the Development 
Services for review and approval to ensure the proposed part lots 
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and development plans comply with the regulations of the Zoning 
By-law, prior to the reference plan being deposited in the land 
registry office; 
iii)     the applicant submits to the Development Services a digital 
copy together with a hard copy of each reference plan to be 
deposited. The digital file shall be assembled in accordance with 
the City of London's Digital Submission / Drafting Standards and be 
referenced to the City’s NAD83 UTM Control Reference; 
iv)     the applicant submit each draft reference plan to London 
Hydro showing driveway locations and obtain approval for hydro 
servicing locations and above ground hydro equipment locations 
prior to the reference plan being deposited in the land registry 
office; 
v)      the applicant submit to the City Engineer for review and 
approval prior to the reference plan being deposited in the land 
registry office; any revised lot grading and servicing plans in 
accordance with the final lot layout to divide the blocks should there 
be further division of property contemplated as a result of the 
approval of the reference plan; 
vi)      the applicant shall enter into any amending subdivision 
agreement with the City, if necessary; 
vii)      the applicant shall agree to construct all services, including 
private drain connections and water services, in accordance with 
the approved final design of the lots; 
viii)     the applicant shall obtain confirmation from the Development 
Services that the assignment of municipal numbering has been 
completed in accordance with the reference plan(s) to be 
deposited, should there be further division of property contemplated 
as a result of the approval of the reference plan prior to the 
reference plan being deposited in the land registry office; 
ix)     the applicant shall obtain approval from the Development 
Services of each reference plan to be registered prior to the 
reference plan being registered in the land registry office; 
x)      the applicant shall submit to the City, confirmation that an 
approved reference plan for final lot development has been 
deposited in the Land Registry Office; 
xi)      the applicant shall obtain clearance from the City Engineer 
that requirements iv), v) and vi)      inclusive, outlined above, are 
satisfactorily completed, prior to any issuance of building permits by 
the Building Controls Division for lots being developed in any future 
reference plan; 
xii)      the applicant shall provide a draft transfer of the easements 
to be registered on title; and, 

xiii)      that on notice from the applicant that a reference plan has 
been registered on a Block, and that Part Lot Control be re-
established by the repeal of the by-law affecting the Lots/Block in 
question. (2019-D25) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

4. (2.3) Application - 447 Old Wonderland Road - Removal of Holding 
Provision (H-9058) (Relates to Bill No. 352) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, based on the application by Nest on Wonderland, relating 
to the lands located at 447 Old Wonderland Road, the proposed by-
law appended to the staff report dated September 9, 2019 BE 
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on 
September 17, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in 

12



 

 6 

conformity with the Official Plan), to change the zoning of the 
subject lands FROM a Holding Residential R8 Special 
Provision/Restricted Office Special Provision (h-5•R8-
4(45))/RO2(33)) Zone TO a Residential R8 Special Provision 
/Restricted Office Special Provision (R8-4(45))/RO2(33)) Zone to 
remove the h-5 holding provision for this site. (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

5. (2.4) Application - 180 Villagewalk Boulevard (H-9097) (Relates to 
Bill No. 353)  

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, based on the application by 180 Village Walk Inc., 
relating to the property located at 180 Villagewalk Boulevard, the 
proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated September 9, 
2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be 
held on September 17, 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 holding Residential R6 Special 
Provision/Residential R7 Special Provision/Office Special Provision 
(h-5*h-99*h-100*R5-5(24)/R7(11)/OF(1)) Zone TO a Residential R6 
Special Provision/Residential R7 Special Provision/Office Special 
Provision (R5-5(24)/R7(11)/OF(1)) Zone. (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

6. (2.5) Application - 3400 Singleton Avenue (H-8967) (Relates to Bill 
No. 354) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, based on the application by 1967172 Ontario Inc., 
relating to the property located at 3400 Singleton Avenue, the 
proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated September 9, 
2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be 
held on September 17, 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 Holding Neighbourhood Facility / Residential 
R5 / Residential R6 (h*NF1/h*h-71*h-100*h-104* h-137*R5-4*R6-5) 
Zone TO a Neighbourhood Facility / Residential R5 / Residential R6 
(NF1/R5-4/R6-5) Zone to remove the “h”, “h”, “h-71”, “h-100”, “h-
104”, and “h-137” holding provisions associated with the residential 
zones. (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

7. (2.7) Application - 804-860 Kleinburg Drive (H-9103) (Relates to Bill 
No. 355) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, based on the application by Applewood Developments 
(London) Inc., relating to the properties located from 804 to 860 
Kleinburg Drive, the proposed by-law appended to the staff report 
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dated September 9, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal 
Council meeting to be held on September 17, 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 Holding 
Residential R1 Special Provision (h*h-100*h-173*R1-4(27)) Zone 
TO a Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-4(27)) Zone to remove 
the “h”, “h-100” and “h-173” holding provisions. (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

8. (2.8) Limiting Distance (No Build) Agreement between the 
Corporation of The City of London and 947563 Ontario Limited - 
1648 Warbler Woods Walk (Relates to Bill No. 345) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, 
Development & Compliance Services & Chief Building Official, the 
following actions be taken with respect to a limiting distance (no-
build) agreement between The Corporation of the City of London 
and 947563 Ontario Limited o/a Bridlewood Homes, for the 
property located at 1648 Warbler Woods Walk: 
 
a)      the proposed limiting distance agreement appended to the 
staff report dated September 9, 2019, for the property located at 
1648 Warbler Woods Walk, between The Corporation of the City of 
London and 947563 Ontario Limited o/a Bridlewood Homes BE 
APPROVED; and, 
 
b)      the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated 
September 9, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on September 17, 2019 to approve the limiting 
distance agreement between The Corporation of the City of London 
and 947563 Ontario Limited o/a Bridlewood Homes, for the 
property located at 1648 Warbler Woods Walk, and to delegate 
authority to the Managing Director, Parks and Recreation, to 
execute the agreement on behalf of the City of London as the 
adjacent property owner. (2019-D12) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

9. (2.9) Candidate Approval for the Urban Design Peer Review Panel  

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, Amelia Sloan BE APPROVED for the position of Planner 
on the Urban Design Peer Review Panel, for the term ending 
December 31, 2020. (2019-D32) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

10. (2.10) Application - Summerside Subdivision Phase 12B - Stage 2 - 
Special Provisions - 39T-07508 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, the following actions be taken with respect to entering 

14



 

 8 

into a Subdivision Agreement between The Corporation of the City 
of London and Greengate Village Limited, for the subdivision of 
land over Part of Lot 14, Concession 1, (Geographic Township of 
Westminster), situated on the north side of Bradley Avenue 
between Highbury Avenue South and Jackson Road: 
 
a)     the Special Provisions, to be contained in a Subdivision 
Agreement between The Corporation of the City of London and 
Greengate Village Limited, for the Summerside Subdivision Phase 
12B – Stage 2 (39T-07508) appended to the staff report dated 
September 9, 2019 as Appendix “A”, BE APPROVED; 
 
b)     the Applicant BE ADVISED that Development Finance has 
summarized the claims and revenues appended to the staff report 
dated September 9, 2019 as Appendix “B”; and, 
 
c)     the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute 
this Agreement, any amending agreements and all documents 
required to fulfill its conditions. (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

11. (2.11) Application - 3425 Emilycarr Lane - Emily Carr (North) 
Subdivision - Special Provisions - 39T-18506  

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, the following actions be taken with respect to entering 
into a Subdivision Agreement between The Corporation of the City 
of London and 2557727 Ontario Inc., for the subdivision of land 
located at 3425 EmilyCarr Lane (north portion), on the north side of 
the proposed Bradley Ave extension, west of the Copperfield in 
Longwoods residential subdivision and south of Wharncliffe Road: 
 
a)      the Special Provisions, to be contained in a Subdivision 
Agreement between The Corporation of the City of London and 
2557727 Ontario Inc., for the Emily Carr (North) Subdivision (39T-
18506) appended to the staff report dated September 9, 2019 as 
Appendix “A”, BE APPROVED; 
 
b)      the Applicant BE ADVISED that Development Finance has 
summarized the claims and revenues appended to the staff report 
dated September 9, 2019 as Appendix “B”; and, 
 
c)      the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute 
this Agreement, any amending agreements and all documents 
required to fulfill its conditions. (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

12. (2.12) Application - Silverleaf Subdivisions - 3493 Colonel Talbot 
Road - Request for Extension of Draft Plan Approval - 39T-14504  

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, based on the application by 2219008 Ontario Ltd (York 
Developments), relating to lands located on the west side of 
Colonel Talbot Road and south of Park Road, legally described as 
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Part of Lot 75, West of the North Branch of Colonel Talbot Road 
(Geographic Township of Westminster), City of London, County of 
Middlesex, situated on the south side of Pack Road, west of 
Colonel Talbot Road, municipally known as 3493 Colonel Talbot 
Road, the Approval Authority BE REQUESTED to approve a three 
(3) year extension to Draft Plan Approval for the residential plan of 
subdivision File No. 39T-14504, SUBJECT TO the revised 
conditions contained in Schedule “A” 39T-14504 appended to the 
staff report dated September 9, 2019. (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

13. (2.6) Application - 1615 North Routledge Park 39T-78066 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, based on the application by Doman Development Inc., 
relating to the property located on the north side of North Routledge 
Park, west of Hyde Park Road (1615 North Routledge Park), the 
Approval Authority BE REQUESTED to approve a three (3) year 
extension to Draft Plan Approval for the plan of subdivision File No. 
39T-78066, SUBJECT TO the conditions contained in Schedule "A” 
appended to the staff report dated September 9, 2019. (2019-D12) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

14. (3.1) 8th Report of the Trees and Forest Advisory Committee  

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 8th Report 
of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee, from its meeting held 
on August 28, 2019: 
 
a)     the following actions be taken with respect to the draft Tree 
Protection By-law: 
 
i)      that the Civic Administration BE ADVISED of the following 
comments from the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee with 
respect to the draft Tree Protection By-law: 

-concern the by-law is about how to remove a tree, rather than how 
to protect and plant more trees; 
-focus on trees and future trees, without legal or political barriers; 
-need to consider tree protection at a generational scale, not 
human scale in context of climate change, wildlife (cavity trees) and 
the environment; 
-must protect young trees or replacement trees outside of the Tree 
Protection Area for future canopy; 
-diameter threshold of 50 cm or greater is above attainable size for 
many species and does not reflect what other municipalities are 
doing in their by-laws (for example Toronto 12" or 30 cm); 
-consensus across community that size threshold needs to be 
lower, acknowledging there may be budget implications and a 
business case may need to be put forward; 
-need to define "hazardous" tree and evidence for removal; 
-trees can be made hazardous by unnatural causes for example 
building an addition; 
-photo should be part of application to remove tree; 
-checklist of Arborist best practices to justify tree removal; 
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-education program may be less expensive than enforcing the by-
law. For example, planting a replacement tree before the original 
tree is removed (shadow planting); 
-cemeteries and golf courses should not be exempt from the by-
law, and there should be a policy to require City of London golf 
courses to follow the spirit of the by-law; 
-fines must always be higher than the total cost of fees that would 
have been required, or it will not work; 
-provisions for on-line payments should be considered; 
-tree protection required by section 9.3 of the by-law should match 
other specific policies; 
-no need for section 7.3 of the by-law because no fee is taken until 
application determined; 
-inconsistency in Part 2-Definitions with regards to "meter" and "m"; 
-leave snags on trees for housing of wildlife (for example birds of 
prey); 
 
ii)     that delegation status BE REQUESTED by the Chair or 
designate of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee at the 
Planning and Environment Committee on September 9, 2019; 
 
b)      clauses 1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 5.1, 5.3 and 5.4 BE RECEIVED for 
information; 

it being noted that the Planning and Environment Committee 
received the attached presentation from A. Cantell, Vice-Chair, 
Trees and Forests Advisory Committee, with respect to the above-
noted matters. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

15. (3.2) Application - 915, 965, 1031 and 10959 Upperpoint Avenue - 
Application for Zoning By-law Amendment (Z-9057) (Relates to Bill 
No. 356) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, based on the application by Sifton Properties Limited, 
relating to the lands located at 915, 965, 1031 and 1095 Upperpoint 
Avenue (Blocks 132, 133, 134 and 135 Registered Plan No. 33M-
754), the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated 
September 9, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on September 17, 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 Holding Residential R5/R6/R8 
Special Provision (h•h-54•h-209•R5-7(9)/R6-5(21)/R8-3(5)) Zone, a 
Holding Residential R5/R6/R8 Special Provision (h•h-54•h-209•R5-
7(9)/R6-5(21)/R8-4(35)) Zone, and a Holding Residential R5/R6/R9 
Special Provision (h•h-54•h-209•R5-7(9)/R6-5(21)/R9-7(26)•H40) 
Zone TO a Holding Residential R4/R5/R6/R8 Special Provision 
(h•h-54•h-209•R4-6( )/R5-7(9)/R6-5( )/R8-3(5)) Zone, a Holding 
Residential R4/R5/R6/R8 Special Provision (h•h-54•h-209•R4-
6( )/R5-7(9)/R6-5( )/R8-4(35)) Zone, and a Holding Residential 
R4/R5/R6/R9 Special Provision (h•h-54•h-209•R4-6( )/R5-7(9)/R6-
5( )/R9-7(26)•H40) Zone; 
 
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; 
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it being further noted that the Municipal Council approves this 
application for the following reasons: 
 
•      the recommended zoning amendments are considered 
appropriate and consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement; 
•      the recommended zoning amendments conform with The 
London Plan, the (1989) Official Plan, and the Riverbend South 
Secondary Plan; and, 
•      zoning to permit street townhouses would be applied in 
conjunction with the existing compound zones to broaden the range 
of residential uses, and achieve objectives for providing a mix of 
housing types and designs. (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

17. (3.4) 324 York Street (TZ-9069) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, with respect to the application by McKenzie Lake 
Lawyers LLP c/o Patrick Clancy, relating to the property located at 
324 York Street, the request to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1 to 
change the zoning of the subject property by extending the 
Temporary Use (T-71) for a period of three (3) years, BE 
REFUSED for the following reasons: 
 
i)      the request is not consistent with the policies of the Provincial 
Policy Statement, 2014; 
 
ii)     the request does not conform to the specific policies of the 
1989 Official Plan or The London Plan regarding temporary 
commercial parking lots; 
 
iii)     the request does not implement the goals of Our Move 
Forward: London’s Downtown Plan; and, 
 
iv)     the request does not implement the recommendations of the 
Downtown Parking Strategy; 
 
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 refuses this 
application for the following reason: 
 
•       the request to extend the temporary zone for a period of three 
(3) years, representing the maximum extension permitted, does not 
encourage the long-term redevelopment of the site. A six (6) month 
extension has already been granted to allow existing users of the 
commercial parking lot to search for alternative parking 
arrangements. The refusal of a three (3) year extension would 
further encourage the long-term redevelopment of the site to a 
more intense, transit-supportive use that is consistent with the 
policies of the Provincial Policy Statement and is in conformity with 
the 1989 Official Plan and The London Plan. (2019-D09) 
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Motion Passed 
 

18. (3.5) 551 Knights Hill Road (Z-9062) (Relates to Bill No. 358) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, based on the application by Yasmina Balaska, relating to 
the property located at 551 Knights Hill Road, the proposed by-law 
appended to the staff report dated September 9, 2019 BE 
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on 
September 17, 2019 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in 
conformity with the Official Plan), BY AMENDING the Convenience 
Commercial Special Provision (CC1(9)) Zone to add two additional 
uses of pharmacy and professional office within the existing 
building and to recognize the existing parking area setback; 
 
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 proposed amendment is consistent with the Provincial 
Policy Statement, 2014, as it promotes healthy, liveable and safe 
communities by accommodating an appropriate range and mix of 
uses; 
•     the proposed amendment conforms to the in-force policies of 
the 1989 Official Plan, including but not limited to, Convenience 
Commercial policies in the Multi-Family, Medium Density 
Residential Designation; 
•     the proposed amendment conforms to the in-force policies of 
The London Plan, including but not limited to, the Key Directions 
that support a mix of uses in Neighbourhoods; and 
•     the recommended zone will facilitate additional uses that are 
appropriate and compatible with the surrounding area. (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

20. (3.7) Revise Wording of the Existing h-18 Holding Provision 
(Archaeological Assessment) (Z-9059) (Relates to Bill No. 360) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City 
Planning and City Planner, based on the application by The 
Corporation of the City of London, relating to all lands within the 
City of London, the proposed by-law appended to the staff report 
dated September 9, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal 
Council meeting to be held on September 17, 2019 to amend 
Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official Plan), to 
delete the wording of the existing h-18 holding provision in Section 
3.8 (2) and replace it with new wording to reflect the Archaeological 
Master Plan (2017) and to clarify terminology with respect to the 
requirement for archaeological assessments; and, 
 
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 
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submission regarding these matters; 
 
it being further noted that the Municipal Council approves this 
application for the following reason: 
 
•      to improve clarity and make it easier to interpret and implement 
the required Archaeological Management Plan (2007). (2019-
D09/R01) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

21. (3.8) Application - 475 and 480 Edgevalley Road (Z-9068) (Relates 
to Bill No. 361) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated 
September 9, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on September 17, 2019 to amend Zoning By-
law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official Plan), to: 

a)     change the zoning of the property known as 480 Edgevalley 
Road FROM a Holding Residential R5/R6 (h*h-54*R5-7/R6-5) 
Zone, TO a Residential R8 Special Provision (R8-4( )*H15) Zone to 
permit apartment buildings, handicapped person’s apartment 
buildings, lodging house class 2, stacked townhousing, senior 
citizen apartment buildings, emergency care establishments, and 
continuum-of-care facilities at a maximum height of 15 metres and 
a maximum density of 75 units per hectare, with a special provision 
for reduced front, exterior side yard and rear yard depths; and, 
 
b)      change the zoning of the property known as 475 Edgevalley 
Road FROM a Holding Residential R5/R6 (h*h-54*R5-7/R6-5) Zone 
to a Residential R8 Special Provision Bonus (R8-4( )*H16*B( )) 
Zone to permit apartment buildings, handicapped person’s 
apartment buildings, lodging house class 2, stacked townhousing, 
senior citizen apartment buildings, emergency care establishments, 
and continuum-of-care facilities at a maximum height of 16 metres 
and a maximum density of 75 units per hectare, with a special 
provision for reduced front, exterior side yard and rear yard depths; 
 
it being noted that the proposed Bonus Zone will be enabled 
through one or more agreements to facilitate the development of 
three (3) low-rise apartment buildings, with a maximum of four (4) 
storeys (Building A = 16m), five (5) storeys (Building B= 18m) and 
six (6) storeys (Building C = 22m), a total of 147 dwelling units 
(Building A = 39 dwelling units; Building B = 49 dwelling units; 
Building C = 59 dwelling units), and a density of 100 units per 
hectare, 

it being further noted that the proposed development will provide for 
four (4) affordable rental housing units, established by agreement 
at 85% of the CMHC average market rent for a period of 15 years 
with an agreement being entered into with The Corporation of the 
City of London, to secure the above-noted affordable housing units 
for the 15 year term; and, 

it being also noted that the following Site Plan Matters pertaining to 
475 and 480 Edgevalley Road have been raised during the public 
participation process: 
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i)      additional landscaping and drive aisle on the west property 
line of 480 Edgevalley Road;  
ii)     additional landscaping throughout the sites; and  
iii)    robust fencing; 
 
it being pointed out that the Planning and Environment Committee 
reviewed and received the following communications with respect 
to this matter: 
 
•     a communication dated September 5, 2019, from M. and L. 
Hermant, 1530 Benjamin Drive; and, 
•     a communication dated August 13, 2019, from C. O’Brien, Land 
Planner, Drewlo Holdings Inc.; 
 
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 (PPS), 2014, as it promotes efficient development 
and land use patterns which sustain the financial well-being of the 
municipality; accommodate an appropriate range and mix of land 
uses; and promote cost-effective development standards to 
minimize land consumption and servicing costs; 
•      the recommended amendment conforms to the in-force polices 
of The London Plan, including but not limited to the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type, Our City, Our Strategy, and all other 
applicable London Plan policies; 

•      the recommended amendment permits a form and intensity of 
medium density residential development that conforms to the in-
force policies of the (1989) Official Plan, including but not limited to 
the Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential designation, and the 
Bonus Zoning polices; 
•      the recommended amendment will allow for an increase to 
height and density through a Bonus Zone which requires that the 
ultimate form of development be consistent with the site plan and 
elevations appended to the amending by-law. The recommended 
Bonus Zone provides for an increased density and height in return 
for a series of bonusable features, matters and contributions that 
benefit the public in accordance with Section 19.4.4 of the (1989) 
Official Plan; 
•      the recommended Zoning By-law amendment allows 
development that is consistent with the land use concepts and 
guidelines in the Kilally North Area Plan, which encourage medium 
density housing forms that are designed without the need for noise 
attenuation walls in this location and recognizes transition with 
existing residential development; 
•      the proposed use for the subject lands contributes to the range 
and mix of housing options in the area. The proposed use 
represents an efficient development and use of land; and, 
•      the subject lands are of a size and shape suitable to 
accommodate the proposal. The recommended Zoning By-law 
amendment provides appropriate regulations to control the use and 
intensity of the building and ensure a well-designed development 
with appropriate mitigation measures. (2019-D09) 
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Motion Passed 
 

22. (4.1) 7th Report of the Advisory Committee on the Environment  

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 7th Report 
of the Advisory Committee on the Environment, from its meeting 
held on August 7, 2019: 

a)     the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to forward Advisory Committee 
reports from the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory 
Committee, the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee and the 
Transportation Advisory Committee to the Advisory Committee on 
the Environment (ACE) for inclusion on ACE agendas; it being 
noted that the presentation from J. Stanford, Director, Environment, 
Fleet and Solid Waste with respect to an overview of Environmental 
and Engineering Services and an update on Advisory Committee 
on the Environment Work Plan items, was received; and, 
 
b)      clauses 1.1, 2.1, 3.1 to 3.3 and 5.1 BE RECEIVED for 
information. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

23. (4.2) 8th Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage  

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 8th Report 
of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage, from its meeting 
held on August 15, 2019: 
 
a)      on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City 
Planning and City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, 
the application under Section 33 of the Ontario Heritage Act, 
retroactive consent for the existing porch on the heritage 
designated property located at 529 Princess Avenue BE GIVEN 
subject to the following terms and conditions: 
 
•       the Heritage Planner be circulated on the applicant’s Building 
Permit application drawings to verify compliance with the Heritage 
Alteration Permit prior to issuance of the Building Permit; 
•       all exposed wood be painted; and, 
• the Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible 
from the street until the work is completed; 
 
it being noted that a verbal delegation from D. Russell and the 
presentation from K. Gonyou, Heritage Planner, with respect to this 
matter, were received; 
 
b)      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 alter 
the front façade of the building, located at 42 Albion Street, within 
the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District, BE 
PERMITTED as submitted in the proposed alteration drawings, as 
appended to the staff report dated August 14, 2019, with the 
following terms and conditions: 
 
•       all exposed wood be painted; and, 
•       the Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible 
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from the street until the work is completed; 
 
it being noted that a verbal delegation from T. Roppelt and C. Roes 
and a presentation from K. Gonyou, Heritage Planner, with respect 
to this matter, were received; 
 
c)      the Municipal Council BE ADVISED of the following with 
respect to a potential bid to bring the Ontario Heritage Conference 
to the City of London: 
 
•       the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) supports 
a bid, to be led by W. Kinghorn, to bring the Ontario Heritage 
Conference to the City of London at a future date, to be 
determined; 
•      the LACH supports W. Kinghorn serving as the Chair of the 
Organizing Committee for this event; and, 
•      the LACH will provide support to the above-noted Organizing 
Committee in the form of committee members; 
 
it being noted that a verbal delegation from W. Kinghorn, with 
respect to this matter, was received; 
 
d)     C. Parker, Senior Planner, BE ADVISED that the London 
Advisory Committee on Heritage recommends adding the words 
“,as per the London Plan” after the words “appropriate First 
Nations” within the by-law, as appended to the staff report dated 
August 14, 2019, with respect to revising the wording of the existing 
h-18 Holding Provision (Archaeological Assessment); 
 
e)      on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City 
Planning and City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, 
the following actions be taken with respect to the heritage 
designated property at 660 Sunningdale Road East: 
 
i)      notice BE GIVEN under the provisions of Section 30.1(4) of 
the Ontario Heritage Act, R. S. O. 1990, c. O. 18, of Municipal 
Council’s intention to pass a by-law to amend the legal description 
of the property designated to be of cultural heritage value or 
interest by By-law No. L.S.P.-3476-474 as defined in Appendix B of 
the staff report dated August 14, 2019; and, 
ii)      should no appeals be received to Municipal Council’s notice 
of intention to pass a by-law to amend the legal description of the 
property, a by-law 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 Municipal Council’s notice of 
intent to pass a by-law to amend the legal description of the 
property be received, the City Clerk will refer the appeal to the 
Conservation Review Board; 
 
f)      clauses 1.1, 2.4, 2.6, 3.1 to 3.6, inclusive and 5.2 BE 
RECEIVED for information. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

16. (3.3) Application - 220 and 244 Adelaide Street South (Z-9061 and 
O-9066) (Relates to Bill No.s 346 and 357) 

Motion made by: A. Hopkins 
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That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, the following actions be taken with respect to the 
applications by the Glen Cairn Community Resource Centre and 
The Corporation of the City of London, relating to the properties 
located at 220 and 244 Adelaide Street South: 

a)      the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated 
September 9, 2019 as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting to be held on September 17, 2019 to 
amend The London Plan to change the designation of 220 and 244 
Adelaide Street South FROM the Light Industrial Place Type TO 
the Commercial Industrial Place Type; and, 
 
b)      the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated 
September 9, 2019 as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting to be held on September 17, 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 244 
Adelaide Street South BY AMENDING the Neighbourhood Facility 
Special Provision (NF1(11)) Zone; 

it being noted that The London Plan amendment will come into full 
force and effect concurrently with Map 1 of The London Plan; 
 
it being further noted that the following Site Plan Matters pertaining 
to 244 Adelaide Street South have been raised during the public 
participation process: the location of parking, garbage storage, tree 
planting, and landscaping buffering; 
 
it being pointed out that the Planning and Environment Committee 
reviewed and received a communication dated September 5, 2019 
from Dr. P. Thornton, 49 Carfrae Crescent, with respect to this 
matter; 

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 amendment is consistent with the Provincial 
Policy Statement; 
•      the proposed amendment conforms to the policies of the 1989 
Official Plan, including but not limited to the policies of the 
Community Facilities designation; and, 
•      the proposed amendment conforms to the in-force policies of 
The London Plan, including but not limited to the policies of the 
Commercial Industrial Place Type. (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (12): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Recuse: (1): S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (12 to 0) 
 

19. (3.6) 3493 Colonel Talbot Road (OZ-9049) (Relates to Bill No.s 347 
and 359) 
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Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development 
Services, the following actions be taken with respect to the 
application of 2219008 Ontario Ltd, relating to the property located 
at 3493 Colonel Talbot Road: 

a)     the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated 
September 9, 2019 as Appendix “A” BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting to be held on September 17, 2019 to 
amend section 3.6.5, vi), of the 1989 Official Plan, by ADDING the 
subject site to the list of Locations of Convenience Commercial and 
Service Station uses, to permit Service Station and Convenience 
Commercial Uses; and, 
 
b)      the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated 
September 9, 2019 as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting on September 17, 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 Residential R6 Special 
Provision/Residential R8 Special Provision/Convenience 
Commercial (h*h-100*h-198*R6-5(46)/R8-4(30)/CC6) Zone TO 
holding Residential R6 Special Provision/Residential R8 Special 
Provision/Convenience Commercial Special Provision/Service 
Station Special Provision (h*h-100*h-198*R6-5(46)/R8-
4(30)/CC6(_)/SS2(_)) 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 draft plan and zoning amendments are 
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2014, which 
encourages an appropriate range and mix of uses to meet 
projected requirements of current and future residents; 
the recommended amendment conforms to the in-force polices of 
The London Plan, including but limited to, the Neighbourhoods 
Place Type, Our City, Our Strategy, and all other applicable London 
Plan policies; 
•      the recommended amendment permits an appropriate range of 
secondary uses that conform to the in-force policies of the (1989) 
Official Plan and Southwest Area Secondary Plan, including but not 
limited to the Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential designation, 
and the Convenience Commercial and Service Station polices; and, 
•      the recommended Zoning By-law Amendment allows 
development that is compatible with the surrounding land uses and 
appropriately mitigates impacts. (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (9): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, P. Van Meerbergen, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (4): A. Hopkins, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (9 to 4) 
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At 5:47 PM, His Worship the Mayor takes a seat at the Council 
Board and Councillor J. Morgan assumes the Chair. 

At 5:51 PM, His Worship the Mayor resumes the Chair and 
Councillor J. Morgan takes his seat at the Council Board. 

Motion made by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: A. Hopkins 

Motion to refer the application back to the Civic Administration to 
further consider the following: 

a)         noise mitigation measures be put in place to mitigate 
potential noise impacts to all neighbouring properties; 

b)         the siting of the proposed uses on the site to appropriately 
mitigate potential impact to neighbouring properties; and, 

c)         pursuant to Section 34(17) of the Planning Act, no further 
public participation meeting required as the proposed amendments 
are minor in nature. 

  

Yeas:  (5): M. Cassidy, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga 

Nays: (8): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, P. Squire, J. Morgan, P. Van 
Meerbergen, and S. Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Failed (5 to 8) 
 

8.2 10th Report of the Community and Protective Services Committee  

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That the 10th Report of the Community and Protective Services 
Committee BE APPROVED, except for Items 12(2.9) and 14(4.1). 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2. (2.1) 8th Report of the Accessibility Advisory Committee 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the 8th Report of 
the Accessibility Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on 
August 22, 2019: 

26



 

 20 

a)     the following actions be taken with respect to the Notice of 
Planning Application, dated August 20, 2019, from L. Mottram, 
Senior Planner, with respect to a Zoning By-law Amendment for the 
property located at 1395 Riverbend Road: 

i)      the above-noted Notice BE RECEIVED; and, 

ii)     the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to attend a future 
meeting of the Accessibility Advisory Committee to explain 
mechanical parking systems and possible repercussions for 
accessibility, as it relates to the above-noted Notice;  

b)      the attached Built Environment Sub-Committee report, dated 
August 13, 2019, BE FORWARDED to the Civic Administration for 
consideration as part of the Draft Facility Accessibility Design 
Standards dated June 2019; and, 

c)     clauses 1.1, 3.1 and 5.1, BE RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

3. (2.2) 7th Report of the Animal Welfare Advisory Committee 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the 7th Report of 
the Animal Welfare Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on 
August 1, 2019: 

a)      the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to amend the 
public reporting of the London Animal Control Centre to include 
specific numbers on each species of animal intake and outcome; it 
being noted that the attached communication from R. Oke, Animal 
Welfare Coordinator, with respect to this matter, was received; and, 

b)      clauses 1.1, 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 5.1, 5.2 and 5.4, BE RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

4. (2.3) 5th Report of the Diversity, Inclusion and Anti-Oppression 
Advisory Committee 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That the 5th Report of the Diversity, Inclusion and Anti-Oppression 
Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on August 15, 2019, BE 
RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

5. (2.4) 7th Report of the London Housing Advisory Committee 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That the 7th Report of the London Housing Advisory Committee, 
from its meeting held on August 14, 2019, BE RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
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6. (2.5) London’s Homeless Management Information System – 
Amended By-law (Relates to Bill No.s 342 and 343) 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Housing, 
Social Services and Dearness Home, the following actions be taken 
with respect to London’s Homeless Management Information 
System: 

a)      the proposed by-law, as appended to the staff report dated 
September 10, 2019, BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on September 17, 2019, to amend By-law No. 
A-7613-327 being “A by-law to approve The Data Provision 
Agreement between The Corporation of the City of London and Her 
Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada as represented by the 
Federal Minister of Employment and Social Development Canada, 
and to authorize the Mayor and the City Clerk to execute this 
Agreement”, by deleting any reference to the title “Managing 
Director, Neighbourhood, Children and Fire Services” and by 
replacing it with the title “Managing Director, Housing, Social 
Services and Dearness Home” to reflect a change in the Service 
Area responsible for Homeless Prevention Initiatives; and, 

b)      the proposed by-law, as appended to the staff report dated 
September 10, 2019, BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on September 17, 2019, to amend By-law No. 
A-7706-107 being “A by-law to approve the London Homeless 
Management Information System Hosting Agreement between The 
Corporation of the City of London and Homeless Serving 
Organization and to authorize the Managing Director, 
Neighbourhood, Children and Fire Services to execute this 
Agreement”, by deleting any reference to the title “Managing 
Director, Neighbourhood, Children and Fire Services” and by 
replacing it with the title “Managing Director, Housing, Social 
Services and Dearness Home” to reflect a change in the Service 
Area responsible for Homeless Prevention Initiatives. (2019-S14) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

7. (2.6) Provincial Audit and Accountability Fund – Transfer Payment 
Agreement (Relates to Bill No. 344) 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate 
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the proposed 
by-law, as appended to the staff report dated September 10, 2019, 
with respect to the provision of funding for an independent third 
party review of the delivery of housing services, BE INTRODUCED 
at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on September 17, 
2019, to: 

a)      authorize and approve the Ontario Transfer Payment 
Agreement between Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Ontario as 
represented by the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing and 
The Corporation of the City of London, appended to the above-
noted by-law; and,  

b)      authorize the Mayor and the City Clerk to execute the above-
noted Agreement. (2019-F11) 
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Motion Passed 
 

8. (2.7) Report from Civic Administration of the Vacant Community 
Housing Units as a Result of Outstanding Repairs 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Housing, 
Social Services and Dearness Home, the staff report dated 
September 10, 2019, with respect to the vacant community housing 
units as a result of outstanding repairs, BE RECEIVED. (2019-S11) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

9. (2.11) Proposed Accessible Vehicle for Hire Incentive Program – 
Update 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, 
Development and Compliance Services and Chief Building Official 
the following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated 
September 10, 2019 related to an update on a proposed accessible 
vehicle for hire incentive program: 

a)      the above-noted report BE RECEIVED; and, 

b)      the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to hold a public 
participation meeting at a future meeting of the Community and 
Protective Services Committee with respect to amending the 
Vehicle for Hire By-law to make the necessary changes to 
implement an incentive program for accessible vehicles for hire. 
(2019-T10/F11) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

10. (2.12) Investing in Canada Infrastructure Program – Community, 
Culture and Recreation 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the Deputy City Manager and 
Acting Managing Director of Neighbourhood, Children and Fire 
Services and the Managing Director of Parks and Recreation, the 
staff report dated September 10, 2019, with respect to the Investing 
in Canada Infrastructure Program: Community, Culture and 
Recreation, BE RECEIVED. (2019-T10) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

11. (2.8) Naming of New East Community Centre – 1731 Churchill 
Avenue 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the City Clerk with the concurrence 
of the Managing Director, Parks and Recreation and the Deputy 
City Manager and Acting Managing Director, Neighbourhood, 
Children and Fire Services, the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED 
to make the necessary arrangements to hold a Public Participation 
Meeting before the Community and Protective Services Committee 
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on October 8, 2019 to receive input from the public with respect to 
the proposed name of “The Community Centre on Wavell” for the 
new east community centre located at 1731 Churchill Avenue; it 
being noted that a communication, dated September 7, 2019, from 
B. Brock, was received with respect to this matter. (2019-S12) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

13. (2.10) Swimming Pool Fence By-law Review Update 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the staff report 
dated September 10, 2019 related to a swimming pool fence by-law 
review update: 

a)      the above-noted report BE RECEIVED; and, 

b)      the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report back at a 
future meeting of the Community and Protective Services 
Committee with respect to drainage issues related to backyard 
pools. (2019-P15) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

15. (5.1) Deferred Matters List 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That the Deferred Matters List for the Community and Protective 
Services Committee, as at August 28, 2019, BE RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

12. (2.9) Tow Truck Solicitation at Accident Scenes 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, 
Development and Compliance Services and Chief Building Official, 
the following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated 
September 10, 2019 related to tow truck solicitation at accident 
scenes: 

a)      the above-noted report BE RECEIVED; 

b)      the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to prepare an 
amendment to the Business Licensing By-law to include Motor 
Vehicle Towing as a Class of Licence and hold a public 
participation meeting at a future meeting of the Community and 
Protective Services Committee; and, 

c)      the delegation request from D. Williams, 519TOW, as 
appended to the agenda, with respect to this matter, BE 
DEFERRED to the above-noted public participation meeting. (2019-
T08) 
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Yeas:  (12): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (1): S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (12 to 1) 
 

14. (4.1) Special Events Policies and Procedures Manual – Parkjam 
Music Festival – Harris Park 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 

That the communication dated September 6, 2019, from Councillor 
A. Kayabaga, with respect to the Special Events Policies and 
Procedures Manual, BE RECEIVED. (2019-P11) 

 

Amendment: 
 
Motion made by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

That the motion BE AMENDED, by adding the following new part 
b): 

b)     the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to review the City's 
"Special Events Policies Manual" and report back on possible 
amendments to the Manual to address the following matters: 

i)     the disruption caused by special events being held in the 
evenings prior to a work and/or school day; 

ii)     the application of the same rules/restrictions that are in place 
for Victoria Park to Harris Park; and, 

iii)     increased fines and penalties for special events that 
contravene the Manual. 

  

Yeas:  (10): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, A. Hopkins, 
P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga 

Nays: (2): M. Salih, and J. Helmer 

Recuse: (1): S. Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (10 to 2) 
 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: A. Kayabaga 

That Item 4.1(14), as amended, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (11): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, A. 
Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga 

Nays: (1): J. Helmer 

Recuse: (1): S. Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 
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Motion Passed (11 to 1) 

Item 4.1(14), as amended, reads as follows: 

"That the following actions be taken with respect to the "Special 
Events Policies and Procedures Manual": 

a)     the communication dated September 6, 2019 from Councillor 
A. Kayabaga, with respect  to the "Special Events Policies and 
Procedures Manual", BE RECEIVED; and, 

b)     the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to review the City's 
"Special Events Policies and  Procedures Manual" and report back 
on possible amendments to the Manual to address the following 
matters: 

        i)     the disruption caused by special events being held in the 
evenings prior to a work and/or school day; 

        ii)    the application of the same rules/restrictions that are in 
place for Victoria Park to Harris Park; and, 

        iii)   increased fines and penalties for special events that 
contravene the Manual." 

  

Motion made by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: E. Peloza 

That Council Recess. 

Yeas:  (7): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, A. Hopkins, 
and E. Peloza 

Nays: (6): M. Salih, J. Helmer, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

 

Motion Passed (7 to 6) 

The Council recesses at 6:57 PM and Council resumes at 7:33 PM, 
with Mayor E. Holder in the Chair and all Members present except 
Councillors M. van Holst and S. Lehman. 

8.3 17th Report of the Corporate Services Committee  

Motion made by: A. Kayabaga 

That the 17th Report of the Corporate Services Committee BE 
APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

Motion made by: A. Kayabaga 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 
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Motion Passed 
 

2. (2.1) Leave of Absence - Federal Election 

Motion made by: A. Kayabaga 

That the communication dated August 30, 2019 from Councillor M. 
van Holst regarding an unpaid leave of absence until October 25, 
2019 BE RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

9. Added Reports 

9.1 16th Report of Council in Closed Session  

Motion made by: M. Salih 
Seconded by: A. Kayabaga 

That the following item of the 16th Report of the Council, In Closed 
Session, BE APPROVED: 

6.1      Property Acquisition – 627 Central Avenue – Adelaide Street CP 
Rail Grade Separation Project 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate 
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, with the concurrence 
of the Director, Roads and Transportation and Division Manager, 
Transportation Planning and Design, on the advice of the Manager of 
Realty Services, with respect to the property located at 627 Central 
Avenue, further described as Part of Lot 3, east side of Adelaide Street, 
Plan 386 3rd), being the whole of PIN 08280-0005 (LT), as shown on the 
location map attached, for the purpose of future road improvement to 
accommodate the Adelaide Street CP Rail Grade Separation Project, the 
following actions be taken: 

a)         the offer submitted by Maria Christie Sychangco, to sell the subject 
property to the City, for the sum of $439,000.00, BE ACCEPTED subject 
to the following conditions: 

i)             the City having until 4:30 p.m. on October 15, 2019 to examine 
title to the property; 

ii)            the City agreeing to reimburse on completion, any mortgage 
penalty discharge cost (the “Mortgage Discharge Cost”) incurred by the 
Vendor to discharge the mortgage from the property at the time of 
completion in accordance with Section 20 of the Expropriations Act; 

iii)          the City agreeing to pay the Vendor’s reasonable legal costs, 
including fees, disbursements, and applicable taxes, to complete this 
transaction, subject to assessment; 

iv)          the City agreeing to pay the Vendor’s reasonable legal and other 
non-recoverable expenditures incurred in acquiring a similar replacement 
property, providing a claim is made within a year of the date of vacant 
possession; 

v)            the City agreeing to pay an allowance of 5% of the compensation 
payable in respect of the market value of the lands on completion of this 
transaction, in accordance with Section 18 of the Expropriations Act; 

vi)          the City agreeing that the Vendor may remain as a tenant at the 
subject property for a period of two (2) weeks at a nominal rent to cover 
the City’s utility costs commencing from the date of closing of this 
transaction; and, 
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b)         the financing for this acquisition BE APPROVED as set out in the 
Source of Financing Report attached hereto as Appendix “A”. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

9.2 18th Report of the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 

Motion made by: J. Helmer 

That the 18th Report of the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee BE 
APPROVED, except for Item 4.1. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

Motion made by: J. Helmer 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2. City of London Housing Service Review: Proposed Action Plan 

4.1(2) That on the recommendation of the Managing Director, 
Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer and 
Managing Director, Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home, 
the following actions be taken with respect to the City of London 
Housing Service Review: 
 
a)         the staff report dated September 16, 2019, and the 
subsequent updated report, BE RECEIVED; 

b)         Option 3 identified in the reports, noted in a) above, BE 
APPROVED; 

c)         the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to take all 
necessary steps to implement the above-noted Option 3; 

d)         the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report quarterly 
to Municipal Council with a status and progress update on the 
implementation of Option 3; 

e)         the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to make the necessary 
arrangements to bring forward the appropriate by-laws to 
implement actions identified in Option 3; and 

f)          the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report back to 
Corporate Services Committee on the feasibility of using the same 
approach taken for affordable housing to reduce the effective tax 
rate for London Middlesex Community Housing (LMCH) buildings to 
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be equivalent to the residential tax rate, including any amendments 
that may be necessary to the Municipal Housing Facilities By-law to 
do so; 

it being noted that the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 
received communications dated September 12, 2019 from D. Astolfi 
and J. Atkinson, and received verbal delegations and the attached 
submissions from the Housing Development Corporation and the 
London & Middlesex Community Housing. 

 

Motion made by: J. Helmer 

The motion to Approve parts a) and f) of Item 4.1(2), is put. 

That on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate 
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer and Managing 
Director, Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the City of London 
Housing Service Review: 
 
a)         the staff report dated September 16, 2019, and the 
subsequent updated report, BE RECEIVED; 

f)          the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report back to 
Corporate Services Committee on the feasibility of using the same 
approach taken for affordable housing to reduce the effective tax 
rate for London Middlesex Community Housing (LMCH) buildings to 
be equivalent to the residential tax rate, including any amendments 
that may be necessary to the Municipal Housing Facilities By-law to 
do so; 

it being noted that the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 
received communications dated September 12, 2019 from D. Astolfi 
and J. Atkinson, and received verbal delegations and the attached 
submissions from the Housing Development Corporation and the 
London & Middlesex Community Housing. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

Motion made by: S. Lewis 

The motion to Approve parts b) through e) of Item 4.1(2), is put. 

b)         Option 3 identified in the reports, noted in a) above, BE 
APPROVED; 

c)         the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to take all 
necessary steps to implement the above-noted Option 3; 

d)         the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report quarterly 
to Municipal Council with a status and progress update on the 
implementation of Option 3; 

e)         the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to make the necessary 
arrangements to bring forward the appropriate by-laws to 
implement actions identified in Option 3; and 
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Yeas:  (9): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, P. Squire, J. Morgan, P. Van 
Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (4): J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, A. Hopkins, and S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (9 to 4) 
 

10. Deferred Matters 

None. 

11. Enquiries 

None. 

12. Emergent Motions 

None. 

13. By-laws 

Motion made by: P. Van Meerbergen 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

That Introduction and First Reading of Bill No.’s 341 to 345, Bill No.’s 347 to 356, 
Bill No.’s 358 to 361, and Added Bill No. 362, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

Motion made by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: S. Lewis 

That Second Reading of Bill No.’s 341 to 345, Bill No.’s 347 to 356, Bill No.’s 358 
to 361, and Added Bill No. 362, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

Motion made by: S. Hillier 
Seconded by: S. Turner 

That Third Reading and Enactment of Bill No.’s 341 to 345, Bill No.’s 347 to 356, 
Bill No.’s 358 to 361, and Added Bill No. 362, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 
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Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: E. Peloza 

That Introduction and First Reading of Bill No.’s 346 and 357, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (12): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Recuse: (1): S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (12 to 0) 
 

Motion made by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

That Second Reading of Bill No.’s 346 and 357, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (12): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Recuse: (1): S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (12 to 0) 
 

Motion made by: S. Hillier 
Seconded by: A. Hopkins 

That Third Reading and Enactment of Bill No.’s 346 and 357, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (12): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Recuse: (1): S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (12 to 0) 
 

Motion made by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

That Introduction and First Reading of Bill No.’s 363 and 365, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (11): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (2): A. Hopkins, and S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (11 to 2) 
 

Motion made by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: P. Van Meerbergen 

That Second Reading of Bill No.’s 363 and 365, BE APPROVED. 
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Yeas:  (10): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, P. 
Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (3): J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, and S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (10 to 3) 
 

Motion made by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: S. Lewis 

That Third Reading and Enactment of Bill No.’s 363 and 365, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (10): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, P. 
Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (3): J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, and S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (10 to 3) 
 

Motion made by: S. Hillier 
Seconded by: P. Van Meerbergen 

That Introduction and First Reading of Bill No.’s 364 and 366, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (9): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, P. Squire, J. Morgan, P. Van 
Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (4): J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, A. Hopkins, and S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (9 to 4) 
 

Motion made by: P. Squire 
Seconded by: S. Lewis 

That Second Reading of Bill No.’s 364 and 366, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (9): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, P. Squire, J. Morgan, P. Van 
Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (4): J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, A. Hopkins, and S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (9 to 4) 
 

Motion made by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: E. Peloza 

That Third Reading and Enactment of Bill No.’s 364 and 366, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (9): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, P. Squire, J. Morgan, P. Van 
Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (4): J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, A. Hopkins, and S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 
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Motion Passed (9 to 4) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following are enacted By-laws of The Corporation of the City of London: 
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Bill No. 341   
By-law No. A.-7885-251 

A by-law to confirm the proceedings of the 
Council Meeting held on the 17th day of 
September, 2019. (City Clerk) 

Bill No. 342   
By-law No. A.-7613(a)-252 

A by-law to amend By-law No. A-7613-327 being 
“A by-law to approve The Data Provision 
Agreement between The Corporation of the City 
of London and Her Majesty the Queen in Right of 
Canada as represented by the Federal Minister 
of Employment and Social Development 
Canada, and to authorize the Mayor and City 
Clerk to execute this Agreement”, by deleting 
any reference to the title “Managing Director, 
Neighbourhood, Children and Fire Services” and 
by replacing it with the title “Managing Director, 
Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home” 
to reflect a change in the Service Area 
responsibility for Homeless Prevention Initiatives. 
(2.5a/10/CPSC) 

Bill No. 343  
By-law No. A-7706(a)-253 

A by-law to amend By-law No. A-7706-107 being 
“A by-law to approve the London Homeless 
Management Information System Hosting 
Agreement between The Corporation of the City 
of London and Homeless Serving 
Organization”  and to authorize the Managing 
Director, Neighbourhood, Children and Fire 
Services to execute this Agreement” by deleting 
all references to the title “Managing Director, 
Neighbourhood, Children and Fire Services” and 
by replacing it with the title “Managing Director, 
Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home” 
to reflect a change in the Service Area 
responsibility for Homeless Prevention Initiatives. 
(2.5b/10/CPSC) 

Bill No. 344  
By-law No. A.-7886-254 

A by-law to approve the Ontario Transfer 
Payment Agreement between Her Majesty the 
Queen in right of Ontario as represented by the 
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing and 
The Corporation of the City of London for the 
provision of funding for an independent third 
party review of the delivery of housing services 
and to authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to 
execute same. (2.6/10/CPSC) 

Bill No. 345  
By-law No. A.-7887-255 

A By-law to approve a limiting distance 
agreement between the Corporation of the City 
of London and 947563 Ontario Limited o/a 
Bridlewood Homes for the property at 1648 
Warbler Woods Walk, and to delegate authority 
to the  Managing Director, Parks and Recreation 
to execute the agreement on behalf of the City of 
London as the adjacent property owner. 
(2.8/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 346  
By-law No. C.P.-1512(l)-256 

A by-law to amend The London Plan for the City 
of London, 2016 relating to 220 and 244 
Adelaide Street South. (3.3b/15/PEC) 
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Bill No. 347  
By-law No. C.P.1284(uy)-
257 

A by-law to amend the Official Plan for the City 
of London, 1989 relating to 3493 Colonel Talbot 
Road. (3.6a/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 348  
By-law No.  S.-2021-258 

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and 
assume lands in the City of London as public 
highway.  (as widening to Southdale Road East 
west of Homeview Road) (as widening to 
Homeview Court and Homeview Road) (Chief 
Surveyor -  pursuant to SPA18-114 and in 
accordance with Zoning By-law Z.-1) 

Bill No. 349  
By-law No. S.-2022-259 

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and 
assume lands in the City of London as public 
highway.  (as widening to Pond Mills Road, east 
of Ailsa Place) (Chief Surveyor -  road widening 
previously acquired by the County of Middlesex, 
now in the City of London has never been 
dedicated) 

Bill No. 350  
By-law No. W.-5652-260 

A by-law to authorize a New Sportspark (Capital 
Project PD218118). (2.7/9/CPSC) 

Bill No. 351  
By-law No. W.-5653-261 

A by-law to authorize New Field Houses (Capital 
Project PD223016). (2.7/9/CPSC) 

Bill No. 352  
By-law No. Z.-1-192776 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to remove a 
holding provision from the zoning for lands 
located at 447 Old Wonderland Road. 
(2.3/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 353  
By-law No. Z.-1-192777 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to remove 
holding provisions from the zoning for lands 
located at 180 Villagewalk Boulevard. 
(2.4/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 354  
By-law No. Z.-1-192778 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to remove 
holding provisions from the zoning for lands 
located at 3400 Singleton Avenue. (2.5/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 355  
By-law No. Z.-1-192779 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to remove 
holding provisions from the zoning for lands 
located at 804-860 Kleinburg Drive. (2.7/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 356  
By-law No. Z.-1-192780 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an 
area of land located at 915, 965, 1031 and 1095 
Upperpoint Avenue. (3.2/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 357  
By-law No. Z.-1-192781 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an 
area of land located at 244 Adelaide Street 
South. (3.3a/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 358  
By-law No. Z.-1-192782 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an 
area of land located at 551 Knights Hill Road. 
(3.5/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 359  
By-law No. Z.-1-192783 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an 
area of land located at 3493 Colonel Talbot 
Road. (3.6b/15/PEC) 
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Bill No. 360  
By-law No. Z.-1-192784 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to revise the 
wording of the existing h-18 holding provision in 
Section 3. (3.7/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 361  
By-law No. Z.-1-192785 

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an 
area of land located at 475 and 480 Edgevalley 
Road. (3.8/15/PEC) 

Bill No. 362  
By-law No. A.-7888-262 

A by-law to authorize and approve an Agreement 
of Purchase and Sale between The Corporation 
of the City of London and Maria Christie 
Sychangco, for the acquisition of property 
located at 627 Central Avenue, in the City of 
London, for the CPR Adelaide Street North 
grade separation Project and to authorize the 
Mayor and the City Clerk to execute the 
Agreement. (6/17/CSC) 

Bill No. 363  
By-law No. A.-7889-263 

A by-law to appoint an interim director of the 
Housing Development Corporation, London. 
(4.1/18/SPPC) 

Bill No. 364  
By-law No. A.-7890-264 

A by-law to discharge the current Board 
members of the Housing Development 
Corporation, London. (4.1/18/SPPC) 

Bill No. 365  
By-law No. A.-7891-265 

A by-law to appoint an interim director of the 
London Middlesex Community Housing. 
(4.1/18/SPPC) 

Bill No. 366  
By-law No. A.-7892-266 

A by-law to discharge the current Board 
members of the London Middlesex Community 
Housing.  (4.1/18/SPPC) 

14. Adjournment 

Motion made by: P. Van Meerbergen 
Seconded by: A. Kayabaga 

That the meeting adjourn. 

 

Motion Passed 

The meeting adjourns at 7:58 PM. 

 
 

_________________________ 

Ed Holder, Mayor 

 

_________________________ 

Catharine Saunders, City Clerk 
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#19132
Chair and Members September 10, 2019
Corporate Services Committee (Property Acquisition)

RE:  Property Acquisition  - 627 Central Avenue
        Adelaide Street CP Rail Grade Separation Project
        (Subledger LD180092)
        Capital Project TS1306 - Adelaide Street Grade Separation CPR Tracks
        Maria Christie Sychangco

FINANCE & CORPORATE SERVICES REPORT ON THE SOURCES OF FINANCING:

Approved Committed This Balance for
ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES Budget To Date Submission Future Work

Engineering $3,025,750 $3,025,750 $0
Land Acquisition 11,424,250 137,805 482,981 10,803,464
Relocate Utilities 5,800,000 5,800,000
City Related Expenses 100,000 281 99,719

NET ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES $20,350,000 $3,163,836 $482,981 1) $16,703,183

SOURCE OF FINANCING

Debenture By-law No. W.-5600-57 $11,634,500 $2,119,761 $323,596 $9,191,143
Drawdown from City Services - Roads 2) 5,730,500 1,044,075 159,385 4,527,040
   Reserve Fund (Development Charges)
Other Contributions 2,985,000 2,985,000

TOTAL FINANCING $20,350,000 $3,163,836 $482,981 $16,703,183

1) Financial Note:
Purchase Cost $439,000
Add:   Land Transfer Tax 5,255
Add:   Fees & Disbursements 31,000
Add:   HST @13% 57,070
Less:  HST Rebate (49,344)
Total Purchase Cost $482,981

2)

JG Jason Davies
Manager of Financial Planning & Policy

APPENDIX "A"
CONFIDENTIAL

Finance & Corporate Services confirms that the cost of this purchase can be accommodated within the financing available for it in 
the Capital Works Budget and that, subject to the adoption of the recommendations of the Managing Director, Corporate Services 
and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the detailed source of financing for this purchase is:

Development charges have been utilized in accordance with the underlying legislation and the Development Charges  Background 
Studies completed in 2019.
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Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 
Report 

 
18th Special Meeting of the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 
September 16, 2019 
 
PRESENT: Mayor E. Holder (Chair), S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. 

Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, 
S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, S. Hillier 

ABSENT: Councillors M. van Holst, S. Lehman 
ALSO PRESENT: A. Barbon, G. Barrett, B. Card, S. Corman, B. Coxhead, S. 

Datars Bere, M. Johnson, G. Kotsifas, L. Livingstone, C. 
Saunders, M. Schulthess, and J. Taylor. 
   
The meeting is called to order at 4:03 PM.  

 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

2. Consent 

None. 

3. Scheduled Items 

None. 

4. Items for Direction 

4.1 City of London Housing Service Review: Proposed Action Plan 

That on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate 
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer and Managing 
Director, Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home, the following 
actions be taken with respect to the City of London Housing Service 
Review: 

a)         the staff report dated September 16, 2019, and the subsequent 
updated report, BE RECEIVED; 

b)         Option 3 identified in the reports, noted in a) above, BE 
APPROVED; 

c)         the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to take all necessary steps 
to implement the above-noted Option 3; 

d)         the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report quarterly to 
Municipal Council with a status and progress update on the 
implementation of Option 3; 

e)         the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to make the necessary 
arrangements to bring forward the appropriate by-laws to implement 
actions identified in Option 3; and 

f)          the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report back to 
Corporate Services Committee on the feasibility of using the same 
approach taken for affordable housing to reduce the effective tax rate for 
London Middlesex Community Housing (LMCH) buildings to be equivalent 
to the residential tax rate, including any amendments that may be 
necessary to the Municipal Housing Facilities By-law to do so; 

it being noted that the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee received 
communications dated September 12, 2019 from D. Astolfi and J. 
Atkinson, and received verbal delegations and the attached submissions 
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from the Housing Development Corporation and the London & Middlesex 
Community Housing. 

 

Motion Passed 

Voting Record: 

Moved by: Mayor E. Holder 
Seconded by: S. Lewis 

That on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate 
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer and Managing 
Director, Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home, the following 
actions be taken with respect to the City of London Housing Service 
Review: 

a)         the staff report dated September 16, 2019, and the subsequent 
updated report, BE RECEIVED; 

b)         Option 3 identified in the reports, noted in a) above, BE 
APPROVED; 

c)         the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to take all necessary steps 
to implement the above-noted Option 3; 

d)         the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report quarterly to 
Municipal Council with a status and progress update on the 
implementation of Option 3; and, 

e)         the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to make the necessary 
arrangements to bring forward the appropriate by-laws to implement 
actions identified in Option 3. 

Yeas:  (7): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Morgan, P. Van Meerbergen, E. 
Peloza, and S. Hillier 

Nays: (6): J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, and A. Kayabaga 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (7 to 6) 
 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: S. Lewis 

That Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report back to Corporate 
Services Committee on the feasibility of using the same approach taken 
for affordable housing to reduce the effective tax rate for London 
Middlesex Community Housing (LMCH) buildings to be equivalent to the 
residential tax rate, including any amendments that may be necessary to 
the Municipal Housing Facilities By-law to do so. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

Moved by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: A. Kayabaga 
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That the communications dated September 12, 2019, from D. Astolfi, 
Canadian Mental Health Association Middlesex, and J. Atkinson, London 
Poverty Research Centre, Kings University, BE RECEIVED. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
 

Moved by: S. Hillier 
Seconded by: M. Salih 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the delegation request 
from Housing Development Corporation: 

a)         the communication dated September 10, 2019, from S. Giustizia, 
Housing Development Corporation, with respect to a request for 
delegation, BE RECEIVED for information; 

b)         the delegation request from Housing Development Corporation BE 
APPROVED to be heard at this time; and 

c)         that pursuant to section 36.3 of the Council Procedure By-law, the 
delegation from Housing Development Corporation BE PERMITTED to 
speak for 15 minutes with respect to the City of London Housing Service 
Review: Proposed Action Plan. 

Yeas:  (12): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Absent: (3): M. van Holst, S. Lehman, and S. Turner 

 

Motion Passed (12 to 0) 
 

Moved by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: E. Peloza 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the delegation request 
from London & Middlesex Community Housing: 

a)         the communication dated September 12, 2019, from S. Quigley, 
London & Middlesex Community Housing, with respect to a request for 
delegation, BE RECEIVED for information; 

b)         the delegation request from London & Middlesex Community 
Housing, BE APPROVED to be heard at this time; and 

c)         that pursuant to section 36.3 of the Council Procedure By-law, the 
delegation from London & Middlesex Community Housing BE 
PERMITTED to speak for 15 minutes with respect to the City of London 
Housing Service Review: Proposed Action Plan. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 
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5. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

None. 

6. Adjournment 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: A. Kayabaga 

Motion to adjourn. 

Yeas:  (13): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. 
Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and S. Lehman 

 

Motion Passed (13 to 0) 

The meeting adjourned at 6:43 PM. 
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HOUSING
Housing Development Corporation, London (HDC)

LONDON’ Board of Directors

Mayor Holder and Members of City of London Municipal Council
Sitting as Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee (SPPC) and as Sole Shareholder of HDC
For the SPPC Special Meeting of September 16, 2019

City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue
PC Box 5035
London, ON N6A 4L9

Dear Mayor and Members of Municipal Council:

REGARDING: HOC RESPONSE TO COUNCIL (AS SOLE SHAREHOLDER) ON THE
HOUSING SERVICE REVIEW

Civic Administration has provided Municipal Council with a plan and options reflecting bold strategies to build
a stronger municipal housing system. (“Housing Service Review - Proposed Action Plan”, SPPC, Sept. 16,
2019). The Board and Staff of HDC share in the importance of this outcome.

In late 2016, Municipal Council appointed the members of the HDC Board as stewards to oversee the start
up of HDC, as a new municipal service corporation and as a progressive and focused response to helping
create more new and regenerated housing units in London and Middlesex. The start-up activities of HDC
were guided by the Council approved business plan that positioned HDC as an external driver and an
internal partner to creating more affordable housing. In other words, HDC was established to work with the
City and its many service areas and with others in the community and beyond to incubate and deliver new
housing solutions as well as the tools and resources needed to make them happen.

To date, the HDC Board and Staff have been able to exceed those actions while also enabling new
affordability programs and policies, including those identified in the London Plan, and those recently adopted
within Council’s new Strategic Plan that still require budget consideration. Since its appointment and staff
recruitment, HDC has been able to deliver on its plan to be a specialized body with a focused intent to
affordable housing, leveraging new funding, and supporting the creation of more housing for those in need.
This includes over 80 units of market housing and 45 units of (height and density) “bonused” housing created
through its unique incubation and negotiation practices. HDC also continues to advance in its mandate to
activate lands and other resources toward future housing projects.

It is this “future-focus” to housing development that defines the value proposition of HDC. The future of
affordable housing will rely on harnessing the combined efforts and resources of municipal services, private
developers, non-profit housing providers, new funding tools, community organizations, and support service
providers (across other sectors) - all working together.

HDC London P0 Box 5035, 520 Wellington St. Unit 7, London, ON N6A 4L9 P: 519-930-3512 www.hdclondon.ca
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IN1
Housing Development Corporation, London (HDC)

LONDON Board of Directors

2.

It is within this context that the HDC Board received the summary findings of the KPMG review. Disputing

the KPMG report would onTy detract from Council’s proposed directions, yet it cannot go without some

redress. The report reflected measures, risks, and comments related to HDC that were misaligned with the

directions, actions, impact, and value of the organization. The HDC Board met with Civic Administration on

these concerns to ensure that the tools, processes, and relationships created by HDC were understood and,

more importantly, can be retained within any future changes that may occur.

Subject to Council’s consideration, the options proposed by Civic Administration remove the current HDC

governance structure as a means to building a more responsive municipal housing system. The HDC Board

and Staff share in the need for this strong housing system. HDC has participated and led discussions related

to these interests and has endeavored to only work together to support these goals.

The HDC Board hopes that Council, Civic Administration, and all Londoners recognize the contributions

made and importance of retaining the work of the specialized HDC body, with its highly skilled staff and

resources, to further advance their work with the City and with the community. Within whatever directions
emerge, the members of the HDC Board remain willing to work with Civic Administration so that the gains

made, projects underway, organizational culture established, outcomes achieved, and the value gained by
HDC can continue within the emerging system.

Members of the HDC Board and Staff remain available to respond to Civic Administration and Council.

Sincerely,

Dick Brouwer, Chair on behalf of the Board of Directors
Housing Development Corporation, London (HDC)

HOC London P0 Box 5035, 520 Wellington St. Unit 7, London, ON N6A 4L9 P: 519-930-3512 www.hdclondon.ca
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11) Leadership based on 
Collaboration

2) LMCH Path Forward

PRESENTATION TO SPPC • September 16, 2019

LMCH has roughly 50% of the Staff 
complement that Ontario Housing 
had for London & Middlesex pre-
devolution in 2000. Our Assets are 
now 50 years old on average, with 
funding stagnant and regulations that 
are restrictive. 

LMCH WE CARE

CAPACCITY

PROGRESS & PPROCESS
Doing more with what we have:

Operational Plans to substantiate and provide clarity on 
implementation over next 4 years: Strategic Plan, Regeneration 
Strategy, Asset Management Plan, Tenant Engagement and 
Community Development Framework, Financial Plan, Strategic 
Resource Plan
LEAN and Continuous Improvement
Insite Optimization
Key Performance Indicators
Pilot on Pest Control
Zero-based budgeting
Document Management System: improving paper processes
Enterprise Risk Management
Project Management System
Service Standards and Metrics
Eviction Prevention and Housing Stabilization Strategy
Social Procurement Policy

LMCH WE CARE

PATH FORWARD

We provide homes for nearly 5000 people in London and Middlesex.

In our 2020-2023 Multi Year Budget Request, we articulate a need for an average year over year increase of 17% on 
operating, and an investment of 8 times the current annual capital allottment: 

4 year Capital Request: $ 71.4M 
Begins to meaningfully address critical capital requirements

4 Year Operating Request: $69.6 M 
Brings LMCH operating budget more closely in line with average revenue for Local Housing Providers across the 
province. 

To provide the best social housing we can within financial and operational constraints 
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PATH FORWARD
Leadership in Housing

350 New Units through City of London 
Strategic Plan
Regeneration strategy ready to action
Renew and Repair CMHC funding
Aligning and inviting other service 
providers into our buildings to ensure 
supports
Focusing resources on the tenant 
experience and housing stock

LMCH WE CARE

VACANCY
TURN AROUND GGOAL of 60 days 
average

o Accounts for variety of levels 
of repair to create the 
average

o Recognizes legislative 
constraints in filling units 
from wait list

LMCH will achieve 2% vacancy by end of 2019, filling over 400 units.

Housing matters. 
People matter more.

LMCH WE CARE

CAPITAL SPENDING 
10.7M in capital to be spent in 2019
5.7M of this is Provincial dollars
Capital reserves are held by the city and the way money flows 
creates a 4-6 month delay in committed, spent and actual 
reserves remaining 
There are clearly defined rules for Capital v. Operational 
expenditures
The 2.2M annual capital allocation has not grown in over a 
decade while the buildings have continued to age
The Asset Management Plan outlines critical expenditures over 
the next four years to address aging building infrastructure 
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LMCH WE CARE

Notice Given 
(up to 60 

days)

Pre-move out 
assessment

Locks 
changed

Debris 
Removal

Pest 
Treatment(s) 
up to 40 days

Level 1-2 
completed in 
house 1 day-1 

week

Level 3-4 80% 
contracted out for 

2 weeks to 60 
days

Paint & 
Clean

Final 
Inspection

Locks 
changed

Move in 
Ready

Identified for 
Rental

Contact 
applicants 2 
business day 

response time

Show Unit up to 
two days to 

accept or reject

Sign lease if 
applicant accepts 
or go back to list

Move-in can take place from 24 hours to 60 days after lease signing

VACANCY Pre-Work and 
up to 72 hours 
post move out

24h-100 days

24h-72h 

5d-20d

Timeline:

WE CAN address vacancy, 
however, we must be realistic 
o PESTS
o DEBRIS
o LEVEL OF REPAIR
o UNIT REPAIR STANDARDS
o TENANT ONBOARDING 

UNDER RGI AND 
WAITLIST CRITERIA 

all play a role in # of days to 
turn a unit around. 

LMCH WE CARE

PATH FORWARD

What does this kind of INVESTMENT buy?

4 year Capital Request: 
$ 71.4M 
LIFE SAFETY SYSTEM PROJECTS
BUILDING SYSTEM REPLACEMENTS
UNIT HOUSING STANDARDS
RE-CAPITALIZATION OF ASSETS
EXTENDED SERVICE OF CURRENT HOUSING 
STOCK

A noticeable step towards sustainable community housing.

4 Year Operating Request: 
$69.6 M 
SAFETY AND SECURITY OF SITES & TENANTS
300% INCREASE IN ON SITE SERVICE  & SUPPORT
SERVICE STANDARDS AND METRIC REPORTING 
TO DELIVER
CAPACITY TO DELIVER CAPITAL PROJECTS  & 
REGENERATION 

LMCH WE CARE

PATH FORWARD

4 Year Operating Request: $69.6 M
Brings LMCH operating budget more closely in line with average revenue for Local Housing Providers across the 
province. 

LMCH Current Operating 22.2 M
LMCH MYB Operating 29.5 M
Other Provincial LHC 31.9 M
AMR – London CMA 35.9 M

A noticeable step towards sustainable community housing.

LMCH WE CARE

PATH FORWARD
4 Year Capital Request:
$71.4M

A noticeable step towards sustainable community housing.

$27,439,000 

$8,405,000 $2,609,000 
$9,023,000 

$23,440,000 

$443,000 

Four Year Capital Investment Breakdown

Generators & Elevators & High Impact Medium Impact

Low Impact Limited Impact

Recapitalization In-House Capital

$60,204,963 

$21,281,997 $6,839,934 

$22,702,842 

$49,006,341 

$1,107,757 

10 Year Capital Investment Breakdown

Generators & Elevators & High Impact Medium Impact

Low Impact Limited Impact

Recapitalization In-House Capital
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LMCH WE CARE

PATH FORWARD
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From: Claudia Clausius 
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2019 2:43 PM 
To: Lysynski, Heather <hlysynsk@London.ca> 
Subject: 307 Fanshawe Park East Development Z - 9006 
 
Dear Ms. Lysynski,  
 
I am writing today in regards to the 307 Fanshawe Park Road East development that is being 
proposed by Premier Homes.  
 
This process has been to PEC once before; PEC had concerns with the proposal and sent it to 
City Council, who also had questions, and asked that it be reviewed by the Urban Design Peer 
Review Panel who voiced almost identical concerns as the other two committees. 
 
On Monday this proposal will once again appear before PEC, again with the endorsement of the 
City Planners. What I find surprising and not a little discouraging is the fact that the "new" 
proposal is almost identical to the earlier proposal.  
 
What is even more alarming is that the specific concerns voiced by all three committees, but 
specially also the UDPRP, have not only not been addressed, but in some cases are now worse! 
 
Please allow me to be specific: 

1. One of the main issues with PEC, City Council, and UDPRP was the loss of trees and the 
total lack of green space. The new plan preserves FEWER trees than the original plan. 
Indeed, laughably, the trees that are designated to be preserved are those of 
neighbouring properties.  There is still no landscape plan. And there is no plan to 
replace the mature trees that will be removed. I would like to underline the fact that the 
307 lot is an officially designated TREE PRESERVATION ZONE. In view of all the global 
talk of preserving trees in order to keep cities healthy, it seems an obsolete and short-
sighted move to remove all the mature trees on this lot for the sole purpose of installing 
a large parking lot.  

2. The density that the City Planners are recommending reflect an R8 zoning. 
Premier Homes' FIRST proposal was for an R5. In view of the many violations to 
the two City Plans that the R5 required, the City Planner suggested the developer 
ask for an R8 zone. This R8 rezoning request did not go through and the 
proposal returned to R5. However, the density that is now being 
recommended openly refers to an R8 rezoning to justify the hyper intensification 
that an R5 would not permit. We are discussing an R5 rezoning and the density 
therefore must be commensurate with R5 and not R8. 

3. The proposal also has makes no provision for sensible snow removal. It would 
seem that snow removal cannot be accomplished to the designated areas along 
the periphery if there are cars in the parking lot!  

4. Several speakers on both PEC and City Council - as well as two arms-length 
experts speaking at UDPRP - expressed strong concerns regarding the size of the 
parking lot: 63 spots. In order to accommodate this many parking spots, the trees 
must go, there cannot be any green space for the future residents; the noise and 
light buffering that trees would ensure is now also destroyed. One option 
expressed at UDPRP was to put the parking underground. This would solve many 
problems: save the trees, provide more green space, create set backs that reflect 
the By-Laws. The developer has refused to consider the underground parking 
option.  

5. The set backs are still notably less than those required by the By-Laws. The very 
narrow set backs currently in place push the buildings close to the neighbours, 
invading their privacy, and making noise and light pollution inevitable. In fact, 
one of the changes in the current proposal is to replace a wall of valance with full 
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height windows! This only exacerbates the loss of privacy. This is neither fair nor 
respectful. 

We have said from the start that we are keen to see this empty lot developed. We have 
been active in making suggestions; we have agreed to the footprint of the buildings; we 
have met with the City Planners on numerous occasions and been assured that we are 
being 'heard.' Indeed, some of the red flags we alerted people to regarding drainage 
problems have now also been noted by the City Planners.  
 
It is completely bewildering - not to mention rude and a waste of everyone's time - that 
the proposal before us now seems to have willfully ignored the specific issues that PEC, 
City Council, and the UDPRP have pointed out. It is no longer just the neigbhourhood 
association whose concerns are being ignored, but the very voices in City Hall.  
 
I fervently request that this version of the proposal be denied and that Premier Homes 
be asked to resubmit plans that address the specific problems that have already been 
noted. 
 
With sincere respect, 
 
C. Clausius  
 
 
Dr. Claudia Clausius 
Associate Professor 
Department of English, French, and Writing 
Coordinator: Foundations/King's Scholar 
King's University College at Western University 
https://www.kings.uwo.ca/academics/english/people/dr-claudia-clausius/  
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From: Michael J Crawford  
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2019 1:37 PM 
To: Smith, Craig <crsmith@London.ca> 
Cc: Yeoman, Paul <pyeoman@london.ca>; Tomazincic, Michael <mtomazin@London.ca>; Kotsifas, 
George <gkotsifa@London.ca>; Deb Beverley; Hopkins, Anna <ahopkins@london.ca>; Lysynski, Heather 
<hlysynsk@London.ca> 
Subject: 307 Fanshawe E Z-9006 
 
Dear Mr. Smith, 
 
I am writing to register my disappointment and bewilderment regarding the decision and reason 
given by City Planning for the support of the development at 307 Fanshawe. It is sad to be put in 
the position of once again having to respond to ask minute changes to the posted plans and the 
recommendation of City Planning.  Please ensure that my comments are registered on record. 
 
It is clear that there were fundamental doubts regarding the fit and advisability of the proposal 
last May, and City Council overwhelmingly referred the application back to City Staff with a 
specific remit: 
1. Urban Planning Peer Review Panel assessment 
2. Tree Protection 
3. Elevation 
4. Density 
5. Site Grading 
 
With regard to the above: 
1. UDPRP asked for the applicants to return with more fulsome designs, and this has not 
happened.  
2. The Tree Protection Plan now preserves fewer trees than before (14 versus 20, and none 
within the exclusive jurisdiction of the developer). Re-planting and landscaping have been 
deferred to the Site Plan stage. 
3. The elevations now demonstrate LESS privacy for the neighbour west of the main block (full 
sized windows all the way up despite a set-back reduction).  
4. Density is acknowledged in your document normally to be a maximum of 60 units per hectare 
for R5, but a former application of R8 is used to justify a density of R8: in point of fact the 
applicant had originally applied for R5 in May, City Planning briefly advised a change to R8, but 
what was brought tot PEC and City Council was R5. I interpret this to mean that City Planning 
seems set on pushing a maximum intensity without regard for the parts of the City Plan and 
Bylaws that would dictate greater respect for adverse consequences for neighbours. If suburban 
expansion has put the City in the position of having to max out intensity in infill intensification, 
is it fair that infill neighbours pay the cost for prior bad priorities and decisions on the part of 
City Planning? 
5. Site grading, formerly endorsed by City Planning to slough water off to the periphery (and 
potentially neighbours), now seems to collect much of the water centrally for controlled release 
via swales to a single catch basin easement.  Not addressed practically is the thorny issue of 
snow storage: the area proposed would only be accessible if no cars were in the parking lot.  As a 
consequence, the only spaces left for plows to deposit snow will be at the ends of the two 
parking lots where stored snow will will inevitably threaten neighbouring properties. 
 
The recommendations and analysis of UDPRP did indeed accept the general mass and density of 
the proposal, but there were CRITICAL qualifying issues they raised that are now being ignored 
in the endorsement by City Planning.  In the open words by one of the architects at UDPRP: 
"That's a lot of parking lot".  Sensitivity to buffering, the lack of a landscaping plan, the poor 
elaboration of a tree plan, the lack of common green amenity space for future residents, and a 
suggestion to put parking underground have not been adequately addressed.  The developer 
counters that amenity space meets requirements (swales qualify as usable space?), and that 
underground parking is too expensive to install.  Landscaping etc is deferred to Site Planning 
phase. The City's own panel of arm's length experts seem to be siding with the Community 
Association, nevertheless City Planning is endorsing this contextually inappropriate and 
insensitive  re-zoning application. If the City Plan and Bylaws were to be respected in a context-
specific manner, the developer would have only two options: bury the parking, or reduce the 
number of parking spots and thereby reduce density.  Why is City Planning not suggesting 
either? City Planning's support for re-zoning at 420 Fanshawe  included underground parking 
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and generous set backs.  Why is that not being pursued here where the size and shape of the lot is 
particularly awkward and the adverse impact on neighbours is likely to be more extreme? 
 
In addition, I note that the plan offers no accessible housing, no electrical outlets for electric cars, 
no bicycle parking, and improper parking lot design (three areas impinge into the bylaw-required 
3 m buffer zone, and headlights for many cars will be directed onto neighbours' properties). 
 
Given that the neighbourhood has been explicit in its support of intensification (20 units), voiced 
acceptance of the  footprint size of the buildings, this recommendation with its even worse 
acknowledgement and address of buffering is both disappointing and disturbing. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael Crawford 
21 Camden Place 
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From: John Howitt  
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2019 3:14 PM 
To: Smith, Craig <crsmith@London.ca> 
Cc: Hopkins, Anna <ahopkins@london.ca>; Squire, Phil <psquire@london.ca>; Turner, Stephen 
<sturner@london.ca>; Helmer, Jesse <jhelmer@london.ca>; Deb Beverley FRED CULL; Anne MacDougall  
Subject: Re-Zoning Application Z-9006: Old Stoneybrook Community Response 
 
This email is to let you know that my wife and I fully support the very thoughtful and detailed 
response of the Old Stoneybrook Community Association and share the concerns that are 
expressed in that response.  I urge everyone to read this response as it represents the interests of 
the taxpayers of our community. 
 
I have attended the meetings at city hall regarding this proposal and listened to both objections 
and responses and I am baffled at how little attention seems to have been paid to the suggestions 
of the Urban Design Peer Review Committee.  Tree preservation is not addressed.  A now rather 
green space dotted with trees will be covered with concrete and pavement and create drainage 
issues for many neighbours in times of heavy rainfall or snowfall.  In short the project is just a 
little too big for the space when one takes into consideration the elevation change and the 
proximity of neighbourhood homes. 
 
We support reasonable intensification that contributes to the neighbourhood. 
 
John Howitt and Anne MacDougall 
1281 Hastings Drive 
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From: Bret Downe  
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 3:53 PM 
To: City of London, Mayor <mayor@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fw: 307 Fanshawe Park Rd East, concerns with the proposed site plan 

  

Dear Mayor, 

I hope that you are all well. 

 

Thank you, in advance, for your time and effort to make the outcome something that is as stress 

free as can be. 

 

I understand that we are doing what we can, now, to increase the population density in the city in 

order to mitigate the loss of more land being used for agricultural and other purposes. Looking 

back, this was of no concern, 50 years ago when the Stoneybrook neighbourhood was created. 

 

I spoke with neighbours of the property, and we've had good discussions. 

Some of the problems we discussed, and others are being raised in the newsletter circulated by 

the Old Stoneybrook Community Association. 

 

It's my impression that  

 

1.  the character of the perimeter of the property that is adjacent to neighbours needs to be 

maintained and, given the development proposal, improved upon; the landscaped space, trees 

and vegetation act as a physical barrier, both buffering noise and allowing some privacy that is 

beneficial for all people living there. 

Given that the Urban Design Peer Review Panel (UDPRP) was approached and a request was 

made for recommendations, it's my impression that to contradict or ignore those 

recommendations would be to undermine and de-legitimize the process. 

 

2.  the proposed development has yet to address the anticipated negative effect of snow storage 

and melt run-off along the boundaries shared with neighbours. Herein lies a chronic by-law 

infraction waiting to happen, that is best dealt with proactively, for the benefit of all.  

 

3.  the proposed method of draining run-off by way of a pipe located in an easement would result 

in maximum disruption to neighbouring property if construction is necessary. 

Is it absolutely necessary to go this route and can the development make use of the existing 

drainage infrastructure available on Fanshawe Park Road? 

 

4.  It's unclear if the developer is attempting to do an end run around both the process and the 

neighbours. 

If they are, in fact, or even if they appear to be, and things are allowed to proceed, what is going 

to be the anticipated reaction and recourse? 

I think that we are learning as we go, with this process, and it's my impression that it is best to 

maintain and improve the integrity of the system and the process while moving carefully in the 

direction of the pursuit of policies by which we have agreed to be governed by. 

  

Best Regards, 
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Bret Downe 

  

35 Hammond Crescent N5X 1A5 
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Bill Day 

1277 Hastings Drive 

London, ON 

N5X 2H8 

  

Sept. 12th, 2019 

 Dear Mr. Holder 

  

Re:  307 Fanshawe Park Road East – possible zoning change 

  

As you will recall, City Council referred the original application for a zoning change back to City Planning 
and the Planning and Environment Committee (PEC) by a vote of 12 to 2. There were concerns at 
Council regarding fit, character, sanitary and storm water management, buffering, removal of trees and 
density. As a result, the developer was asked to undertake the extraordinary step of outlining their 
proposal to the Urban Design Peer Review Panel (UDPRP). 
  
On Sept. 23rd, the developer’s proposal will again be discussed and voted on by the Planning and 
Environment Committee.  It is of great concern to us that few, if any, of the recommendations made by 
the UDPRP seem to reflected in the revised proposal.  For example: 

  no modification to reduce the footprint of the parking lot (put it underground). 
  no provision of useful green amenity space for development residents.  
  no change of parking plan to facilitate garbage pickup and ameliorate parking traffic issue. 
  no change of building block 2 position. 
  no provision of a full and revised tree plan and landscaping - buffering that was deemed 
sensitive and critical by UDPRP.  In fact, it appears as though even fewer mature trees will be 
saved, with swales built around most of the lot. 

  
Additionally, the traffic issues raised have not be addressed.   The proposed snow storage plan would 
require the parking lot to be empty for the snow to be piled where proposed.   And, while the sanitary and 
waste water flow rates proposed are deemed adequate, they are based on the time of construction in 
1972, with infrastructure that is 47 years old. 
  
It seems like the proposal supports the provisions for maximum density allowable by the London and 
Official Plans and bylaws, but ignores directions in those same documents regarding buffering, parking lot 
design, privacy, green amenity space, accessibility, and sensitivity to avoid adverse impacts on 
neighbouring properties. Moreover, when these issues are raised, we are told they are a matter for the 
Site Planning process once rezoning has been accomplished.   Once the rezoning is approved, if the 
maximum density is allowed, it will be very hard to make any effective changes during the site plan 
proposal phase.   We then also must rely on enforcement by the city, and every indication is that this will 
not likely be the case.   In fact, we have been told that the city will not be liable should the builder cause 
problems for our existing homes. 
  
Please give serious consideration to modifying the proposed zoning changes to reduce the density and 
size of the project.  All of us know that something will be built at 307 Fanshawe Park Road East and it is 
not our intention to try to stop that.   We understand the developer’s desire for making a profit on an 
expensive piece of land.   We understand the city policies regarding the infill of similar lots.  But we also 
believe it is crucial that whatever is build does not unduly change the character of the neighbourhood and 
does not lead to damage and headaches for the people who live around the lot, in many cases for 40 
years or more.  We suggest that the zoning for this property ensure that a smaller development is built. 
  
Sincerely 
Bill Day 
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From: Bill Day 
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 9:27 AM 
To: City of London, Mayor <mayor@london.ca> 
Cc: Linda Day  
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 307 Fanshawe Park Road East 

  

Mr. Holder,  

  

The rezoning proposal for the property at 307 Fanshawe Park Road East comes to 

the full council on October 1st, once again without a recommendation from the 

Planning Committee. 

  

Please consider the following when making your decision. 

  

- While all who have looked at this proposal seem to indicate the size is acceptable, 

most also feel the amount of parking is not.  Therefore, it would seem there would 

be three options for the developer:   reduce the size to reduce the parking, reduce 

the parking spaces as suggested by Mr. Helmer, or build an underground parking 

garage.  If the developer is not in favour of the parking changes, then council 

should rezone only for 20 units, which would fit the R5 designation. 

  

- The proposal to get the property of trees, especially the beautiful hedge which 

already provides much of the needed privacy and separation between the existing 

homes and the new development goes against all policies of a "forest city".  Most 

Londoners do not believe the city is doing a good job protecting trees;  here is a 

great opportunity to do so.  Make this a protected tree environment and keep as 

many trees as possible.  This again speaks to the need to reduce the amount of 

parking space. 

  

Thank you once again for taking the time to listen to our community. 

Bill Day 

1277 Hastings Drive 

  

--  
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From: Michael J Crawford  
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 7:31 PM 
To: City of London, Mayor <mayor@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Developer unwilling to compromise to community, to City Council, to UDPRP 

  

Dear Mayor Holder, 
  
I am writing as a neighbour fated to reside beside a prospective development at 307 
Fanshawe.  The lot has a footprint with only 17% of its  border on Fanshawe.  It is long and 
narrow, and the remaining 83% is enclosed by single family residential homes of one third 
to half the proposed height.  The narrowness of the lot makes its development a challenge. 
The community endorses development, but not the complete stripping of trees to make way 
for a big parking lot. 
  
The developer wants higher density than normally approved in high density/commercial 
centres (60 units per hectare), and has asked for a density of 75. Ours is not a high density 
designated area.  This equates to 42 units in stacked townhouses, and 63 parking spaces. 
  
As a community, the parking lot is driving most other concerns - it necessitates the removal 
of ALL TREES from the lot, despite it being a designated tree protection zone. Council sent 
the application back to Staff, and also requested UDPRP input.  UDPRP made preliminary 
points and asked for a return with more fulsome plans.  This has not occurred.  In the words 
of the UDPRP Chair "this is a lot of parking lot!"  The developer is unwilling to put parking 
underground, and rejected a suggestion by Councillor Helmer to install only as many 
parking spots as there are units (42).  Apparently this is a common restriction elsewhere. 
This too was rejected.  Councillor Squire voted against the motion to approve, we suspect 
for this unwillingness to accommodate or modify plans. Indeed, almost all suggestion from 
UDPRP have been ignored, deferred, or - one concession, better building materials and 
elevations - degrade privacy for neighbours further. In some respects, the developer's 
modified plans are worse now than in the original application rejected by Council (more 
trees removed, less privacy for neighbours from windows in building elevations). 
  
At risk, the privacy, noise, sound, and visual buffering of all neighbours.  In addition, there is 
no central green amenity space for prospective residents of the proposed complex despite 
recommendations by UDPRP. 
  
I am hopeful you will either reject, or at the very least limit this application. 
  
Many thanks for your consideration and time, 
  
Michael Crawford 
21 Camden Place 
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Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 12:39 PM 
To: Goldrick, Jeanne Anne  
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Traffic concerns at 307 Fanshawe Park Road 

  

Hello, City Council and Mayor Holder,road 

On September 23, the PEC met for a second time regarding an intense infill project at 307 
Fanshawe Park Road East (42 units with 63 parking spaces). Some confusion arose with 
regard to the access to Fanshawe. Residents heading east on Fanshawe will be able to turn 
into the property and those who wish to head east from the porperty will have no difficulty. 
However, if you are heading west and wish access to the property, you have to make a u-
turn at the light-controlled intersection of Hastings/Jennifer & Fanshawe. It you wish to exit 
the property to go west, you have to travel east on Fanshawe to the uncontrolled 

intersection of Hastings Drive (east end) and Fanshawe and make a u-turn. 

This creates a a very dangerous situation, not only for motorised vehicles, but also for 
pedestrians trying to cross a 4 plus turn lanes highway. It would be better for the 
development to have fewer units which in turn would reduce the number of vehicles needing 
to make the above decisions.  

Thank you, 

John Goldrick, 

1261 Hastings Drive, 

London 
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From: Debbie Beverley 
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 8:51 PM 
To: City of London, Mayor <mayor@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Plea for Support: Application Z-9006, 307 Fanshawe Park Rd E. 

  
Dear Mayor Holder: 
  
I am writing to you today to ask you to vote ‘No’ to the current re-zoning application that you will 
be voting on at Tuesday’s Full City Council meeting. The application I am referring to is 307 
Fanshawe Park Rd E., file number Z-9006. You might recall that this same application came to 
you to consider back in June of this year. At that meeting you referred the application to an 
Urban Design Review Panel (UDRP). The application went to UDRP this summer and they 
agreed in principal with the number of units and footprint of the building, however they had a 
number of MAJOR concerns related to the elevation (appearance of the structure), the size of 
parking lot, the removal of many trees on the lot, and lack of central amenity space for the 
residents.  While the developer made an adjustment to the appearance of the structures (and I 
am grateful for that), all other MAJOR concerns noted by UDRP went unanswered and the 
application unchanged.  
  
One key issue at Monday’s PEC meeting was parking (currently set at 63 spaces) and the 
developer has made no attempts to compromise at all, the offered alternatives were: 
 
1. Reduce the number of units to 20 and parking to 30 spaces (Old Stoneybrook Community 
Association suggestion) 
2. Retain 42 units but however put the 63 parking spaces underground (UDPRP suggestion and 
Old Stoneybrook Community Association concession) 
3. Retain 42 units but reduce parking to 42 above ground  (Councillor Helmer suggestion) 

-       Personally, I would have welcomed this concession, it would have provide the 42 

units the developer wishes to build, and  allowed for the removal of 2 dangerous parking 
spots that are on the curve of the main ‘in / out’ road for the lot, and reduced the amount 
of impermeable surface allowing for better and more natural drainage, and had many 
other positive effects. 

  
Another large concern I have, as I border the property in question and have a pool 
approximately 4 feet from the lot line, are the swales (drainage) that will surround the property. 
The applicant’s engineers say that the swales will hold water, releasing it slowly over a 24-48 
hour period until it is completely dry. However, we know from other Developments (Whetter 
Avenue, no pun intended) where the drainage is NOT working as it should and residents have 
flooding in their basements and their backyards full of mosquitos that were not there prior to the 
development. As a Mum of two children, I am concern not just about bug bites, but West Nile 
virus and others that are making their way northward. Mosquitos are not just a nuisance but a 
health risk. 
  
I am also very upset to learn that the developer plans on removing ALL trees on the lot (more 
than the application you saw in June, and more than the UDRP saw when they voiced concerns 
about the number of trees being removed), with the exception of those that are shared with 
neighbours, or on neighbouring properties. It is interesting … tree’s on neighbouring properties 
will remain…. However, they can’t be touched, so why are we be made to feel that we should 
say thank you that OUR own trees will remain? 
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Please understand, I do welcome development, and contrary to what I might have conveyed in 
other correspondence, I am not against lower income families, diversity, aged, students or any 
other neighbours that will live at 307 Fanshawe. I simply want to push for a building size, 
number of units, parking spaces and amenity space that create no adverse impact on Old 
Stoneybrook, and can be a source of joy and appreciation for the residents who will one day live 
there, they deserve a lovely neighbourhood, as I do we all.  
  
In closing, please say ‘No’ to this application in it’s current form, file number Z-9006. You 
enforced tree protection, reduced parking, and good buffering at other sites (Windemere, 420 
Fanshawe as examples), I ask that you do the same at 307 Fanshawe. Help use put an 
intensified development in place that creates more housing for London and integrates well with 
the surrounding neighbourhood of Old Stoneybrook. 
  
I greatly appreciate your continued attention and consideration of this matter. 
  
Warmly, 
Deb Beverley 
25 Camden Place 
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Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 8:03 PM 
To: van Holst, Michael <mvanholst@london.ca>; Salih, Mo Mohamed <msalih@london.ca>; Helmer, 
Jesse <jhelmer@london.ca>; Squire, Phil <psquire@london.ca>; Morgan, Josh 
<joshmorgan@london.ca>; Lehman, Steve <slehman@london.ca>; Hopkins, Anna 
<ahopkins@london.ca>; Van Meerbergen, Paul <pvanmeerbergen@london.ca>; Turner, Stephen 
<sturner@london.ca>; Peloza, Elizabeth <epeloza@london.ca>; Kayabaga, Arielle 
<akayabaga@london.ca>; Hillier, Steven <shillier@london.ca>; City of London, Mayor 
<mayor@london.ca>; Lewis, Shawn <slewis@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] re: DEVELOPMENT of 307 Fanshawe Park Road East.  
  
Dear City Councillors and Mr. Ed Holder, Mayor,  
  
Before you vote Tuesday October 1st on the newest proposal regarding the development of 307 
Fanshawe Park E, please know that I, and others in the neighbourhood, still have concerns about the 
presented plan based on the following components, and we certainly hope these concerns (itemized 
below) will be addressed in detail by both the developer in any new application they submit as well as 
sincerely taken into consideration by the city before approval at your upcoming meeting:   
  
1. Based on submissions at a meeting mediated by the city, the developer presented a tree plan that 
reveals an intention to build swales around most of the lot; however, now even fewer mature trees and 
buffering will exist than presented at the last PEC meeting in May. 
2. The "revised" proposal exhibits no changes that reflect ANY of the UDPRP recommendations including  
   a. no modification to reduce the footprint of the parking lot (ie: put it underground)  
    b. no provision of useful green amenity space for development residents 
    c. no change of parking plan to facilitate garbage pickup and ameliorate parking traffic issues 
   d. no change of building block 2 position 
    e. no provision of a full and revised tree plan and landscaping despite buffering being deemed 
sensitive and critical by UDPRP 
3. The snow storage plan would necessitate the parking lot be empty for snow to be piled where 
proposed—a difficult proposition given the spaces will indeed need to be used for parking.  
4. Traffic issues have not been satisfactorily addressed. The developer's consultant recommended U-
turns on Fanshawe, but during rush hour, these actions could lead to seriously negative consequences 
as drivers get impatient. U-Turns may not be illegal, but they are also not safe in large numbers.  
5. While the city (and an impartial engineering advisor) deemed the sanitary and waste water flow rates 
proposed to be adequate, they are based upon calculations and flow rates established at the time of 
construction in 1972 - 47 years ago.  We in the neighbourhood still request the City for more recent 
assessment of viability—and given climate change and the now common occurrence of mass rainfall 
events, this request could not be more timely and serious.  
  
In conclusion, City Planning seems to support the provisions for maximum density allowable by the 
London and Official Plans and bylaws, but conversely seems to ignore suggestions and directives in 
those same documents regarding buffering, parking lot design, privacy, green amenity space, 
accessibility, and sensitivity to adverse impacts to the property, neighbourhood, and city as a whole. At 
best, this seems like a lack of due diligence, and at worst, a sad instance of cherry picking to suit various 
ends.  
  
Additionally—and most alarmingly—I am told that the above concerns are a matter for the Site Planning 
process once rezoning has been accomplished; however, this seems like a case of the “the cart before 
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the horse”:  once rezoning (and maximum density) is permitted, all the other Site Planning issues are 
rendered moot, and residents must take it as an article of faith that City Planning will enforce bylaws 
and UDPRP recommendations---essentially addressing the main concerns in this letter at a later 
date.  This *may* prove true, but residents of this neighbourhood—myself included—would rather 
these very legitimate urban planning concerns be met—logically and legally—at the preliminary stage 
before ground is broken, as opposed to later as a matter of good faith.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Robert Muhlbock 
64 Robinson Lane.  
 

69



From: John Howitt  
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 9:16 AM 
To: City of London, Mayor <mayor@london.ca>; Lewis, Shawn <slewis@london.ca>; Salih, Mo Mohamed 
<msalih@london.ca>; Helmer, Jesse <jhelmer@london.ca>; Squire, Phil <psquire@london.ca>; Morgan, 
Josh <joshmorgan@london.ca>; Lehman, Steve <slehman@london.ca>; Hopkins, Anna 
<ahopkins@london.ca>; Van Meerbergen, Paul <pvanmeerbergen@london.ca>; Turner, Stephen 
<sturner@london.ca>; Peloza, Elizabeth <epeloza@london.ca>; Kayabaga, Arielle 
<akayabaga@london.ca>; Hillier, Steven <shillier@london.ca> 
Cc: Michael J. Crawford FRED CULL Anne MacDougall Bill Day  
 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re-Zoning Application Z-9006: Old Stoneybrook Community Response 

  

Good morning.   
  
Yesterday's London Free Press asked "Does London do a good job of protecting its 
trees?"  63% of respondents said "No".  Please keep that in mind as you consider the 
proposal for the 307 Fanshawe site. 
  
Another improvement to the proposal would be to reduce the number of parking spaces 
from 1.5 per unit to 1 per unit.  This would reduce the required parking space and 
increase green area.  There is a bus stop within 100 metres of 307 and it is only a 5 
minute walk to the Masonville terminus. 
  
Regards 

  

John Howitt and Anne MacDougall 
1281 Hastings Drive 
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From: Mary Lacey  
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 10:13 AM 
To: City of London, Mayor <mayor@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re-zoning application of 307 Fanshawe Pk Rd E 
  

Dear Mayor Holder, 
  
I again write to you to request that you reject the rezoning of 307 Fanshawe 
Pk Rd E when it goes to full council next week. 

  
Develop yes but consider the concerns of the Old Stoneybrook 
neighbourhood when you do. 
  
Maintain more trees and reduce the parking, there has to be a 
Compromise.  

  
The loss of so many old beautiful trees would be a travesty. 

  
I note the question of the day in the LFP yesterday was “Does London do a 
good job at protecting its trees ?” 

  
Sadly, today’s answer indicates 63 % of the responses were “ NO” 

  
Please don’t let Developers run roughshod over our Community.  
  
Help us make this a win/win  

  
Regards 

  
Mary Lacey 

37 Camden Place       
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From: Catherine Traill 
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 2:12 PM 
To: van Holst, Michael <mvanholst@london.ca>; Lewis, Shawn <slewis@london.ca>; Salih, Mo 
Mohamed <msalih@london.ca>; Helmer, Jesse <jhelmer@london.ca>; Squire, Phil 
<psquire@london.ca>; Morgan, Josh <joshmorgan@london.ca>; Lehman, Steve <slehman@london.ca>; 
Van Meerbergen, Paul <pvanmeerbergen@london.ca>; Turner, Stephen <sturner@london.ca>; Peloza, 
Elizabeth <epeloza@london.ca>; Kayabaga, Arielle <akayabaga@london.ca>; Hillier, Steven 
<shillier@london.ca>; City of London, Mayor <mayor@london.ca>; Cassidy, Maureen 
<mcassidy@london.ca> 
Cc: Hopkins, Anna <ahopkins@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 307 Fanshawe Park Road East  

  

Dear Councillors,   

  

I am a fairly new resident to North London. I attended Western University, moved away for a 

job, and moved back with my young family (I have children aged 1 and 3) when we wanted to 

start a family. We chose this area precisely because we wanted to live in a slightly older 

neighbourhood with mature trees. It’s a defining feature of London.  

  

I am really disheartened by what I perceive as a lack of consideration by the developer for the 

existing community in Old Stoneybrook with respect to the 307 development.  

  

I fully support development at this site. I know affordable housing is a real challenge in 

London. I am not even particularly concerned about the density at this location. The proposed 42 

units is fine. 

  

I am, however, extremely concerned about what comes with those 42 units. The size of the 

parking lot on this development is too large! This is a problem for several reasons: 

 So many trees will need to be cut down in a tree protection zone. I do not understand the 

purpose of a tree protection zone if the trees aren’t actually protected. New trees take 

such a long time to come to maturity. Trees capture water run-on, absorb carbon, provide 

shade, and they provide privacy for the adjacent neighbours.  

 There is no space for adequate buffering with the adjacent neighbours. This necessitates 

cutting down border trees, and given the high differences between the buildings, there is 

not even canopy for neighbours to have reasonable privacy in their own back yard. The 

development does not respect the by-law specified set-backs, which are there for good 

reason. 

 The snow storage plan is non-sensical. As I understand it, it works only if the parking lot 

is empty, which is never going to happen (and if it is empty, why did we build such a big 

parking lot in the first place?). So where does the snow go, and what are the 

consequences on adjacent neighbours? 

 I am also concerned at the lack of green space and amenities in the property. I just cannot 

conceive of replacing all this grass and tree space with a massive asphalt parking lot 

given the imminent danger of climate change. 
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There are two other issues that merit attention. I am concerned about traffic at the intersection, 

since u-turns are hazardous on Fanshawe Park Road. If you drive this road regularly, you know 

the going speed is much closer to 80 km/hour than the posted 60. I also do not fully understand 

the catch basins/swales around the property, but I want to note that I am very concerned about 

the potential for mosquito growth. 

  

Despite this, I’d like to see a progressive solution here. It is my understanding that parking lots 

are reduced from the specified allotment all the time. Why not a 1-1 ratio? 42 units and 42 car 

spots? Or, why not put the parking lot underground  as per the UDPRP suggestion? There has to 

be a way to reduce the footprint of the lot. 

  

Reducing the parking lot and/or reducing the density allows for what I think is a no-brainer 

compromise: 

 retain more trees 

 maintain more privacy for neighbours - including light buffering and sound buffering 

 provide more useful green space, including moving the swales further away from the 

adjacent properties 

 allow for a different snow storage solution 

I reject the notion that these are considerations best left for the site plan stage. This proposal has 

felt rushed from UDPRP back to PEC for the second time and now back to City Council. We 

should not have to take it as a matter of faith that our objections will be met at the site planning 

stage, when it seems fairly clear that the developer does not want to meet them now. If they do 

not want to make changes now, there is no reason to think they will make them later. 

  

I do not think that the developer should get precedence over community residents that are 

already here. I believe we have shown our willingness to accept the development in modified 

terms, so I would like to see the developer make some concessions so that everyone is happy. In 

some situations, this is not possible - but the compromise seems so very obvious here! Keep 

the trees and increase the buffering and privacy between the development and the neighbours, 

and most of the objections disappear. 

  

Thank you for your time, 

Kate Traill 

19 Camden Road 
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From:  
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2019 10:41 AM 
To: vanholst@london.ca; Lewis, Shawn <slewis@london.ca>; Salih, Mo Mohamed <msalih@london.ca>; 
Helmer, Jesse <jhelmer@london.ca>; Cassidy, Maureen <mcassidy@london.ca>; Squire, Phil 
<psquire@london.ca>; Morgan, Josh <joshmorgan@london.ca>; Lehman, Steve <slehman@london.ca>; 
Hopkins, Anna <ahopkins@london.ca>; Van Meerbergen, Paul <pvanmeerbergen@london.ca>; Turner, 
Stephen <sturner@london.ca>; Peloza, Elizabeth <epeloza@london.ca>; Kayabaga, Arielle 
<akayabaga@london.ca>; Hillier, Steven <shillier@london.ca>; City of London, Mayor 
<mayor@london.ca>; Saunders, Cathy <csaunder@london.ca> 
Subject: Fwd: Update London's Tree By-law - please read 

Re: Tree By-law Review 

Dear Members of Council, 

I am urging you to strengthen London’s Tree By-law because currently it has no teeth and is failing to protect trees. 

Please find attached three photographs of a recent development in my neighbourhood where the property owner 
removed entire backyards, felled several healthy trees to install parking.  This was done legally under the current 
tree by-law. 

The property owner declared the larger trees hazardous, a complaint was filed and staff simply investigated after the 
trees were cut.  That is typical under the current by-law. 

There is no definition of a ‘hazardous’ tree.  The property owner can self- determine when a tree is ‘hazardous’ and 
there is no requirement for a property owner to replace trees that have been cut. 

City staff claim that requiring a replacement tree on private property would discourage the removal of a 
hazardous tree.  This is a non-sensical argument as theoretically the removal of a hazardous tree is a safety 
concern.  This argument would only make sense if the so-called ‘hazardous’ tree was in the path of an 
expansion, giving credence to what many already suspect -  a hazardous tree definition is one convenience 
and has no merit.  

It is not sufficient to substitute a new tree in another area because this practice encourages the denuding of 
residential areas.  Property owners should be required to replace a felled tree on the same property. This practice is 
common place in other jurisdictions. 

A clear definition of what is a hazardous tree and a requirement for an arborist report (at the expense of the property 
owner) must to be included in the tree by-law.  This practice is common place in other jurisdictions. 

There must be a lower diameter requirement before trees can be cut without a permit and an arborist report.  

Lowing the diameter size requiring a permit will protect a greater number of tree species – many of which do not 
reach the current 50 centimetres at maturity as well as protect younger trees.   

It is imperative that young trees be protected as they are the future canopy. 

Staff insist that lowering the diameter will increase their workload. 

This statement simply cannot be substantiated.  

Most people abide by the by-law and it is simply false to state that their work load will be strained.  It is more likely 
that the opposite will be true as less people will likely request a permit to cut down a tree.  Unless it is easy do to so, 
people will likely not cut down a tree.  

Lowering the tree diameter that requires a permit will bring London’s tree by-law in alignment with other 
jurisdictions. 

Planting trees is the simplest action anyone can take to fight the impacts of climate change. This should be obvious 
to anyone that understands that the world is experiencing a climate crisis. 

And I personally feel it is a test for Council in their resolve to take serious action to combat the impacts of climate 
change because if Council cannot endorse a strong tree by-law – which is the simplest of actions – then it will likely 
fail in other more complex policies. 

The tree by-law should also include provision to protect wildlife habitat including snags and trees suitable as 'den' 
trees for den dwelling animals such as raccoons.  The more trees that are protect, the more wildlife habitat that is 
also protected. 
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The world is dying. 

Yesterday it was reported that 3 billion North American birds have been lost since 1970.  Young people across the 
world are marching today frustrated at the lack of action on climate change.  Today is reportedly the largest global 
march demanding climate action ever. 

If council can’t do this, people will stop listening. 

Please note: the staff report referencing comments from the Tree and Forests Advisory Committee was not 
completely accurate. There was no agreement that lowering the tree diameter would result in a greater work load for 
staff.   

Thank You 

AnnaMaria Valastro 

133 John St. Unit 1 

Tree and Forestry Advisory Committee Member 

 

 

75



76



77



78



From:  
Sent: Saturday, September 21, 2019 7:52 AM 
To: vanholst@london.ca; Lewis, Shawn <slewis@london.ca>; Salih, Mo Mohamed <msalih@london.ca>; 
Helmer, Jesse <jhelmer@london.ca>; Cassidy, Maureen <mcassidy@london.ca>; Squire, Phil 
<psquire@london.ca>; Morgan, Josh <joshmorgan@london.ca>; Lehman, Steve <slehman@london.ca>; 
Hopkins, Anna <ahopkins@london.ca>; Van Meerbergen, Paul <pvanmeerbergen@london.ca>; Turner, 
Stephen <sturner@london.ca>; Peloza, Elizabeth <epeloza@london.ca>; Kayabaga, Arielle 
<akayabaga@london.ca>; Hillier, Steven <shillier@london.ca>; City of London, Mayor 
<mayor@london.ca>; Saunders, Cathy <csaunder@london.ca> 
Subject: Tree By-Laws in other jurisdictions Ontario please read 
  

Dear Member of Council, 

Please find links to Tree By-laws for other jurisdictions in Ontario.  These are quick links to 
compare London"s Tree By-law to other jurisdictions. 

The City of Mississauga has the strongest Tree By-Law 

Mississauga Tree By-law:   http://www.mississauga.ca/portal/residents/parks-private-tree-
protection 

Toronto Tree By-law:   

https://www.toronto.ca/311/knowledgebase/kb/docs/articles/parks,-forestry-and-
recreation/urban-forestry/city-wide-private-tree-by-law.html 

City of Guelph: https://guelph.ca/wp-content/uploads/TreeBylaw.pdf 
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From: "steve.o"  
Date: September 21, 2019 at 3:13:47 PM EDT 
To: vanholst@london.ca, slewis@london.ca, msalih@london.ca, jhelmer@london.ca, 
mcassidy@london.ca, psquire@london.ca, joshmorgan@london.ca, slehman@london.ca, 
ahopkins@london.ca, pvanmeerbergen@london.ca, sturner@london.ca, epeloza@london.ca, 
akayabaga@london.ca, shillier@london.ca, mayor@london.ca, csaunder@london.ca 
Cc: Louise White  
Subject: Re: Tree By-Laws in other jurisdictions Ontario please read 

I fully support this initiative for the much needed protection of trees in our "Forest 
City". 
 
Steve Olivastri 
141 Central Ave 
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Civic Works Committee 
Report 

 
13th Meeting of the Civic Works Committee 
September 24, 2019 
 
PRESENT: Councillors P. Squire (Chair), S. Lewis, S. Lehman, E. Peloza 
ABSENT: M. van Holst, Mayor E. Holder 
ALSO PRESENT: Councillors J. Helmer, S. Turner; J. Bunn, M. Bushby, S. 

Chambers, M. Fontaine, D. MacRae, S. Maguire, S. Mathers, K. 
Oudekerk, M. Ridley, K. Scherr, S. Spring, J. Stanford, D. 
Turner, B. Westlake-Power 

 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

2. Consent 

Moved by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That consideration of Item 2.4 BE DEFERRED to later in the meeting, following 
In Closed Session. 

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That Items 2.1 to 2.3, 2.5 and 2.7 to 2.13, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
 

2.1 8th Report of the Transportation Advisory Committee 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That the 8th Report of the Transportation Advisory Committee, from its 
meeting held on August 27, 2019, BE RECEIVED. 

  

 

Motion Passed 
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2.2 Amendments to the Traffic and Parking By-law 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the proposed by-law, as 
appended to the staff report dated September 24, 2019, BE 
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on October 1, 
2019, for the purpose of amending the Traffic and Parking By-law (PS-
113). (2019-T08) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.3 Update on the Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Expansion of 
the W12A Landfill 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Environment, Fleet and 
Solid Waste, the staff report dated September 24, 2019, with respect to an 
update on the Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Expansion of 
the W12A Landfill, BE RECEIVED. (2019-E07A) 

  

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.5 Wastewater Treatment Operations Environmental Assessment – Master 
Plan Study Initiation  

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the staff report, dated 
September 24, 2019, with respect to the initiation of the Wastewater 
Treatment Operations Environmental Assessment Master Plan Study, BE 
RECEIVED. (2019-E03) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.7 Award of Contract (RFP 19-29) – Sixteen (16) Tandem Axle Trucks with 
Dump Boxes and Plow Equipment 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services & City Engineer, the following actions be taken 
with respect to the award of contract (RFP 19-29): 

a)            the submission from Team Truck Centers Inc., 795 Wilton Grove 
Road London, Ont. N6N 1N7,  BE ACCEPTED for the supply and delivery 
of sixteen (16) tandem axle dump trucks and plow equipment at a total 
purchase price of $3,753,430 ($234,589.38 per unit), excluding HST; 

b)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all the 
administrative acts that are necessary in connection with this purchase; 
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c)            approval hereby given BE CONDITIONAL upon the Corporation 
entering into a formal contract or having a purchase order, or contract 
record relating to the subject matter of this approval; and, 

d)            the funding for this purchase BE APPROVED as set out in the 
Source of Financing Report appended to the staff report dated September 
24, 2019. (2019-L04) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.8 Appointment of Consulting Engineer – Upgrading of Powell Drain 
(Northbrook Valley) and Upland North Outlet Culverts (RFP 19-46)  

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the following actions be 
taken with respect to the appointment of a Consulting Engineer for the 
Upgrading of Powell Drain (Northbrook Valley) and Upland North Outlet 
Culverts (RFP 19-46): 

a)            Ecosystem Recovery Inc. BE APPOINTED Consulting Engineers 
to complete detailed design and construction administration for 
remediation works to Powell Drain and the Upland North Outlet Culverts in 
accordance with the estimate, on file, at an upset amount of $244,677.54, 
including 10% contingency (excluding HST), in accordance with Section 
15.2(d) of the City of London’s Procurement of Goods and Services 
Policy; 

b)            the financing for the project BE APPROVED in accordance with 
the “Sources of Financing Report” appended to the staff report dated 
September 24, 2019; 

c)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all the 
administrative acts that are necessary in connection with this project; 

d)            the approvals given herein BE CONDITIONAL upon the 
Corporation entering into a formal contract; and, 

e)            the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute any 
contract or other documents, if required, to give effect to these 
recommendations. (2019-E03) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.9 Construction Partnership with the Ministry of Transportation – Old Victoria 
Road Resurfacing  

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the following actions be 
taken with respect to the Old Victoria Road resurfacing project: 

a)            the City of London financial contribution of $78,650.00 (excluding 
HST), representing the estimated cost for repaving a portion of Old 
Victoria Road north and south of the bridge over Hwy 401, as part of an 
Ontario Ministry of Transportation project, BE APPROVED; it being noted 
that it is included in an approved City budget and the method of 
procurement is in accordance with the Procurement of Goods and 
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Services Policy 14.4 (g) and (i), covering purchases with another public 
body; 

b)            the financing for this project BE APPROVED as set out in the 
Sources of Financing Report appended to the staff report dated 
September 24, 2019; and, 

c)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all the 
administrative acts that are necessary in connection with this approval. 
(2019-T05) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.10 Dundas Street Cycle Track Design – Appointment of Consulting Engineer  

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the following actions be 
taken with respect to the appointment of a Consulting Engineer for the 
Cycle Track Design of Dundas Street from Wellington Street to Adelaide 
Street, and William Street from Dundas Street to Queens Avenue: 

a)            WSP Canada Group Limited BE APPOINTED Consulting 
Engineers to carry out consulting services in the amount of $532,742.41 
(excluding HST), in accordance with Section 15.2(d) of the City of 
London’s Procurement of Goods and Services Policy; 

b)            the financing for this appointment BE APPROVED in accordance 
with the Sources of Financing Report appended to the staff report dated 
September 24, 2019; 

c)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all the 
administrative acts that are necessary in connection with this appointment; 

d)            the approvals given herein BE CONDITIONAL upon the 
Corporation entering into a formal contract with the consultant for the 
project; and, 

e)            the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute any 
contract or other documents, if required, to give effect to these 
recommendations. (2019-T05) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.11 Agreement Extension with Trojan Technologies for the Use of the 
Decommissioned Westminster Wastewater Plant 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the proposed by-law, as 
appended to the staff report dated September 24, 2019, BE 
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on October 1, 
2019, to: 

a)            authorize and approve the Agreement between The Corporation 
of the City of London and Trojan Technologies Group ULC; and, 

b)            authorize the Mayor and the City Clerk to execute the above-
noted Agreement. (2019-E03) 
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Motion Passed 
 

2.12 All Terrain, Turf and Golf Utility Vehicles – Contract Award Based on 
Irregular Tender Result 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the following actions be 
taken with respect to a contract award based on irregular tender results for 
All Terrain, Turf and Golf utility vehicles: 

a)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to engage in a single 
source contract negotiation as per the Procurement of Goods and 
Services Policy Section 19.4 c) with Hyde Park Equipment, 2034 Mallard 
Rd, London, Ont. N6J 1G4, for the supply and delivery of three (3) All-
Terrain Utility Vehicles (Kubota model RTV-X1100C) at a total purchase 
price of $87,561.39 ($29,187 per unit) excluding HST; 

b)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to engage in a single 
source contract as per the Procurement of Goods and Services Policy 
Section 19.4 c) with Podolinski Equipment Ltd. 6057 Petrolia Line, Petrolia 
Ont. NON 1RO, the supply and delivery of two (2) Turf Utility Vehicles 
(John Deere Progator model 2030A) at a total purchase price of $73,190 
($36,595 per unit) excluding HST; and the supply and delivery of five (5) 
Golf Utility Vehicles (John Deere Turf Gator) at a total purchase price of 
$57,995 ($11,599 per unit) excluding HST; 

c)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to utilize this tender 
result and single source approval to engage these vendors directly for 
future replacements of vehicles in these classifications for a contract 
period of two (2) years with two (2) additional option years, subject to 
performance and pricing; 

d)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all the 
administrative acts that are necessary in connection with this purchase; 

e)            approval hereby given BE CONDITIONAL upon the Corporation 
entering into a formal contract or having a purchase order, or contract 
record relating to the subject matter of this approval; and, 

f)             the funding for this purchase BE APPROVED as set out in the 
Source of Financing Report appended to the staff report dated September 
24, 2019. (2019-R05D) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.13 Removal and Replacement of Underground Fuel and Oil Tanks 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, and with the support of the 
Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer and Chief 
Financial Officer, the following actions be taken with respect to replacing 
the fuel and oil storage tanks at A.J. Tyler Operations Centre and Adelaide 
Operations Centre: 

a)            the action taken by the Managing Director, Environmental and 
Engineering Services and City Engineer in accordance with Procurement 
of Goods and Services Policy, Section 4.3 d. “Triggering Event” BE 
RECOGNIZED; it being noted that the actions taken required immediate 
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attention in order be in compliance with the Liquids Fuel Handling Code 
(2017) Technical Standards & Safety Authority (TSSA) and is in the best 
financial, legal and environmental interests of The Corporation of the City 
of London; 

b)            the City of London’s current fuel system maintenance and 
service vendor, Phoenix Petroleum Ltd., complete the required work in 
order that the storage tanks are in compliance with the 2017 Liquids Fuel 
Handling Code at an estimated price of $970,252 which includes a 10% 
contingency (excluding HST), BE APPROVED in accordance with section 
14.4 (d) and (e) of the Procurement of Goods and Services Policy; 

c)            the financing for this project BE APPROVED as set out in the 
Sources of Financing Report appended to the staff report dated 
September 24, 2019; 

d)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake any 
ancillary items outside of the scope identified in the project arising from 
unforeseen elements that may arise including: dewatering/shoring, 
damaged or poor condition equipment not identified, fuel sludge removal, 
contaminated materials; and, 

e)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake any final 
negotiations and all administrative acts that are necessary in connection 
with this matter and the Agreements referenced herein. (2019-E17) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.4 Landfill Gas (LFG) Utilization – Next Steps in the Development of a 
Renewable Natural Gas (RNG) Facility 

Moved by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, and on the advice of the 
Director, Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste, the following actions be 
taken with respect to potentially supplying FortisBC Energy Inc. with 
Renewable Natural Gas (RNG) created from landfill gas from the W12A 
Landfill: 

a)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to release a Request 
for Proposals to develop a RNG facility to convert landfill gas from the 
W12A Landfill to RNG; and, 

b)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all 
administrative acts that are necessary in connection with this project. 
(2019-E07) 

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
 

2.6 Automated Speed Enforcement Contract Award  

Moved by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: E. Peloza 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental 
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the following actions be 
taken with respect to the Automated Speed Enforcement Program: 

a)            Redflex Traffic Systems (Canada) Limited, BE AWARDED the 
contract for the provision of Automated Speed Enforcement Services for a 
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five (5) year period, starting when the contract is executed, in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of the Request for Approvals executed by 
the City of Toronto on behalf of the City of London and other participating 
Automated Speed Enforcement municipalities in accordance with Section 
14.4 (g) of the Procurement of Goods and Services Policy, noting that 
there is an option to extend the contact at the discretion of the City of 
London for an additional five (5) years; 

b)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to enter into an 
agreement with the City of Toronto to undertake centralized municipal 
processing of Automated Speed Enforcement offence notices; 

c)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to enter into an 
agreement with the Ontario Ministry of Transportation related to the 
operation of the Automated Speed Enforcement Program; 

d)            the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all 
administrative acts that are necessary in connection with this program; 

e)            approvals given herein BE CONDITIONAL upon the Corporation 
entering into a formal contract with Redflex Traffic Systems (Canada) for 
the work; 

f)             the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute any 
contract or other documents, if required, to give effect to these 
recommendations; 

g)            the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to bring forward the 
necessary Traffic and Parking By-law amendments to designate 
Automated Speed Enforcement areas as Community Safety Zones; 

h)            the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to place the net revenue 
from the Automated Speed Enforcement Program in the automated 
enforcement reserve fund; noting that any revenue shortfalls will be 
funded from this reserve fund, if necessary; and, 

i)             the above-noted Program BE IMPLEMENTED with warning 
notices being sent for the first thirty (30) days of the program. (2019-T08) 

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
 

3. Scheduled Items 

3.1 8th Report of the Cycling Advisory Committee 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That the 8th Report of the Cycling Advisory Committee, from its meeting 
held on August 21, 2019, BE RECEIVED; it being noted that a verbal 
delegation from C. Linton, Chair and R. Henderson, Vice-Chair, of the 
Cycling Advisory Committee and the attached presentation from R. 
Henderson, was received with respect to this matter. 

  

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
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3.2 Area Speed Limit Program 

Moved by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That the staff report dated September 24, 2019, with respect to an Area 
Speed Limit Program, BE REFERRED back to the Civic Administration in 
order to consult with the London Transit Commission and report back at a 
future meeting of the Civic Works Committee regarding the effect a 
change to speed limits would have on transit service; 

it being noted that the attached presentation from S. Maguire, Division 
Manager, Roadway Lighting and Traffic Control, with respect to this 
matter, was received; 

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting associated with 
this matter the individuals indicated on the attached public participation 
meeting record made oral submissions regarding this matter. (2019-T07) 

  

Yeas:  (3): P. Squire, S. Lewis, and S. Lehman 

Nays: (1): E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (3 to 1) 

Voting Record: 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
 

Moved by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
 

4. Items for Direction 

4.1 Parking Changes – Councillor S. Lewis 

Moved by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to bring forward a report to a 
future meeting of the Civic Works Committee with details on potential 
impacts and recommendations on implementing the following changes to 
parking restrictions: 
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a)            the overnight parking ban program be amended to be in force 
from November 1st until April 30th annually; 

b)            the issuing of overnight parking permits during the ban period be 
expanded to allow residents to purchase additional passes beyond the 
current 15 free uses for a fee; and, 

c)            the current 12hr limit on occupying a specific on street non 
metered parking location be amended to 18hrs; 

it being noted that a communication, dated September 12, 2019, from 
Councillor S. Lewis, was received with respect to this matter. (2019-T02) 

  

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 

Voting Record: 

Moved by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

Motion to approve that the Civic Administration report back with respect to 
the potential to repeal the by-law prohibiting homeowners from parking a 
vehicle in their driveway parallel to the road way. 

Yeas:  (2): P. Squire, and S. Lewis 

Nays: (2): S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Failed (2 to 2) 
 

5. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

5.1 Deferred Matters List 

Moved by: S. Lewis 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That the Deferred Matters List as at September 16, 2019, BE RECEIVED. 

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
 

6. Confidential 

Moved by: E. Peloza 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That the Civic Works Committee convene, In Closed Session, for the purpose of 
considering the following: 

6.1. Labour Relations / Employee Negotiations 

A matter pertaining to labour relations or employee negotiations, including 
communications for that purpose. 

6.2. Position, Plan, Procedure, Criteria or Instruction for Negotiation Purposes 
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A matter pertaining to a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to be 
applied to negotiations carried on by the municipality, including communications 
for that purpose. 

  

Yeas:  (4): P. Squire, S. Lewis, S. Lehman, and E. Peloza 

Absent: (2): M. van Holst, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 

The Civic Works Committee convened, In Closed Session, from 6:13 PM to 6:34 
PM. 

7. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 6:41 PM. 
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Civic Works Committee – September 24, 2019

Area Speed Limits

Area Speed Limits

• New legislations allows municipalities to 
set a speed limit lower than 50 km/h for 
defined areas.

• Collisions involving vulnerable road users 
from 2015 to 2017

• 161 on minor residential streets; and
• 86 on major downtown roads.

Goals
• Improve safety in residential areas and 

areas with high volumes of vulnerable road 
users; and

• Support community building by making 
walking and cycling more appealing.
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Pedestrian and Cyclist 
Collisions (2015 to 2017)

Rate of Speed

Factors impacting the rate of speed:
• Roadway classification (minor vs. major)
• Roadway geometry (horizontal and vertical);
• Left-turn & right-turn lanes;
• Roadway width;
• Pedestrian/cyclist volumes and facilities;
• Vehicle volumes;
• Land use;
• Intersection spacing;
• Driveway spacing; and
• On-street parking.
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Rate of Speed (cont'd)

A rate of speed of 40 km/h is appropriate for 
residential roads and some major roads in the 
downtown:

• Narrow residential roads;
• Intended use of the road;
• Frequent driveways; and
• High volume of vulnerable road users.

A speed limit lower than what drivers perceive as 
appropriate could result in significant non-
compliance, greater speed differentials and 
increased enforcement resources.

• Speed differentials can result in pedestrians, cyclists and other 
drivers misjudging the speed of approaching vehicles.

Area Speed Limit
Get Involved London Survey

5,645 
responses

Lower 
speed limit

52% 

= 40 km/h
67%

< 40 km/h
33%

48% 

CSZ
63% 

37% 
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Proposed Area Speed Limit 
Program

1. Reduce the speed limit in residential areas 
and at high vulnerable user volumes in the 
downtown to 40 km/h by area;

2. Implement Community Safety Zones as the 
speed limit is reduced to 40 km/h;

3. Maintain the speed limit in school zones at 40 
km/h and review the potential to reduce the 
speed limit to 30 km/h; and

4. Invest approximately $1,000,000 over four 
years for 2,000 sets of signs to implement the 
above.

london.calonnnnndddddooooonnnnn.cccccaLondon.ca
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 
 

3.2 Area Speed Limit Program 
 

• R. Henderson – indicating that there are other municipalities in Ontario that 
have thirty kilometer speed limits, Toronto’s East York committee 
councillors voted unanimously to reduce the speeds on residential streets 
to thirty, Hamilton has neighbourhood projects (different neighborhoods 
have voted for thirty), Ottawa has voted in neighbourhoods for thirty, there 
are many examples across Ontario specifically that have voted 
neighbourhoods or for the entire neighborhoods and residential streets. 

• D. Hall, London Cycle Link – stating that he had the privilege of attending 
the Ontario bike summit in April, and one of the keynote speakers was a 
Dutch mobility expert, and he came to speak to a room full of people who 
want to see more bikes; indicating that he asked the speaker what can be 
done in North America to improve cycling and encourage more people to 
cycle and the response was to reduce your speed limits to thirty km/h in 
neighborhoods; stating that this is one of the top priorities as London Cycle 
Link, because it really does change the game for encouraging people to 
share space; indicating that on a lot of our neighborhood streets we are not 
going to see protected bike lanes and it does not make sense in a lot of 
contexts; stating that when we reduce the speed of heavy vehicles, 
suddenly it feels like the right speed to bike alongside and it is the right 
speed to let our kids play outside in the front yard; noting that there are lots 
of reasons why this is an important thing; indicating that we have a Cycling 
Master Plan that wants five percent mode share of cycling trips and we are 
only at 1.7% right now; stating that we need to do things to be bold in getting 
there and this is one of those decisions that can be bold to help us get there; 
noting that, with respect to the survey, he thinks it was impressive that there 
was that many responses to the survey, however, when asking people if 
they agree with forty or below forty km/hr it is really important to know who 
we are asking; stating that, for the most part, people experience the 
neighbourhood street through the windshield or behind the windshield of 
their car and when you drive through neighbourhood streets you feel 
confident and in control at fifty km/h, and especially at forty km/h and it feels 
slow behind the wheel of a car, but if your vantage point is on the sidewalk 
or your vantage point is on a bike, suddenly that forty or fifty km/h feels 
really fast; that that when you are walking with your kid, it feels very different, 
that speed, when you are beside traffic verses ‘I am traffic’; stating that he 
would just like to ensure everybody is being surveyed; indicating that he 
thinks this is an important point that we have a chance to make something 
truly transformational in London and that this is a decision that can change 
the game to make our streets safer, to make it more enjoyable to use our 
front yards; indicating that it will reduce noise in our neighborhoods and it 
will reduce your inbox complaints about all the speeding you hear about; 
noting that signage alone will not be the answer, we cannot just put up signs 
and sit back and watch everyone slow down, that is not going to happen; 
indicating that photo radar will help but we need to also supplement that 
with traffic calming, and he knows that it will be the really expensive part of 
this but he thinks to have the goal be thirty km/h is the really important part; 
indicating that to say that we want traffic to be slow but let’s not worry about 
compliance or non-compliance, let's set the right goal, and to say we want 
safe streets, let's have that be the goal and work toward it; stating that we 
know how to do it, we know how to design a road to get people to drive thirty 
km/h; stating that it will take some re-working, re-design and possibly some 
more money; indicating that we should use this opportunity in front of us 
and make a bold decision to make our streets safer, to encourage cycling, 
to encourage walking; stating that we do not have to go all at once, say 
thirty km/h in our whole city, we could do pilot projects, we can do thirty km/h 
on bike routes, there are lots of ways to implement this and test and approve 
before we maybe make a sweeping city-wide decision. 

96



2 of 5 

• T. Young – indicating that he is against the changing proposal for forty and 
thirty km/h; stating that he believes that the city has many issues already 
with traffic, the train downtown, King Street, which has gone from three 
lanes to now one when buses are stopped, with the new BRT certain areas 
are actually blocking traffic as opposed to getting off and diverting or having 
some sort of enclave that they can get out of the way; indicating that he 
believes that the city needs to move faster and more efficiently and he 
believes that we have lost a chance of having a ring road, that was done 
twenty years ago; noting that traffic, as it is right now, is not moving as 
efficiently as it should, and the vast majority of people are still driving, 
especially in winter and bicycles are not on the road as much; indicating 
that he drives for a living as he is a paramedic, so he sees the people who 
get hurt in these accidents, but he also drives around these people, and, 
this is anecdotal, but the people being picked up on these calls, he hates to 
say, but it ends up being the cyclists fault; stating that he feels that maybe 
education towards these cyclists might help; noting that he knows people 
who cycle for a living and are a part of associations would know these rules, 
but there is a vast majority people that drive downtown and bike downtown 
that are actually causing major problems and he thinks maybe too much 
onus is put on these drivers when a lot of it could actually be put back on 
the people who were in the accident in the first place. 

• S. Miller, 32 Upper Avenue – indicating that she is speaking on behalf of the 
Oxford Park Community Association where she lives; expressing 
appreciation for having this important and overdue discussion on reducing 
speed limits in London; indicating that, like all neighbourhoods across our 
city, indeed, our country, increasing levels of vehicles speeding and the 
associated rates of injury and death is a growing public health crisis but we 
seem to shrug our shoulders as if the dangers associated with our car-
centric lives are simply collateral damage, not something that can be 
avoided by thoughtful public policy and collective responsibility; stating that, 
in April 2018, one London Free Press article noted that the city research 
states that about a third of drivers in neighbourhoods speed over the limit, 
and the poll associated with the article asked, “Do drivers speed in your 
neighborhood?” and more than 90% responded ‘often’ or ‘sometimes’; 
noting that was more than fifteen hundred respondents; indicating that her 
local community association did a survey last year and 55% of the 
respondents in the neighborhood of over three hundred houses listed 
neighbourhood speeding as their number one concern; stating that this 
confirmed a 2017 safety audit that was done where participants also had 
numerous concerns regarding speeding; indicating that, despite these 
findings, traffic engineering staff have told their community that, according 
to their studies, our neighborhood does not have a speeding problem, and 
so, therefore, traffic calming measures are not being considered; enquiring 
as to why there is such a disconnect; indicating that, perhaps because 
speed limits are already too high for residential neighborhoods, and our 
roads are designed to enable – indeed, encourage – speeding, even above 
and beyond those limits; stating that, according to their research, London 
currently has no designed speed standards in its transportation design 
manual below sixty kilometers an hour; stating that this means that traffic 
engineering staff who are designing roads for fifty kilometers speed limit 
posting, they know that people are going to drive sixty kilometers or even 
faster; noting that we do not even notice it as drivers because our brains tell 
us that the road is designed to go that fast and that it is safe for us, when in 
fact we are driving a dangerous speed for neighbourhood roads; indicating 
that her neighborhood, Oxford Park, is going to be undergoing a long 
anticipated infrastructure renewal, including the water mains, new sewers 
and new roads and they are excited about this opportunity as it is long 
overdue; stating that they are really excited about addressing the root 
problem of speeding, which is outdated, dangerous and car-centric street 
design; stating that they have offered to collaborate with engineering staff 
and consultants on designing our new streets using progressive, safe street 
design as championed by organizations like the National Association of City 
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Transportation Officials, the Center for Active Transportation and 
Love30Canada; indicating that they have offered to serve as a pilot model 
neighbourhood for progressive street design best practices but, 
unfortunately, those offers and requests have been declined; stating that 
they have also asked city staff to make a general presentation to residents 
on safe street design, but that has also been declined; indicating that they 
are now going to be working with a professor, Jason Gilliland, at Western 
University, who is going to come and speak to their association and talk to 
the neighbours and help educate them on what they can and should ask for 
when they see the city's proposed street designs later this fall; stating that 
the Oxford Park Community Association strongly supports reduced speed 
limits in residential and school areas throughout the city and they urge the 
Committee to adopt thirty km/h limits with enforcement using photo radar 
and police; indicating that thirty km/h, as other people here this evening 
have said, is an acknowledged safe street standard in many progressive 
jurisdictions around the world and, in conjunction and arguably even more 
importantly, they urge councillors to work with staff to ensure that all 
relevant road design standards and policies are updated as quickly as 
possible to reflect safe street design best practices; noting that these 
updates can begin to make effective changes on road reconstruction 
projects in existing residential neighborhoods and in all new subdivisions; 
stating that the conventional ‘3 Es’ approach of engineering, education, and 
enforcement does not provide the guidance we need to design 21st century 
transportation and we must look beyond traditional professional disciplines 
across conventional boundaries to make our streets safe for everyone; 
noting that the new ‘Es’ of ethics, equity, and empathy should guide every 
urban designer, engineer; stating that, as citizens involved in shaping our 
city, we must embrace these values if we are to change the status quo and 
create a transportation system that is safe, efficient, equitable and 
sustainable; indicating that we cannot justify designs for speed and 
increased vehicle capacity on one hand while promising to deliver vision 
zero with the other. 

• G. Hopcroft – stating that he would like to urge the Committee and staff to 
reconsider, in particular, part one of the recommendation, and that is 
applying the forty kilometer default speed limit on local and collector streets 
and residential areas throughout the city; indicating that he is prepared to 
agree and, he thinks most people are, that forty km/h is an appropriate 
speed limit in some places, and in other cases much lower depending on 
the number of driveways, the amount of conflicts in terms of other traffic in 
the area, and so on; noting that, as he reads it, this would apply to areas 
without driveways as well as those with driveways and he will harken back 
to Mr. Maguire's comment earlier, which he has heard in this Chamber and 
other rooms in this building many times that there needs to be acceptance 
of whatever rules command, there needs to be a public consensus before 
people will willingly comply with whatever by-laws this Committee and 
Council see fit to pass; stating that applying a ‘one size fits all’ approach is 
not the appropriate way to approach this, and he does not think it is a way 
that most Londoners would accept as an appropriate way of dealing with it; 
noting that there are a lot of streets where the existing speed limit – “it ain't 
broke, so why fix it?”, fix those where speeding is a problem and where the 
speed limit is a problem and he would differentiate between the two; stating 
that an issue dealing with the speed limit enforcement issue, and in his 
experience, many people complaining about speeding in our 
neighborhoods are not complaining about the speed limit – they are 
complaining about people that consistently exceed the speed limit on those 
streets; stating that he does not belittle the fact that in some cases the speed 
limit is as well too high, but it is the enforcement issue which has always 
been an issue and the photo radar is a solution in terms of those that do not 
see fit to comply for other reasons; noting that he thinks it would be a huge 
mistake to take a cookie cutter, one size fits all approach to the streets 
around this city, and that this should be done on a street by street basis; 
noting that it is hard work, but do we want compliance and do we want to 
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address the real problems, or do we want to create a regulatory 
environment where most Londoners don't see fit to comply because they 
see so many cases where the regulations are excessive; indicating that we 
have seen, time and time again, when they get that sense, they are more 
likely not to comply, not just in those areas where they are not warranted in 
their view, but also in those areas that they may be unfamiliar with where it 
is warranted; stating that if we want to promote peoples compliance on a 
voluntary basis, he thinks that the street by street approach and the 
classification of those streets is the right way to go; noting that there is a lot 
of data in this report and he would like to ask a few questions in terms of 
that that data; stating that, first of all, there has been a lot of data in here 
about collision statistics but there is nothing about injuries or the severity of 
those injuries and tying that to the speed involved in the collision or the 
speed limit on that street; noting that he really does not find the collision 
data that helpful in terms of understanding what it is we are trying to fix; 
noting that the second issue is that he does not see any reference in the 
report, and he is assuming that is because there is no reference, there has 
not been any consultation with emergency services; noting that he would 
like at least one other person in this room have some experience in the 
provision of emergency services, and we all know that reduced speed limits 
reduce ambulance response times; enquiring as to whether EMS was 
consulted about this and what is the impact on response times in our 
community; indicating that another question he has is with respect to the 
London Transit Commission, and he knows that they are moving into an 
environment where they are trying to have better compliance with route 
schedules and on-time performance and he sees nothing in here that is 
going to help them maintain what they have, what is the cost to that, and 
what is the impact on the routes that would be affected by the regulations 
that are proposed here; stating that he urges the Committee to seek the 
answers to those questions and to take a considered approach to this, and 
addressing this where it needs to be addressed, rather than applying 
something across the city which may not be needed. 

• L. Patricio, London Cycle Link – stating that he has a couple of comments; 
indicating that he heard two presentations, one from Ms. Henderson and 
she had social, economic and health arguments to support the thirty 
kilometers limit, and he heard another presentation, and the main argument 
there is that, because drivers will not obey this limit, this will be dangerous; 
stating that he heard some concerns, as well, on the sense that we need to 
make sure that whatever regulations we have, we do have people 
respecting those regulations, and he thinks this is inverse logic; stating that 
if you do not have respect, we should not keep the speed limits high; 
indicating that if we know that this is the safest approach, we should make 
sure that those people, they will be voluntarily following the limits because 
this is the way our roads are designed; noting that, interestingly, we did not 
hear an argument about the efficiency or the health benefits if you keep our 
limits at forty or fifty kilometers, because the people who understand what 
transportation and road design is, they know that this is not the case; stating 
that addressing the concerns about efficiency and health, the car in any city 
is the most inefficient mode of transportation; stating that if you create a city 
where we promote and encourage cycling and walking and transit, we will 
have a more efficient transportation system, and we will have less injuries 
and fatalities. 

• C. Linton – stating that he is speaking as a public citizen, not as Chair of the 
Cycling Advisory Committee; indicating that he would generally support the 
reduction of speed limits, as proposed by staff, or even to the thirty km/h as 
well; indicating that a couple of the points from the people who oppose this 
actually kind of make the case for people who are wanting to try cycling and 
they are riding on the sidewalk; noting that they will feel safer if they are 
riding on a street where the speed limit is posted lower and traffic speed is 
going lower, so they feel more safe so they are going to be off the sidewalk 
and where they should be on the road; stating that there were a couple of 
points that he took out of there that were actually reasons to lower the speed 

99



5 of 5 

limit, not keep them where they are; indicating that, as a motorist, if we want 
to keep the city moving, the best thing for that is to get more people on bikes 
and on transit, because the fewer cars there are on the road to begin with, 
the better that traffic is going to flow. 

• M. Moussa, 155 Thornton Avenue – stating that there is a very over-arching 
issue here that has not been addressed with the reduction in the speed limit, 
on April 23rd, 2019, this Council adopted a climate emergency by-law - or 
motion, where you asked for tangible ways of battling greenhouse gases 
and our carbon footprints; stating that this speed limit, if it is reduced from 
fifty to thirty km/h, you are increasing greenhouse gases; noting that it is 
settled in un-controverted science from Virginia Tech and European 
studies; indicating that he understands where you are coming from with 
trying to do this, but reducing the speed limit is not going to slow people 
down from speeding; noting that enforcement is the only way; stating that 
he understands that you need community safety zones in order to put the 
automated speed enforcement stuff in place, but if you keep it at 50 km/h 
and ticket everybody who does fifty-two, someone like me is going to drive 
forty-five; stating that the person who is going to get that ticket is going to 
get it regardless whether it is thirty or fifty there; noting that the gentleman 
who is not here right now said that the report did not show much about the 
severity of injuries, and I do not want to put a price or anything on safety - 
safety is very important -but we really need the hard statistics for this; 
indicating that it is a solution looking for a problem; noting that he has said 
that before on other issues; indicating that, in this case, we have not even 
addressed this increased enforcement, absolutely; noting that, with respect 
to the ASE’s, it is putting the cart ahead of the horse, it is putting the cart 
ahead of an unborn horse, being that the regulations in Ontario have not 
even been updated to allow for that yet; referencing a pilot project in 
Toronto, and, if he is assuming correctly, possibly other places; indicating 
that we do know what PC provincial governments like to do with what has 
come before them; stating that one other thing he did not see in here is 
when all the BRT discussion was going on, there was a value of time saved 
that was addressed in those; noting that, in this case here, there is nothing 
that shows value of time lost; stating that he knows it might be grasping at 
straws, possibly, but this will reduce peoples time; indicating that a by-law 
will not remove us from a car-centric culture and if that is the intention of the 
by-law, it is not going to work; stating that people are still going to need to 
use their vehicles; noting that the main, salient point he wants to bring 
across here is that we are actually doing less for the environment by 
reducing the speed limit in this zone, in this thirty to eighty zone; stating that, 
ideally, for a gas engine, the ideal for the least fuel consumption is between 
sixty and eighty km/h; stating that he is not saying that we should increase 
limits to sixty km/h, but we have not even looked at this issue here and he 
does not think this is going to push people to walk more, bike more. 
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Planning and Environment Committee 
Report 

 
16th Meeting of the Planning and Environment Committee 
September 23, 2019 
 
PRESENT: Councillors A. Hopkins (Chair), J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, 

S. Turner 
ABSENT: Mayor E. Holder 
ALSO PRESENT: I. Abushehada, J. Adema, G. Barrett, M. Elmadhoon, M. 

Feldberg, J.M. Fleming, P. Kokkoros, G. Kotsifas, H. Lysynski, 
D. MacRae, H. McNeely, C. Parker, J. Parsons, N. Pasato, M. 
Pease,  L. Pompilii, A. Riley, S. Rowland, C. Saunders, K. 
Scherr, C. Smith, S. Spring, 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 Councillor M. Cassidy disclosed a pecuniary interest in 
clause 3.3 of this Report, having to do with the property located at 307 Fanshawe 
Park Road East, by indicating that her family owns property in the area. 

 

2. Consent 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That Items 2.1 to 2.4, inclusive, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

2.1 8th Report of the Advisory Committee on the Environment 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 8th Report of the 
Advisory Committee on the Environment, from its meeting held on 
September 4, 2019: 
  
a) an expenditure of $500.00 from the 2019 Advisory Committee on 
the Environment (ACE) budget BE APPROVED to facilitate a Waste 
Diversion session at the 2019 Green in the City Event to be held at the 
London Public Library in the fall of 2019; it being noted that the ACE has 
sufficient funds in its 2019 budget to cover this expense; and, 
  
b) clauses 1.1, 3.1, 5.1, 6.1 BE RECEIVED for information. 

 

Motion Passed 
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2.2 Application - 1912 Linkway Boulevard - Removal of Holding Provisions (H-
9085) 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by Sifton Properties Limited, relating to a portion 
of the lands located at 1912 Linkway Boulevard, the proposed by-law 
appended to the staff report dated September 23, 2019 BE INTRODUCED 
at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on October 1, 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 Holding Business District 
Commercial Special Provision (h•h-206•BDC(31)) Zone TO a Business 
District Commercial Special Provision (BDC(31)) Zone to remove the h 
and h-206 holding provisions.   (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.3 Revised City of London Telecommunication Facilities Location and Public 
Consultation Council Policy (O-7881) 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planner, the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated 
September 23, 2019, BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting 
to be held on October 1, 2019 to amend By-law No. CPOL.-126-378, as 
amended, being “A by-law to revoke and repeal Council policy related to 
Telecommunication Facilities Consultation Policy and replace it with a new 
Council policy entitled Telecommunication Facilities Consultation Policy” 
by renaming the Council Policy “Telecommunication Facilities Location 
and Public Consultation Policy”, to reflect changes in the process that 
have occurred since the Policy was first developed.   (2019-A12) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.4 Building Division Monthly Report for July 2019 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

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

 

Motion Passed 
 

3. Scheduled Items 

3.1 Public Participation Meeting - Application - 585 Third Street (OZ-9028)  

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the application of Tricor 
Contracting Limited, relating to the property located at 585 Third Street: 
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a) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated September 
23, 2019 as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on October 1, 2019 to amend the Official Plan by 
ADDING a policy to section 10.1.3 – Policies for Specific Areas; 
 
b) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated September 
23, 2019 as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at a future Municipal Council 
meeting, to amend The London Plan by ADDING a policy to Specific 
Policies for the Neighbourhoods Place Type; by ADDING the subject 
lands to Map 7 – Specific Policy Areas – of The London Plan AND that 
three readings of the by-law enacting The London Plan amendments BE 
WITHHELD until such time as The London Plan is in force and effect; and, 
 
c) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated September 
23, 2019 as Appendix "C" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on October 1, 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 Residential 
R3/Residential R5/Residential R8/Restricted Office/Temporary Zone (h-
1/R3-2/R5-4/R8-4/RO2/T-55) Zone TO Holding Residential R3/ 
Residential R5/Residential R8/Restricted Office/Light Industrial Special 
Provision (h-1/R3-2/R5-4/R8-4/RO2/LI7(_)); 
  
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 amendments are consistent with the 2014 
Provincial Policy Statement (“PPS”) which directs municipalities to 
maintain suitable sites for employment uses and consider the needs of 
existing and future businesses. The PPS also promotes appropriate 
development standards to facilitate compact development in settlement 
areas; 
• the recommended amendment conforms to the in-force policies of 
the 1989 Official Plan which list the necessary condition(s) for approval of 
Policies for Specific Areas, and would augment the general policies, 
including but not limited to Multi-family Medium Density Residential 
(“MFMDR”) designation to allow the continued use of the existing non-
residential building on the subject lands for existing industrial uses until 
the subject lands can redevelop for residential uses in accordance with the 
MFMDR designation; 
• the recommended amendment conforms to the in-force policies of 
The London Plan and would augment the general policies, including but 
not limited to Neighbourhoods Place Type to allow the continued use of 
the existing non-residential building on the subject lands for existing 
industrial uses until the subject lands can redevelop for residential uses in 
accordance with the Neighbourhoods Place Type; 
• the recommended amendment to Zoning By-law Z.-1 will conform 
to the Official Plan and The London Plan as recommended to be 
amended. The recommended amendment to the Zoning By-law will permit 
the existing industrial uses in the existing building and limit the uses to 
their existing size to maintain an acceptable level of compatibility with the 
surrounding residential uses. The recommended amendment to the 
Zoning By-law will regularize and permit existing site conditions which can 
accommodate the existing uses to continue without serious adverse 
impacts for surrounding residential land uses; and, 
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• the recommended amendment will recognize these long-standing, 
established uses which have achieved a measure of compatibility with the 
surrounding uses.   (2019-D09) 

 
Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: S. Turner 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

Moved by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

3.2 Public Participation Meeting - Application - 115 Bessemer Road (Z-9084) 

Moved by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: S. Turner 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, with 
respect to the application by Barnim Property Holdings Inc., relating to the 
property located at 115 Bessemer Road, the proposed by-law appended 
to the staff report dated September 23, 2019 BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting to be held on October 1, 2019 to amend Zoning 
By-law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official Plan), to change the zoning 
of the subject property FROM Light Industrial (LI2/LI7) Zone TO a Light 
Industrial/Light Industrial Special Provision (LI2/LI7(_)) 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 Zoning By-law amendment is consistent with the 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014; 
• the recommended amendment to Zoning By-law Z.-1 conforms to 
the 1989 Official Plan including but not limited to the policies of the Light 
Industrial designation, and The London Plan including but not limited to 
the policies of the Light Industrial Place Type, and provides for an 
appropriate development of the site; 
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• the recommended amendment will permit an accessory automobile 
rental establishment in association with a permitted Automobile Repair 
Garage, along with increased open storage and a reduced parking 
rate.    (2019-D09) 

 
Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

Moved by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: S. Turner 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

3.3 Public Participation Meeting - Application - 307 Fanshawe Park Road East 
(Z-9006) 

That it BE NOTED that the Planning and Environment Committee was 
unable to reach a majority decision with respect to the application by 
Royal Premier Homes, relating to the property located at 307 Fanshawe 
Park Road East, and pursuant to Section 19.3 of the Council Procedure 
By-law, the matter is hereby submitted to the Municipal Council for its 
disposition; 
 
it being noted that the Planning and Environment Committee reviewed and 
received the following communications with respect to these matters: 
  
• a communication dated September 12, 2019 from B. Day, 1277 
Hastings Drive; 
• a communication from M. and D. Semotiuk, 1348 Hastings Drive; 
• a communication from M. Lacey, 37 Camden Place; 
• a communication from P. and D. Lincoln, 7 Camden Road; 
• a communication dated September 19, 2019 from D. Beverley, 
President, Old Stoneybrook Community Association; 
 
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) 
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Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, with 
respect to the application of Royal Premier Homes, relating to the property 
located at 307 Fanshawe Park Road East, the proposed by-law attached 
hereto as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting on October 1, 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 Holding Residential R1/ Bonus (h-5*h-54*h-89*R1-8*B-
15) Zone TO a Holding Residential R5 Special Provision (h-5*h-54*h-
89*R5-7 (*)) Zone. 

Yeas:  (2): J. Helmer, and S. Turner 

Nays: (2): A. Hopkins, and P. Squire 

Absent: (2): M. Cassidy, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Failed (2 to 2) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (4): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. Cassidy, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
 

Moved by: A. Hopkins 
Seconded by: P. Squire 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (4): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (2): M. Cassidy, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (4 to 0) 
 

3.4 Public Participation Meeting - Application - 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 
3645 Bostwick Road 39T-17503 (OZ-8838) 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the application by W-3 Lambeth 
Farms Inc., relating to the properties located at 3700 Colonel Talbot Road 
and 3645 Bostwick Road: 
 
a) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated September 
23, 2019 as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on October 1, 2019 to amend the (1989) Official Plan 
to: 
 
i) refine and reconfigure the extent of the Low Density, Multi-Family 
Medium Density, and Open Space designations, by changing the 
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designations on Schedule “A” - Land Use FROM “Low Density 
Residential”, “Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential”, and “Open 
Space” TO “Low Density Residential”, “Multi-Family, Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space” designation; 
ii) change the designation on Schedule “B1” – Natural Heritage 
Features, FROM “Unevaluated Vegetation Patch” TO “Significant 
Woodlands” and “Locally Significant Wetlands”;  
iii) change the designation on Schedule “C” – Transportation Corridors 
by amending the east-west secondary collector road to align with Street A, 
and by amending the north-south secondary collector road to align with 
Street D; and,  
iv) change Section 20.5 (Southwest Area Secondary Plan) by: 
  
A) amending Schedule 2 to the Southwest Area Secondary Plan 
(Multi-Use Pathways and Parks) by realigning the Planned Route and 
adding a Neighbourhood Park;  
B) amending Schedule 4 (Southwest Area Land Use Plan), by refining 
and reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium Density, and 
Open Space designations, FROM “Low Density Residential”, “Medium 
Density Residential”, and “Open Space” TO “Low Density Residential”, 
“Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, realigning the location 
of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to realign two secondary 
collector roads;  
C) amending Schedule 8 (Bostwick Residential Neighbourhood Land 
Use Designations), by refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low 
Density, Medium Density, and Open Space designations, FROM “Low 
Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space” TO 
“Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open 
Space”, adding a Park, and to realign a secondary collector road; and, 
D) amending Schedule 9 (North Lambeth Residential Neighbourhood 
Land Use Designations), by refining and reconfiguring the extent of the 
Low Density, Medium Density, and Open Space designations, FROM 
“Low Density Residential”, and “Medium Density Residential” TO “Low 
Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, 
realigning the location of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to 
realign a secondary collector road; 
  
b) the request to amend the 1989 Official Plan to change the 
Southwest Area Secondary Plan, Section 20.5.3.9 ii) b) (Urban Design), 
20.5.9.1 iii) (Bostwick Residential Neighbourhood), and Section 20.5.10.1 
iii) (North Lambeth Residential Neighbourhood), by adding policy to allow 
for alternative sidewalk arrangements and not requiring sidewalk 
construction on both sides of all street sections or on all street sections, 
BE REFUSED for the following reasons: 
  
i) the Provincial Policy Statement promotes active transportation and 
encourages land use patterns which support active transportation, and 
promotes healthy, active communities by planning public streets, spaces 
and facilities to be safe, meet the needs of pedestrians, foster social 
interaction and facilitate active transportation and community connectivity;  
ii) the Southwest Area Secondary Plan supports sidewalks on both 
sides of the street, primarily to support walkability, and encourage active 
mobility, and to ensure planning is in accordance with the Accessibility for 
Ontarians with Disabilities Act, so that all of the elements of the City are 
accessible for everyone; and,  
iii) the City’s Complete Streets Design Manual contemplates sidewalks 
on both sides of the street, to ensure a more “complete” environment that 
will feature high-quality pedestrian environments and integrate seamlessly 
with transit services, cycling networks, and automobile users. London’s 
streets will be designed for connectivity and support the use of active and 
sustainable modes of transportation; 
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c) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated September 
23, 2019 as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on October 1, 2019, to amend The London Plan by: 
 
i) changing the Place Types on Map 1 - Place Types - FROM 
Neighbourhoods and Environmental Review TO Green Space, and to 
change the alignment of the Neighbourhood Connectors;  
ii) changing Map 3 - Street Classifications- by amending the east-west 
Neighbourhood Connector to align with Street A, and by amending the 
north-south Neighbourhood Connector to align with Street D;  
iii) changing Map 5 - Natural Heritage - FROM Unevaluated 
Vegetation Patch TO Significant Woodlands and Wetlands; and, 
iv) changing 1565_5. Southwest Area Secondary Plan, Section 20.5 
(Southwest Area Secondary Plan) by: 
  
A) amending Schedule 2 (Multi-Use Pathways and Parks) by 
realigning the Planned Route and adding a Neighbourhood Park;  
B) amending Schedule 4 (Southwest Area Land Use Plan), by refining 
and reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium Density, and 
Open Space designations, FROM “Low Density Residential”, “Medium 
Density Residential”, and “Open Space” TO “Low Density Residential”, 
“Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, realigning the location 
of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to realign two secondary 
collector roads;  
C) amending Schedule 8 (Bostwick Residential Neighbourhood Land 
Use Designations), by refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low 
Density, Medium Density, and Open Space designations, FROM “Low 
Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space” TO 
“Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open 
Space”, adding a Park, and to realign a secondary collector road; and, 
D) amending Schedule 9 (North Lambeth Residential Neighbourhood 
Land Use Designations), by refining and reconfiguring the extent of the 
Low Density, Medium Density, and Open Space designations, FROM 
“Low Density Residential”, and “Medium Density Residential” TO “Low 
Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, 
realigning the location of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to 
realign a secondary collector road; 
  
it being noted that the amendments will come into full force and effect 
concurrently with Maps 1, 3 and 5 of The London Plan; and, 
 
d) the request to amend The London Plan to change the Southwest 
Area Secondary Plan, Section 20.5.3.9 ii) b) (Urban Design), 20.5.9.1 iii) 
(Bostwick Residential Neighbourhood), and Section 20.5.10.1 iii) (North 
Lambeth Residential Neighbourhood), by adding policy to allow for 
alternative sidewalk arrangements and not requiring sidewalk construction 
on both sides of all street sections or on all street sections, BE REFUSED 
for the following reasons: 
 
i) the Provincial Policy Statement promotes active transportation and 
encourages land use patterns which support active transportation, and 
promotes healthy, active communities by planning public streets, spaces 
and facilities to be safe, meet the needs of pedestrians, foster social 
interaction and facilitate active transportation and community connectivity;  
ii) the London Plan and the Southwest Area Secondary Plan support 
sidewalks on both sides of the street, primarily to support walkability, and 
encourage active mobility, and to ensure planning is in accordance with 
the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, so that all of the 
elements of the City are accessible for everyone; and, 
iii) the City’s Complete Streets Design Manual contemplates sidewalks 
on both sides of the street, to ensure a more “complete” environment that 
will feature high-quality pedestrian environments and integrate seamlessly 
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with transit services, cycling networks, and automobile users. London’s 
streets will be designed for connectivity and support the use of active and 
sustainable modes of transportation; 
  
e) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated September 
23, 2019 as Appendix "C" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council 
meeting to be held on October 1, 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 an Urban Reserve (UR4) 
Zone and an Environmental Review (ER) Zone, TO: 
  
i) a Holding Residential R1 Special Provision (h*h-100*R1-3(*)) Zone;  
ii) a Holding Residential R1 Special Provision (h*h-82*h-100*R1-3(*)) 
Zone;  
iii) a Holding Residential R1 Special Provision (h*h-100*R1-4(*)) Zone; 
iv) a Holding Residential R2 Special Provision (h*h-100*R2-1(*)) Zone;  
v) a Holding Residential R2 Special Provision (h*h-100*R2-3(*)) Zone;  
vi) a Holding Residential R2 Special Provision/Residential R4 Special 
Provision (h*h-100*R2-1(*)/R4-6(*)) Zone;  
vii) a Holding Residential R2 Special Provision/Residential R4 Special 
Provision/ Residential R6 Special Provision/Neighbourhood Facility (h*h-
100*R2-1(*)/R4-6(*)/R6-5(****)/NF1) Zone;  
viii) a Holding Residential R6 Special Provision/Residential R8 Special 
Provision (h*h-100*R6-5(*)/R8-4(**)) Zone;  
ix) a Holding Residential R6 Special Provision/Residential R8 Special 
Provision (h*h-100*R6-5(**)/R8-3(*)) Zone;  
x) a Holding Residential R6 Special Provision/Residential R8 Special 
Provision/Residential R9 (h*h-100*R6-5(***)/R8-4(****)/R9-3(**)) Zone;  
xi) a Holding Residential R6 Special Provision/Residential R8 Special 
Provision/Residential R9 (h*h-100*R6-5(***)/R8-4(****)/R9-3(***)) Zone;  
xii) a Holding Residential R8 Special Provision/Convenience 
Commercial Special Provision (h*h-100*R8-4(*)/CC6(*)) Zone;  
xiii) a Holding Residential R8 Special Provision/Convenience 
Commercial Special Provision/Neighbourhood Facility Special Provision 
(h*h-100*R8-4(***)/CC6(**)/NF1(*)) Zone;  
xiv) a Holding Residential R9 Special Provision/Convenience 
Commercial Special Provision (h*h-100*R9-3(*)/CC6(***)) Zone; 
xv) an Open Space (OS1) Zone;  
xvi) an Open Space (OS5) Zone;  
xvii) an Environmental Review (ER) Zone; and, 
xviii) an Urban Reserve (UR4) Zone; 
  
f) the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that the following issues were 
raised at the public meeting with respect to the application for draft plan of 
subdivision of W-3 Lambeth Farms Inc. relating to a property located at 
3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road: 
 
i) the approval of clause b) above relating to the request to amend 
the 1989 Official Plan to change the Southwest Area Secondary Plan, 
Section 20.5.3.9 ii) b) (Urban Design), 20.5.9.1 iii) (Bostwick Residential 
Neighbourhood), and Section 20.5.10.1 iii) (North Lambeth Residential 
Neighbourhood), by adding policy to allow for alternative sidewalk 
arrangements and not requiring sidewalk construction on both sides of all 
street sections or on all street sections; it being noted that the Civic 
Administration is recommending refusal; 
ii) the approval of clause d) above relating to the request to amend 
The London Plan to change the Southwest Area Secondary Plan, Section 
20.5.3.9 ii) b) (Urban Design), 20.5.9.1 iii) (Bostwick Residential 
Neighbourhood), and Section 20.5.10.1 iii) (North Lambeth Residential 
Neighbourhood), by adding policy to allow for alternative sidewalk 
arrangements and not requiring sidewalk construction on both sides of all 
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street sections or on all street sections; it being noted that the Civic 
Administration is recommending refusal; and, 
iii) in clause g), below, the removal of the requirement for “one (1) 
future road block; 
  
g) the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that the Municipal Council 
SUPPORTS the Approval Authority issuing draft approval of the proposed 
plan of residential subdivision, submitted by W-3 Lambeth Farms Inc. (File 
No. 39T-17503), prepared by MHBC Planning, File No. 1094 ‘U’, dated 
December 20, 2018, as red-line amended, which shows a draft plan of 
subdivision consisting of twenty-one (21) single detached/low density 
blocks, thirteen (13) street townhouse blocks, two (2) apartment/medium 
density blocks, four (4) commercial/residential mixed use blocks, two (2) 
cluster/low rise blocks, one (1) school block, one (1) open space block, 
seven (7) pathway blocks, three (3) park blocks, one (1) urban 
reserve/environmental review block, one (1) future road block, two (2) 
road widening blocks, eleven (11) 0.3 m reserve blocks, all served by two 
(2) secondary collector/neighbourhood connector roads (Street A and 
Street D), and nine (9) new local/neighbourhood streets, SUBJECT TO 
the conditions contained in Appendix “D” appended to the staff report 
dated September 23, 2019; 
  
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 and recommended amendments are consistent with 
the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 which promotes a compact form of 
development in strategic locations to minimize land consumption and 
servicing costs and provide for a range of housing types and densities to 
meet projected requirements of current and future residents; 
• the proposed and recommended amendments conform to the in-
force policies of The London Plan, including but not limited to Our 
Strategy, Our City and the Key Directions, as well as conforming to the 
policies of the Neighbourhoods and Green Space Place Type; 
• the proposed and recommended amendments conform to the in-
force policies of the (1989) Official Plan, including but not limited to the 
Low Density Residential designation, the Multi-Family., Medium Density 
Residential designation, and the Open Space designation; 
• the proposed and recommended amendments conform to the 
policies of the Southwest Area Secondary Plan; 
• the proposed and recommended zoning amendments will facilitate 
an appropriate form of low and medium density residential development 
that conforms to The London Plan, the (1989) Official Plan, and the 
Southwest Area Secondary Plan; 
• the proposed and recommended redlined draft plan supports a 
broad range of low and medium density residential development 
opportunities within the site including more intensive, mid-rise apartments 
along the Bostwick Road corridor, limited convenience commercial uses at 
locations along the Bostwick and Colonel Talbot frontages, and a mixed-
use, community oriented development node at the intersection of the 
proposed secondary collector roads (neighbourhood activity node). The 
red lined Draft Plan has been designed to support these uses and to 
achieve an aesthetically-pleasing, mixed-use development that is 
pedestrian friendly, transit supportive and accessible to the surrounding 
community;  and, 
• the proposed amendments to The London Plan and (1989) Official 
Plan, clauses b) and d) above, are recommended to be refused as the 
Provincial Policy Statement promotes active transportation and 
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encourages land use patterns which support active transportation, and 
promotes healthy, active communities by planning public streets, spaces 
and facilities to be safe, meet the needs of pedestrians, foster social 
interaction and facilitate active transportation and community connectivity; 
The London Plan and the Southwest Area Secondary Plan support 
sidewalks on both sides of the street, primarily to support walkability, and 
encourage active mobility, and to ensure planning is in accordance with 
the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, so that all of the 
elements of the City are accessible for everyone; and the City’s Complete 
Streets Design Manual contemplates sidewalks on both sides of the 
street, to ensure a more “complete” environment that will feature high-
quality pedestrian environments and integrate seamlessly with transit 
services, cycling networks, and automobile users. London’s streets will be 
designed for connectivity and support the use of active and sustainable 
modes of transportation.   (2019-D09) 

 
Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: S. Turner 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

3.5 Public Participation Meeting - Proposed New City of London Tree 
Protection By-law  

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: S. Turner 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental & 
Engineering Services and City Engineer, the following actions be taken 
with respect to the Tree Protection By-law C.P.-1515-228: 
 
a) the public input provided at the September 23, 2019 Planning and 
Environment Committee meeting with respect to the proposed new Tree 
Protection By-law appended to the staff report dated September 23, 2019 
BE REFERRED to the Civic Administration for consideration in the 
preparation of a revised Tree Protection By-law; and, 
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b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to provide a proposed by-
law to repeal and replace the existing Tree Protection By-law C.P.-1515-
228 at a future Planning and Environment Committee meeting including 
replacing the term “City Planner” with “City Engineer”; 
 
it being noted that the Planning and Environment Committee reviewed and 
received a communication dated August 30, 2019, from S. Levin, Acting 
President, Congregation Beth Tefilah, with respect to this matter; 
  
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-
E04) 

 
Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 

 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: M. Cassidy 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

4. Items for Direction 

4.1 9th Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage  

Moved by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: S. Turner 

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 9th Report of the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage, from its meeting held on 
September 11, 2019: 
  
a) 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 seeking approval for 
alterations to the property located at 40 Craig Street, within the Wortley 
Village-Old South Heritage Conservation District, BE PERMITTED with 
the following terms and conditions: 
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• the vinyl siding cladding the front gables be removed within 1 year 
and the painted wood shingle imbrication be retained and restored; 
• only painted wood be used for the alterations to the porch, including 
but not limited to the hand railings on the steps, the steps, and the porch 
skirt; 
• all exposed wood be painted; 
• the Heritage Planner be circulated on the Building Permit 
application drawings to verify compliance with this Heritage Alteration 
Permit prior to issuance of the Building Permit; and, 
• the Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible from 
the street until the work is completed; 
  
it being noted that the presentation appended to the 9th Report of the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage from K. Gonyou, Heritage 
Planner, was received with respect to this matter; 
  
b) 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 seeking retroactive approval 
for replacement of the front door at 213 King Street, within the Downtown 
Heritage Conservation District, BE PERMITTED with the term and 
condition that the former door be salvaged by the property owner for 
appropriate reuse elsewhere; it being noted that the presentation 
appended to the 9th Report of the London Advisory Committee on 
Heritage from K. Gonyou, Heritage Planner and a verbal delegation from 
S. Caplan were received with respect to this matter; 
  
c) the following actions be taken with respect to the Notice of Planning 
Application, dated July 24, 2019, with respect to Official Plan and Zoning 
By-law Amendments related to the properties located at 1-3 Bathurst 
Street and 269-281 Thames Street: 
 
i) C. Lowery, Planner II, BE ADVISED that the London Advisory 
Committee on Heritage (LACH) is not satisfied with the conclusions of the 
Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) associated with the above-noted 
Application; it being noted that the HIA has not adequately addressed the 
following impacts to the adjacent and on-site heritage resources or 
attributes: 
 
• massing impacts, particularly with respect to adjacent southerly 
heritage listed properties; 
• design impacts, with respect to compatibility with the properties 
located at 1-3 Bathurst Street, in terms of building materials, colour and 
overall design as referenced in Section 3.3 of the above-noted HIA; and, 
• glazing attributes; it being noted that the LACH recommends 
glazing inspired by the 19th Century Industrial style; and, 
 
ii)            the document, entitled “Comments on the HIA for 1-3 Bathurst 
Street and 269-281 Thames Street” from T. Jenkins appended to the 9th 
Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage, BE FORWARDED 
to C. Lowery, Planner II, for consideration; 
  
d)         the Civic Administration BE ADVISED that the London Advisory 
Committee on Heritage is satisfied with the vision, principles and policies 
of the Victoria Park Secondary Plan Draft Secondary Plan; it being noted 
that the proposed policies for cultural heritage outlined in Section 3.5 of 
the above-noted Secondary Plan continue to support the objectives and 
policies of the West Woodfield and Downtown Heritage Conservation 
Districts and promotes the conservation of on-site cultural heritage 
resources and compatibility of new development with on-site and adjacent 
cultural heritage resources; and, 
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e)         clauses 1.1, 2.1, 3.1 to 3.5, inclusive, 4.1, and 5.3, BE RECEIVED 
for information. 

 
Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

5. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

5.1 Deferred Matters List  

Moved by: M. Cassidy 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That the Managing Director, Development and Compliance Services & 
Chief Building Official and the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planner, BE DIRECTED to update the Deferred Matters List to remove 
any items that have been addressed by the Civic Administration. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

6. Confidential  

The Planning and Environment Committee convene, In Closed Session, for the 
purpose of considering the following: 

  

6.1.  Personal Matters/Identifiable Individual 
  
A personal matter pertaining to identifiable individuals, including municipal or 
board employees, including communications necessary for that purpose, with 
respect to the 2020 Mayor's New Year's Honour List. 

Yeas:  (5): A. Hopkins, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, and S. Turner 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 

The Planning and Environment Committee convened, In Closed Session, from 
4:24 PM to 4:27 PM. 

 

7. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 9:37 PM. 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.1 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 585 Third Street (OZ-9028) 

 
• Barbara Rosser, Planning Consultant retained by the applicant and the agent for 
this application – expressing support for the very fulsome staff report that would allow 
the business of Tricor Contracting to remain in its current location at 585 Third Street; 
highlighting a few matters from the report and that is that there has been no evidence 
of complaint or incompatibility with regards to the operation of Tricor Contracting 
which has been on the site since 2000; advising that the report indicates adequate 
parking at 35 spaces approximately available to the business; stating that the zoning 
that is before the Committee would specifically recognize the use or similar use within 
the existing building at the existing setbacks on this property only; expressing 
satisfaction with the report; hoping the Committee sees fit to accept the 
recommendation.  
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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 307 Fanshawe Park Road 
East. 

  WHEREAS Royal Premier Homes has applied to rezone the lands located at 307 
Fanshawe Park Road East, 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 307 Fanshawe Park Road East, as shown on the attached map, from a Holding 
Residential R1/ Bonus (h-5*h-54*h-89*R1-8*B-15) Zone to a Holding Residential R5 Special 
Provision (h-5*h-54*h-89*R5-7 (*)) Zone. 

2)  Section Number 9.4 of the Residential R5 (R5-7) Zone is amended by adding the 
following Special Provision: 

 __) R5-7 (*)   

a) Permitted Uses: 
i) Stacked Townhouse  

 
b)  Regulation[s] 

 
i.) Density  75 units per hectare 

(maximum) 
 

ii.) Front 4.5 metres  
Yard Depth 
(minimum) 
 

iii.) West interior side yard  4.9 metres 
for a lot depth  
of 30 metres 
 

iv.) Front Yard Setback 2.3 metres 
to patio/porch 
(minimum) 
  

v.) Height 12 metres  
For a Lot Depth 
of 30 metres 
(maximum) 
 

vi.) Height 10 metres 
For balance  
of the lands.  
(maximum)  
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3)  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 October 1, 2019. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ed Holder  
Mayor 
 
 
 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 
 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 115 Bessemer Road (Z-9084) 

 
• David Mihlik, Spriet Associates – indicating that he has Larry Martell, Barnim 
Property Holdings and Charlene Lampman, Enterprise Rental Car with him in the 
audience; advising that this is a proposed amendment to permit a rental 
establishment for Enterprise and their existing uses right now are limited to use as a 
garage of the facility so they want to add rental cars and this is the same approach 
that is done on a similar Enterprise location a few blocks away where they had to get 
a site specific zoning amendment for it and what they are asking for is the same type 
of use in the same type of existing zoning on the property located at 115 Bessemer 
Road; expressing full agreement with the Planning report prepared by the City and 
would support the amendment under the terms that are outlined in that petition. 
• (Councillor S. Turner pointing out that it indicates in the report that this is just with 
respect to the range of uses; there is some site condition components that seem like 
they might just be minor variances but the reason it is before them is because there is 
a change in use; is that correct.); Mr. M. Tomazincic, Manager, Current Planning, 
responding that that is absolutely correct. 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 307 Fanshawe Park Road East (Z-
9006) 

 
• Claudia Clausius, Executive Secretary for the Old Stoneybrook Neighbourhood 
Association – stating that the people behind her who will be continuing our 
presentation are the rest of the Executive for the Association; noting that they were 
duly elected in a meeting about a year ago from the general membership of the 
Association, many of whom are in the Gallery and we hope will speak later on; she 
would like to begin by reiterating that our Association has always been in favor of 
developing the 307 site; it is  underutilized, in fact, it is an ugly lot right now and 
developing it offers several advantages: an opportunity to intensify, an opportunity to 
promote accessibility to our neighborhood and to diversify our community; guided by 
the two London city plans and the by-laws, we have repeatedly suggested an 
intensification of twenty units and more on this later; we have also accepted the 
footprint of the buildings; zoning is at the heart of this entire process; the highlighted 
zoning, as you see, demonstrates clearly the tension at the core of this proposal; the 
development obstinately wants more intensification than is allowable under the 
zoning; the request at the first proposal wanted R5 but alluded to R-6/R5/R6-7 and 
R8; at one point the City Planner suggested the developer request R8 since the 
intensification he wanted was not possible under R5, this R8 was dropped; however, 
even here when we are back at R5, R8 is being used to justify an intensification not 
allowable under R8; this development seems stubbornly fixated on a specific number 
of units and parking spots and cannot seem to get past that even where solutions are 
possible; here is the wording from the City Planner who is trying to accommodate the 
developers insistence on forty-two units for this lot; the recommended density of 
seventy-five units per hectare is required given the maximum density within the R5 
zone is sixty units per hectare; however, R8 intensification is not required in R5 
applications except when the developer is not satisfied with the R5 zoning limitations; 
the proposal already requires many waivers and allowances; other developments in 
London have taken the two City plans into account, more on this later; for this type 
and size of site precedents reflect about thirty units per hectare which means that for 
307 that would be seventeen units not forty-two; please recall that we have already 
agreed to twenty units, a number already in excess of the precedent number; here is 
a brief history of the recommendations thus far; in May, the Planning and 
Environment Committee sent the proposal to City Council; City Council directed that 
the proposal and she quotes from the minutes here and the City Planner in fact 
quoted the same minutes “be referred back to the Civic Administration in order to 
undertake additional work with the applicant to address tree protection, building 
elevation and intensification in site planning through the Urban Design Peer Review 
Panel (UDPRP)”; the UDPRP recommendations were, in many instances, consistent 
with City Council concerns and with our Association feedback; she would like to turn 
now to the puzzling refusal of the proposal to address the clear and repeated 
requests made by both City Council and the Urban Design Review; in fact, in some 
cases those very concerns are now worse than in the first proposal; City Council 
requested additional work on tree protection; the previous proposal had twenty 
bordering trees retained, now only fourteen will be preserved, six additional trees will 
be cut down, all of these are partially owned by the neighbors; all trees within the lot 
will be cut down in the designated tree protection zones for building elevations there 
is now less privacy for neighbors; there were high private transom windows that have 
now been replaced with full height windows; urban peer review echo many of City 
Council’s concerns; in the words of one expert “that is a lot of parking lot”; because of 
the large parking lot, critical issues for urban peer review were the loss of privacy and 
buffering, the absence of any common green amenity space; they were anxious 
about the parking lot size also for vegetation and tree preservation plans; they also 
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wanted an improved plan for traffic within the parking lot; the urban review offered a 
solution to some of these problems by suggesting below grade parking; urban review 
also asked that the proposal be returned to them; (Councillor J. Helmer indicating that 
Ms. Clausius is at five minutes and to please wrap up.); the final slide will sound 
repetitive because, once again, we see the current proposal is entirely different to 
UDPRP’s directions; there are fewer trees preserved than before, landscaping is 
deferred to site plan phase, private buffering is degraded, parking lot issues are not 
addressed, drainage swales are described as green amenity space for future 
residents, underground parking was dismissed as too costly; the proposal has not 
gone back to the urban peer review; this plan has disregarded all the feedback and 
recommendations that tried to solve specific problems; not surprisingly those 
problems remain. (See attached presentation). 
• Debra Beverley, President, Old Stoneybrook Community Association – advising 
that she would like to talk to you a little bit about the adverse impacts and some 
alternatives and she does want to say thank you very much for your time and 
continuing to address this with us, to all of you as well as to the developers for 
working with us, we are grateful to have these opportunities and continue dialogue; 
she would like to start by pointing out some of the practical problems with the current 
zoning application as it is outlined today; the first is that the loss of all trees, as you 
just heard about, in this designates Tree Protection Zone, that is a really large one for 
us, the sewer capacity calculations which do appear to be sufficient; we recognize 
those are based on standards the City is currently using but they are standards from 
1972, almost fifty year old products and things that are using the sewer systems have 
changed significantly so we do have concerns related to that; some aspects of the 
application are also impractical or hazardous and that would be things like the u-
turns, one of the main intersections that people are likely be doing u-turns at are at 
Jennifer/Hastings; that changes names as it crosses over north and south right at 
Fanshawe and even just a week or so ago there was another accident; she knows as 
some of our neighbors have pointed that out to us; it is a site of repeated accidents 
so adding another nineteen cars leaving in the morning or twenty-five cars that come 
home magically at night doing u-turns to get into the property; we do have serious 
concerns that there may be some critical issues related to that and then just the 
diminishing setbacks eroding privacy and making noise and light pollution inevitable; 
the number of parking spaces required for the zoning application which do match the 
number of units that have been required to limit the landscaping and make snow 
removal an issue; while Zelinka Priamo Limited has tried to address this by 
increasing the set back of the parking lot from the eastern edge to about twenty or 
twenty-two feet she believes and we are grateful for that; it is, in fact, still 
inappropriate though because unless the lot entirely empties snow is actually going to 
have to be pushed, instead of into that twenty-two foot space along the eastern edge 
of the property into the south end of the parking lot where there is much less foot 
space available and the snow is likely to pile up and then may well drain into 
neighbours lots with flooding issues, the salt and chemical issues of the snow melting 
and killing vegetation there as well; what would be a better fit because she knows we 
are telling the Committee all the things that were not happy with; we do want to be 
developed, we would like to see it intensified; going from one single family home to 
twenty units of possibly four up to possibly eighty people, that is intensifying and that 
is what we are suggesting; when they were here in May, you did conclude by 
referring this back to City Council and we have talked about the history sio she will 
not reiterate that but the current plan is still too intense, too intense for a lot of this 
size; eighty-three percent of which is bordered by our one houses; we are not talking 
about major thoroughfares on even two sides of the street; seventeen percent of it 
runs along Fanshawe Park Road, absolutely it does but the majority is set within a 
residential neighborhood; we need to address the zoning because this is driving the 
parking lot size which is causing the majority of the issues and these are issues that 
are going to come up at site planning once it is too late to scale back the 
development and that is going to leave the City and neighbourhoods in a challenging, 
an untenable situation; if the size the development is capped at twenty units this will 
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decrease the size of the parking lot to thirty spaces reducing paved and impermeable 
surfaces by fifty-three percent; recognizing it is expensive to do underground parking 
and we recognize why that may not be in the developers best interest but if we scale 
back the parking lot we are still mitigating the same issues; this decrease in paved 
surface will allow for more usable and effective amenity space, something the 
neighborhood and the Urban Design Peer Review Panel both recommend; it would 
not then have to relegate all of the green space to the periphery of the lot; where at 
the periphery there is no privacy for the neighbors who live in the residents or the 
neighbors that are surrounding noise, light pollution and lack of buffering all going to 
contribute, no one wants to have their barbecue three feet from my backyard when 
my kids are four feet away jumping in a pool and the same happens with other 
neighbors around the neighborhood; the space itself is just not a sizeable enough 
space for one hundred and one residents which is on the lower end of who will be 
living here, approximately one hundred one people; reducing the number of units and 
therefore the size of the parking lot means that less trees need to be removed in the 
Tree Protection Zone and allow us to honor that; a plan that was mandated by the 
City for good reason and as a Forest City, a title but I think most of us in London feel 
represents us, she can see with all of your glass signs here the forest on it, we 
actually lost the title Forest City for a period of time and we worked hard through 
various tree planting regimes to bring that back so let us help make sure that we 
retain that; the trees also provide for natural and effective means of drainage to 
manage storm water and then and reduce the impact of the swelling and catchment 
basins; (Councillor J. Helmer advising Ms. Beverly that she has reached five 
minutes.); asking for thirty seconds to wrap up; (Councillor J. Helmer asking her to 
just wrap up.); wanting to highlight one other on property that you have been 
discussing and that is the 420 Fanshawe Park Road East or also called the Poole 
property; there you had a lot of challenges as well but you went from six stories to 
four stories which was a better fit for that property and it is three times larger a lot 
than ours that has generous setbacks that provide protection and buffering, a lot of 
the trees have retained, two-thirds of the common space is green space; asking that 
you consider protecting the trees and enforcing the same kind of privacy buffering 
that you did there at the 307 Fanshawe Park Road.   (See attached presentation.) 
• Ron McDougall, 41 Camden Place – indicating that since the first day that this 
proposal was presented to our community we have made every attempt to be 
reasonable; we have demonstrated a willingness to accept that this is an 
underutilized lot; we know that development is inevitable and it would be greater than 
we prefer; we are willing to accept that; at the last meeting of the Planning and 
Environment Committee, it was said that our community had not made clear what we 
would be acceptable to us; this is not so, it was said on several occasions by several 
people that we would not object to a project of around twenty units; in May of 2019, 
we stated in a written submission to the Planning and Environment Committee an 
intensification of two twenty units would be appropriate; our objective is to work with 
the City to intensify the use of this property; in the process we also want to see some 
grass and trees remain; what we do not appreciate is a process we have been forced 
to contend with, we would like to see some flexibility by the developer and the City 
Planners, just a little recognition that our community deserves some input into how 
our community will change; however, our attempts to be reasonable have fallen on 
deaf ears; today's project is virtually unchanged from the original proposal; there 
have been a few minor changes but no concession to the number of units and 
consequently to the impact on our neighborhood; from the beginning we have asked 
for a project that will not remove all the trees and grass; the estimates for this project 
to the population of one hundred people in a small space; could it go to one hundred 
fifty people, one hundred sixty people, that would be only about four people per unit; 
where is the grass for leisure or play, it is under the parking lot; he would like to 
remind you of one of the requirements attached to the approval of 420 Fanshawe 
Park Road; he knows he is repeating but that project was ordered to set aside two-
thirds of the property as Landscaped Open Space; we do not mind if there is no 
change to the footprint of the buildings; in a meeting with the developer at City Hall on 
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July of 2019, we made this clear; our issue is parking for forty-two units; if the number 
of units are reduced the parking area is reduced, the green space is increased, trees 
could be saved and there would be leisure space for the owners and tenants; all of 
our objections stem from the number of units, with fewer units the issues we have 
identified will be eliminated or reduced; currently, as estimated, this project will only 
meet minimum standards for storm water removal and waste water management, is 
this adequate and will it stand the test of time; the City and Province have made a 
commitment to promote accessibility for the handicapped; this project will have no 
handicapped access, handicapped people can park their car in designated spaces 
but they have nowhere to go; we agree that our community should be diversified, this 
should include handicapped families and empty nesters; we feel it is time the 
developers should make some significant concessions; we have no faith that 
anything meaningful can be accomplished at site planning; the developer has told us 
he plans to rent the units; he wants back some units for maximum rental and rental 
income; there is no incentive for him to make a concession unless this Committee 
and Council show the way; we ask that the zoning granted be R5-3 with twenty units; 
we would like to point out another concern about zoning requested, several times in 
discussions with the developer he has stated that if we do not agree with his plan he 
can build up to a six story building; this does not demonstrate good faith negotiating; 
if you grant the zoning requested we are concerned that he will use this zoning as 
leverage to go for the six storeys; we are asking you to reject this proposal, it is in the 
best interests of our community and the city to ask everyone to go back to the 
drawing board and work out a better plan; if this remains at forty-two units we cannot 
expect any concessions in site planning. 
• Fred Cull, 33 Camden Place – indicating that he and his wife Cathy have lived 
here for forty-two years; we moved into our new home in 1977 and back then the 
trees on our street were quite small; in over the forty years plus those trees have 
grown to provide shade and coolness and beauty and added character to our 
neighbourhood; looking out from my backyard, we look directly onto the 307 
Fanshawe Park Road property where the old original farm, the barn and the yellow 
brick farmhouse were located; this past January the developer had both the barn and 
the house torn down, now what remains is the old mature trees and hedges; taking a 
minute to thank Councillor Anna Hopkins for stepping up to support our group and be 
our representative for Ward 5 during this process; advising that Councillor A. Hopkins 
has been out to the property and she is quite familiar with our concerns; thanking the 
Councillor Phil Squire for taking the time to come out and have a look at that the lot 
from our backyard and Councillor P. Squire was quite concerned about the number of 
trees that they were going to remove; he would also like to thank the people in the 
gallery for coming out to support us; appreciate that; moving on the trees, in regards 
to the tree plan, he has suggested that all the trees and all the hedges that surround 
the 307 Fanshawe Park Road site on the perimeter be saved; the hedges have 
grown to be twenty to thirty feet in height and provide privacy for the property owners 
who back on to the site; the developer has planned to cut everything down on the 
perimeter of the lot and to replace these trees with little saplings; noting it would take 
several decades for the saplings to mature to replace what is there now; most of us 
will be dead by then so do not destroy the trees and hedges on the perimeter of the 
307 Fanshawe Park Road lot that we all need for shade and privacy; advising that he 
has a maple tree in his backyard, it is on the border line between 307 Fanshawe Park 
road and his property and the developer is required by a by-law to consult him for 
removal of that tree; he has not consulted him, he has indicated that tree is coming 
down; indicating that he wants it left; moving on to the parking lot, the proposed plan 
by the developer is to install a huge parking lot for sixty-three cars and sixty-three 
cars coming and going, their plan is to have wall-to-wall paved parking; the parking 
lot exceeds what the City by-laws allow; headlights would be shining directly onto the 
adjacent properties onto their homes; the parking lot must be reduced; there is no 
green space provided for children to play; we need more grassy areas and less 
parking lot; snow storage, the developer plans to plow all the snow from the huge 
parking lot up against his fence line, snow melt, salt and chemicals would kill our 
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flower bed and our gardens and would flood our backyards and kill my maple tree; he 
does not want the snow from his parking lot directed onto his property, remove the 
snow elsewhere; talking about Widder Station, another development in Old South 
London and there is a problem there the neighbors have with the property, they back 
onto a new development there and the developer has dug a ditch there or a swale so 
there is standing water with infested mosquitos in that swale, the people are out there 
swatting the mosquitos, they cannot enjoy their backyards now; we do not want that 
and lastly just to sum up he would like to talk about the sanitary sewer; the plan is to 
use the existing six inch drain like this that was apparently installed in the ground and 
runs from the 307 Fanshawe Park Road property out to an eight inch drain on the 
Camden Place circle; that drain pipe was installed back in the early 1970’s, almost 
fifty years ago, and the six inch drain was used for the single family who lived in the 
old farm house he is told; now the plan by the developer is to use that same old six 
inch drain pipe to service the entire population in this development; they say that the 
six inch drain pipe is large enough to service one hundred and one people; we do not 
know how many people will be living there as rental units may be one hundred, one 
hundred and fifty, two hundred, who knows, they could be crammed in there into this 
building, toilets flushing, water from sinks and showers, disposable diapers and wipes 
will clog the six inch drain; fifty years ago we did not have all those disposable items 
being flushed down our toilets and he dreads the thought of sewage backup or a leak 
in the pipe, it could cause spill and raw sewage into my home that is, my mom is right 
beside this sewer pipe in the easement; (Councillor J. Helmer indicating that he has 
reached five minutes.); just finishing up, thank you; instead of causing more problems 
for the people on Camden Place with construction for sanitary sewage to the Camden 
Place circle, run the proper size sanitary drain out to Fanshawe Park Road instead of 
to the Camden Place circle; thank you for listening. 
• Michael Crawford, Camden Place - the Ontario Planning Act requires 
intensification but it is intensification to compensate in some measure for unbridled 
expansion in the rural suburbs, the subsections of the Planning Act require that the 
proposal advanced be clear enough for us to understand and it also requires an 
opportunity for us to, as a community, to have impact and input and also requires that 
the plans avoid adverse effects; many of the regulations surrounding this obviously 
derogate to the municipalities to look after; the London zoning by-laws and the 
Official Plan are all very very clear that if you have an intensification you must ensure 
there is no adverse impact and the Official Plan goes on to say that you need to 
minimize loss of privacy and you have to address the issues of traffic, noise, lighting, 
visual impact, loss of trees, etc.; the City Planner has quoted, there may be instances 
when a minor variance is warranted based on the configuration of the site or the 
developmental constraints associated with it; it does not say that it is intended to 
maximize intensity without regard to privacy, light pollution, parking buffering, etc., it 
is not to maximize profit for the developer and it is not to be at the detriment of 
residents; a minor variance singular minor we are being presented here with an 
inflation of density from sixty to seventy-five units per hectare and abatements or 
setback allowances that will invade the privacy of neighbors; what is it that is being 
offered to justify this this cross intensity, is it accessible parking maybe but where are 
the accessible residences, this is not a LEED efficient structure, there is no common 
amenity space for residents unless you include the swale ditches; there is no play 
place for children so how are we addressing diversity here if you are aged, if you are 
disabled, if you have little children this is not a place that you could live; there have 
been profound problems in just this last month and he has to acknowledge that up 
until then we have really enjoyed our communications with City Planning, Councillors 
and with the developer but this last month has been horrendously frustrating; the 
developers plans were mounted on the website only one week before comments 
were due to this Committee, that is this last Friday, and the City Planner listed his 
recommendation a day and a half before Friday's deadline; where is community 
consultation there, this is not consultative, this was rushed, this was discourteous and 
this was fundamentally disenfranchising; too much is being deferred at this present 
time to get a clear picture of what is really intended because of this being deferred to 
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site plan and their trust has been fundamentally eroded; bear in mind, a concrete 
example here that the stormwater management was endorsed initially by the City 
Planning and by the Engineer; it was brought to their attention by an outside 
consultant, a retired City Engineer, that this was not a plan it was a catastrophe 
waiting to happen; we militated, we flagged this for attention of City Planning and 
fortunately Council intervened and returned the plan to staff; major issues such a 
snowstorm storage have still not been addressed; the issue here is if we could not 
trust City Planning and the Engineer to address stormwater management in the initial 
iteration that they endorsed how can we put off many of these fundamental decisions 
to site planning now; from our perspective the size of the parking lot is driving all 
other considerations, the density is simply and purely not possible within the by-laws, 
check out the parking by-laws, unless the parking is either moved underground or the 
unit density is reduced; by-laws are fundamentally not being a respected and we are 
being asked to defer on these fundamental issues that are inextricably bound to 
zoning density and size, they cannot be postponed to site planning; going to conclude 
by asking you to consider that the City's Official Plans and the by-laws are the 
product of deliberation by Councillors such as yourself, they have involved a lot of 
community input, they have involved a lot of deliberation and votes; they need to be 
respected in their totality not cherry picked where convenient and ignored, these 
bylaws were thoughtfully put in place by previous administrations and we disrespect 
their work, we disrespect our neighbors and our city if we do not pay attention to them 
and we run roughshod over them; these documents are sensible and forward looking 
in their totality, we should follow them; urging the Committee to please look out for 
your constituents here, vote to reject this zoning application. 
• Mary Lacey, 37 Camden Place – advising that she is here today as a concerned 
citizen regarding the rezoning application for 307 Fanshawe Park Road East; she is 
certainly not opposed to the development of this property; however, she is opposed 
to the size and scope and the resulting impact on our neighborhood and the 
environment; there appears to be fewer trees retained than previously listed and 
these are primarily on neighboring properties, removing the mature hedges 
surrounding several properties and replacing them with saplings may sound positive 
but it will take decades for these new trees to grow in order to provide any type of 
privacy and as previously mentioned, sadly, many of us in this neighborhood will 
probably not live to see these trees mature; in support of this, the comments from the 
Urban Design Peer Review Panel indicated buffering to the adjacent properties as 
critical; trees are a valuable part of our heritage and should be afforded the 
appropriate protection, we are responsible to preserve green space for future 
generations; noting that this is National Forest Week and London’s slogan is “Hug a 
Tree, Get One Free”, this at the same time the we are considering removing forty 
plus very old trees from my neighborhood; the increased traffic is another major 
concern especially with the recommendation of u-turns on the busy roadway; 
believing that somewhere she read that eventually Fanshawe Park road will be 
widened; imagine making a u-turn on a six lane road, the alternative would be to drive 
through the subdivisions on either side of Fanshawe Park Road with public schools 
on both Stonybrook Crescent and Hastings Drive; please reject the current proposal 
and work with the community to build something of which we can all be proud and 
that fits in with the neighbourhood; thank you for giving me the opportunity to voice 
my concerns. 
• Jean-Ann Goldrick, 1261 Hastings Drive – saying good afternoon and thank you 
to the Committee and to all the people who have come as attendees in the gallery to 
support our considerations; the last time we met with this Committee she spoke about 
the character of our neighborhood, as far as the neighbourhood goes nothing has 
changed since that last meeting; my comments are still what they were at the time 
but the fact that the plans for the proposed development at 307 Fanshawe Park Road 
East have not significantly changed either with the with the exception of some 
cosmetic alterations, it is still too large, too big a parking lot creating too many cars 
and too many people; the suggestion that the builder will replace the privacy hedge 
with conifers will not give the degree of privacy that now exists; the current hedge 
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was planted by our son in 1985 and, as mentioned earlier, it has now between fifteen 
and thirty feet high so by the time it reaches the height it is now, she and many others 
will certainly no longer be able to enjoy and take advantage of the said privacy; the 
proposed building contravenes a by-law that states there is a setback from an 
adjacent property of six meters does not seem to be seen as an issue to the builder, 
he can just apply to have the by-law changed and make it 4.9 meters so that the lot 
will accommodate the size of the building that is planned; the character of this 
neighborhood has stood the test of time for almost forty-five years and it should be 
allowed to have some consideration when the development of this property occurs; it 
is up to you to give us that option and work to achieve suitable infill on a project that 
will drastically change the character of our neighborhood that we enjoy and 
appreciate so much. 
• Cathy Cull, 33 Camden Place – advising that she and her husband Fred have 
owned our property and home for forty-two years; our backyard faces directly onto 
where the parking lot and proposed second building would be located at 307 
Fanshawe Park Road East, the property at 307 Fanshawe Park Road East is a 
beautiful parcel of land and she is very saddened to see most of the trees which have 
been such a part of the character gone as well as the wild flowers, the wildlife, seeing 
the changes of the seasons on these trees and the change that will happen to the 
overall general calmness in the neighborhood; the thought of experiencing sixty-three 
cars in and out of the parking lot directly behind our home day and night noise, 
fumes, additional lights etc. is very disheartening after all these years; yes urban and 
infill growth is here, the Old Stoneybrook Community Association realizes that 307 
Fanshawe Park Road East will be developed; however, our concern still remains with 
the size and the extent; Fanshawe Park Road is an extremely busy thoroughfare and 
u-turns approved by previous reports would you create huge problems, we fear this 
will cause additional accidents to an already busy area; also another major concern 
within our community regarding traffic is the fact that drivers will attempt short cuts, 
turning around in driveways, cutting through the subdivisions and yes, again, u-turns; 
we are a community of families and schools, this will all coincide as children will be 
going to school and drivers wanting to get quickly to their workplace, this is cause for 
alarm, please engage with your stakeholders, the London citizens, taking into 
consideration safety, respect for all when evaluating continuous quality improvement 
and innovation and advancement for London and in particular the Old Stonybrook 
community; a development of one storey condos according to zoning etc. with a 
design to accommodate and meeting needs of downsizing in our greater community 
with compatibility would be a welcome fit and sensitive to the character of our 
neighborhood with respect for one another and harmony and with listening ears; to 
our City Councillors on the Planning and Environment Committee, Anna Hopkins, 
Jesse Helmer, Phil Squire and Stephen Turner, our neighbourhood is relying upon 
the good will of Council to accept and implement whatever measures are acceptable 
for the Old Stoneybrook Community Association. 
• Lindsay, 35 Camden – expressing agreement with everything that has been 
presented already; she does not have much more to add than that; advising that she 
does find it odd that trees two, five and seven and about sixty to two hundred feet of 
the hedges that are being preserved are one hundred percent on her property 
• Adrian Graham, 39 Camden Place – indicating that he does not think that he will 
be as eloquent as everybody else here; again just to go on about the traffic a little bit 
longer he feels that it is busy there already, there was an accident last week as was 
stated and he feels that a tragedy is going to ensue and he thinks that is just an 
inevitable thing and he is afraid of that, that somebody is going to get hurt because 
the traffic there now is intolerable and now it is going to be increased and there are 
going to be these u-turns that are going to happen and he thinks that is going to 
cause a problem; one other item he wanted to mention, it is just a fairness and a 
balance that he is not seeing; thinking their Committee has addressed many issues 
and he does not see that coming from the developers; there's a black and a white 
and there is a grey and he does not think this grey area is being addressed right now; 
there needs to be, again, a balance, we need to be able to sit down and discuss and 
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plan this so that it is beneficial for both, some will be disappointed, some will be 
happy, we just have to reach that balance and make this a community for everybody 
and he just does not see that balance or that fairness right now and so he is hoping 
that you guys have a big decision to make and he hopes that you make the right one; 
thanking Councillor Anna Hopkins very much for all her hard work and Councillor 
Jesse Homer, thank you very much. 
• John Golder, 1261 Hastings Drive -  pointing out that there are a lot of concerns 
that have been brought up today and he thinks they are all qualified for a lot of 
thought; hoping that we bring some good results; our owner has had some problems 
since he bought this property just maintaining it to any kind of standard that is 
acceptable to the people around that area; talking three to four feet of weeds and 
shrubs, whatever; he finally had to call the City who came fairly quickly; he was 
surprised they cut it down no problem; his problem is, is that going to be the way this 
fellow is going to look after the property once he gets these units in there, snow piled 
up, garbage piled up, that is his concern there; advising that the roadway is his next 
large large concern; he has seen four people killed there, one young lady, eighteen 
years old, gone; when somebody tells me you can go down the road, make a u-turn 
on a four lane highway, which that is today, make a u-turn when you have dump 
trucks, ready mix trucks and transport trucks coming each way, it is okay to make a 
u-turn; those people in the summer have trouble stopping, in the winter rain, snow, 
that is how the young lady get killed, in the rain, two cars hit her and killed her; now 
we have lots of people there, we are going to have more and more, do we really need 
to take this chance on taking lives. 
• Carol Hickson, 29 Spencer Crescent – indicating that she does not understand 
where a developer is allowed to ake all these trees down when she has to pay one 
hundred dollars for a permit to have one tree taked from her property and the other 
point she wants to make is that all these people that are in this room that have lived 
there for many many years, including herself and have paid taxes, when it comes to 
any development around you it seems like it is completely disregarded by the City 
government; for all the years that we put into our properties and all the years we have 
been neighbors and all the years we have had that community it is just like we are 
completely disregarded. 
• Etsuko Sawatsky, 1541 Hastings Drive - reaffirming the worry that she thinks that 
everyone who lives in the neighbourhood has about if the u-turn is not a possibility 
that most people will decide to drive down Hastings Drive to then turn right onto 
Fanshawe Park Road and turn right into the lot; right now, even though there are not 
one hundred extra people living in this proposed development, a lot of people do 
speed on Hastings Drive and because there are two schools there and lots of 
children walk around because it is a pretty walkable neighbourhood she thinks it will 
get a lot worse if there are an extra one hundred people who get frustrated by having 
to go the extra distance to get to their lot to go in this big circle; advising that she is 
worried that it is going to get even more people speeding on this road and it will be a 
less pleasant area to walk in; there is a lot of footpaths in the neighbourhood and it is 
a good thing for people to be able to walk through all the different cul-de-sacs and 
courtyards that there are in this neighbourhood; to her, to make this development, 
whatever the zoning ends up being, more accessible and just a better plan would be 
to have more access for pedestrians and that would mean some compromise and 
working with the other neighbourhoods around this lot but right now with only one 
entrance from Hastings if there are any children or teenagers who live in this lot they 
will probably find ways to cut through people’s backyards to get closer to their home 
because that is what kids do, that is what teenagers do; noting that her neighbour’s 
kid cuts across the court to get to their backyard, his backyard gets cut through; 
cannot imagine for all the people who live on Camden Place and Camden Drive that 
their backyards are surrounding this lot here who is going to be cutting through their 
backyards and jumping over fences to get into this lot that could potentially have one 
hundred plus people living there; perhaps there is some more compromise here and 
more design work to be done in terms of access from multiple points and reducing 
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the number of units there would also help with the amount of trespassing that may 
end up happening from this neighbourhood into this lot. 
• Dave Hannam, Zelinka Priamo Limited – advising that they are the planning 
consultants for Royal Premier Homes and they have prepared a quick presentation 
with input from the project engineer and landscape consultant; he will just quickly go 
through this; since June 11 there have been some developments on the site; the 
applicant has done everything that has been asked of him by staff and Council, he 
has met with Councillor and residents associations to discuss the proposed 
development, he has provided draft resubmission materials to the Community 
Association for their consideration, he met and went to the Urban Design Review 
Panel; the findings of that Panel were that they were generally supportive of the 
proposed size, height and density of the proposed development, as well as the 
orientation and the siting of the buildings; the developer has provided the City with 
resubmission materials that are generally ESPA level in terms of increased 
architectural elevations, grading plans, cross sections, updated servicing reports and 
planting plan; the result of that additional information is that we have continued 
support from City staff and we are hopeful of a positive endorsement from the 
committee today; turning it over to the engineer; recapping, obviously with the 
continued support of staff, from a land use/planning point of view, it meets all the 
current land use/planning policies and it is on a site that has been identified for 
intensification, and at a density that is supported through the Official Plan; in terms of 
built form, we are at heights and setbacks that are compatible with what could be 
developed; as of right on this site, the existing zoning, exits and parking 
arrangements will be designed to meet City standards; at the City’s request, we did a 
Traffic Impact Statement that looked at capacities and the serviceability of existing 
infrastructures; there was no need for any road improvements in that area; as we are 
all aware, there is a holding provision that deals with a future public site plan process 
where lots of these issues can be refined; at this stage what we are looking for is a 
positive endorsement from Council or from Committee so that we can move forward 
into that detailed design stage. 
• Kevin Moniz, Strik-Baldinelli-Moniz – advising that they are the Civil Engineering 
Consultants retained by the developer for this file; as David mentioned, since the 
previous meeting here, we were asked to go back and meet with the Committee 
members once more to address some other concerns; in preparation of that, we 
prepared the site grading and stormwater management plan, shown up there, which 
basically details the perimeter or swales in place to intercept runoff and snow melt 
prior to it leaving the site and impacting neighbouring developments; as well, it shows 
the detailed areas and the volume calculation showing that sufficient storage is 
available on site to meet the enhanced stormwater management requirements; he 
knows there was one comment about it being the minimum level of stormwater 
management but, to be clear, a typical requirement is to store and retain the 100-
Year storm event, and release it at pre-development levels, whereas this site was 
tasked with storing and retaining the 250-Year storm event; certainly, there are 
enhanced stormwater management controls on the site given the sensitivity with the 
neighbouring developments; once this grading plan, this stormwater management 
plan was prepared, we went back to the architect to provide a more realistic 
interpretation of the elevations and the site cross-sections, showing what that might 
look like, because that was one of the other concerns in the neighborhood; the 
grading plan allowed those to be prepared, and I will turn it over to Carolyn now. 
(Councillor J. Helmer indicating that you have about ninety seconds.) 
• Carolyn Buck, Leonard & Associates in Landscapes Architecture – indicating that 
they have been retained on this file as well; through the process and, because we 
come after grading, flood management being the most important, it did affect the 
difference in what we initially suggested in terms of trees being removed to what it is 
now; on July 12 we had a meeting with the community they had actually requested 
that some come out; we had talked about trees, and she believe it is fourteen at the 
bottom center of the screen, it is a border tree and they are happy to keep it if the 
owner wishes to do so, that is fine; as you can see, Strik-Baldinelli-Moniz has put in 
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place a retaining wall to retain that tree and protect it; many of the other trees on site 
are hazard trees; there are some older silver maples, there are many older sugar 
maples with extensive cavities, and arboreal-cultural and legal standpoint, we have to 
stand up and say “those trees should not stay, they present a danger to the public”, 
so we just have to do that, it is our legal requirement; you can see, there are such 
small sections of hedge that we have recommended having them removed, mostly 
due to the fact that it is not doing well; cedars, once they are dead through and 
through, they do not come back, they do not regenerate like a new hedge would; in 
those cases, we have recommended replacing them but we are also open to planting 
on the inside and on the proponent side and improving the property that way for both; 
yes, within that you will notice there are small circles around the periphery and, right 
now, we are showing one hundred forty-four cedar trees to go in. 
• Resident – wondering if, with respect to the six inch discharge line, is it the City 
planners who are responsible for confirming that capacity or designers. 
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307 Fanshawe
Application Z-9006
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 Context 
 Land Use Change - City Council & UDPRP 

Recommendations
 Claudia Clausius

 Adverse Impacts and Alternatives
• Deb Beverley

• A Call for Changes
• Ron McDougall

 One Case Study
• Fred Cull

 Significance of the Official Plan, London Plan, 
& Bylaws
• Michael Crawford

2
131



Community Association Supports 
Development:

• Under-utilized lot
• Opportunity to intensify
• Suggested intensification to 20 UNITS 

(Submission to PEC, May 2019)
• Accept footprint of building (meeting with 

developer at City Hall, July 2019)
• Opportunity to promote accessibility 
• Opportunity to diversify community

3
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• Original application to PEC was for R5
• However, the same application also 

mentioned R-6-5,  R6-7, R-8
• City Planner suggested R8 in order to 

address numerous Bylaw violations
• Formal Submission returned to Council 

R5
• Now an almost identical re-submission at 

R5 but still invoking R8.

4
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City Planner justifies 42 units on 307 site:
“The recommended density of 75 units per hectare is required
given that the maximum density within the R5 zone is 60 units per 
hectare”

Official Plan (1989):
 Section 3.2.3.8 Bylaw 9.2 Clustered Townhouses max 60 units/ha

London Plan: density permitted is context dependent.
307 is designated a “Neighborhood”, not a Transit Corridor, 
Urban Centre, Shopping Area, etc.
Precedent is about 30 units/ha
= 17 units (not 42) = 25 parking spaces (not 63)
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PEC:  27 May Decision Hung
City Council: 11 June directs the proposal “BE 
REFERRED back to the Civic Administration in 
order to undertake additional work with the 
applicant” [to address] (Minutes of meeting)

• Tree protection, 
• Elevation, 
• Intensification and Site Planning through UDPRP

UDPRP: July 17 recommendations consistent 
with Community critique re: elevation, parking 
lot size, loss of trees, buffering, green amenity 
space

6
135



Tree protection
• Previous proposal had 20 bordering trees retained, now only14 will be 

preserved.
• 6 additional tress will be cut down that are partially owned by 

neighbours.
• ALL TREES WITHIN LOT WILL BE CUT DOWN in a designated Tree 

Protection Zone!

Building Elevations
• Now LESS privacy for neighbours – high, private transom windows 

have been replaced with full height windows.

Intensification and Site Planning through UDPRP
• UDPRP gives preliminary direction to developer, with request to return 

with more information at 2nd meeting.
• City Staff rejects request for meeting due to limited resources.
• City Staff report does not faithfully address UDPRP concerns. 7
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• UDPRP accepts land use change with density and mass 
BUT WITH

• CRITICAL QUALIFICATIONS: 
• “That’s a lot of parking lot!”
• “Critical” - Privacy and buffering require more 

careful thought .
• Provide vegetation and tree preservation plans.
• UDPRP suggests below grade parking.
• Improve trafficking for garbage and parking.
• Provision of central common green amenity space.
• “It is requested that the application return to the Panel 

for review once an application has been submitted”
8
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• Fewer trees preserved than before (14 vs
20).

• Landscaping deferred to site plan phase.
• Privacy buffering is degraded.
• Parking lot traffic issues not addressed.
• Claims that the drainage swales serve as 

green amenity space
• Underground parking dismissed as too 

costly.
• Proposal did not return to UDPRP.

9
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Deb Beverley
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 Loss of all trees on lot, many on shared 
boundary, in a Designated Tree 
Preservation Zone;

 Loss of trees = removal of natural drainage; 
loss of privacy; noise and light buffering; 

 Sewer capacity calculations based upon 
1972 sewer installation data;

 Some aspects impractical or hazardous eg: 
U-turns on Fanshawe at rush hour?!

 Diminished set backs erode privacy and 
make noise and light pollution inevitable.
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 Limited space for adequate storage of snow 
removed from parking lot.

 22 foot space on east edge of lot is graded
 Slopes down towards adjacent properties.
 Cannot be utilized if cars parked in the lot.

 Only remaining space for snow – off the ends of 
the lot where there is no room for drainage other 
than onto neighbours’ properties.

 Increase in water will impact water table, flood 
basements. (Provincial Planning Act 1.6.6.7)

 Salt, chemical laden melt will kill vegetation.
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• 20 units for fewer or underground parking:
• This is a zoning not a site plan issue. Have to address 

this now
• 30 Parking spaces – 53% reduction in paved surface.
• Alternatively, underground parking.
• Allowing for trees to be saved in the Tree Protection 

Zone.
• Create more, and more usable outdoor amenity 

space.
• Remove need for hazardous parking i.e. East edge 

on curve.
• Number of parking spots drives all other 

issues to come out at site planning.
13
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 Intensification
 3 times larger
 Generous setbacks – no exceptions
 Underground parking
 2/3 is common green amenity space

14
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Ron McDougall
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Fred Cull
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• Fewer trees retained than previously listed
• Mature hedges (line of trees 15-30 ft high) 

removed, replaced with saplings
• Will grow to 30ft “at maturity”
• Will take decades
• Meanwhile no buffering, privacy, trees
• Majority of neighbors likely to die before 

then
• How is this not an adverse impact on their 

property?
• Cutting mature trees without consultation
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Set back 4.9m
- Should be 6.0m 

because 
windows

Set back 2. m
- Should be 3.0m

Set back 2.0m
- Should be 3.0m

Set back is 
under 3. m

City Planning 
Accepts 
Reduced 
Setback

Parking 
oriented to 
shine onto 
neighbors

Contravenes Parking Lot Bylaws 18
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Snow Storage???!
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Swales

I am against industrial-scale 
swales:

1. Swales force removal of 
most perimeter trees

2. Breed mosquitos
3. Can’t landscape (ugly)
4. Not a green amenity 

space useful to residents

20
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• 6” pipe formerly serviced a single house
• Now proposed to service 101 people 

• BUT developer referred to “rent per room” –
higher density planned for??

• Sewer quality and capacity not assessed 
since install in 1972

• Should empty to Fanshawe!

21
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Michael Crawford
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Requires:
• Intensification
• Clear Proposal

• Subsection 34(12), requires that “sufficient 
information and material is made available to enable 
the public to understand generally the zoning proposal 
that is being considered by council” [34(12)(a)(i).

• Opportunity for Community input
• Care to avoid adverse effects
• Derogates details to municipalities
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 London Zoning Bylaws 1989 - Section 3.1.2 – Low 
Density Residential Objectives: “Enhance the 
character and amenities of residential areas by 
directing higher intensity uses to locations where 
existing land uses are not adversely affected.” 

 “Development of the site or area for medium 
density residential uses shall take into account 
surrounding land uses in terms of height, scale 
and setbacks and shall not adversely impact 
the amenities and character of the surrounding 
area.” (Official Plan 3.3.2 i)
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Official Plan (3.2.2.)  “development within 
areas designated Low Density Residential 
shall have a low-rise, low coverage form 
that minimizes problems of shadowing, 
view obstruction and loss of privacy.”
London Plan (1578. 6 a, b, e, g, k, m)
Impact of traffic, noise, lighting, loss of 
privacy, visual impact, loss of trees etc.
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City Planner quotes the Official Plan (1989) 
3.2.3.8
“there may be instances when a minor 
variance is warranted based on the 
configuration of the site or development 
constraints associated with it”

• Not to maximize intensity without regard to 
privacy, noise, light pollution, parking 
buffering, etc.

• Not to maximize profit.
• Not to the detriment to future residents. 
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 Accessible parking but no accessible 
residences?

 Not a LEED efficient structure 
(Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design)

 No common amenity space for residents
 No play space for children

= lack of diversity – no aged, no families 
with kids, no persons with disabilities…
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• This iteration NOT consultative
• Plans/zoning continually changing in 

fundamental ways.
• Too much deferred to get a clear picture.
• UDPRP and proposal at odds
• Trust in process eroded:

• City Planning and Engineer was previously OK 
with storm water management.

• Residents red flagged drainage issues in 
proposal endorsed by City Planners. 

• Council intervenes by returning plan to City 
Staff.

• Major Issues such as snow storage are still not 
addressed.
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 Parking is driving all other considerations.
 Density not possible within the Bylaws 

unless parking is moved underground and 
buildings are moved more centrally.

 Bylaws not being respected.
 Developer is unwilling to make concessions
 Fundamental issues such as tree 

preservation, parking, landscaping are 
inextricably connected to rezoning for this 
site.

 They cannot be postponed to Site Planning. 
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Current Recommendation

 Not a balanced or complete interpretation of Plans and 
Bylaws.

 Uses parts of Bylaws to support proposal.
 Ignores parts that constrain the proposal.
 Cherry picks those areas favorable to this Land Use change.

Let’s consider carefully:
 Bylaws were thoughtfully put in place by previous 

Councillors and City Hall to enhance London’s development.
 We disrespect their work by riding roughshod over the 

Bylaws and the two City plans. 
 These documents are sensible and forward-looking 

urban planning. 
 We should follow them.
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307 Fanshawe Park Road East
Planning and Environment Committee Meeting

Monday, September 23rd, 2019

1
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Since June 11 Council 
Meeting

• Developer meet with Councillor Anna Hopkins and members of Old Stoneybrook
Community Association to discuss the proposed development and concerns (July 
12) 

• Developer provided draft resubmission materials to Community Association for 
consideration (July 22)

• Developer attended Urban Design Peer Review Panel (July 17); comments rec. 
August 21. Panel supportive of the proposed size, height and density; as well as 
orientation of Building 1 and siting of Building 2. 

• Developer provided City staff with updated architectural elevations; preliminary 
grading plan, cross sections + updated servicing report; and perimeter planting 
plan (Sept.)

2
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3Preliminary Grading Plan
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4
Cross sections
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5
Preliminary Planting Plan
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Conclusions
• The proposed development is supported and encouraged by all levels of current 

land use planning policies, which encourages intensification and a mix of 
residential uses in locations such as the subject lands, at the density proposed.

• The proposed development facilitates the appropriate intensification of an 
underutilized vacant residential site, located on an urban thoroughfare, in proximity 
to a major community node.

• The proposed building heights and setbacks are compatible with what could be 
developed as-of-right under existing zoning regulations; and will be set by the 
proposed zoning. 

• Access and parking arrangements are designed to city standards. TIS confirms no 
impacts.

• The future public SPA process will further refine matters pertaining to architectural 
design, landscaping, fencing, noise, servicing etc.

6
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.4 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 
Bostwick Road 39T-17503 (OZ-8838) 

 
• Scott Allen, MHBC Planning, on behalf of the applicant – indicating that with him 
today, representing York Developments are David Ailles and Ali Soufan; providing the 
Committee with a brief overview of the vision of the project and its design 
components; advising the Committee that there are two specific elements of the 
Development Services recommendation that they are not supportive of and those 
were alluded to by Ms. N. Pasato, Senior Planner; advising that the draft plan before 
the Committee this evening was predicated on a broad design vision to create a 
diverse neighbourhood integrating a mix of uses and extensive connectivity; several 
core objectives were also established by the project team to support this vision 
including to provide a range of housing to accommodate a wide variety of needs, to 
utilize compact development patterns to limit land consumption servicing costs to 
propose higher residential densities throughout the development to support 
appropriate intensification and to design street block layouts to support active 
transportation and transit to promote neighbourhood connectivity; indicating that the 
proposed draft plan includes several components to achieve the projects vision and 
its core objectives, this slide provides a summary of the diversity of uses within the 
subdivision including those that provide housing choice, commercial opportunities 
and community oriented elements; indicating that he will not go into detail on these 
components as Ms. N. Pasato, Senior Planner, has provided a fairly effective 
summary of the proposal and in the interest of time he is going to carry on; during the 
course of the draft plan review process, they have worked closely with city staff to 
refine the project design to address departmental concerns; stating that they are 
largely supportive of the finalized draft plan before the Committee this evening; 
however, there are two specific aspects of the recommended plan that they do not 
currently agree with; firstly, they proposed a sidewalk layout that differs from the 
SWAP requirement for sidewalks essentially on both sides of most streets; advising 
that their alternative proposal was alluded to by Ms. N. Pasato, Senior Planner, and it 
involves dual sidewalks and higher volume collector streets and local streets with 
high volumes and single sidewalks for those streets that have lower volume, local 
roads; stating that, in their opinion, this approach addresses pedestrian and mobility 
needs in the community, provides safe pedestrian connections throughout the site, 
considers local traffic volumes, planned trails and walkways integrated into the 
development, promotes efficient development by reducing construction, 
environmental and maintenance costs and by allowing for other opportunities 
including additional tree planting; advising that for the Committee’s information, the 
proposed SWAP amendment presented on this slide was submitted as part of the 
York application to accommodate the proposed sidewalk arrangement; showing a 
slide that illustrates the alternate sidewalk arrangement in the central core area of the 
site; reiterating that, as noted, two sidewalks will be provided, that is in red, on 
collector roads as well as Street ‘C’ which is a higher volume local street; additionally 
they anticipate that local streets ‘J’ and ‘M’ in the eastern section of the draft plan 
which are not illustrated on this plan will also require dual sidewalks with single 
sidewalks required for the balance of the local streets in the development; 
respectfully requesting that the Committee consider this alternative sidewalk plan as 
an additional Official Plan Amendment to this draft plan; noting that they have also 
prepared an updated sidewalk layout which they can provide to City staff in support of 
this Official Plan Amendment request; secondly, as Ms. N. Pasato has noted, they 
are not supportive of the addition of Block 71 to provide a road extension from street 
‘J’ to the adjacent Forest City Community Church lands; as outlined on this slide, they 
are requesting that Block 71 be removed given that, in their opinion, there is sufficient 
connectivity between the site and adjacent neighbourhoods as the project provides 
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approximately or actually thirteen vehicular and pedestrian connections throughout 
the development; also, in their opinion, the plan linkages achieve connectivity 
objectives, those objectives of the 1989 Official Plan and The London Plan and the 
South West Area Plan; this slide illustrates that there are several street and pathway 
connections planned in the vicinity of street ‘J’, there are also a number of additional 
north-south connections on the western portion of the site where the local street 
network of this draft plan integrates with Auburn Developments subdivision adjacent 
to the church; in light of these considerations, they respectfully request that the 
Committee remove Block 71 as a red-lined revision; concluding, they have prepared 
a revised recommendation that addresses both of their amendment requests which 
has been provided to Ms. C. Saunders, City Clerk, this afternoon.   (See attached 
presentation). 
• (Councillor M. Cassidy enquiring about the unevaluated vegetation patch 10066 
and the report says that a full assessment was done April as the patch is on adjacent 
lands so there is a section that staff has shown in the report that is also owned by the 
applicant, is this section of adjacent land also owned by this applicant.); Ms. N. 
Pasato, Senior Planner, responding that no, the adjacent lands that have basically 
ninety percent of the vegetation patch is actually owned by a different land owner so 
there essentially was no ability to access this patch. 
• (Councillor S. Turner with respect to that same patch and the mentioned 
connectivity and possible hydrogeological connectivity between 10066 and 10069, 
how is that being proposed to be retained, it looks like it is fairly developed in 
between the two, is there a drain or some kind of hydrogeological connection.); Ms. 
N. Pasato, Senior Planner, responding that as part of the design studies they are 
going to further refine the connection but there is a stream corridor that connects the 
two and it will be preserved in some manner, it will be realigned because at this point, 
it goes directly through the neighbourhood park which obviously will cause a problem 
with their park system, at this point there will be a proposed realigning of that stream 
corridor; (Councillor S. Turner enquiring about whether the hydrogeological balance 
was measured between the two and the intent is to create post-development 
conditions maintained from previous.); Ms. N. Pasato, Senior Planner, yes, as you 
know, there are wetland patches within the larger woodland/wetland and those need 
to be maintained and the hydrogeological function was reviewed and analysed as 
part of the application and therefore the hydrogeological function will continue to flow 
into those wetlands and will preserve them in the future. 
• Jason Jordan, 970 Willow Drive – talking about the sidewalks, to have the 
sidewalks on both sides of the street is important; indicating that he lives on a street 
that the sidewalk is only on the one side; noting that he is lucky, he lives on the 
corner but if you want to go down the street a couple of houses down, you have to 
walk on the street or you have to cross the street and cross the street again; stating 
that it is not very safe for children and these streets look big enough that it would 
support sidewalks on both sides. 
• Rick Dykstra, Dillon Consulting, on behalf of Forest City Church – expressing 
appreciation to staff on behalf of the church as they have met with them throughout 
this process and they did discuss and Ms. N. Pasato, Senior Planner, in her 
presentation, identified a couple of items that the church was concerned about; 
subsequent to their meeting with staff, they wanted to address a couple of items, one 
was with regards to the medium density block as proposed immediately adjacent to 
the church building and their concern is about the activities of the church affecting 
future residents, based on the staff input and response that they felt that a medium 
density block because it would be done through site plan development they could put 
some controls in place that would help with that alleviating those noise concerns; 
based on that, even though there are a few letters in the package that did come from 
Forest City at this point they are saying that they will support the medium density on 
that block and not oppose that; the second item was with regard to Block 71 which is 
a red-line amendment that is being proposed by staff for future road connection 
through to the property; noting that the church is not in favour of that, they have no 
development plans for the property and do not want to see a vacant piece of property 
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that may be sitting there forever and a day adjacent to the church site with 
development across there that will restrict unnecessary access to the property and 
they would request that that Block not be added to the proposal and that it be left so 
that they do have continuous development across that frontage there, on the north 
side of the Forest City Church property along that front portion; advising that those 
are their concerns and they appreciate the Committee’s consideration of those. 
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CITY OF LONDON - MHBC PRESENTATION
DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION: 3700 COLONEL TALBOT ROAD AND 3645 BOSTWICK ROAD

SEPTEMBER 23, 2019
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Design Direction
 VISION: 
 Create an inclusive/diverse neighbourhood integrating a mix of uses and a 

high level of connectivity

 CORE OBJECTIVES:
 Provide a mixture of housing opportunities 
 Utilize efficient development patterns 
 Propose higher residential densities throughout development
 Design street/block patterns to support active transportation and transit 
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Design Components
1. Housing Choice
 19 Low and medium density residential blocks 
 23 Low density residential blocks 

2. Commercial Opportunities
 Neighbourhood central activity node (two blocks)
 Convenience commercial (two blocks)

3. Community-Oriented Elements
 Three park blocks (linked via multi-use pathways)
 Designated open space
 Elementary school site
 Modified grid street network
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Requested Draft Plan Revisions
1. Alternative Sidewalk Arrangement (OPA Request)

 SWAP generally requires sidewalks on both sides of all streets

 Alternative proposed for Draft Plan to:
 Address pedestrian and mobility needs of the community
 Provides safe pedestrian connections throughout the site
 Considers local traffic volumes, future trails/walkways
 Promotes efficient development (e.g., reduced construction, environmental and 

maintenance costs, additional street trees) 

 Proposed Site-Specific Policy (SWAP)

“Notwithstanding Section 20.5.3.9 ii) b) to the contrary, for the lands addressed as 
3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road an alternative sidewalk 
arrangement is permitted to provide safe pedestrian connections throughout the 
site. This sidewalk arrangement does not require sidewalk construction on both 
sides of all street sections or on all street sections, in recognition of the provision of 
other mobility infrastructure within the development.”
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Alternative Sidewalk Arrangement
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Requested Draft Plan Revisions
2. Future Road Connection (Block 71)

 Redline proposing additional street to Bostwick Road (Forest 
City Community Church) 

 Request removal of Block 71:
 Sufficient connectivity between site and 

adjacent neighbourhoods (13 planned 
connections)

 Planned linkages achieve connectivity 
objectives
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Connectivity Plan 
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THANK YOU
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 
 

To: Chair and Members 
Planning & Environment Committee 

Subject: Application By: W-3 Lambeth Farms Inc. 
3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

Public Participation Meeting on: September 23, 2019 at 5:00 PM 
 

Recommendation 
 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services the following 
actions be taken with respect to the application of W-3 Lambeth Farms Inc. relating to 
the property located at 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road: 
 
(a) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the 

Municipal Council meeting to be held on October 1, 2019 to amend the (1989) 
Official Plan to: 
i) to refine and reconfigure the extent of the Low Density, Multi-Family Medium 

Density, and Open Space designations, by changing the designations on 
Schedule “A” - Land Use FROM “Low Density Residential”, “Multi-Family, 
Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space” TO “Low Density 
Residential”, “Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space” 
designation; 

ii) to change the designation on Schedule “B1” – Natural Heritage Features, 
FROM “Unevaluated Vegetation Patch” TO “Significant Woodlands” and 
“Locally Significant Wetlands”; 

iii) to change the designation on Schedule “C” – Transportation Corridors by 
amending the east-west secondary collector road to align with Street A, and 
by amending the north-south secondary collector road to align with Street D; 
and, 

iv) change Section 20.5 (Southwest Area Secondary Plan): 
a. Schedule 2 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan (Multi-Use Pathways 

and Parks) by realigning the Planned Route and adding a 
Neighbourhood Park; 

b. Schedule 4 (Southwest Area Land Use Plan), by refining and 
reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium Density, and Open 
Space designations, FROM “Low Density Residential”, “Medium 
Density Residential”, and “Open Space” TO “Low Density Residential”, 
“Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, realigning the 
location of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to realign two 
secondary collector roads; 

c. Schedule 8 (Bostwick Residential Neighbourhood Land Use 
Designations), by refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low 
Density, Medium Density, and Open Space designations, FROM “Low 
Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space” 
TO “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and 
“Open Space”, adding a Park, and to realign a secondary collector road; 
and, 

d. Schedule 9 (North Lambeth Residential Neighbourhood Land Use 
Designations), by refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low 
Density, Medium Density, and Open Space designations, FROM “Low 
Density Residential”, and “Medium Density Residential” TO “Low 
Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, 
realigning the location of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and 
to realign a secondary collector road; 
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(b) the request to amend the 1989 Official Plan to change the Southwest Area 
Secondary Plan, Section 20.5.3.9 ii) b) (Urban Design), 20.5.9.1 iii) (Bostwick 
Residential Neighbourhood), and Section 20.5.10.1 iii) (North Lambeth 
Residential Neighbourhood), by adding policy to allow for alternative sidewalk 
arrangements and not requiring sidewalk construction on both sides of all street 
sections or on all street sections, BE INTRODUCED for the following reasons: 
i) The Provincial Policy Statement promotes active transportation and 

encourages land use patterns which support active transportation, and 
promotes healthy, active communities by planning public streets, spaces 
and facilities to be safe, meet the needs of pedestrians, foster social 
interaction and facilitate active transportation and community connectivity; 
and 

ii) The proposed amendment has regard for the policy direction and 
accessibility objectives of the Southwest Area Secondary Plan. 

 
(c) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at the 

Municipal Council meeting to be held on October 1, 2019, to amend The London 
Plan by: 
i) change the Place Types on Map 1 - Place Types - FROM Neighbourhoods 

and Environmental Review TO Green Space, and to change the alignment 
of the Neighbourhood Connectors; 

ii) change Map 3 - Street Classifications- by amending the east-west 
Neighbourhood Connector to align with Street A, and by amending the 
north-south Neighbourhood Connector to align with Street D; 

iii) change Map 5 - Natural Heritage - FROM Unevaluated Vegetation Patch 
TO Significant Woodlands and Wetlands; and, 

iv) change 1565_5. Southwest Area Secondary Plan, Section 20.5 (Southwest 
Area Secondary Plan): 
a.  Schedule 2 (Multi-Use Pathways and Parks) by realigning the Planned 

Route and adding a Neighbourhood Park; 
b.  Schedule 4 (Southwest Area Land Use Plan), by refining and 

reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium Density, and Open 
Space designations, FROM “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space” TO “Low Density Residential”, “Medium 
Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, realigning the location of the 
Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to realign two secondary 
collector roads; 

c.  Schedule 8 (Bostwick Residential Neighbourhood Land Use 
Designations), by refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low 
Density, Medium Density, and Open Space designations, FROM “Low 
Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space” 
TO “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open 
Space”, adding a Park, and to realign a secondary collector road; and, 

d.  Schedule 9 (North Lambeth Residential Neighbourhood Land Use 
Designations), by refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low 
Density, Medium Density, and Open Space designations, FROM “Low 
Density Residential”, and “Medium Density Residential” TO “Low Density 
Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, 
realigning the location of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and 
to realign a secondary collector road; 

 
it being noted that the amendments will come into full force and effect 
concurrently with Maps 1, 3 and 5 of The London Plan; and, 
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(d) the request to amend The London Plan to change the Southwest Area 
Secondary Plan, Section 20.5.3.9 ii) b) (Urban Design), 20.5.9.1 iii) (Bostwick 
Residential Neighbourhood), and Section 20.5.10.1 iii) (North Lambeth 
Residential Neighbourhood), by adding policy to allow for alternative sidewalk 
arrangements and not requiring sidewalk construction on both sides of all street 
sections or on all street sections, BE INTRODUCED for the following reasons: 
i) The Provincial Policy Statement promotes active transportation and 

encourages land use patterns which support active transportation, and 
promotes healthy, active communities by planning public streets, spaces 
and facilities to be safe, meet the needs of pedestrians, foster social 
interaction and facilitate active transportation and community connectivity; 
and 

ii) The proposed amendment has regard for the policy direction and 
accessibility objectives of The London Plan and the Southwest Area 
Secondary Plan. 

. 
(e) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "C" BE INTRODUCED at the 

Municipal Council meeting on October 1, 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 an Urban Reserve (UR4) Zone and an 
Environmental Review (ER) Zone, TO: 

i) a Holding Residential R1 Special Provision (h*h-100*R1-3(*)) Zone; 
ii) a Holding Residential R1 Special Provision (h*h-82*h-100*R1-3(*)) Zone; 
iii)  a Holding Residential R1 Special Provision (h*h-100*R1-4(*)) Zone; , 
iv)  a Holding Residential R2 Special Provision (h*h-100*R2-1(*)) Zone; 
v) a Holding Residential R2 Special Provision (h*h-100*R2-3(*)) Zone; 
vi) a  Holding  Residential  R2  Special  Provision/Residential  R4  Special 

Provision (h*h-100*R2-1(*)/R4-6(*)) Zone; 
vii) a  Holding  Residential  R2  Special  Provision/Residential  R4  Special 

Provision/ Residential R6 Special Provision/Neighbourhood Facility (h*h- 
100*R2-1(*)/R4-6(*)/R6-5(****)/NF1) Zone; 

viii) a  Holding  Residential  R6  Special  Provision/Residential  R8  Special 
Provision (h*h-100*R6-5(*)/R8-4(**)) Zone; 

ix) a  Holding  Residential  R6  Special  Provision/Residential  R8  Special 
Provision (h*h-100*R6-5(**)/R8-3(*)) Zone; 

x) a  Holding  Residential  R6  Special  Provision/Residential  R8  Special 
Provision/Residential R9 (h*h-100*R6-5(***)/R8-4(****)/R9-3(**)) Zone; 

xi) a  Holding  Residential  R6  Special  Provision/Residential  R8  Special 
Provision/Residential R9 (h*h-100*R6-5(***)/R8-4(****)/R9-3(***)) Zone; 

xii) a  Holding  Residential  R8  Special  Provision/Convenience  Commercial 
Special Provision (h*h-100*R8-4(*)/CC6(*)) Zone; 

xiii) a  Holding  Residential  R8  Special  Provision/Convenience  Commercial 
Special Provision/Neighbourhood Facility Special Provision  (h*h-100*R8- 
4(***)/CC6(**)/NF1(*)) Zone; 

xiv) a  Holding  Residential  R9  Special  Provision/Convenience  Commercial 
Special Provision (h*h-100*R9-3(*)/CC6(***)) Zone; 

xv) an Open Space (OS1) Zone; 
xvi) an Open Space (OS5) Zone; 
xvii) an Environmental Review (ER) Zone; and 
xviii) an Urban Reserve (UR4) Zone; 

 
(f) the Planning and Environment Committee REPORT TO the Approval Authority the 

issues, if any, raised at the public meeting with respect to the application for draft 
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plan of subdivision of W-3 Lambeth Farms Inc. relating to a property located at 
3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road; and 

 
(g) Council SUPPORTS the Approval Authority issuing draft approval of the proposed 

plan of residential subdivision, submitted by W-3 Lambeth Farms Inc. (File No. 
39T-17503), prepared by MHBC Planning, File No. 1094 ‘U’, dated December 20, 
2018, as red-line amended, which shows a draft plan of subdivision consisting of 
twenty-one (21) single detached/low density blocks, thirteen (13) street townhouse 
blocks, two (2) apartment/medium density blocks, four (4) commercial/residential 
mixed use blocks, two (2) cluster/low rise blocks, one (1) school block, one (1) 
open space block, seven (7) pathway blocks, three (3) park blocks, one (1) urban 
reserve/environmental review block, one (1) future road block, two (2) road 
widening blocks, eleven (11) 0.3 m reserve blocks, all served by two (2) secondary 
collector/neighbourhood connector roads (Street A and Street D), and nine (9) new 
local/neighbourhood streets, SUBJECT TO the conditions contained in the 
attached Appendix “D”. 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.5 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Proposed New City of London Tree Protection By-
law 

 
• (Councillor P. Squire wondering, and perhaps you will not have any information 
on this because it is too early, but do you have any information as to whether, if the 
purpose of this by-law is to preserve our trees, is it working, is it having an effect, is it 
changing anything in terms of the number of trees in London.); Ms. S. Rowland, 
Urban Forestry Planner, responding that they do not have any metrics on that and 
they are aware that tree industry professionals often deflect what would have been an 
application by making it clear to their client that you are not going to get a permit so 
there is no point in applying so they only see the ones that are probably going to be 
approved; all the ones that they may have deflected from the outset, they do not have 
any metrics for that so it is hard for them to put a number on it; however, she does 
not have the information at hand but they do do a canopy loss estimate with every 
application that is approved and that is a figure that they could present at the next 
meeting if need be; (Councillor P. Squire indicating that he would find that really 
helpful if it was available when the by-law comes back, he is really interested in what 
the effect might be.). 
• (Councillor S. Turner enquiring about the golf courses and cemeteries, 
recognizing that it was a bit of a struggle for a bit of time trying to figure out how to 
address that; exempting them altogether would lead them to not go through any level 
of assessment and it would leave them to decide which to remove and which not 
without any intervention, is that correct.); Ms. S. Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, 
responding that that is correct; (Councillor S. Turner indicating that a lot of golf 
courses existing within Open Space 4 lands which have some level of environmental 
significance to them, they are typically hazard lands, they might have slope stability 
questions, they might have erosion control issues, they might be in floodplains, he 
has some reservations with allowing golf courses especially in Open Space 4 lands to 
have full control and autonomy over what they remove or retain, could Ms. S. 
Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, speak to that a little bit.); Ms. S. Rowland, Urban 
Forestry Planner, indicating that this has been one of their more challenging 
decisions as to which side of the line they land; something that might help focus the 
mind is to consider what the implications of denial might be but certainly the locations 
of the few golf courses that exist in the city that are privately owned, she would tend 
to agree with the Councillor, they tend to occupy lands that may have some hazard 
land status and are important features for those people that live and back on to them 
in the cases where they are surrounded by housing but also as corridors for or 
conduits of wildlife; she thinks they also serve a purpose there; she works with these 
golf courses under the existing by-law and she does know that they are used as 
corridors for wildlife because she sees it when she visits, that said, they do present 
problems with coyotes in that at least one of the golf courses has a resident coyote 
population which is causing some concern to the neighbours and she hears that a 
number of pets have been lost; there has to be a balance as to whether you always 
protect the environmental wildlife concerns or whether you accept that this is a 
business whose business model requires a certain aesthetic and use but is kind of 
unique to themselves and it is very difficult for them to deny a permit when an 
application comes in that is based on the need, for example, a burial ground or the 
golf courses, the need to improve play when technology is changing, golfers are 
striking the ball a further distance than they used to before and all these other 
reasons why golf courses have to continually evolve; it is not an easy decision; 
having said that, they do not have the highest tree canopy tree cover of the larger 
landowners in the city, a lot of the land within a golf course is actually vacant open 
turf with no tree cover so in terms of the percentage of canopy tree that could 
potentially be lost, if, and she says, if, they were to cut all their trees down it is not a 
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dramatic number, it would be certainly harmful but it is not a dramatic number; 
advising that she is not sure if she has exactly answered the Councillors question but 
it is a very complex issue and they have gone back and forth on it many times; 
inviting the Committee’s thoughts as to what would be the right decision; (Councillor 
S. Turner recognizing the challenges that this poses for staff insofar as a lot of the 
Tree Protection By-law surrounds the question of canopy and total canopy cover; 
Open Space 4 lands we have the question of slope stability, soil erosion and more 
terrestrial preservation rather than canopy coverage so she would say that this 
something that they should really consider carefully before contemplating that 
exemption; with respect to cemeteries, he cannot profess to understand how 
cemeteries operate other than you put people underground but he would imagine that 
as a cemetery is planned and contemplated, they probably identify and plot off the 
property itself and identify where those plots would be throughout and that some of 
those plots may be close to trees and many or most of them probably would not be 
because it would be hard to bury somebody in a tree; challenged with reading 
through the comments from the cemeteries talking about how they have it just in time 
delivery process but he would think that all of the plots have been identified so to say 
that they need to seek a tree permit in time to respond to a burial did not make a lot 
of sense to him as an industry comment; he is not sure if he is missing something in 
that but he would imagine that they know well in advance what plots are available for 
use.); (Councillor A. Hopkins wondering if that was a question or a comment.); 
(Councillor S. Turner clarifying the question, is that a valid concern from industry or is 
it more a hypothetical.);  Ms. S. Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, responding that it 
definitely did come up in a petition that was sent to them on behalf of two cemeteries 
which is in the report; there was a letter from Ron Koudys and Associates and it was 
clear in that that the burial plot issue is an issue; she cannot speak as to whether they 
are unique in that or how they would otherwise operate; she does not know; she was 
hoping that there might be people here today from the cemeteries that might be able 
to speak to that but she does not see them; it is a little bit beyond her knowledge. 
• (Councillor M. Cassidy clarifying that the current by-law, the permit is $100 per 
tree and staff is proposing to make it a $100 flat rate regardless of the number of 
trees; wondering if staff could elaborate on the reasoning behind that change.); Ms. 
S. Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, responding that the fees at the moment, they do 
vary a little bit, there is a $1,000 flat rate fee if you are dealing with more than four 
trees in a tree protection area, otherwise it is $75 per tree until you hit that threshold 
of how many tree and with distinctive trees it is $100 per distinctive tree and it is 
unlimited as to the number of trees; when they spoke to the industry back in 
February, 2018, they asked them specifically was the $100 fee a problem because 
obviously the cost is passed on to the homeowner and it was made clear to them at 
that event that it was not a problem and the overall cost of taking a tree down in 
someone’s backyard, $100 was not seen to be a barrier; think it is not an 
unreasonable amount but they do accept that there have been some issues with the 
$1,000 fee for sure and the potential unlimited cost depending on how many trees 
you are taking down that are large; then it could get quite expensive; the $100 was 
what they asked the industry for feedback on and they thought that was ok so that is 
why they have $100 proposed now; (Councillor M. Cassidy enquiring that even if they 
are taking down one hundred trees their fee is $100; wondering if staff can explain 
the point of a Tree Protection Zone.); Ms. S. Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, 
indicating that the point of a Tree Protection Zone was because we are a single-tier 
and under the Municipal Act, two types of tree by-laws can be created; for upper-tier, 
it would be woodlands and for lower-tier it would be trees not in woodlands; as a 
single-tier we do both so we are trying to protect trees in woodlands and trees on 
their own; the Tree Protection Area became a proxy, if you like, for dealing with 
groups of trees together or areas of large landholding that have a significant tree 
component on them where every tree would be protected like it should be in a 
woodland; if you have a size limit in a woodland, what could potentially happen is that 
every tree under the size is removed and you end up with no woodland fifty years 
from now; the purpose of the Tree Protection Area was really to meet that need to 
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protect trees and woodlands, noting that we can do that as a single-tier authority 
because there is potential for us to protect both types of trees and trees in 
woodlands; (Councillor M. Cassidy wondering if staff have been successful at that.); 
Ms. S. Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, responding that they do not have any 
metrics on that and she would also point out that where large treed areas are lost it is 
usually for development reasons and that is out of our control, out of our hands. 
• (Councillor J. Helmer wondering how often are the judgements of city staff 
responsible for enforcing the by-law and the arborists diverging when you are dealing 
with is this tree dead and should it come down because the current system now you 
have staff going out to check, you have arborists advising so 86% of them there is no 
permit required, is there a lot of convergence between the arborists and the city staff 
in terms of their judgements.); Ms. S. Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, responding 
yes, they have gotten to know the tree industry in the past three years that the by-law 
has been in existence; you develop a level of trust with some of these groups, some 
of these companies where you know they are being truthful, honest, forthright and 
they would only come to you when they know the tree is going to get a permit; she 
would say that the vast majority are honest opinions and that is why they are 
proposing that they accept that when they say the tree is dead, that they accept that, 
having said that, they still propose that they will do a little sample and she is going to 
suggest maybe one in ten perhaps where they still go out and verify just to make sure 
it is not being abused and there may be some particular companies that they would 
do that all the time but on the whole she would say that they have been very honest 
and forthright with staff. 
• (Councillor A. Hopkins enquiring about the distinctive trees being fifty centimeters 
or more and she heard in the staff presentation that if they do reduce it, and to her, it 
would make sense that if they do reduce it, they save more trees but the comment 
about the resources that are needed and do we know what those resources look like 
if we reduce it to 40, 30, whatever, was that looked at or considered at all.); Ms. S. 
Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, indicating that they could get that information for 
the Councillor from the work that was done in 2008, for their Urban Forest Effects 
Model, which did break down the tree population into a range of size classes but they 
did this for the 20-25 centimeter class and if they did go down to the 20 or 25 
centimeter threshold it would be approximately ten times as many trees potentially 
protected by the by-law but they do not anticipate that being a tenfold increase in 
their workload; more of those trees are going to be younger, healthier, not reaching 
the end of life so they do not expect there to be a tenfold increase in their workload 
but they do expect there to be about fourfold and that is an estimate but they think it 
is a reasonable estimate of what they would anticipate coming through the door; 
(Councillor A. Hopkins wondering how this new by-law is different to dealing with 
dead trees to the previous by-law.); Ms. S. Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, 
responding that on the current by-law, there is a requirement for an arborist’s report 
to be submitted; it does cost money to get arborists’ reports and with the proposed 
by-law, an arborist’s written opinion, it could be as simple as an e-mail, is required to 
say this tree is dead, here is a photo and please can we have a permit; they hope to 
avoid some of the costs that are then off-set by the homeowner that is dealing with 
the application process but it also frees up a lot of staff time and if they accept it at 
face value with the exception of possibly one in ten that they may verify, but, yes, it 
will free up more of their time to deal with the more contentious issues and 
enforcement matters that they deal with every day; (Councillor A. Hopkins wondering 
about the time period to get that tree down would be a shorter period, is that fair to 
say.); Ms. S. Rowland, Urban Forestry Planner, indicating that yes, that is fair to say, 
they impose time limits on the permits to when they expire and if it was seriously 
hazardous they would make that very short indeed; in fact, they also deal with 
property standards orders that are of a similar nature and there is a time limit on 
those for getting trees down but they would certainly contract the period that the 
permit was valid for and checking that it is being implemented and if not, there may 
be consequences with property standards to make sure it gets removed. 
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• Heather Chapman, 152 Albert Street – sharing some truly interesting, amazing 
facts from a book by Peter Wohlleben, he is the author of a book called “The Hidden 
Life of Trees What They Feel, How They Communicate: Discoveries from a Secret 
World” and he is a world-renowned forester, he is from Germany and he is supported 
by David Suzuki and a whole lot of other world class ecologists and scientists; one of 
the first things is that we all know that trees are great vacuums for carbon dioxide, 
this is a quote from page two hundred twenty-four of this book “Each summer day, 
every day, trees release twenty-nine pounds of oxygen in the air per square mile of 
forest.  An average person breathes twenty pounds of oxygen per day.”; this one 
square mile of forest supplies ten thousand people with their daily requirements; if 
you look at the City of London, we have a population of 385,000 people and that 
means we need 770,000 pounds or 1,116 tonnes of oxygen, that is forty acres of 
trees is what we need; noting that is the minimum; that is not counting the people that 
come here for eight months of the year or who are transient; she knows that the City 
of London is making great efforts to reduce our carbon footprint, we are working on 
transit, we are making more bike lanes, we are making neighbourhoods more 
walkable; asking the question, when we are making all of these efforts, why are a few 
landlords and developers allowed to do whatever they want, cutting down our trees 
without any consideration for the impact that they are having; in their neighbourhood, 
just today, they took pictures of backyards on St. George Street, of landlords who 
have just cut down everything and they have even taken the fences down and they 
have just paved them, just paved them over to make parking spaces and it looks like 
a God-awful backward inner city kind of a street and they have even got big canopies 
there, big tents that they have brought in, big marquis and it is just going to be ugly, it 
is going to be more noisy for neighbours, they will not have the shade, they will not 
have the cooling effect, they will just have lots of cars; that is one of her questions; 
(Councillor A. Hopkins asking Ms. Chapman to speak into the microphone a little bit 
more.); the other thing that is really interesting about this book is that it shows that 
trees, like City Councils, CEO’s, Boards of Directors, they are planners, they make 
decisions maybe three years out, maybe the Fall before, about how many leaves they 
are going to allow to have on certain branches and they plan how many blossoms 
they are going to have in years that they are wanting more seeds; they make these 
decisions way, way out so you cannot really look at a tree and say it is just a dumb 
plant; it is not, it is part of the ecology, these are very very noble kinds of big plants 
like elephants are to the land or whales are to the oceans; when people just arbitrarily 
say oh that tree is sick or hazardous or it is sick and it needs to come down, that is 
not necessarily the case because trees make these decisions about what they are 
going to do with their branches, how many leaves they are going to produce, when 
they are going to shed them, they make all those decisions so you cannot just have 
someone arbitrarily going into a backyard or buying a house and saying I am cutting 
down these trees because they are old and they look like they are dying; you actually 
need an arborist or another scientist to go in and determine whether or not that tree is 
sick; (Councillor A. Hopkins advising that Ms. H. Chapman is coming up to five 
minutes.); (Councillor A Hopkins asking Ms. H. Chapman to sum up please.); what 
she really wants to say is that they really have to support this new by-law and we 
have to enforce it because if people are just allowed to go around and do whatever 
they want, then we are not going to be the Forest City, we are going to be the asphalt 
city. 
• Vicki Van Linden, 431 Ridgewood Crescent – enquiring and expressing concern 
about replacing dead trees; she does not know if staff could inform them of, even in 
the case where a tree is dead, and of course it is lawful and advisable to remove it, is 
there any requirement to then replace that tree at some future time; as for the 
cemeteries and golf courses, she does not know enough about cemeteries to make a 
comment but she has walked through lots of golf courses and she has read the 
comments in the Agenda and she is reluctant to give an exemption to golf courses, 
she hopes the Committee will consider that; thinking that cemeteries and golf courses 
are not the same thing and do not have the same concerns; regarding the reduction 
of down to twenty-five centimeters, she really is in favour of that and she understands 
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that it would require more staff time but she pays a lot of attention as she moves 
about the city to when she sees trees that have been cut down and she admits that 
she is not an arborist but she thinks most of them can tell if the stump from a tree, 
whether this was a healthy tree or whether there was any kind of disease; she does 
see a lot of trees that are certainly far more mature than a sapling and probably are 
falling in this area below the fifty centimeters; she is going to start carrying a 
measuring tape with her from now on; often they are placed and she has tried really 
hard to decide, try to figure out why did that tree come down, it is maybe in the front 
yard, it is not near a driveway, it is not too near the sidewalk, she cannot figure out 
any solid reason why it would and a couple of times she has had an opportunity to 
talk to people who were in the yard and in the two cases where she was able to ask 
somebody why they took the tree down, in one case it was because they wanted 
more sun to come to a front window, well, that is fair enough but you know, maybe 
pruning could have provided that a little bit more and in the other case it was referred 
to that the tree was dirty, it was dropping seeds, it had to be cleaned up; thinking that 
those are not good enough reasons to take out trees because we all know that they 
provide a public good; summarizing that she hopes that maybe we would move to the 
twenty-five centimeters and she is really reluctant to give golf courses free reign on 
this. 
• Sandy Levin, Congregation Beth Tefilah Orthodox Synagogue of London – 
showing a picture of their property from the City Map showing the city trees; 
indicating that he discovered when they had an invasive tree branch break, fall 
across the city sidewalk, having to remove it because it was basically hollow and 
discovered they are in the Tree Preservation Area and he heard Ms. Sara Rowland, 
Urban Forestry Planner talk about the qualifications for that and, as you can see, they 
do not meet that criteria in any way, shape or form; noting they are mainly parking lot, 
actually everybody uses their parking lot for the city park next door; showing a higher 
level picture of where they are located and where city park is located; thinking it was 
just a mapping error that they ended up in the Tree Protection Area; really like to ask, 
and he notice that this is not going to change until 2020, but that they be removed 
from the Tree Protection Area and frankly, if they have got to lose another tree before 
the by-law gets amended can they be treated as if they are not in the Tree Protection 
Area; thinking they have about three or four more trees that are old and they might 
have to come down but he is not planning on doing that; he would not have taken this 
invasive tree down if it did not break and show that it was time to go, it is not a 
problem getting the permit, it is just why are they in the Tree Protection Area.   
(See attached photographs.) 
• Richard Zelinka, 727 Galloway Crescent – advising that he made a presentation 
the summer of 2016 when the current by-law was first brought into Committee for 
consideration and at that time he raised a concern that what the City was doing was 
we were moving to ensure a public good through putting costs on individual property 
owners and that some of the measures that were being taken were verging on 
draconian; appreciating some of the recent consideration of issues that has been 
taken by staff in this current review; he would like to add a few more elements to that 
consideration if he may; first of all, the definition of tree, the definition of tree which 
includes seedlings and saplings is much too broad to be used in all applications 
around the city; in established woodland areas, as you have heard, this makes a lot 
of ecological sense, they are protecting those seedlings and saplings because they 
need a regeneration of those woodlands; however, in a homeowners manicured 
backyard, it makes no sense at all; it is something that does not allow an owner, it 
requires the owner basically to allow gardens, lawns, hedges, to be destroyed by 
seedlings and saplings that may have come up, the by-law is being used in a manner 
that technically does not allow a person to cut their grass and it is fine and good to 
say that we would not prosecute but why would you have a by-law that says that you 
are doing an illegal thing to be cutting your grass because you are cutting seedlings 
that could grow to the size of full grown trees if allowed to do so; it is illegal to cut the 
grass, it is illegal to remove seedlings from your hedge, it is illegal to remove those 
seedlings that are infiltrating one’s garden; believing there should be two types of tree 
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protection areas, those that are for woodlands and those that are for non-woodland 
areas and within those the criteria for what can be done or perhaps even the 
definition for tree in the second category should be different from the first, it should 
not prevent a homeowner from doing normal maintenance; notification, he believes 
that staff has said that the public is generally unaware that this by-law exists; at the 
2016 meeting he raised concern that there had not been proper notification and he 
believes that some of the Planning Committee members at that time raised the 
question to staff and were told once we get this by-law in we are going to notify 
people, that is going to be our first task is to make sure everybody knows about this; 
it is his understanding that particularly people that have been designated in the by-
law as Tree Protection Areas, as having Tree Protection Area on their lands have not 
been directly notified and yet they are being severely affected by the existing by-law 
and that would be carried forward here as well so he would ask that the Committee 
consider and staff consider actually notifying those people that have that designation 
being put on them; Mr. S. Levin and his Congregation, that is a prime example, they 
did not know, they had to fall upon the fact that they were shown as being Tree 
Protection; (Councillor A. Hopkins advising Mr. R. Zelinka that he as about ten 
seconds left.); he has a number of other things to say; speaking to the replacement 
trees and the Schedule “B” which he thinks is a great advance from the previous but 
there are cases of successional planting; he does it himself, successional planting is 
a desirable way to plan ahead for the future demise of a large tree; asking that 
consideration be given to having the City Engineer or the authority whoever the by-
law puts this on to be given the given the authority to deem this to having been met 
through successional planting; he has a situation, he has a large tree and he has 
planted thirteen trees under it already, good size trees that he has been allowing to 
grow over the years so that they would be there; (Councillor A. Hopkins asking Mr. R. 
Zelinka to please sum up, he mentioned that he had a number of other comments; 
wondering because staff are wanting to hear input if he could also pass them on to 
staff as well but if he could summarize.); what he will do is point them out to staff but 
one additional thing is and this goes back to Mr. S. Levin’s issue, the mapping, one 
would assume that the areas that are mapped as Tree Protection Areas have trees 
on them; he did a random check and he found several areas within the city where 
tree canopies are less than ten percent on those areas, they should not be in Tree 
Protection Areas if they do not have trees on them, it really calls into question the 
whole purpose of the by-law; asking that those be checked, the City has the 
resources to check those areas out and ensure that they are not including lands that 
have no trees on them. 
• Amber Cantel – speaking as a resident; indicating she is in favour of the by-law 
update; she thinks it includes a number of very important improvements notably 
around replacement trees which she thought was very valuable; she has a main point 
she wants to make but she wants to touch on Councillor Turner’s point first 
concerning golf courses; as a resident she has similar concerns about exempting golf 
courses; finding it easy to believe people will be slow to cut trees on properties like a 
golf course but she is less confident that trees will be replaced afterwards and she 
thinks that actually losing the replacement tree requirement from the by-law on such 
a  large piece of land would be regrettable so if the Council decides that the Tree 
Protection By-law is not the appropriate way to maintain tree cover on golf courses or 
cemeteries she thinks it would be valuable for Civic Administration perhaps to make 
recommendations around other tools that are used to achieve that but the specific 
point she wanted to bring up tonight actually goes back to a question that was raised 
at a previous Planning and Environment Committee which was how much support is 
there for the by-law really; at the time she had not realized there was a staff report 
that spoke a little bit about that and she just wanted to touch on that for the 
Councillors; in 2014 when the Urban Forest Strategy was being prepared there was a 
lot of public consultation done and eighty-six percent of Londoners who participated 
supported the creation of a private Tree Protection By-law that led to our current 2016 
by-law which divides protection into two types of trees, you have your Tree Protection 
Area and your distinctive trees; of these you would expect the distinctive trees would 
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be by far the most contentious, most Londoners do not like the idea of clear cutting 
woodlands and most Londoners do not own woodlands to worry about in the first 
place; whereas it is obviously very different to be affected by a by-law for a tree in 
your own yard; sometimes it is harder to think about the greater good if it feels like 
you are the one personally footing the bill; that is why she thinks it is very notable that 
in 2018 when staff started revisiting the question of how to best update the Tree 
Protection By-law, they did another survey and they found that eighty-seven percent 
of Londoners, keeping in mind that eighty-six percent supported the creation of the 
Tree Protection By-law, eighty-seven percent supported maintaining the distinctive 
tree designation at that level or better actually reducing the limit so that it would 
protect more trees; thinking that personally you would expect that two years after 
implementing a by-law if anything, now that the rubber has hit the road, you would 
expect a level of support for the by-law to decrease a little bit; people realize that they 
are actually impacted by this or I have to pay fees for this; thinking that as far as 
public acceptance of a by-law goes this is really as good as it gets; the fact that even 
more people support the by-law or would strengthen the by-law two years in is an 
extraordinary outcome; wanted to say that she certainly hopes that Council will 
continue to value, support and work with staff to improve the by-law, she thinks it is 
doing wonderful things for our community and she really thinks the level of support 
you are seeing from the public reflects that. 
• Gary Brown, 35A – 59 Ridout Street South – finding it very poignant tonight that 
the first two public participation meetings the most common thing brought up was 
trees; nobody is here  to talk about it but anyhow it shows how much Londoners care 
about their trees; he is not going to get into the folly of parking minimums and how 
silly that is on City Planning and its detrimental effect; wondering if there is any 
chance to bring up the City’s presentation, he would like to look at slide number two 
because he has a few questions and while they are bringing that up he would just like 
to say that they are at a three year review of the City Tree Protection By-law and he 
was here the first time and the fact that we have no measurement of whether it 
worked or not, there is no measure of whether our tree canopy has gone up or down, 
how is the Committee going to make a decision on whether you should change the 
by-law if you do not know if the current one is working; extremely disappointed that 
that number is not available to us or at least a reason why it is not available, maybe it 
is too soon to tell, maybe it is too soon to change the by-law in that case but he thinks 
that some sort of measurement and some sort of reference is absolutely required 
before making a decision here; here we have Tree Protection Areas mapped city-
wide all trees regardless of size; remembering last year or the year before standing at 
the Hive on Wharncliffe Road South in the center of a Tree Protection Area that was 
being clear cut by a developer and that was completely legal; not quite sure what the 
name actually means, he is not sure if it should even exist and the developer said we 
will keep a few of the trees here, and they clear cut them all; advising that he was 
standing there and his phone was the one that rang, and now we are set to clear cut 
the last vestige of forest in Berkshire, it is going to be gone from the Forest City, he 
will remind the Committee of that; he does not think we should be calling something a 
Tree Protection Area unless it actually is protecting the trees because any time the 
Committee wants to approve a subdivision plan this gets thrown out the window and 
done, every time, he cannot stomach that level of hypocrisy; just remove the name 
because he tells you that if he looks on a map and sees a big green blob that says 
Tree Protection Zone silly him thinks that the trees are protected there and they are 
anything but and he thinks that is something that they really need to think about; 
asking that the slides be forwarded to where the proposed changes are made there is 
as thing about the cost; off the top of his head, we are talking about a shortage of 
resources yet they are also talking at the same time of reducing the prices for cutting 
down trees; apologizing, someone would need to explain the logic in this to him if it is 
going to cost less money to cut down trees you are going to have less resources, 
should not the default position just be, it is serving as a detriment, cutting down trees 
is not the object of this particular exercise to stop the loss of our tree canopy and 
increase it in the Forest City; there are just a couple of things he has been a 

188



volunteer for ReForest London since day one and one of the most common questions 
he gets asked when he is looking at other volunteers is when we are planting is what 
used to be here, well, what used to be here was a forest and now we are replanting it 
and it is really hard and he is really tired and he has to keep saying that time and time 
again, the trees that are the most important are the ones in the ground; he would 
simplify the entire by-law and he would say that if you did not plant it, you do not get 
to cut it down, it would not be that difficult to enforce, would it. 
• Jesse Wilkins – advising that her comments are more specific to the revisions 
that were provided; one of the things that she saw; advising that her background is a 
Professional Forestry and she does woodlot marking for commercial forestry; just in 
some of the wording of the by-law she does realize that it was actually intended to 
improve the fees for good forestry practices; however, when she was reviewing the 
language it did almost seem that if you were in a woodland situation and the trees 
you were looking to harvest for commercial purposes were in the distinctive tree 
category, that you could actually have to pay the distinctive tree over and over again 
even though there are multiple trees within a woodlot; if possible for that to be 
reviewed; she does not believe that the intent was to actually make it harder to do 
good forestry practices, it was just in the language; also noticed that staff is going to 
reduce the timing of the permit, so in the past, the 2016 by-law you had a one year 
interval on the return and speaking to an arborist, she is not sure if that is a good 
return interval; time for you as a Forester and all of the operational issues that they 
have upon entering a woodlot; one of the cases for her was that, at the time, it took 
up to sixty days for the permit to be returned which was completely fair, it was a little 
bit of a tricky position and after those sixty days were up, it had actually left the winter 
harvest season so the ground was now thawed and they were not able to return to 
that woodlot until ten months later so she is not sure what would happen to the fee or 
if that would just be a permit that could be renewed if not used but possibly the 
language could be included in the by-law update; in the supplement that had been 
provided to them beforehand it did discuss a little bit of the intricacies of when the 
City Foresters will act on behalf of the CFIA and that is in the case of any of the pests 
effects and in the supplement it definitely did say that you have the right and the 
ability to spray pesticides on private landowners properties without their consent and 
she does believe, according to the CFIA, that is law; however, if the intent of this by-
law is to be clear, she thinks this is the spot that you put that if you are dealing with 
someone who is doing organic farming, if their kids have cancer, you should probably 
just put that right out there; that we are going to spray pesticides in the event of it 
being on your property you have no choice, it is West Nile; believes this was written 
with the intent of the city staff to improve the by-law and she does believe that they 
are actually trying to facilitate it to be as good as it can on both sides and she would 
really like to drive her last point home on the matter of Schedule “A” and the City is 
doing everything they can to play both sides of that coin and that said, if you look at 
any, somebody brought up successional planting, thirteen trees, not even close to 
how many you need to get a big tree, so Schedule “A” as provided by the City, one 
tree for one fifty centimeter replacement tree they could not be easier on people, they 
are doing everything possible to ensure compliance, to ensure participation and to 
ensure that the public is engaging with this by-law and that also speaks to another 
speakers point about why they would want to reduce the fees; she thinks that the 
general intent is to engage and to get compliance rather than to just go after the fees; 
advising that she really supports this. 
• Calvin McCallum, 7024 Kerr Road – advising that he is one of the co-owners of 
CLC Tree Services here in London, they have been in business for thirty-two years, 
his Dad started the business and they are succession planning themselves; indicating 
that he used to be a member of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee but due 
to some bureaucratical road blocks he found it better to focus his energy somewhere 
else; he is a firm believer that you cannot manage a by-law if you cannot manage the 
companies performing work in your city; the City of Oakville has changed this as far 
as tree permits go and now contractors have to pass a test to say that they are 
qualified and capable to perform tree work within that city; feeling like if you want to 
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manage this by-law and you want good information gathering tactics you need to 
work with the member companies of the industry within our area; there is a serious 
lack of transparency in the by-law process and quite often it comes more to personal 
opinions on what trees are or the shape the tree is in as opposed to well thought out 
inspections on trees, most inspections happen from the ground and most defects 
happen ten, fifteen, twenty feet up, this cost is then passed on to people that live in 
London to have to hire people like him to do canopy inspections, to have to provide 
reports that then take your costs of a $1,500 tree removal, which most people can 
only afford with their discretionary income to $2,000 and then you have your permit 
fees on top of that; the costs just keep going up and one of his biggest questions, 
back in 2018 when they had the meeting was how many fines have been issued and 
he still does not have an answer to how many fines have been issued; there has 
been talk that this by-law itself is a lose money opportunity for the city; he is a firm 
believer that they do need a Tree By-law, but if you can manage the companies that 
are here, work within the city and have the integrity and have had that integrity the 
entire time that they have been working in this city, you are going to get a lot better 
result, you are going to get a lot better care for your forest and you are going to have 
a lot less cost in trying to fund other people to gather that information when they may 
not have the ability to do that; reiterating that he is all for a tree by-law but he would 
encourage the Committee to look into the Oakville by-law; give them a test, we can 
prove that we are quality arborists and can make these decisions and they can 
monitor it for the City, they can give the City the information, they can tell the City 
they denied a tree removal because they thought it was a healthy tree so if another 
tree company comes along and says that tree has to be cut down, there is some 
conflict of interest and you have some information to go on; right now there are four 
or five companies in this city that he would consider professional companies; the 
people that you should be protecting against are, he hates to say it, but people that 
have three day a work week jobs and go out and do things on weekends and fly 
under the radar; they have been working for three years to write these permits and 
they are still getting six month challenges on dead trees or trees that are lifting 
porches; asking them to get information from construction companies and letterhead 
approvals from other construction companies to show that this tree is lifting this deck; 
believing it is not going to get better and then you fight over it for three, four, five 
months; they have some that are five months out right now with obvious sheds 
heaving; given letterheads from professional construction companies, then they ask 
us to go back and take pictures, get them to prove it and prove it and prove it but they 
are one of the companies that is not out there skipping around the by-law; advising 
that the other concern that he has is that there is a serious lack of enforcement and 
without him knowing what these fines are how does he judge whether it is worth his 
time to go through the by-law or not; he can go out and cut down trees all he wants if 
nobody is going to fine him; he made some complaints to the City of London within 
this department and they consistently preach that they want to fine and they want to 
make sure that this by-law is working but they had no reaction; they had trees that 
were cut down in a Tree Protection Zone and they said that if the neighbour is not 
going to be a witness then they cannot do anything about it; advising that he is also 
the Vice-President of the Ontario Commercial Arborists Association which is 
(Councillor A. Hopkins advising that he has thirty seconds left.); it is a group of ninety 
companies around the Greater Toronto Area and surrounding area and they all get 
together once a month, figure out these headaches, talk through these things, their 
opinion was, in the case where this Tree Protection Zone tree was removed and he 
brought it forward to the managers, if they were not willing to proceed after the 
neighbour to be a witness then they should have fined the homeowner so that they 
would have to forcibly be the witness but his big question is how many fines have 
gone out and is this really worth our time. 
• Steven Lambrick, Oxford Street West – advising that he is a professional logger; 
in many ways, what got me interested in forestry was carpentry and as he has gone 
through the years working in forestry, understanding landowners concerns, 
understanding loggers concerns on both sides and the impressions which are 
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continually implied from old practices; now he thinks the City of London, he thinks 
what the Tree Protection By-law trying to take it down to forty centimeters, he thinks 
that may be appropriate in order to obtain a diversity of species in the woodlot and 
the ecological benefits; an arborist that is deciding whether to remove a tree that is in 
a backyard is not the same thing as forestry; you have to distinguish that in 
somewhere in that as a lifting deck, cut the deck, go around the tree, now the 
problem that may exist with that is the size of the tree; trees get, many people do not 
understand forestry as well as the gentleman over there or the lady or your Urban 
Forestry Department; there are many hidden dangers in a forest that most people do 
not comprehend and you need to select where you want to place your large trees 
throughout the city based upon the root system and the damage can be caused from 
swaying, lifting the tree up from the roots and hidden dangers and that is what 
happened here; the humis layer, the root fibers hit the hole; he understands the 
problem that the City is facing and the communities facing with development and as 
he said earlier, he was a carpenter so he can appreciate a developer’s point of view; 
he thinks they need to incorporate more of it in the land as the develop it, maintain 
what is there to some degree, if it is viable by a professional arborist or a registered 
forester or this Urban Forestry Department, it is the authentics of how you want your 
city to look and you are certainly losing that by stripping and recontouring the land 
itself and he sees that just driving by; seeing the work that has been done since he 
has lived in London and there are some beautiful development that has gone on; he 
can see where the city is going to allow future development to go on and you are 
going to lose the complete ascetics of it and that is going to be very misfortunate 
because you are losing what this conversation is about; again, as he said, you need 
to distinguish the difference between tree removal within city and harvesting a forest, 
there are two applications, two different approaches to it; there are many questions 
that people brought up as he was listening here and this could go on for hours; 
(Councillor A. Hopkins advising him that he has about one minute left.); indicating 
that he is going to shorten it up with a quick question; being a professional forester, 
logger, he will not use forester because he cannot use the word management in his 
business, it is against the law, how will these changes affect his profession harvesting 
and his ability to incorporate the purpose of the by-law over all; how will it affect the 
peoples’ property rights that own those forests if you change it; one other point he 
has, when it comes to harvesting in my business a hundred dollars a distinctive tree, 
a tree would never get harvested because that tree make would have to have a value 
of three or four hundred dollars then you start to create an unsafe forest because the 
size of the trees, to some extent, depending on the type of trees; think if you are 
reducing if, if you are harvesting a forest, is understandable; (Councillor A. Hopkins 
asking him to please summarize.); as for the lady was talking about more trees per 
acre reduces the carbon input than one large tree so when you go to build your forest 
make a renewable resource we constantly have a regeneration of new growth and 
where you are constantly increasing the number trees per acre compared to the size 
of a tree which could take an acre or two. 
• Mohamed Moussa, 155 Thornton Avenue – indicating that like many others here 
he appeared in August, 2016 in regard to this by-law; advising that he did see some 
issues with it at the time and it looks like three years later we are rectifying them; in 
regard to the fee, he mentioned at the time it should be revenue neutral, it looks to be 
that it is not going to be; if it does get reduced in the permit fee it will allow people to 
apply more readily; with respect to raising those fees or keeping the where they are 
at, it may not allow for compliance and this is not a money making thing, you still 
have to go through a permit process in order to get your approval; when he was here, 
the fifty centimeters was discussed; after, the proposal was for seventy-five 
centimeters; he thinks the double edged sword here in reducing it in that, he thinks 
what has happened is that people have looked at their trees and thought well let us 
take them down before they actually hit fifty centimeters; you reduce it further and 
your unintended consequence of that maybe that people will start taking their trees 
out even earlier; that is the reality of it; he does not have the facts to prove that or the 
stats to prove it but he has heard that that is what has been happening; indicating 
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that his biggest issue with this by-law is along the same lines of Mr. S. Levin’s, how 
the Tree Protection Areas are set out, it's by satellite imagery, there is no standard as 
to how they are set; you could be encapsulating areas that are mostly buckthorn or 
anything else or even areas that are just between two woodlots that look to have 
some cover; just some clarification on that, he is not going to go through, Calvin has 
made some very decent points that he has brought up; the one thing he will say and 
he thinks that he did not get a chance to say it, just in terms of enforcement, he did 
make a call for three or so weeks ago, four weeks ago, about trees being clear cut; 
his understanding of the by-law was it was right through London but apparently it is 
not outside the Urban Growth Boundary and Ms. S. Roland herself had come out 
within forty-five minutes, very attentive and very you know on top of it but the one 
thing he did say three years ago is that we need to protect the trees outside of the 
Urban Growth Boundary as well because that is where the majority of your logging or 
loss of trees is going to be as people anticipate, speculators anticipate, in the future. 
• Alex Morrison, 95 Tecumseh Avenue East - advising that personally he is 
interested in seeing the Urban Forest Strategy be successful, this is a part of that, it is 
the overlying structure that the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee is helping to 
guide which he is a part of; very much, again, interested in seeing how this would 
move forward effectively; indicating that he manages a business called ConservaTree 
which focuses on professional tree care and preservation solutions, we are locally 
owned and have ISA arborists; indicating that he is very much in favor of the by-law 
for the most part; he would say that he found the by-law to be ineffective in some 
ways; noting that he has heard this point of view from many people, homeowners, 
industry members, city staff; it is a prohibitive by-law that tries to disincentivize 
removals rather than incentivize proper tree care; there are lots of people out there 
who are happy to take care of their trees and we do need to disincentivize but we do 
need to further incentivize people who are interested in maintaining the urban forest; 
some of the reasons that this is ineffective is that is a low ability to enforce, if you cut 
down a tree on the weekend when there is by-law staff that are not available to 
enforce sometimes by the time they show up Monday morning the stump is ground 
and there is no evidence of anything ever happening there, there was there was 
clearly a tree there but there is no evidence to really enforce anything at a legal level; 
it protects too few trees which seems like everybody's on board with right we do not 
have the funds to possibly go that much lower in terms of how many trees we are 
going to protect under the distinctive tree designation so that is something that needs 
to be addressed; this by-law fails to help a lot of homeowners and landowners buy in, 
they are not interested in the reason that they should have to put up with the dirty, 
ugly, tree too close to their house for all these reasons, all the negatives, and then 
they have to pay for the maintenance of it, the trimming, the leaves every week, every 
Fall, they do not want to shoulder the burden and like he said earlier, people do want 
to preserve their trees already, they are willing to put their money out, trim their trees 
and take care of them; one of the specific issues he would like to address is that 
there is going to be this arborists’ opinion, Mr. McCallum mentioned it that other 
arborists may be willing to push the line as to what could be removed in their opinion 
you are going to have to let us write our own tickets basically is the plan and so he 
has had it happen where he passed up on a tree, he said that in his opinion that one 
is healthy, it could use a trim and that is what he would like to do for them and six 
months later you drive down the road and the tree is gone; how they got it gone, it is 
possible that they had someone who is interested in writing that report for financial 
reasons, maybe they got it done by someone who just skipped the process 
altogether; it definitely happens; that disincentivizes arborists who are interested in 
conservation and tree care industry people to keep that line; why am I holding a 
higher standard when my competition will not and now financially I am out, why 
should I do that; if there was some level of incentive or support offered for those who 
choose to be good stewards of the environment, homeowners, tree care industry 
members, he believes this would lead to greater buy in from the community in 
general, that we are supporting arborists who want to make a difference and we 
really are the front line of taking care of the trees; they do a lot of the work, physical 
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work and they realize that it costs money from homeowners and and they are 
saddled with the cost of it and if this is an acceptable fee or not it is not just the fee to 
remove it, if you cannot remove it now you have this additional cost that every year 
you are spending money on this tree basically and people might choose to just not 
spend the money and now all of a sudden that tree gets dilapidated and that tree all 
of a sudden has a big break and deteriorates and now it is able to be removed so 
they skip the care, they skip spending the money, they skip all of that and here they 
are with kind of an ineffectiveness to a good intention within the by-law; (Councillor A. 
Hopkins indicating that he has about thirty seconds left.); a good example of an 
incentivization under the Urban Forest Strategy is the Tree Me grant, $200,000 every 
year offered to private landowners to plant trees; why is there no money being offered 
to landowners to help maintain their trees; people who are just on the line of being 
able to afford to do that could really use the assistance to help take care of their 
trees, keep it away from their house, thin them out so that their growth is healthy so 
they reduce breaks and things like that; and he knows he is running short on time but 
he has a few more moments hopefully; (Councillor A. Hopkins asking him to please 
summarize.); summarizing that outside of basically just the homeowners and the tree 
care industry being supported through some sort of incentivization he just believes 
that that is a better way to go about dealing with this issue, do not disinentivize, 
incentivize, carrot versus stick, and this by-law is mostly stick so there is no carrot 
really; trees in urban forests are an easy win for Council members; his Council 
member is often seen in their community publication saying trees are good, listing the 
benefits, being an advocate for them and that is great; thinking it is an easy win to 
say yes to trees but it is more difficult to make a tough decision around a by-law like 
this where it needs to go further and really, why are we not all in on it, why are we, on 
the Urban Forest Strategy, as a larger component, not just the Tree Protection By-law 
that we are here today, why is there not more funding, in the Urban Forest Strategy 
there is all sorts of points that he could name, there are probably fifteen points in the 
Urban Forest Strategy where there needs to be more money and it is all falling short. 
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Corporate Services Committee 

Report 

 
18th Meeting of the Corporate Services Committee 
September 24, 2019 
 
PRESENT: Councillors  J. Morgan (Chair), J. Helmer , P. Van Meerbergen, 

A. Kayabaga, S. Hillier 
ABSENT: Mayor E. Holder 
ALSO PRESENT: Councillor S. Lewis; and M. Hayward, A.L. Barbon, B. Card, I. 

Collins, B. Coxhead, J. Davies, A. Dunbar, J. Edmonds, J. 
Freeman, M. Galczynski, L. Livingstone, J. Logan, K. Murray, K. 
Scherr, C. Smith, S. Spring, B. Warner, B. Westlake-Power and 
J. Wills 
 
The meeting is called to order at 12:34 PM. 

 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.   

2. Consent 

Moved by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: S. Hillier 

That items 2.1 to 2.5 BE APPROVED.  

Yeas:  (5): J. Morgan, J. Helmer, P. Van Meerbergen, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

2.1 2019 Operating Budget Mid-Year Monitoring Report - Property Tax, 
Water, Wastewater & Treatment Budgets 

Moved by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: S. Hillier 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate 
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the following actions 
be taken with respect to the 2019 Operating Budget Mid-Year Monitoring 
Report: 

a)     the 2019 Operating Budget Mid-Year Monitoring Report for the 
Property Tax Supported Budget, Water, and Wastewater & Treatment 
Budgets, as appended to the staff report dated September 24, 2019, BE 
RECEIVED for information; it being noted that an overview of the net 
corporate projections are outlined below, and that the year-end positions 
could fluctuate based on factors beyond the control of the Civic 
Administration; 

i)     Property Tax Supported Budget surplus of $4.5 million as identified by 
the Civic Administration, Boards and Commissions, the projected year-end 
position includes the Reserve Fund contribution listed in item b), below; 
ii)    Water Rate Supported Budget surplus of $2.6 million; and, 
iii)   Wastewater & Treatment Rate Supported Budget surplus of $2.8 
million;  

b)     the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to contribute Information 
Technology Services year-end operational surplus, if any, to the 
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Technology Services Reserve Fund to be used to support investments in 
corporate systems; 

c)     the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to allocate the year-end 
Property Tax Supported Budget surplus, currently projected at $4.5 
million, to the Operating Budget Contingency Reserve to be used to 
smooth the impact of budgetary pressures associated with Provincial 
funding and cost-sharing changes impacting the City of London’s 2020 - 
2023 Multi-Year Budget;  

d)     the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to contribute $925,370 
resulting from the 2018 Property Tax Supported Budget Surplus to the 
Land Acquisition Reserve Fund, identified as a high priority tax-supported 
reserve fund, in accordance with direction provided as part of the 2018 
Operating Budget Year-End Monitoring Report; 

e)     it BE NOTED that $1,440,355 ($1,197,194 – Property Tax 
Supported; $72,788 – Water; and $170,373 – Wastewater & Treatment) to 
the Efficiency, Effectiveness and Economy Reserve in 2019 was 
contributed. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.2 2019 Mid-Year Capital Monitoring Report 

Moved by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: S. Hillier 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate 
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the 2019 Mid-Year 
Capital Monitoring Report, dated September 24, 2019, BE RECEIVED for 
information; it being noted that the life-to-date capital budget represents 
$2.1 billion, with $1.4 billion committed and $0.6 billion uncommitted. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.3 Procurement of Goods and Services Policy Revision 

Moved by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: S. Hillier 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate 
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the proposed by-law 
appended to the staff report dated September 24, 2019 as Appendix “A” 
BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on October 
1, 2019 to amend By-law No. A.-6151-17, as amended, being “A by-law to 
establish policies for the sale and other disposition of land, hiring of 
employees, procurement of goods and services, public notice, 
accountability and transparency, and delegation of powers and duties, as 
required under section 270(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001”, by deleting 
Schedule “C” – Procurement of Goods and Services Policy in its entirety 
and by replacing it with the new Schedule “C” – Procurement of Goods 
and Services Policy, to update the Policy, to provide additional clarity and 
updates, as included in the above-noted staff report.  

 

Motion Passed 
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2.4 By-law to Delegate Tax Appeals Under Section 357(1)(d.1) to the 
Assessment Review Board 

Moved by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: S. Hillier 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate 
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the proposed by-law 
appended to the staff report dated September 24, 2019, BE 
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on October 1, 
2019, to delegate tax appeal applications under subsection 357(1)(d.1) of 
the Municipal Act, 2001 S.O. 2001, c.25, as amended, to the Assessment 
Review Board in accordance with subsection 357(11) of the Municipal Act, 
2001, S.O. 2001, c.25, as amended.  

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.5 Response to the Ministry of the Attorney General Joint and Several 
Liability Reform Consultation  

Moved by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: S. Hillier 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director Corporate 
Services and City Solicitor and the Manager III, Risk Management 
Division, with the concurrence of the City Clerk, the Civic Administration 
BE DIRECTED to submit a response to the Ministry of the Attorney 
General regarding Joint and Several Liability Reform as summarized in 
the staff report dated September 24, 2019, entitled "Response to the 
Ministry of the Attorney General Joint and Several Liability Reform". 

 

Motion Passed 
 

3. Scheduled Items 

3.1 Not to be heard before 12:45 PM - Tax Adjustment Agenda 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: S. Hillier 

That the recommendations contained in the Tax Adjustment Agenda dated 
September 24, 2019 BE APPROVED; it being noted that there were no 
members of the public in attendance to speak to the Corporate Services 
Committee at the public hearing associated with this matter. 

Yeas:  (5): J. Morgan, J. Helmer, P. Van Meerbergen, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 
 

4. Items for Direction 

None. 

5. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

None. 
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6. Confidential (Enclosed for Members only.) 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: P. Van Meerbergen 

That the Corporate Services Committee convene, In Closed Session, for the 
purpose of considering the following: 

6.1    Land Disposition / Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice / Position, Plan, 
Procedure, Criteria or Instruction to be Applied to Any Negotiations 

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending disposition of land by the 
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose; advice that is 
subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial information, that 
belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or potential monetary value 
and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to be applied to any 
negotiations carried on or to be carried on by or on behalf of the municipality. 

 
6.2    Land Disposition / Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice / Position, Plan, 
Procedure, Criteria or Instruction to be Applied to Any Negotiations 

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending disposition of land by the 
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose; advice that is 
subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial information, that 
belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or potential monetary value 
and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to be applied to any 
negotiations carried on or to be carried on by or on behalf of the municipality. 

 
6.3    Land Acquisition / Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice / Position, Plan, 
Procedure, Criteria or Instruction to be Applied to Any Negotiations 

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending acquisition of land by the 
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose; advice that is 
subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial information, that 
belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or potential monetary value 
and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to be applied to any 
negotiations carried on or to be carried on by or on behalf of the municipality. 

 
6.4    Personal Matters/Identifiable Individual 

A matter pertaining to personal matters, including information regarding an 
identifiable individual, with respect to employment-related matters; advice or 
recommendations of officers and employees of the Corporation including 
communications necessary for that purpose and for the purpose of providing 
instructions and directions to officers and employees of the Corporation. 

Yeas:  (5): J. Morgan, J. Helmer, P. Van Meerbergen, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 

Absent: (1): E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (5 to 0) 

The Corporate Services Committee convened, In Closed Session, from 12:40 
PM to 1:16 PM. 

7. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 1:20 PM. 
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Audit Committee 
Report 

 
4th Meeting of the Audit Committee 
September 11, 2019 
 
PRESENT: Deputy Mayor J. Helmer (Chair), S. Turner, L. Higgs 
ABSENT: M. van Holst, J. Morgan 
ALSO PRESENT: A. Barbon, B. Card, I. Collins, J. Freeman, J. Pryce (Deloitte), A. 

Ruffudeen (Deloitte), K. Scherr, M. Schulthess and J. Taylor. 
   
The meeting was called to order at 12:10 PM. 

 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

2. Consent 

None. 

3. Scheduled Items 

None. 

4. Items for Direction 

4.1 Consultant Selection/Engagement and Construction Procurement Review 

That the Internal Audit Report from Deloitte with respect to the Consultant 
Selection/Engagement and Construction Procurement Review performed 
January to May 2019, issued August 2019, BE RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

4.2 Internal Audit Summary Update 

That the memo dated August 30, 2019, from Deloitte, with respect to the 
internal audit summary update, BE RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

4.3 January - December 2019 Internal Audit Dashboard as at August 30, 2019 

That the communication from Deloitte, regarding the January - December 
2019 internal audit dashboard as of August 30, 2019, BE RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
 

4.4 Observation Summary as at August 30, 2019 

That the Observation Summary from Deloitte, as of August 30, 2019, BE 
RECEIVED. 

 

Motion Passed 
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5. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

None. 

6. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 12:28 PM. 
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Bill No. 367 
2019 

 
By-law No. A.-_______-___ 

 
A by-law to confirm the proceedings of the 
Council Meeting held on the 1st day of October, 
2019. 

 
 

The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London enacts as 
follows: 
 
1.  Every decision of the Council taken at the meeting at which this by-law is 
passed and every motion and resolution passed at that meeting shall have the same 
force and effect as if each and every one of them had been the subject matter of a 
separate by-law duly enacted, except where prior approval of the Local Planning Appeal 
Tribunal is required and where any legal prerequisite to the enactment of a specific by-
law has not been satisfied. 
 
2.  The Mayor and the proper civic employees of the City of London are 
hereby authorized and directed to execute and deliver all documents as are required to 
give effect to the decisions, motions and resolutions taken at the meeting at which this 
by-law is passed. 
 
3.  This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed. 
 

PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Ed Holder 
 Mayor 

 
 
 
 

 Catharine Saunders 
 City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 
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Bill No. 368 
2019 

 
By-law No. A.-6151(__)-____ 

 
A by-law to amend By-law No. A.-6151-17, as 
amended, being “A by-law to establish policies for 
the sale and other disposition of land, hiring of 
employees, procurement of goods and services, 
public notice, accountability and transparency, 
and delegation of powers and duties, as required 
under section 270(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001”, 
by deleting Schedule “C” – Procurement of Goods 
and Services Policy in its entirety and by 
replacing it with a new Schedule “C” – 
Procurement of Goods and Services Policy, to 
update the Policy, to provide additional clarity and 
updates. 

 
 
 WHEREAS section 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, C.25, as 
amended, provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law; 
 
 AND WHEREAS section 9 of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, C.25, as 
amended, provides a municipality with the capacity, rights, powers and privileges of a 
natural person for the purpose of exercising its authority; 
 
  AND WHEREAS on December 17, 2007 the Municipal Council of The 
Corporation of the City of London enacted By-law A.-6151-17, being “A by-law to establish 
policies for the sale and other disposition of land, hiring of employees, procurement of 
goods and services, public notice, accountability and transparency, and delegation of 
powers and duties, as required under section 270(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001”; 
 
 AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of 
London wishes to amend By-law No. A.-6151-17, as amended, by deleting Schedule “C” 
– Procurement of Goods and Services Policy in its entirety and by replacing it with a new 
Schedule “C” – Procurement of Goods and Services Policy, to update the Policy to 
provide additional clarity, and updates; 
 
 NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of 
London enacts as follows: 
 
1.  By-law No. A.-6151-17, as amended, being “A by-law to establish policies 
for the sale and other disposition of land, hiring of employees, procurement of goods and 
services, public notice, accountability and transparency, and delegation of powers and 
duties, as required under section 270(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001”, is hereby amended 
by deleting Schedule “C” – Procurement of Goods and Services Policy in its entirety and 
by replacing it with a new Schedule “C” – Procurement of Goods and Services Policy 
attached as Schedule “A” to this by-law. 
 
2.  This by-law shall come into force and effect on the date it is passed. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
 
 
 
  Ed Holder 
  Mayor 
 
 
 
  Catharine Saunders 
  City Clerk 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019
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Bill No. 369 
      2019 
 

By-law No. A.-_______-_____ 
 

A by-law to delegate tax appeal applications 
received under subsection 357(1)(d.1) of the 
Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c.25, as 
amended, to the Assessment Review Board in 
accordance with subsection 357(11) of the 
Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c.25, as 
amended. 
 

 
 WHEREAS subsection 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c. 25, 

as amended, provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law; 
  

 AND WHEREAS subsection 357(1)(d.1) of the Municipal Act, 2001, as 
amended, provides that upon application to the treasurer of a local municipality made in 
accordance with subsection 357(11) of the Municipal Act, 2001, as amended, the local 
municipality may cancel, reduce or refund all or part of taxes levied on land in the year 
of which application is made where the applicant is unable to pay taxes because of 
sickness or extreme poverty; 
  

  AND WHEREAS subsection 357(11) of the Municipal Act, 2001, as 
amended, provides that a council may pass a by-law authorizing the Assessment 
Review Board to exercise the powers and functions of the council under subsections 
357(1) and (5) with respect to applications made under subsection 357(1) and 
subsections 357(6), (7), (8) (9) and (10) do not apply to these applications; 

 
  AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of 

London deems it appropriate to pass a by-law in accordance with subsection 
357(1)(d.1) and subsection 357(11) of the Municipal Act, 2001, as amended; 

 
  NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City 

of London enacts as follows:  
 
1.  The Assessment Review Board shall exercise the powers and functions of 
the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London under subsection 
357(1)(d.1) of the Municipal Act, 2001 in respect of an application for the cancellation, 
reduction or refund of taxes where the applicant is unable to pay taxes because of 
sickness or extreme poverty. 
 
2.  This by-law comes into force on the day it is passed. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

 
 
 
 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 

First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 
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Bill No. 370 
2019 
 
By-law No. A.-______-___ 
 
A by-law to authorize an Amending Agreement 
between The Corporation of the City of London 
and Trojan Technologies and to authorize the 
Mayor and City Clerk to execute the 
Agreement. 
 
 

  WHEREAS section 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001 S.O. 2001, c.25, as 
amended, provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law; 
 
  AND WHEREAS section 9 of the Municipal Act, 2001 provides that a 
municipality has the capacity, rights, powers and privileges of a natural person for the 
purpose of exercising its authority under this or any other Act; 
 
  AND WHEREAS it is deemed expedient for The Corporation of the City of 
London (the “City”) to amend an agreement with Trojan Technologies Group ULC (the 
“Agreement”); 
 
  AND WHEREAS it is appropriate to authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to 
execute the Agreement on behalf of the City; 
 
  NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City 
of London enacts as follows: 
 
1.  The Agreement attached as Schedule “A” to this By-law, being an 
Agreement between the City and Trojan Technologies Group ULC. is hereby 
AUTHORIZED AND APPROVED. 
 
2.  The Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the Agreement 
authorized and approved under section 1 of this by-law. 
 
3.  This by-law shall come into force and effect on the day it is passed.  
 

PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

 
 
 
 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First reading – October 1, 2019 
Second reading – October 1, 2019 
Third reading – October 1, 2019
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Schedule A 

THIS AMENDING AGREEMENT made this ____day of _____. 

BETWEEN:  

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON  
(hereinafter the “City”) 

-and- 

TROJAN TECHNOLOGIES 
(hereinafter “Trojan”) 

WHEREAS the City owns and operates a water pollution control plant at Westminister Pollution 
Control Plant (the “Westminster PCP”) located at 3225 Dingman Drive, London, Ontario. 

AND WHEREAS Trojan has requested permission to maintain an ultra-violet testing facility at 
Westminster PCP (the “W-Facility”) for the purposes of conducting research and development 
projects within the Westminster PCP and the City is agreeable to permitting Trojan to operate the W-
Facility as set out herein rent-free, provided Trojan agrees to pay the utility and other costs 
associated with the operation; 

AND WHEREAS the City and Trojan entered into an Agreement on August 31, 2011 (“Agreement”) 
for a term of ten (10) years; 

AND WHEREAS the parties wish to amend the Agreement to extend the term of the Agreement; 

NOW THEREFORE THE AMENDING AGREEMENT WITNESSETH THAT in consideration of the 
mutual covenants and agreements set forth, the parties covenant and agree, to and with each other, 
as follows:  

1. Sub article 1(b) of the Agreement is deleted and replaced with the following:  

“Permit Trojan to operate the W-Facility at Westminster PCP for a term of twenty (20) years, 
commencing upon execution of this agreement (the “Term”). Trojan shall have unfettered 
discretion to cease operating the W-Facility any time prior to the expiration of the Term if it so 
chooses, in which case this agreement shall be terminated and all rights and obligations relating 
thereto shall be as if the said term had expired;”. 

 
IN WITNESS OF WHICH the parties have executed this agreement the day and year first above 
written. 

 
The Corporation of the City of London  Trojan Technologies  

______________________________  ____________________________ 
Mayor       I have the authority to bind the Corporation 

 
________________________ 
City Clerk 
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Bill No. 371 
2019 
 
By-law No. C.P.-1284(__)-___ 
 
A by-law to amend the Official Plan for the City 
of London, 1989 relating to 585 Third Street. 
 
 

  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 October 1, 2019. 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 
 
 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 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 add a policy in Section 10.1.3 – “Policies 
for Specific Areas” to the Official Plan for the City of London to permit existing 
industrial uses in existing buildings. 

 
B. Location of this Amendment 

 
This Amendment applies to lands located at 585 Third Street in the City of 
London. 

 
C. Basis Of The Amendment 

 
Chapter 10 – “Policies for Specific Areas” of the Official Plan allows Council to 
consider policies for specific areas where one of four criteria apply. One of these 
criteria is “the change in land use is site-specific and is located in an area where 
Council wishes to maintain the existing land use designation, while allowing for a 
site specific use” (Section 10.1.1 II).  
 
The recommended amendment will recognize and permit the existing industrial 
land uses in the existing buildings until such time as the subject lands can be 
redeveloped for residential land uses as intended in the Low Density Residential 
designation.  

 
D. The Amendment 
 

The Official Plan for the City of London is hereby amended as follows: 
 
1. Section 10.1.3 – “Polices for Specific Areas” of the Official Plan for the 

City of London is amended by adding the following: 
 

585 Third Street 
 
In addition to the uses permitted in the Multi-Family, Medium Density 
Residential Designation, a Building or Contracting Establishment, Service 
Trade, and Support Office may be permitted as well as a Warehouse in 
association with a permitted use with no outdoor storage for the permitted 
uses. 
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Location Map 
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Bill No. 372 
2019 
 
By-law No. C.P.-1284(__)-___ 
 
A by-law to amend the Official Plan for the City 
of London, 1989 relating to 3700 Colonel Talbot 
Road and 3645 Bostwick Road. 
 
  

  The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London enacts as 
follows: 
 
1.  Amendment No. # 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(27) of 
the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 

 
 
 
 
Ed Holder 
Mayor 
 
 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 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: 
 

1. To change the designation of certain lands described herein by refining 
and reconfiguring the extent of the designations from “Low Density 
Residential”, and “Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential” to “Low 
Density Residential”, “Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential” and 
“Open Space” on Schedule “A”, Land Use, to the Official Plan for the City 
of London. 

 
2. To change the designation from “Unevaluated Vegetation Patch” to 

“Significant Woodlands” and “Locally Significant Wetlands” on Schedule 
“B1”, Natural Heritage Features, to the Official Plan for the City of London. 

 
3. To change the east-west “Proposed Secondary” to align with Street A, and 

to change the north-south “Proposed Secondary” to align with Street on 
Schedule “C”, Transportation Corridors, of the Official Plan for the City of 
London. 

 
4. To amend Section 20.5. Southwest Area Secondary Plan by amending the 

following: 
 

i) Realigning the Planned Route and adding a Neighbourhood Park 
on Schedule 2 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan - Multi-Use 
Pathways and Parks,  

ii) Refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium 
Density, and Open Space designations, by changing the 
designation from “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space” to “Low Density Residential”, 
“Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, realigning the 
location of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to realign 
Street A and D (secondary collectors) on Schedule 4 (Southwest 
Area Land Use Plan),  

iii) Refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium 
Density, and Open Space designations, by changing the 
designation from “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space” to “Low Density Residential”, 
“Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, adding a Park, 
and to realign Street A (secondary collector) on Schedule 8 
(Bostwick Residential Neighbourhood Land Use Designations),  

iv) Refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium 
Density, and Open Space designations, by changing the 
designation from “Low Density Residential”, and “Medium Density 
Residential” to “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space”, realigning the location of the 
Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to realign Street A and D 
(secondary collectors) on Schedule 9 (North Lambeth Residential 
Neighbourhood Land Use Designations).  

 
B. Location of this Amendment 
 

This Amendment applies to lands located at 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 
Bostwick Road in the City of London. 
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C. Basis of the Amendment 
 

This amendment will correct land uses and facilitate the protection of a natural 
heritage feature, as well as facilitate additional residential development.  
 

D. The Amendment 
 

The Official Plan for the City of London is hereby amended as follows: 
 
1. Schedule “A”, Land Use, to the Official Plan for the City of London 

Planning Area is amended by designating those lands located at 3700 
Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road in the City of London, as 
indicated on “Schedule 1” attached hereto, by refining and reconfiguring 
the designations from “Low Density Residential”, and “Multi-Family, 
Medium Density Residential” to “Low Density Residential”, “Multi-Family, 
Medium Density Residential” and “Open Space”. 

 
2. Schedule “B1”, Natural Heritage Features to the Official Plan for the City 

of London Planning Area is amended by designating those lands located 
at 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road in the City of 
London, as indicated on “Schedule 2” attached hereto by changing the 
designation from “Unevaluated Vegetation Patch” to “Significant 
Woodlands” and “Locally Significant Wetlands. 
 

3. Schedule “C”, Transportation Corridors to the Official Plan for the City of 
London Planning Area is amended by designating those lands located at 
3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road in the City of London, 
as indicated on “Schedule 3” attached hereto by changing the east-west 
“Proposed Secondary” to align with Street A, and to change the north-
south “Proposed Secondary” to align with Street D. 
 

4. Section 20.5. Southwest Area Secondary Plan to the Official Plan for the 
City of London Planning Area is amended by designating those lands 
located at 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road in the City 
of London by changing the following: 
 

i) Schedule 2 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan (Multi-Use 
Pathways and Parks) - Realigning the Planned Route and adding a 
Neighbourhood Park;  

ii) Schedule 4 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan (Southwest Area 
Land Use Plan) - Refining and reconfiguring the extent of the 
designations, from “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space” to “Low Density Residential”, 
“Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space;  

iii) Schedule 8 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan (Bostwick 
Residential Neighbourhood Land Use Designations) - Refining and 
reconfiguring the extent of the designations, from “Low Density 
Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space” to 
“Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and 
“Open Space”, adding a Park, and to realign Street A (secondary 
collector), and,  

iv) Schedule 9 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan (North Lambeth 
Residential Neighbourhood Land Use Designations) - Refining and 
reconfiguring the extent of the designations, from “Low Density 
Residential”, and “Medium Density Residential” to “Low Density 
Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, 
realigning the location of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, 
and to realign Street A and D (secondary collectors).  
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Bill No. 373 
2019 
 
By-law No. C.P.-1512(_)-__ 
 
A by-law to amend The London Plan for the 
City of London, 2016 relating to 3700 Colonel 
Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road.  
 
 

The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London enacts as follows: 
 
1.  Amendment No. (to be inserted by Clerk's Office) to The London Plan for 
the City of London Planning Area – 2016, as contained in the text attached hereto and 
forming part of this by-law, is adopted. 
 
2.  This by-law shall come into effect in accordance with subsection 17(27) of 
the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019 
 

 
 
 
Ed Holder 
Mayor 
 
 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019  
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Amendment No. # 
to the 

The London Plan for the City of London 
 

A. Purpose of this Amendment 
 

1. To change the Place Types from Neighbourhoods and Environmental 
Review to Green Space, and to change the alignment of the 
Neighbourhood Connectors on Map 1 - Place Types.   

 
2. To change the east-west Neighbourhood Connector to align with Street A, 

and to change the north-south Neighbourhood Connector to align with 
Street D on Map 3 - Street Classifications.  

 
3. To change the designation from Unevaluated Vegetation Patch to 

Significant Woodlands and Wetlands on Map 5 - Natural Heritage.  
 
4. To change Policy 1565_ List of Secondary Plans, 5. Southwest Area 

Secondary Plan, Section 20.5 (Southwest Area Secondary Plan), by 
amending the following: 

 
i) Realigning the Planned Route and adding a Neighbourhood Park 

on Schedule 2 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan - Multi-Use 
Pathways and Parks,  

ii) Refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium 
Density, and Open Space designations, by changing the 
designation from “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space” to “Low Density Residential”, 
“Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, realigning the 
location of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to realign 
Street A and D (secondary collectors) on Schedule 4 (Southwest 
Area Land Use Plan),  

iii) Refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium 
Density, and Open Space designations, by changing the 
designation from “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space” to “Low Density Residential”, 
“Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, adding a Park, 
and to realign Street A (secondary collector) on Schedule 8 
(Bostwick Residential Neighbourhood Land Use Designations),  

iv) Refining and reconfiguring the extent of the Low Density, Medium 
Density, and Open Space designations, by changing the 
designation from “Low Density Residential”, and “Medium Density 
Residential” to “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space”, realigning the location of the 
Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, and to realign Street A and D 
(secondary collectors) on Schedule 9 (North Lambeth Residential 
Neighbourhood Land Use Designations).  

 
B. Location of this Amendment 
 

This Amendment applies to lands located at 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 
Bostwick Road in the City of London. 

 
C. Basis of the Amendment 
 

This amendment will correct land uses and facilitate the protection of a natural 
heritage feature, as well as facilitate additional residential development.  
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D. The Amendment 
 
The London Plan for the City of London is hereby amended as follows: 

 
1. Map 1 - Place Types, to the London Plan for the City of London Planning 

Area is amended by designating those lands located at 3700 Colonel 
Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road in the City of London, as indicated 
on “Schedule 1” attached hereto from Neighbourhoods and Environmental 
Review to Green Space, and to change the alignment of the 
Neighbourhood Connectors.  

 
2. Map 3 - Street Classifications, to the London Plan for the City of London 

Planning Area is amended by designating those lands located at 3700 
Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road in the City of London, as 
indicated on “Schedule 2” attached hereto to change the east-west 
Neighbourhood Connector to align with Street A, and to change the north-
south Neighbourhood Connector to align with Street D.  

 
3. Map 5 - Natural Heritage, to the London Plan for the City of London 

Planning Area is amended by designating those lands located at 3700 
Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road in the City of London, as 
indicated on “Schedule 3” attached hereto to change the designation from 
Unevaluated Vegetation Patch to Significant Woodlands and Wetlands. 

 
4. To change Policy 1535_5. Southwest Area Secondary Plan to the London 

Plan for the City of London Planning Area is amended for those lands 
located at 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road in the City 
of London, by changing the following: 
 
i) Schedule 2 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan (Multi-Use 

Pathways and Parks) - Realigning the Planned Route and adding a 
Neighbourhood Park;  

ii) Schedule 4 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan (Southwest Area 
Land Use Plan) - Refining and reconfiguring the extent of the 
designations, from “Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density 
Residential”, and “Open Space” to “Low Density Residential”, 
“Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space;  

iii) Schedule 8 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan (Bostwick 
Residential Neighbourhood Land Use Designations) - Refining and 
reconfiguring the extent of the designations, from “Low Density 
Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space” to 
“Low Density Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and 
“Open Space”, adding a Park, and to realign Street A (secondary 
collector), and,  

iv) Schedule 9 to Southwest Area Secondary Plan (North Lambeth 
Residential Neighbourhood Land Use Designations) - Refining and 
reconfiguring the extent of the designations, from “Low Density 
Residential”, and “Medium Density Residential” to “Low Density 
Residential”, “Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”, 
realigning the location of the Neighbourhood Central Activity Node, 
and to realign Street A and D (secondary collectors).  
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Bill No. 374 
2019 
 
By-law No. CPOL.-_____-___ 
 
A by-law to amend By-law No. CPOL.- 126-378, 
as amended, being “A by-law to revoke and 
repeal Council policy related to 
Telecommunication Facilities Consultation Policy 
and replace it with a new Council policy entitled 
Telecommunication Facilities Consultation 
Policy” by renaming the Council Policy 
“Telecommunication Facilities Location and 
Public Consultation Policy”, to reflect changes in 
the process that have occurred since the Policy 
was first developed. 

 WHEREAS subsection 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001. C25, 
as amended, provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law; 

 AND WHEREAS section 9 of the Municipal Act, 2001 provides that a 
municipality has the capacity, rights, powers and privileges of a natural person for the 
purpose of exercising its authority under this or any other Act; 

  AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of 
London wishes to amend By-law No. CPOL.-126-378, as amended, being “A by-law to 
revoke and repeal Council policy related to Telecommunication Facilities Consultation 
Policy and replace it with a new Council policy entitled Telecommunication Facilities 
Consultation Policy” by renaming the Council Policy “Telecommunication Facilities 
Location and Public Consultation Policy”, to reflect changes in the process that have 
occurred since the Policy was first developed; 

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

1.  By-law No. CPOL.-126-378, as amended, being “A by-law to revoke and 
repeal Council policy related to Telecommunication Facilities Consultation Policy and 
replace it with a new Council policy entitled “Telecommunication Facilities Consultation 
Policy” is hereby amended by deleting Schedule “A” to the By-law in its entirety and by 
replacing it with the attached new Schedule “A”. 

2.  This by-law shall come into effect on the day it is passed. 

  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk  

 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019  
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SCHEDULE “A” 

Telecommunication Facilities Location and Public Consultation Policy 

Policy Name:  Telecommunications Facilities Location and Public Consultation Policy 
Legislative History:  Enacted September 17, 2017 (By-law No. CPOL.-126-378); 
Amended June 26, 2019 (By-law No. CPOL.-327-318) 
Last Review Date:  September 23, 2019 
Service Area Lead:  City Planning- Long Range Planning and Sustainability  

1. Policy Statement  

The purpose of this policy is to provide guidelines to be considered by applicants for all 
facilities to which Industry Canada’s CPC-2-0-03 is applicable within the City of London. 
Industry Canada is responsible for approving and licensing radiocommunication 
facilities. As part of the approval process, Industry Canada requires applicants of 
significant antenna structures to confer with the local land use authority prior to the 
issuance of a license. The City of London’s Telecommunication Facilities Location and 
Public Consultation Policy institutes a consultation procedure between 
telecommunication carriers and the City which provides an opportunity for public 
consultation in the site selection process. These procedures are intended to provide 
opportunities for public feedback regarding the location of telecommunication facilities. 

The Policy also identifies the City’s preferred locations for new telecommunication 
towers and other criteria to be considered in their placement and design. Any variations 
in meeting the tower location guidelines included in this policy may also be noted in the 
letter of concurrence for Industry Canada’s consideration in their review process. 

The City will provide applicants for new telecommunication towers, subject to the 
application review process, with a Letter of Concurrence within 45 days of a complete 
application being submitted and accepted if the City is satisfied that its 
telecommunication public consultation process has been followed.  

The participation of the City of London or the public in the consultation process does not 
convey the right to prevent the location of a telecommunications facility. Local By-laws 
cannot prevent a telecommunication facility from being built since Industry Canada has 
the final authority provided to them under the Radiocommunication Act. This procedure 
is intended to identify sensitive locations, promote appropriate design, and promote co-
located facilities to be located in areas away from residential neighbourhoods where 
possible. The decision to grant a license for a telecommunications facility ultimately 
rests with Industry Canada. Industry Canada only intervenes i.e. makes a decision if the 
condition requiring concurrence cannot be met. As such, issuance may be delayed for a 
period of time to or the licenses may not be issued for the wireless facility.  

1.1 Objectives 
i.) To facilitate, coordinate and influence the planning and site selection 

process for telecommunication facilities in the City; 
ii.) To encourage consultation between the City and telecommunication 

carriers on all applications, and to expedite the review process on 
applications for new telecommunications tower sites; 

iii.) To provide a process for public consultation as specified by this policy on 
all applications; and, 

iv.) To inform applicants and the public about the City guidelines for the 
location and design of telecommunication facilities. 

2. Definitions 

i.) Amateur Radio Service – means a radiocommunication service in which 
radio apparatus are used for the purpose of self-training, 
intercommunication or technical investigation by individuals who are 
interested in radio technique solely with a personal aim and without 
pecuniary interest. 
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ii.) Antenna – An exterior supporting structure upon which receiving and 
transmitting antennas are mounted, and also include towers, supporting 
cables, guy wires, small buildings containing antenna switching gear and 
other radio frequency circuitry. These antennas are designed for various 
uses such as cell phones, radio, and satellite television communications 
by sending and/or receiving radio signals. Example include whip, 
omnidirectional, microwave, and panel antennas. 

iii.) Antenna System – means all the components and equipment required on 
a site, including an antenna and, if required, it’s supporting tower and an 
equipment shelter, for the operation of a wireless communication network, 
but does not include a residential use antenna system. 

iv.) Broadcasting - means any radiocommunication in which the transmissions 
are intended for direct reception by the general public. 

v.) Carrier - A company, organization or person which offers, provides or 
operates wireless communication services to the general public and 
includes, but is not limited to companies which have a radio authorization 
from Industry Canada. Examples include Bell Mobility, Aliant, Rogers 
Telecom, and TELUS. 

vi.) Co-location - The placement of multiple telecommunications antenna 
systems or other platforms on a building, structure or tower by two or more 
proponents. 

vii.) Equipment Shelters - A shelter containing electronic equipment such as 
radios, electronic and other equipment necessary to support the operation 
of the communications site to receive or transmit signals and which is not 
staffed on a permanent basis and only requires periodic maintenance. 

viii.) Height – means the vertical distance between the grade at the base of the 
tower, or if the installation is located on a building or structure, the average 
grade abutting the building or structure, to the installations highest point 
including any antenna, lighting, lightning rod or other attached device. 

ix.) Industry Canada - Is the Federal Department, which is responsible for 
radio frequency spectrum management. Information outlining the federal 
process relating to the location of telecommunication and broadcasting 
antenna systems is available at: www.ic.gc.ca/antenna 

x.) London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) - Is an advisory 
committee to London City Council, responsible for recommending the 
designation of individual heritage features such as structures, spaces, 
archaeological sites, and natural elements, which together form a 
significant type of heritage form, distinctive from that of its basic elements 
or parts. Examples may include, but are not limited to, heritage 
conservation districts designated under the Ontario Heritage Act; and 
villages, parks, gardens, battlefields, mainstreets and neighbourhoods and 
neighbourhood, cemeteries, trailways, and industrial complexes of cultural 
heritage value. (PPS, 2005). 

xi.) Radiocommunication or Radio - means any transmission, emission or 
reception of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds or intelligence of any 
nature by means of electromagnetic waves of frequencies lower than 3000 
GHz propagated in space without artificial guide. 

xii.) Stealth Design – the blending in or hiding of an antenna system within 
surrounding buildings, structures or landscaping such as camouflaging 
antenna systems within church steeples, clock towers, flagpoles or lighting 
standards. 

xiii.) Telecommunication Tower - A structure used to support one or more 
antenna systems or other platform for the purpose of radio 
telecommunications and which may include, but is not limited to guyed 
towers, self-support towers, monopole towers, poles, masts or other 
structures which are used to support telecommunication facilities and 
which may be located at ground level or on the roof of a building. 
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3. Applicability 

This policy applies to: 
i) New antenna systems that are located on a new, purpose-built tower or 

structure that is greater than 16.6 metres (54.5 feet) above ground level; 
ii) New antenna systems that are located on a property designated under 

Part IV or Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act; 
iii) Rooftop structures, such as antennas or related equipment, on buildings 

where the structure is more than 25% of the height of the building or the 
greater of 16.6 metres (54.5 feet) in height 

iv) Antenna systems or platforms co-located on existing towers where the 
overall height of the structure is increased by more than 25%; and, 

v) Any modification (e.g. increasing the height) to existing structures greater 
than 16.6 metres (54.5 feet)  above ground level in residential areas or is 
located less than 120 metres  (394 feet) from a residential dwelling, 
residential zone or lands designated as Residential in the Official Plan. 

Industry Canada’s CPC-2-0-03, Section 1.2 states “The requirements of this document 
apply to anyone regardless of the type of installation or service. This includes, amongst 
others, Personal Communications Services (PCS) and cellular, fixed wireless, 
broadcasting, land-mobile, licence-exempt and amateur radio from other 
radiocommunication antenna structures, and as such the exclusion criteria outlined in 
Section 6 of the CPC-2-0-03 applies to amateurs as well. 

4. The Policy 

4.1 Submission Requirements (Applicant/Proponent) 
i.) The Applicant/Proponent call submit a completed Application form and 

fee. 
ii.) If the proposal requires public consultation, the Applicant/Proponent shall 

be responsible for the cost associated with the public consultation 
process, ie. maps, labels, lists of residents or any other public information 
required.. 

iii.) The Applicant/Proponent shall provide a written explanation of the 
telecommunications tower proposal. The Applicant/Proponent shall 
provide a Site Selection/Justification Report which includes all of the 
material required to review the site. The Applicant/Proponent shall 
demonstrate the steps taken to investigate all non-tower and co-location 
options in the vicinity of the proposed site, and reasons why this tower 
option is the only feasible alternative in that location. A description of the 
design elements proposed to minimize the visual impact of the support 
structure is also required.  

iv.) The Applicant/Proponent shall provide a survey of the subject property (or 
leased portion of the property) drawn to a metric scale showing the 
location of the tower, site grading, location of existing property lines, 
existing or proposed buildings, fences, existing and proposed landscaping, 
access, and the type and height of the proposed tower structure.  

v.) The Applicant/Proponent shall provide a location map showing the 
horizontal distance between the proposed support structure installation 
and the nearest residential dwelling, residential zone or area designated 
for current or future residential uses; school; public road or right-of-way, 
including pathways, walkways and bicycle paths at an appropriate scale to 
show the context of the facility location and the surrounding area.  

vi.) The Applicant/Proponent shall investigate if a building permit is required. A 
building permit is required for: 
a. Equipment shelters that exceed 10 square metres (108 square feet) of 

gross floor area. 
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b. A tower and/or equipment building attached to or constructed on an 
existing building that is greater than 10 square metres (108 square 
feet). 

c. Towers that exceed 16.6 metres (54.5 feet) above ground level where 
they are not used for federally regulated broadcasting and 
telecommunications undertakings 

4.2 Consultation 

4.2.1 Pre-consultation with the City of London 
i) Pre-consultation with the City Planning staff is recommended to identify 

potential issues and constraints related to the proposed location of the 
telecommunications tower. 

ii) Pre-consultation with Building Division staff is recommended where 
accessory structures are contemplated or for rooftop locations.  

4.2.2 Public Consultation Process 

While the City of London recognizes that Industry Canada is the final approval authority 
for telecommunication facilities, it is also recognized that Industry Canada directs 
telecommunication providers to consult with the local municipality prior to erecting any 
non-exempt telecommunication towers.  

4.2.3 Exemptions from the Public Consultation Process 

In an attempt to simplify approvals, the following proposals will be exempt from the 
City’s Telecommunications Facilities Location and Public Consultation Policy: 

i) Maintenance of an existing telecommunication facility, including painting 
or lighting in order to comply with Transport Canada’s requirements; 

ii) Maintenance of existing radio apparatus including the antenna system, 
transmission line, mast, tower or other antenna-supporting structure; 

iii) Proposals for the addition to, reconstruction of, or modification of an 
antenna systems provided that addition, reconstruction or modification 
does not result in an overall height increase above the existing antenna of 
25% or more of its original height; 

iv) Proposals of temporary antennas that are portable or mobile and used for 
public uses, public demonstration or public education purposes, and not 
exceeding a 3 months duration;  

v) Proposals for new ground mounted antenna systems including masts, 
towers or other antenna-supporting structure, with a height less than 16.6 
metres (54.5 feet) above ground level; 

vi) Ground supported towers less than 16.6 metres (54.5 feet) in height 
above ground level within industrially-designated lands, excluding 
designated Secondary Plan areas in the City’s Official Plan, and located 
greater than 300 metres (984 feet) from residentially-designated lands in 
the Official Plan;  

vii) Antenna systems on the rooftops of non-residentially zoned buildings that 
do not exceed 25% of the original height of the building or structure, 
excluding properties designated under the Ontario Heritage Act; and, 

viii) Amateur radio antenna support structures in residential areas provided: 
a. They are strictly for personal use; 
b. The antenna boom or other appurtenances attached to the antenna 

are more than 1 metre (3.3 feet) from any property line; 
c. No structure is placed in a front yard; and, 
d. The antenna and associated equipment is less than 16.6 metres (54.5 

ft) in height. 
ix) Temporary towers used for special events or emergency operations 

provided they are removed within 3 months from erection. 
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If the proposal meets the requirements for public consultation exemptions, the 
Applicant/Proponent of new telecommunications installations are requested to provide 
the City of London with information on the installation for information purposes only. 
This will provide staff with the ability to provide information to residents and the Ward 
Councillor, if any questions or concerns emerge as a result of the installation. This 
information should include: 

• The proposed location of the telecommunication tower(s) on the subject site, 
• A description of the proposed telecommunication structure including its 

height, dimension, type, design, and colour. 
• A letter demonstrating compliance with exclusion criteria identified in Industry 

Canada’s CPC-2-0-03 or in this procedure. 
• Site plan showing the tower. 
• Supporting drawings. 

4.2.4 Applications requiring Public Consultation 

The public consultation process for applications which are not exempt consists of 
providing public notice through individual letter and newspaper notice and arranging a 
public information meeting. Public consultation will be required and 
Applicants/Proponents will be required to demonstrate that they have complied with this 
Policy.  This will ensure that the public is made aware of the proposal and are given 
opportunity to provide their opinions and concerns.  

Public consultation is required for: 
i) New antennas systems that are located on a new, purpose-built tower or 

structure that is greater than 16.6 metres (54.5 feet) above ground level; 
ii) New antenna systems that are located on a property designated under 

Part IV or Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act; 
iii) Antenna systems or platforms co-located on existing towers where the 

overall height of the structure is increased by more than 25%; and, 
iv) Any modification (e.g. increasing the height) to existing structures greater 

than 16.6 metres (54.5 feet)  above ground level in residential areas or is 
located less than 120 metres  (394 feet) from a residential dwelling, 
residential zone or lands designated as Residential in the Official Plan. 

4.2.5 Requirements for Public Notice 

For applications that are not exempt from the requirements identified in Section 4.2.3 of 
this Policy, the Applicant/Proponent shall provide to the City, concurrently with 
submission requirements, the package that will be provided to the public for the public 
consultation process containing the following information: 

i.) The proposed location of the telecommunication tower(s) on the subject 
site; 

ii.) A survey plan which shows the location of the tower and any associated 
structures, and a map showing the site within the required circulation area; 

iii.) The purpose of the proposed telecommunication structure, the reasons 
why an existing telecommunication structure or other infrastructure cannot 
be used, a list of other telecommunication structures that were considered 
unsuitable and future co-location possibilities for the proposed 
telecommunication structure; 

iv.) Physical details of the tower (e.g. height, colour, type, design and lighting); 
v.) Transport Canada’s and Navigation Canada’s aeronautical obstruction 

marking requirement if applicable; 
vi.) Written confirmation that the proposed structure will be in compliance with 

Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 including combined effects within the local 
environment at all times; 

vii.) Notice that general information relating to antenna systems is available on 
Industry Canada’s Spectrum Management and Telecommunications 

297



website (http://strategis.ic.gc.ca/antenna); and, 
viii.) A statement from a communications specialist or an engineer specializing 

in propagation patterns indicating the need for proposed height and 
location. 

Note: The Applicant/Proponent shall provide a copy of the public information package to 
the City for comment and review, prior to public circulation. 

The Applicant/Proponent shall provide notice of both the application and the time and 
date of the Public Information Meeting, by regular mail to all property owners located 
within a radius of three times the tower height, measured from the base or the outside 
perimeter of the supporting structure, or 120 metres (394 feet) from the property 
boundary, whichever is greater.  The City may consider alternative notification distances 
for locations proposed in rural areas. The Applicant/Proponent shall also provide notice 
to the Ward Councillor, Neighbourhood Association(s) (if existing), the Urban League 
and Industry Canada. In the letter the Applicant/Proponent will provide the names and 
telephone numbers of contact persons employed by the Carrier and the City of London; 

The Applicant/Proponent shall provide notice, at their expense, in the local newspaper 
(The Londoner), where the proposed antenna system is: 

i.) to be 16.6 metres (54.7 feet) or more in height; 
ii.) after an addition, the facility will measure 16.6 metres (54.7 feet) or more 

in height; or, 
iii.) is expected to contain medium or high with intensity lighting for the 

purpose of satisfying Transport Canada requirements, 
This notice shall be in accordance with the requirements of Industry Canada’s CPC-2-0-
03. This notice shall also provide the time, date, and location of the Public Information 
Meeting. The newspaper notice shall be published a minimum of 10 days before the 
Public Information Meeting is to be held. 

4.2.6 Public Information Meeting and Review 

The Public Information Meeting shall occur no sooner than 10 days or no more than 30 
days from the date that notices are mailed to area residents. The Applicant/Proponent 
shall conduct the Public Information Meeting and maintain the minutes of the Meeting 
and assemble a record of names, addresses and phone numbers of all participants in 
accordance with the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. 

In addition to the application details provided in the notice, the Applicant/Proponent shall 
also make available at the Public Information Meeting, the drawings and diagrams 
required in a display sized format. 

Following the Public Information Meeting, the Applicant/Proponent shall provide a 
follow-up letter to the City to indicate their formal response to the concerns raised during 
the Public Information Meeting. If any modifications to the proposed structure or 
mitigation measures arise from the consultation, then further details (e.g. revised plans 
or drawings) shall be provided to the City. 

4.3 Completion of Review 
i.) Following the completion of the application review and the public 

consultation process, the City Planner shall provide a Letter of 
Concurrence, conditional concurrence or non-concurrence to the 
Applicant/Proponent within 30 days of the Public Information Meeting to 
advise whether adequate public consultation has been conducted by the 
Applicant/Proponent and to indicate conformity with the City’s preferred 
new telecommunication tower location guidelines (see Section 5 for 
criteria). The letter of concurrence may contain a summary of the location 
and design criteria not met by the new tower proposal. 

For applications that, in the opinion of the City, are not appropriate based 
on probable land use impacts, an information report will be prepared for 
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the Planning and Environment Committee (PEC). Comments and 
concerns from the Planning and Environment Committee (PEC) will be 
added to the City’s Letter of Concurrence to the Applicant/Proponent for 
Industry Canada’s consideration. 

ii.) Where an application affects a property designated under the Ontario 
Heritage Act, staff will notify the City’s Heritage Planner and the London 
Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH), and will inform the 
Applicant/Proponent of LACH’s comments or concerns.  Under this 
circumstance, a Letter of Concurrence shall be provided by the City 
Planner within 45 days of the Public Information Meeting 

iii.) Following the completion of public consultation process, the City shall 
provide a copy of the City’s Letter of Concurrence to interested parties, 
Neighbourhood Associations and Ward Councillors on request. 

iv.) The entire process will not take longer than 120 days from application 
acceptance to complete, as described in Industry Canada’s publication 
CPC-2-0-03 (“Telecommunication and Broadcasting Antenna Systems”, 
June 2007). Applicant/Proponent initiated delays are not included within 
the 120 day review period. Applications that do not require public 
consultation are anticipated to be completed in less than 45 days. 

4.4 Extensions 

Industry Canada CPC-2-0-03 indicates that any new telecommunication towers are 
required to be constructed within 3 years of the end of the public consultation period or 
the new proposal will be recirculated for public comment. Extensions may be permitted 
provided the City has no concerns. The City will provide for an extension in writing, 
including a specific time period for the extension. 

The City of London Telecommunications Facilities Location and Public Consultation 
Policy includes criteria identifying the City’s preferred locations and aesthetic measures 
for new telecommunication facilities. These criteria include; 

5.  Telecommunication Tower Location Guidelines 

5.1  Locational Criteria 
i.) The preferred location of new towers within the City is in Industrial and 

Farmland Place Types and zones which are away from existing or future 
residential uses/developments.  Shopping Area Place Types and 
commercial zones may also be considered for locating new 
telecommunications towers.  New telecommunication towers located on 
agricultural land shall use the smallest area of land permitted by the 
structure type, and must have access to a public road for maintenance. 

ii.) The location of new telecommunication towers close to existing residential 
uses or on lands designated and zoned for residential uses in the City of 
London Official Plan and Zoning By-law will be discouraged.  

iii.) New telecommunication towers or antennas are discouraged within 120 
metres (394 feet) of any existing residential dwelling, Neighbourhood 
Place Type or zone or schools, unless required for engineering or network 
purposes. If a new tower or antenna is planned to be located within 120 
metres (394 feet), of the above-noted areas, a detailed rationale for the 
necessity of this location is to be provided in the justification report of the 
submission requirements in Section 4.1. 

iv.) Towers should be located a minimum three times the tower height away 
from any public road or right-of-way, including pathways, walkways, and 
bicycle paths.  

v.) Proposed sites within designated Heritage Conservation Districts and 
properties within the Natural Heritage System or an Environmentally 
Significant Area identified in the London Official Plan, should be avoided. 

vi.) The City may consider permitting private telecommunication facilities on 
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City-owned lands that are not designated as parkland or components of 
the Natural Heritage System. All requests for the installation of 
telecommunication equipment on City lands shall be submitted to the 
Realty Services Division. 

5.2 Aesthetic Criteria 
i.) Applicant/Proponents of towers are encouraged to protect the natural and 

cultural landscape at all times. Where appropriate, landscaping at the 
tower site to enhance the character of the surroundings is recommended 

ii.) The development or redevelopment of telecommunication towers and 
equipment shelters should be of a colour and design that diminishes the 
visual impact and avoids disturbance of significant natural features. 
Towers and accessory structures are to reflect the context of the 
surrounding area. Tower designs that mimic other characteristics normally 
found in the area surroundings, such as stealth (camouflage) towers or 
monopole designs are encouraged where suitable. 

iii.) Lighting on a telecommunication structure is discouraged except when 
required by Transport Canada, Navigation Canada, or for the health and 
safety of the proponents’ employees.  Where Transport Canada requires a 
telecommunication antenna structure to be lit, the lighting should be 
limited to the minimum number of lights and the lowest illumination 
allowable.  Any required strobe lighting should be set to the maximum 
strobe interval allowed by Transport Canada.  

iv.) Towers shall accommodate only communication antennas. Signs or other 
material not directly related to this equipment or required by Industry 
Canada shall not be permitted on the site. 

5.3 Other Criteria 

Proposed locations of towers should be selected so to reduce the necessity to construct 
new telecommunication towers in the City.  Locating towers on existing structures or 
buildings or co-location on an existing telecommunications tower are encouraged. 
Options to integrate an antenna into the design of a new building or structure are to be 
explored by the Applicant/Proponent.  Support for the construction of a new 
telecommunication tower will be supported only when other alternatives to 
accommodate the telecommunication tower are not feasible. 
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Bill No. 375 
      2019 
 
      By-law No. L.S.P.-_____-____ 
 

A by-law to designate 2442 Oxford Street West 
to be of cultural heritage value or interest. 

 
 
  WHEREAS pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 0.18, the 
Council of a municipality may by by-law designate a property including buildings and 
structures thereon to be of cultural heritage value or interest; 
 
  AND WHEREAS notice of intention to so designate the property known as 
2442 Oxford Street West has been duly published and served and no notice of objection 
to such designation has been received; 
 
  NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City 
of London enacts as follows: 
 
1.  The real property at 2442 Oxford Street West, more particularly described 
in Schedule “A” attached hereto, is designated as being of cultural heritage value or 
interest for the reasons set out in Schedule “B” attached hereto. 
 
2.  The City Clerk is authorized to cause a copy of this by-law to be registered 
upon the title to the property described in Schedule "A" hereto in the proper Land 
Registry Office. 
 
3.  The City Clerk is authorized to cause a copy of this by-law to be served 
upon the owner of the aforesaid property and upon the Ontario Heritage Trust and to 
cause notice of this by-law to be published once in a newspaper of general circulation in 
The City of London, to the satisfaction of the City Clerk, and to enter the description of 
the aforesaid property, the name and address of its registered owner, and designation 
statement explaining the cultural heritage value or interest of the property and a 
description of the heritage attributes of the property in the Register of all properties 
designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 
4.  This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

 
 
 
 

     Catharine Saunders 
     City Clerk 

 
      
 
 
 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 

301



SCHEDULE “A” 
To By-law No. L.S.P.-_____-___ 

Legal Description  
Firstly:  Lot 45 and Part Lot 12, RCP 429, Parts 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 34R-1104, Delaware Twp, 
and Secondly:  Lot 11, RCP 429, Delaware Twp 

SCHEDULE “B” 
To By-law No. L.S.P.-_____-____ 

Statement for Designation 

Description of Property 
The Kilworth United Church is a modest, vernacular stone church built in 1850-1851 
with Gothic Revival stylistic details located at 2442 Oxford Street West at the west edge 
of the City of London. The structure is located to the southwest corner of the lot 
approximately 32.5m (106’) from Oxford Street West with a lawn. The property is 
bounded on three sides by the Komoka Provincial Park and on the north by Oxford 
Street West. 

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 
Kilworth United Church is of significant cultural heritage value because of its 
physical/design values, historical/associative values, and contextual values. 

 
Kilworth United Church, built in 1850-1851, is an example of a rare and early modest, 
vernacular stone church with Gothic Revival stylistic elements. It is a single storey 
building with a simple rectangular plan and gable roof with belfry. The Sanctuary of 
Kilworth United Church is constructed of locally-sourced, multi-coloured granite field 
stones that have been split to provide a flat exterior face and are arranged in loose 
courses with hand-hewn porous limestone quoins, which are attributed to a quarry in the 
Wishing Well Falls area. The use of stone is rare because timber or brick were more 
common and accessible building materials and stone is a rare building material in the 
London area. The Gothic Revival style is evident in pointed stained glass windows, 
which were installed in 1876 to replace what where believed to be the original clear-
glass rectangular frames in the Sanctuary. Within the City of London, only the St. Paul’s 
Anglican Cathedral building (472 Richmond Street, built in 1845) is older than the 
Kilworth United Church Sanctuary. 

 
The stone Sanctuary of Kilworth United Church is the only room in the original structure. 
Two frame extensions have been added to the rear of the building; the first in 1890 for 
use as a Sunday School hall also has stained glass windows complementary, but 
slightly different, with those found in the Sanctuary, and the second in the 1970s added 
a kitchen. A vestibule (front entrance) of matching granite stone was added to Kilworth 
United Church in 1939. 

 
Kilworth United Church (originally the Kilworth Episcopal Methodist Church) has directly 
historical associations with Methodism, which is significant in Canada. As the second 
Methodist church in the village of Kilworth, it contributes to our understanding of the 
popularity and development of Methodism in Ontario. Kilworth United Church also has 
directly associated with early pioneer families including (but not limited to) the Kilbourne, 
Uptigrove, and Woodhull families who made significant contributions to the settlement 
and development of the former Delaware Township. Members of these families are 
among the first trustees of Kilworth United Church and are listed as donors for the 
installation of the existing windows in 1876 as well as subsequent donations, including 
the bell installed (and since replaced) in the belfry in 1976 in memory of M. Mae 
Woodhull Doan. 

 
As the only remaining community building, Kilworth United Church is integral in defining, 
maintaining, and supporting the character of Kilworth as an historic settlement that is 
now part of the City of London. While it has been isolated from its surroundings by the 
Komoka Provincial Park, the Kilworth United Church is historically linked to its 
surroundings and is a relic of Kilworth’s pioneer history. Kilworth United Church 
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provides a tangible link to the history and evolution of the village of Kilworth. Kilworth 
United Church is considered by the community to be a landmark. 

Heritage Attributes  
Heritage attributes which support and contribute to the cultural heritage value or interest 
of this property include: 
 Form, scale, and massing of the building, including: vestibule, Sanctuary 
 Location of the building on the property, which is set back from Oxford Street 

West with a lawn directly in front of the building 
 Stone construction of the building including locally-sourced, multi-coloured 

granite field stones that have been split to provide a flat exterior face and are 
arranged in loose courses on the exterior walls of the vestibule and Sanctuary 
and the hand-hewn porous limestone quoins, which are attributed to a quarry in 
the Wishing Well Falls area 

 Stained glass windows including: eight pointed sash windows in the Sanctuary 
(three on east wall, three on west wall, two on north wall), and one pointed 
transom on the north side above the main door 

 Simple gable roof with belfry and bell  
 
The Sunday School hall, annex added to the rear of the Sunday School hall in the 
1970s, and parking area to the east of the Kilworth United Church building are not 
considered to be heritage attributes.  
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Bill No. 376 
2019 

By-law No. PS-113-19______ 

A by-law to amend By-law PS-113 entitled, “A 
by-law to regulate traffic and the parking of 
motor vehicles in the City of London.” 

  WHEREAS subsection 10(2) paragraph 7 of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 
2001, c.25, as amended, provides that a municipality may pass by-laws to provide any 
service or thing that the municipality considers necessary or desirable to the public; 

  AND WHEREAS subsection 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001, as amended, 
provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law; 

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

1.  Loading Zones 
  Schedule 5 (Loading Zones) of the PS-113 By-law is hereby amended by 
adding the following row: 

Talbot Street East A point 40 m south of King 
Street 

 

2.  Reserved Lane 
  Schedule 9.1 (Reserved Lanes) of the PS-113 By-law is hereby amended 
by adding the following rows: 

Windermere 
Road 

Adelaide Street N 
to Richmond 
Street 

1st Lane 
from 
north 

Anytime Westbound Bicycle 

Windermere 
Road 

Richmond Street 
to Adelaide Street 
N 

1st Lane 
from 
south 

Anytime Eastbound Bicycle 

3.  Stop Signs 
  Schedule 10 (Stop Signs) of the PS-113 By-law is hereby amended by 
adding the following rows: 

Westbound Dissing Crescent (north & 
south intersections) 

Prince of Wales Gate 

Westbound Hayes Street (west 
intersection) 

Yvonne Crescent  

Northbound & Southbound Prince of Wales Gate 
(south intersection) 

South Carriage Road 

Westbound Sophia Crescent (north 
and south intersections) 

Coronation Drive  

Southbound Yvonne Crescent (east 
intersection) 

Hayes Street  
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4.  Yield Signs 
  Schedule 11 (Yield Signs) of the PS-113 By-law is hereby amended by 
deleting the following rows: 

Westbound Dissing Crescent (north & 
south intersections) 

Prince of Wales Gate 

Northbound & Southbound Prince of Wales Gate 
(south intersection) 

South Carriage Road 

Eastbound South Carriage Road 
(north intersection) 

Prince of Wales Gate 

  Schedule 11 (Yield Signs) of the PS-113 By-law is hereby amended by 
adding the following rows: 

Westbound & Eastbound Emma Chase Finley Crescent 

Northbound Finley Crescent Coronation Drive 

Northbound Finley Crescent South Carriage Road 

Northbound & Southbound Jessica Way Sophia Crescent 

Westbound & Eastbound Noah Bend Finley Crescent 

Northbound & Southbound Noah Bend Emma Chase 

Northbound & Southbound Owen Lane Finley Crescent 

Westbound & Southbound South Carriage Road South Carriage Road 

5.  Higher Speed Limits 
  Schedule 17 (Higher Speed Limit) of the PS-113 By-law is hereby 
amended by deleting the following rows: 

Colonel Talbot 
Road 

A point 200 m north 
of Four Winds Road 

Old Oak Lane 60 km/h 

Colonel Talbot 
Road 

Old Oak Lane A point 100 m south 
of Southdale Road W 

70 km/h 

Colonel Talbot 
Road 

A point 100 m south 
of Southdale Road W 

A point 100 m north 
of Diane Crescent 

70 km/h 

Colonel Talbot 
Road 

A point 100 m north 
of Diane Crescent 

A point 20 m north of 
Lambeth Walk 

60 km/h 

Hyde Park Road North City limit A point 1000 m north 
of Fanshawe Park 
Road W 

90 km/h 

Hyde Park Road A point 1000 m north 
of Fanshawe Park 
Road W 

A point 150 m north 
of said street 

70 km/h 

Hyde Park Road A point 150 m north 
of Fanshawe Park 
Road W 

A point 260 m north 
of Rutledge Street 

60 km/h 
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  Schedule 17 (Higher Speed Limit) of the PS-113 By-law is hereby 
amended by adding the following rows: 

Colonel Talbot 
Road 

A point 200 m north 
of Four Winds Road 

A point 20 m north of 
Lambeth Walk 

60 km/h 

Hyde Park Road North City limit A point 50 m north of 
Twilite Boulevard 

90 km/h 

Hyde Park Road A point 50 m north of 
Twilite Boulevard 

A point 260 m north 
of North Routledge 
Park 

60 km/h  

6.   Designated Parking Spaces 
  Schedule 27 (Designated Parking Spaces) of the PS-113 By-law is hereby 
amended by adding the following row: 

Queens Avenue North A point 23 m west of Wellington 
Street to a point 15 m west of 
Wellington Street 

2 Hours 

  This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed. 

PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019 

 

 

 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

 
 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 
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Bill No. 377 
2019 

 
By-law No. S.-____-___ 

 
A by-law to repeal By-law No. S.-6021-258 
entitled, “A by-law to lay out, constitute, 
establish and assume lands in the City of 
London as public highway.  (as widening to 
Pond Mills Road, east of Ailsa Place)” 

 
 

The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London enacts as 
follows: 
 
1.  By-law No. S.-6021-258 entitled, “A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish 
and assume lands in the City of London as public highway.  (as widening to Pond Mills 
Road, east of Ailsa Place)” passed by Municipal Council on September 17, 2019 is 
hereby repealed. 
 
2.  This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed. 

 
PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 

       
        

 
 
 
Ed Holder 

       Mayor 
 
 
 
 
       Catharine Saunders 

 City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 
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Bill No. 378 
2019 
   
By-law No. S.-____-___ 
 
A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and 
assume lands in the City of London as public 
highway.  (as widening to Pond Mills Road, 
east of Ailsa Place) 
 
 

  WHEREAS it is expedient to establish the lands hereinafter described as 
public highway; 
 
  NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City 
of London enacts as follows: 
 
1.  The lands and premises hereinafter described are laid out, constituted, 
established and assumed as public highway as widening to Pond Mills Road, east of 
Ailsa Place, namely: 
 

“Part of Lots 23, 24, 29 and 30 on Registered Plan 380(C) in the City of London, 
as described in Instrument No’s. WU34285, WU34284, WU34276 and WU34297 
respectively.” 

 
2.  This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 
 
 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading - October 1, 2019 
Second Reading - October 1, 2019 
Third Reading - October 1, 2019 
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Location Map 
 
 

 
 

 Subject Lands 
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Bill No. 379 
2019 
   
By-law No. S.-____-___ 
 
A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and 
assume lands in the City of London as public 
highway.  (as widening to Exeter Road, east of 
Meadowbrook Drive) 
 
 

  WHEREAS it is expedient to establish the lands hereinafter described as 
public highway; 
 
  NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City 
of London enacts as follows: 
 
1.  The lands and premises hereinafter described are laid out, constituted, 
established and assumed as public highway as widening to Exeter Road, east of 
Meadowbrook Drive, namely: 
 

“Part of Lots 33 and 34 in Concession 2, in the geographic Township of 
Westminster, now in the City of London and County of Middlesex, designated as 
Parts 27 and 28 on Reference Plan 33R-11042.” 

 
2.  This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 
 
 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading - October 1, 2019 
Second Reading - October 1, 2019 
Third Reading - October 1, 2019 
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Location Map 
 
 

 
 
 

 Subject Lands 
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Bill No. 380 
2019 

 
      By-law No. S.-____-___ 
  
 A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and 

assume certain reserves in the City of London 
as public highway. (as part of Guiness Way) 

 
 
  WHEREAS it is expedient to establish the lands hereinafter described as 
public highway; 
 
  NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City 
of London enacts as follows: 
 
1.  The lands and premises hereinafter described are laid out, constituted, 
established and assumed as public highway as part of Guiness Way, namely: 
 

“Block 128 on Registered Plan 33M-640 in the City of London and County of 
Middlesex.” 

 
2. This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
        
 
 
 
       Ed Holder 
       Mayor 
 
 
 
       Catharine Saunders 
       City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 
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Location Map 
 
 

 
 
 

Subject Lands 
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Bill No. 381 
2019 
   
By-law No. S.-____-___ 
 
A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and 
assume lands in the City of London as public 
highway.  (as widening to Oxford Road East, 
east of Oakside Street) 
 
 

  WHEREAS it is expedient to establish the lands hereinafter described as 
public highway; 
 
  NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City 
of London enacts as follows: 
 
1.  The lands and premises hereinafter described are laid out, constituted, 
established and assumed as public highway as widening to Oxford Road East, east of 
Oakside Street, namely: 
 

“Part of Lots 1 and 2 on Registered Plan 616 in the City of London and County of 
Middlesex, designated as Part 1 on Reference Plan 33R-20250.” 

 
2.  This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 
 
 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading - October 1, 2019 
Second Reading - October 1, 2019 
Third Reading - October 1, 2019 
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Location Map 
 
 

 
 
 

Subject Lands 
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Bill No. 382 
2019 
   
By-law No. S.-____-___ 
 
A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and 
assume lands in the City of London as public 
highway.  (as widening to Wharncliffe Road 
South, north of Euclid Avenue) 
 
 

  WHEREAS it is expedient to establish the lands hereinafter described as 
public highway; 
 
  NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City 
of London enacts as follows: 
 
1.  The lands and premises hereinafter described are laid out, constituted, 
established and assumed as public highway as widening to Wharncliffe Road South, 
north of Euclid Avenue, namely: 
 

“Part of Lot 6 on Registered Plan 300(4) in the City of London, designated as 
Part 1 on Reference Plan 33R-19498.” 

 
2.  This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 
 
 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading - October 1, 2019 
Second Reading - October 1, 2019 
Third Reading - October 1, 2019 
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Location Map 
 
 

 
 
  

 Subject Lands 
 

317



Bill No. 383 
2019 
 
By-law No. Z.-1-19____ 
 
A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to remove 
holding provisions from the zoning for lands 
located at 1912 Linkway Boulevard. 

 
  WHEREAS Sifton Properties Limited have applied to remove the holding 
provisions from the zoning over a portion of the lands located at 1912 Linkway 
Boulevard, as shown on the map attached to this by-law, as set out below; 
  
  AND WHEREAS it is deemed appropriate to remove the holding 
provisions from the zoning of the said lands; 
 
  NOW 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 the lands located at 1912 Linkway Boulevard, as shown on the attached 
map, to remove the h and h-206 holding provisions so that the zoning of the lands as a 
Business District Commercial Special Provision (BDC(31)) Zone comes into effect. 
 
2.  This By-law shall come into force and effect on the date of passage. 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on October 1, 2019. 
        
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
       Mayor 
 
 
 
 

Catharine Saunders 
       City Clerk  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 
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Schedule “A” 
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Bill No. 384 
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 585 Third Street. 
 

  WHEREAS Tricor Contracting Limited has applied to rezone an area of land located at 
585 Third Street, as shown on the map attached to this by-law, as set out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number # this rezoning 
will conform to the Official Plan; 
   

 NOW 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 585 Third Street, as shown on the attached map comprising part of Key Map No. 
A108, from a Holding Residential R3/Residential R5/ Residential R8/Restricted Office/Temporary 
Zone (h-1/R3-2/R5-4/R8-4/RO2/T-55) Zone, to a Holding Residential R3/Residential R5/Residential 
R8/Restricted Office/Light Industrial Special Provision (h-1/R3-2/R5-4/R8-4/RO2/LI7(_)) Zone. 
 
2.  Section Number 40.4 of the Light Industrial (LI7) Zone is amended by adding the 
following Special Provision: 

 
LI7(_)  585 Third Street  
 

a) Permitted Uses: 
 

i) Building or Contracting Establishment 
ii) Service Trade 
iii) Support Office 
iv) Warehouse (in association with a permitted use) 

 
b) Regulation[s]: 

 
i) Lot Area    1,900m2 (20,452.6sq.ft.) 

(Minimum): 
 

ii) Lot Frontage:    26m (85 feet) 
 

iii) North Interior  Side Yard  0.5m (1.6 feet) 
Setback: 
 

iv) South Interior Side Yard  18m (59 feet) 
Setback: 
 

v) Rear Yard Setback:   5.5m (18.0 feet) 
 

vi) Outdoor storage is prohibited 
 
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 October 1, 2019. 

 
 
Ed Holder 
Mayor 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 320



 

Schedule “A” 
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Bill No. 385 
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 115 Bessemer Road. 
 

  WHEREAS Barnim Property Holdings Inc. has applied to rezone 115 
Bessemer Road as shown on the map attached to this by-law, as set out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS this rezoning conforms to the Official Plan; 
   
  NOW 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 115 Bessemer Road, as shown on the attached map, 
from a Light  Industrial (LI2/LI7) Zone to Light Industrial/Light Industrial Special 
Provision (LI2/LI7(_)) Zone. 
 
2.  Section Number 40.4 of the Light Industrial (LI7) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 
 
  LI7( ) 115 Bessemer Road  

 
a) Additional Permitted Use: 

 
i) Automobile Rental Establishment within existing building in 

addition to Automotive Service and Repair  
 

b) Regulations: 
 

i) Outdoor Storage          30% of Lot Area  
(Maximum): 

 
ii) Parking            1 per 20m² (699 sq ft) 

(Minimum): 
 

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 October 1, 2019. 
 

 
 
 
Ed Holder 
Mayor 
 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 
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Schedule “A” 
 

 

 

323



Bill No. 386 
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 3700 Colonel Talbot 
Road and 3645 Bostwick Road. 
 
 

  WHEREAS W-3 Lambeth Farms Development Inc. have applied to rezone 
an area of land located at 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road, as 
shown on the map attached to this by-law, as set out below; 

  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number # this 
rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

  NOW 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 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road, as 
shown on the attached map comprising part of Key Map No. A110, from an Urban 
Reserve (UR4) Zone and an Environmental Review (ER) Zone to a Holding Residential 
R1 Special Provision (h*h-100*R1-3(*)) Zone, a Holding Residential R1 Special 
Provision (h*h-82*h-100*R1-3(*)) Zone, a Holding Residential R1 Special Provision 
(h*h-100*R1-4(*)) Zone, a Holding Residential R2 Special Provision (h*h-100*R2-1(*)) 
Zone, a Holding Residential R2 Special Provision (h*h-100*R2-3(*)) Zone, a Holding 
Residential R2 Special Provision/Residential R4 Special Provision (h*h-100*R2-1(*)/R4-
6(*)) Zone, a Holding Residential R2 Special Provision/Residential R4 Special 
Provision/Residential R6 Special Provision/Neighbourhood Facility (h*h-100*R2-1(*)/ 
R4-6(*)/R6-5(****)/NF1) Zone, a Holding Residential R6 Special Provision/ Residential 
R8 Special Provision (h*h-100*R6-5(*)/R8-4(**)) Zone, a Holding Residential R6 Special 
Provision/Residential R8 Special Provision (h*h-100*R6-5(**)/R8-3(*)) Zone, a Holding 
Residential R6 Special Provision/Residential R8 Special Provision/Residential R9 (h*h-
100*R6-5(***)/R8-4(****)/R9-3(**)) Zone, a Holding Residential R6 Special Provision/ 
Residential R8 Special Provision/Residential R9 (h*h-100*R6-5(***)/R8-4(****)/R9-
3(***)) Zone, a Holding Residential R8 Special Provision/Convenience Commercial 
Special Provision (h*h-100*R8-4(*)/CC6(*)) Zone, a Holding Residential R8 Special 
Provision/Convenience Commercial Special Provision/Neighbourhood Facility Special 
Provision  (h*h-100*R8-4(***)/CC6(**)/NF1(*)) Zone, a Holding Residential R9 Special 
Provision/Convenience Commercial Special Provision (h*h-100*R9-3(*)/ CC6(***)) 
Zone, an Open Space (OS1) Zone, an Open Space (OS5) Zone, an Environmental 
Review (ER) Zone, and an Urban Reserve (UR4) Zone. 

2.  Section Number 5.4 of the Residential R1 (R1) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R1-3(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard Setback, Main Dwelling   
 (Minimum):     3 metres (9.8 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.5 metres (14.8 feet) 
 
ii)  Front Yard Setback, Garages    
 (Minimum):     6 metres (19.7 feet)  
 
iii)  Interior Side Yard  
 (Minimum):    1.2 metres (3.9 feet)  
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iv)  Lot Coverage    45% 
 (Maximum): 
 
v)  Garages shall not project beyond the façade of the dwelling 

or façade (front face) of any porch, and shall not occupy 
more than 50% of lot frontage. 

 
3.  Section Number 5.4 of the Residential R1 (R1) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 
 R1-4(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 
 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard Setback, Main Dwelling   
 (Minimum):     3 metres (9.8 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.5 metres (14.8 feet) 
 
ii)  Front Yard Setback, Garages    
 (Minimum):    6 metres (19.7 feet)  
 
iii)  Garages shall not project beyond the façade of the dwelling 

or façade (front face) of any porch, and shall not occupy 
more than 50% of lot frontage. 

 
4.  Section Number 6.4 of the Residential R2 (R2) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 
 
 R2-1(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard Setback, Dwelling   
 (Minimum):     3 metres (9.8 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.5 metres (14.8 feet) 
 
ii)  Front Yard Setback, Garages    
 (Minimum):     6 metres (19.7 feet)  
 
iii)  Interior Side Yard  

(Minimum):    1.2 metres (3.9 feet)  
 
iv)  Lot Coverage    45% 
 (Maximum) 
 
v)  Garages shall not project beyond the façade of the dwelling 

or façade (front face) of any porch, and shall not occupy 
more than 50% of lot frontage. 

5.  Section Number 6.4 of the Residential R2 (R2) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R2-3(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard Setback, Dwelling   
 (Minimum):     3 metres (9.8 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.5 metres (14.8 feet) 
 
ii)  Front Yard Setback, Garages    
 (Minimum):     6 metres (19.7 feet)  
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iii)  Interior Side Yard  
 (Minimum)    1.2 metres (3.9 feet)  
 
iv)  Lot Coverage    45% 
 (Maximum): 
 
v)  Garages shall not project beyond the façade of the dwelling 

or façade (front face) of any porch, and shall not occupy 
more than 50% of lot frontage. 

 
6.  Section Number 8.4 of the Residential R4 (R4) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R4-6(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Lot Frontage   
 (Minimum):     7.0 metres (23.0 feet) 
 
ii)  Front Yard Setback, Dwelling(s)   
 (Minimum):     3 metres (9.8 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.5 metres (14.8 feet) 
 
iii)  Front Yard Depth, Garages 

(Minimum):     6 metres (19.7 feet)  
 
iv)  Interior Side Yard  
 (Minimum):    1.2 metres (3.9 feet)  
 
v)  Garages shall not project beyond the façade of the dwelling 

or façade (front face) of any porch, and shall not occupy 
more than 50% of lot frontage. 

 
vi)  Driveway widths are limited to 3.5m (11.5 feet) per lot. 

 

7.  Section Number 10.4 of the Residential R6 (R6) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R6-5(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard Setback, Dwelling(s)   
 (Minimum):     3 metres (9.8 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.5 metres (14.8 feet) 
 
ii)  Front Yard Depth, Garages 
 (Minimum):     6 metres (19.7 feet)  
 
iii)  Garages shall not project beyond the façade of the dwelling 

or façade (front face) of any porch, and shall not occupy 
more than 50% of lot frontage. 

 
iv)  Density  
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 
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8.  Section Number 10.4 of the Residential R6 (R6) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R6-5(**) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Yard Setback (Adjacent to OS5) 
 (Minimum):     10 metres (32.8 feet) from  

     OS5 Zone 
 
ii)  Density  
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 
 (Maximum):    65 units per hectare  
 
iii)  Provide built form along the OS5 Zone and orient the 

buildings to the open space by including individual unit doors 
or a main building entrance facing the open space. 

 
iv)  The 10 metre yard setback from the OS5 Zone will include 

increased landscaping as per the approved landscape plan 
through file 39T-17503 (3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 
Bostwick Road).  

 
v) No structures are permitted within the 10m yard setback 

from the OS5 Zone.  
 

9.  Section Number 10.4 of the Residential R6 (R6) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

R6-5(***) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard Setback, Dwelling(s)   
 (Minimum):     3 metres (9.8 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.5 metres (14.8 feet) 
 
ii) Front Yard Depth, Garages 
 (Minimum):     6 metres (19.7 feet)  
 
iii)  Garages shall not project beyond the façade of the dwelling 

or façade (front face) of any porch, and shall not occupy 
more than 50% of lot frontage. 

 
iv)  Density (Minimum):   30 units per hectare 
 
v)  Development shall be oriented to Bostwick Road.   

 
10.  Section Number 10.4 of the Residential R6 (R6) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R6-5(****) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard Setback, Dwelling(s)   
 (Minimum):     3 metres (9.8 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.5 metres (14.8 feet) 
 
ii)  Front Yard Depth, Garages 
 (Minimum):     6 metres (19.7 feet)  
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iii)  Garages shall not project beyond the façade of the dwelling 
or façade (front face) of any porch, and shall not occupy 
more than 50% of lot frontage. 

iv)  Density  
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 
 (Maximum):    75 units per hectare  
 
v)  Provide built form along the OS1 Zone and orient the 

buildings to the open space by including individual unit doors 
or a main building entrance facing the open space. 

 
11.  Section Number 12.4 of the Residential R8 (R8) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R8-3(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Yard Setback (Adjacent to OS5) 
 (Minimum):     10 metres from OS5 Zone 
 
ii)  Density  
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 
 (Maximum):    65 units per hectare  
 
iii)  Provide built form along the OS5 Zone and orient the 

buildings to the open space by including individual unit doors 
or a main building entrance facing the open space. 

 
iv)  The 10 metre yard setback from the OS5 Zone will include 

increased landscaping as per the approved landscape plan 
through file 39T-17503 (3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 
Bostwick Road).  

 
v) No structures are permitted within the 10m yard setback 

from the OS5 Zone.  
 

12.  Section Number 12.4 of the Residential R8 (R8) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R8-4(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum):     1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
ii) Density   
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 

(Maximum):    75 units per hectare  
 
iii)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 

oriented to Colonel Talbot Road or at the corner of Colonel 
Talbot Road and future Street A.  
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13.  Section Number 12.4 of the Residential R8 (R8) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R8-4(**) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard Setback (Dwelling, or Building)   
 (Minimum):     3 metres (9.8 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.5 metres (14.8 feet) 
 
iii)  Front Yard Depth (Dwelling) 
 Garages (Minimum):   6 metres (19.7 feet)  
 
iv)  Interior Side Yard  
 (Minimum):    1.2 metres (3.9 feet)  
 
v)  Density   
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 
 (Maximum):    75 units per hectare  
 
vi)  Garages shall not project beyond the façade of the dwelling 

or façade (front face) of any porch, and shall not occupy 
more than 50% of lot frontage. 

 
14.  Section Number 12.4 of the Residential R8 (R8) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R8-4(***) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum):     1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
ii) Density   
 (Minimum)    30 units per hectare 
 (Maximum)    75 units per hectare  
 
iii)  Height (Maximum):    4 Stories  
 
iv)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 

oriented to Street A or at the corner of Street A and Street D.  
 

 15.  Section Number 12.4 of the Residential R8 (R8) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R8-4(****) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum):     1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
ii) Density   
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 
 (Maximum):    100 units per hectare  
 
iii)  Height  
 (Minimum):    2 Storeys 
 (Maximum):     4 Storeys 
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iv)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 
oriented to Bostwick Road. 

 
16.  Section Number 13.4 of the Residential R9 (R9) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R9-3(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum):    1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
ii) Density   
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 
 (Maximum):    100 units per hectare  
 
iii)  Height  
 (Minimum):    2 Storeys 
 (Maximum):     7 Storeys (24m) 
     
iv)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 

oriented to Bostwick Road or at the corner of Bostwick Road 
and future Street A. 

 
17.  Section Number 13.4 of the Residential R9 (R9) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R9-3(**) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum):     1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
ii) Density   
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 
 (Maximum):    100 units per hectare  
 
iii)  Height  
 (Minimum):    2 Storeys 
 (Maximum):     9 Storeys (32m) 
     
iv)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 

oriented to Bostwick Road or at the corner of Bostwick Road 
and future Street A.  

 
18.  Section Number 13.4 of the Residential R9 (R9) Zone is amended by 
adding the following Special Provision: 

 R9-3(***) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum):     1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
ii) Density   
 (Minimum):    30 units per hectare 
 (Maximum):    100 units per hectare  
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iii)  Height  
 (Minimum):    2 Storeys 
 (Maximum):     7 Storeys (24m) 
     
iv)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 

oriented to Bostwick Road or at the corner of Bostwick Road 
and future Street M.  

 
19.   Section Number 29.4 of the Convenience Commercial (CC6) Zone is 
amended by adding the following Special Provision: 

 CC6(*) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Section 29.3(3) does not apply to this development.  
 
ii) Dwelling Units are restricted to the 2nd floor and above, and 

the regulations of the R8-4(*) Zone shall apply if dwelling 
units are included in the building. 

 
iii)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum)     1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum)     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
iv)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 

oriented to Colonel Talbot Road or at the corner of Colonel 
Talbot Road and future Street A.  

 
20.  Section Number 29.4 of the Convenience Commercial (CC6) Zone is 
amended by adding the following Special Provision: 

 CC6(**) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Permitted Uses: 
 

i) Convenience service establishments without a drive-through 
facility; 

ii) Convenience stores without a drive-through facility; 
iii) Personal service establishments without a drive-through 

facility; 
iv) Food stores without a drive-through facility; 
v) Restaurants, take-out, without a drive-through facility;  
vi) Brewing on Premises Establishment;  
vii) Convenience business service establishments without drive-

through facilities; 
viii) Day care centres without drive-through facilities; 
ix) Studios without drive-through facilities;  
x) Bake shops without drive-through facilities;  
xi) Commercial schools without drive-through facilities;  
xii) Florist shops without drive-through facilities;  
xiii) Pharmacies without drive-through facilities;  
xiv) Restaurants, eat-in without drive-through facilities. 

 
b) Regulations:  

 
i)  Section 29.3(3) does not apply to this development.  
 
ii) Dwelling Units are restricted to the 2nd floor and above, and 

the regulations of the R8-4(***) Zone shall apply if dwelling 
units are included in the building. 
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iii)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum)     1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum)     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
iv)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 

oriented to Street A or at the corner of Street A and Street D.  
 

21.  Section Number 29.4 of the Convenience Commercial (CC6) Zone is 
amended by adding the following Special Provision: 

 CC6(***) 3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a)  Regulations:  
 

i)  Section 29.3(3) does not apply to this development.  
 
ii) Dwelling Units are restricted to the 2nd floor and above, and 

the regulations of the R9-3(*) Zone shall apply if dwelling 
units are included in the building. 

 
iii)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum)     1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum)     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
iv)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 

oriented to Bostwick Road or at the corner of Bostwick Road 
and future Street A.  

 
22.  Section Number 33.4 of the Neighbourhood Facility (NF) Zone is amended 
by adding the following Special Provision: 

 NF1(*)  3700 Colonel Talbot Road and 3645 Bostwick Road 

a) Regulations:  
 

i) Dwelling Units are restricted to the 2nd floor and above, and 
the regulations of the R8-4(***) Zone shall apply if dwelling 
units are included in the building. 

 
ii)  Front Yard and Exterior Side Yard Depth (m)   
 (Minimum):     1.0 metres (3.3 feet) 
 (Maximum):     4.0 metres (13.1 feet) 
 
iii)  Building Orientation – The principle entrance shall be 

oriented to Street A or at the corner of Street A and Street D.  
 

23.  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.  

24.  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 October 1, 2019. 
 

 
Ed Holder  
Mayor 
 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – October 1, 2019 
Second Reading – October 1, 2019 
Third Reading – October 1, 2019 
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