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Planning and Environment Committee 

Report 

 
The 2nd Meeting of the Planning and Environment Committee 
January 6, 2020 
 
PRESENT: Councillor M. Cassidy (Chair), J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. 

Turner, A. Kayabaga, Mayor E. Holder 
   
ALSO PRESENT: Councillor M. van Holst; J. Adema, A. Anderson, G. Barrett, 

M. Elmadhoon, M. Feldberg, K. Gonyou, M. Greguol, M. 
Knieriem, G. Kotsifas, C. Lowery, H. McNeely, S. Meksula, L. 
Mottram, B. O'Hagan, N. Pasato, M. Pease, L. Pompilii, M. 
Ribera, M. Schulthess, J. Shaughnessy, M. Sundercock, S. 
Tatavarti, J. Taylor, M. Tomazincic, M. Vivian and P. Yeoman 
   
   
 The meeting was called to order at 4:02 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. Turner 

That Items 2.1 to 2.3, inclusive and 2.5 to 2.8, inclusive, BE APPROVED. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

2.1 11th Report of the Trees and Forest Advisory Committee  

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

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 11th Report of the 
Trees and Forests Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on 
November 27, 2019: 

  

a)  a member of the London Housing Advisory Committee BE INVITED to 
attend a future meeting of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee to 
discuss social housing tree planting initiatives in greater detail; 

  

b)   the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to investigate any 
discrepancies between tree planting specifications as they appear in the 
City of London's Design Specifications and Requirements Manual versus 
the International Society of Arboriculture's Arborists' Certification Study 
Guide; and, 

  

c)  clauses 1.1, 3.1 to 3.3, inclusive, 4.1, 5.2, 5.3 and 5.5, BE RECEIVED 
for information. 
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Motion Passed 
 

2.2 1st Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

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

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 1st Report of the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage, from its meeting held on 
December 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 the 
demolition of the existing building and approval for a proposed building, as 
described in Appendix D of the staff report dated December 11, 2019, on 
the property at 88 Blackfriars Street, within the Blackfriars/Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District, BE PERMITTED with the following terms 
and conditions: 

 buff brick be used for the exterior cladding of the proposed building; 

 a painted wood front door be used for the proposed building; 

 parking be limited to a driveway to the west of the proposed building 
with front yard parking prohibited; 

 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 condition of the above-noted building constitutes 
another regrettable example of demolition by neglect and the London 
Advisory Committee on Heritage implores stronger enforcement of the 
Property Standards By-law to avoid future demolition by neglect of 
London’s cultural heritage resources; 

it being further noted that the presentation appended to the 1st Report of 
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage from K. Gonyou, Heritage 
Planner, with respect to this matter, was 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 seeking approval for 
alterations to the property at 906 Lorne Avenue, within the Old East 
Heritage Conservation District, BE PERMITTED with the terms and 
conditions: 

 all exposed wood be painted; 

 a wood lattice porch skirt set in a frame to be added where missing; 

 the top rail be constructed no higher than 30” to maintain the 
proportions of the porch; 

 the railings and guards on the steps be replaced to be consistent with 
the railings and guards on the entirety of the porch; 

 a new base around the northwest column be installed; and, 
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 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 1st Report of the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage from M. Greguol, Heritage 
Planner, with respect to this matter, was received; 

  

c)    the following actions be taken with respect to the Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Reports (CHERs) for the properties located at 90, 92 and 102 
Wellington Road: 

i)            the Civic Administration BE ADVISED that the London Advisory 
Committee on Heritage (LACH) concurs with the findings of the above-
noted CHERs, as appended to the agenda; it being noted that 
the presentation appended to the 1st Report of the London Advisory 
Committee on Heritage from M. Morris, Major Projects, with respect to this 
matter, was received; and, 

ii)            the Stewardship Sub-Committee Report appended to the 1st 
Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage, from its meeting 
held on November 26, 2019, BE FORWARDED to the Civic Administration 
for consideration; 

  

d)     the 556 Wellington Street Heritage Impact Statement Working Group 
Report, appended to the 1st Report of the London Advisory Committee on 
Heritage, BE FORWARDED to the Civic Administration for consideration; 
it being noted that the London Advisory Committee on Heritage supports 
and endorses the above-noted Working Group Report; 

  

e)    the following actions be taken with respect to the requests for 
delegation from A. Valastro and M. Tovey related to the properties located 
at 197, 183 and 179 Ann Street: 

  

i)        the properties located at 175, 179, 183 and 197 Ann Street and 84 
and 86 St. George Street BE REFERRED to the Stewardship Sub-
Committee for research and evaluation for a possible heritage 
designation; it being noted that a verbal delegation by A. Valastro, with 
respect to this matter, was received; and, 

ii)            the request for delegation by M. Tovey BE APPROVED for the 
February 2020 meeting of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage; 

  

f)    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 alterations to the porch of the property located at 430 Dufferin Avenue, 
within the West Woodfield Heritage Conservation District, BE 
PERMITTED; it being noted that the presentation appended to the 1st 
Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage from K. Gonyou, 
Heritage Planner, with respect to this matter, was received; 

  

g)  on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planning, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the following actions be 
taken with respect to the demolition request for the existing dwelling on 
the heritage listed property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East: 
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i)            the Chief Building Official BE ADVISED that Municipal Council 
consents to the demolition of the dwelling on this property, and; 

ii)            the property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East BE REMOVED 
from the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources; 

it being noted that the presentation appended to the 1st Report of the 
London Advisory Committee on Heritage from M. Greguol, Heritage 
Planner, with respect to this matter, was received; 

  

h)   clauses 1.1 and 1.2, inclusive, 2.4, 3.1 to 3.3, inclusive, 4.1, 5.4 to 5.7, 
inclusive, BE RECEIVED for information. 

  

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.3 Update on Subdivision Ambassador Role in Development Services  

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

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the 
staff report dated January 6, 2020 entitled "Update on 
Subdivision  Ambassador Role in Development Services" BE RECEIVED 
for information.    (2019-D04/H11) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.5 Application - 1959 Wharncliffe Road South - Removal of Holding 
Provisions (h, h-100, h-197 and h-198) (H-8923) 

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

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by 1640209 Ontario Limited, c/o York 
Development, relating to the property located at 1959 Wharncliffe Road 
South, the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated January 6, 
2020 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on 
January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the 
Official Plan), to change the zoning for a portion of 1959 Wharncliffe Road 
South FROM a Holding Residential R8/R9 Special Provision (h*h-100*h-
197*h-198*R8-4/R9-3(13)*H32) Zone TO a Residential R8/R9 Special 
Provision (R8-4/R9-3(13)*H32) Zone.    (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.6 Appeal of Consent Authority Decision on Consent Application B.056/18 - 
16 Berkley Crescent 

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

That, the City Solicitor and Managing Director, Development and 
Compliance Services and Chief Building Official BE DIRECTED to provide 
legal and planning representation at the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
Hearing to support the decision of the Consent Authority, in response to 
the letter of appeal to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal, dated 
September 6, 2019, and submitted by Analee J.M. Baroudi on behalf of 
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Bernadette Green, relating to the consent application concerning the 
property located at 16 Berkley Crescent.  (2019-D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.7 Draft Plan of Subdivision - Three Year Extension - Richardson/Middleton 
Subdivision - 146 and 184 Exeter Road 39T-15501 

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

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the 
Approval Authority BE ADVISED that the Municipal Council supports the 
request for a three (3) year extension of the draft plan of subdivision 
approval for the draft plan submitted by Sifton Properties Limited (File No. 
39T-15501), prepared by Stantec Consulting and certified by Jeremy 
Matthews (Project No. 161401268, dated December 22, 2016), as redline 
amended, which shows twenty-two (22) low density blocks, six (6) medium 
density blocks, one (1) school block, one (1) park block, four (4) multi-use 
pathway blocks, one (1) open space block, one (1) future road block, 
eleven (11) 0.3 m reserves and road widenings, all served by one (1) new 
secondary collector road/neighbourhood connector, and ten (10) new local 
roads/neighbourhood streets SUBJECT TO the conditions contained in 
Schedule "A” appended to the staff report dated January 6, 2020.  (2019-
D09) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.8 Request for Council Resolution, under section 45(1.4) of the Planning Act, 
R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13 - 3425 Emily Carr Lane (1160 Wharncliffe Road 
South) 39T-16508 

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

That, on the recommendation of the City Clerk, the staff report dated 
January 6, 2020 and entitled “Request for Council Resolution, under 
section 45(1.4) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13 – 39T-16508, 
3425 Emily Carr Lane (1160 Wharncliffe Road South)” BE RECEIVED for 
information.   (2019-D13) 

 

Motion Passed 
 

2.4 Candidate Approval for the Urban Design Peer Review Panel  

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

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the 
following candidates BE APPROVED for the positions, listed below, on the 
Urban Design Peer Review Panel: 

  

a) Tim Wickens – Position of Architect; 

  

b) Leo Xuan-Yi Lin– Position of Architect; and, 

  



 

 6 

c) Michael Davis – Position of Planner; 

  

 
it being noted that the Planning and Environment Committee heard a 
verbal delegation from M. Wallace, Executive Director, London 
Development Institute, with respect to this matter.  (2019-D32/H11) 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: E. Holder 

That M. Wallace, Executive Director, London Development Institute, BE 
GRANTED delegation status with respect to candidate approval for the 
Urban Design Peer Review Panel. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

3. Scheduled Items 

3.1 Demolition Request and Heritage Alteration Permit Application - 88 
Blackfriars Street, Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District    

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: E. Holder 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City Planning and 
City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the application 
under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act seeking approval for the 
demolition of the existing building and approval for a proposed building, as 
described in the staff report and shown in Appendix D, on the property 
located at 88 Blackfriars Street, within the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District, BE PERMITTED with the following terms and 
conditions: 

 
a) buff brick be used for the exterior cladding of the proposed building; 
b) a painted wood front door be used for the proposed building; 
c) parking be limited to a driveway to the west of the proposed building 
with front yard parking prohibited; 
d) 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;  
e) the Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible from the 
street until the work is completed; and, 

f)   prior to any demolition, the property owner BE REQUIRED to submit 
full building permit drawings; 

  

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-
R01) 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 
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Motion Passed (6 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

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

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

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

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

3.2 Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 2325 Sunningdale 
Road East  

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: E. Holder 

That, 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 request for the demolition of the heritage 
listed property located at 2325 Sunningdale Road East: 

  

a)    the Chief Building Official BE ADVISED that Municipal Council 
consents to the demolition of the building on this property; and, 

  

b)     the property located at 2325 Sunningdale Road East BE REMOVED 
from the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources; 

  

it being noted that no individuals spoke at the public participation meeting 
associated with this matter.    (2019-R01) 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: A. Hopkins 
Seconded by: A. Kayabaga 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
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Moved by: A. Hopkins 
Seconded by: A. Kayabaga 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

3.3 Application - 1830 Wharncliffe Road South (Z-9107) 

Moved by: A. Hopkins 
Seconded by: E. Holder 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by 2594722 Ontario Inc., relating to the property 
located at 1830 Wharncliffe Road South, the proposed by-law appended 
to the staff report dated January 6, 2020 BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting to be held on January 14, 2020 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 Restricted Service 
Commercial (h-17*RSC1/RSC4) Zone TO a Holding Associated Shopping 
Area Commercial Special Provision (h-17*ASA1/ASA2(_)/ASA3(_)) 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; 

  

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

  

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

•           the recommended amendment is in conformity with the in-force 
polices of The London Plan, including but not limited to, the Shopping 
Area Place type policies; 

the recommended amendment is in conformity with the in-force polices of 
the 1989 Official Plan, including but not limited to, the Wonderland Road 
Community Enterprise Corridor; 

•           the recommended amendment is in conformity with the in-force 
polices of the Sourthwest Area Secondary Plan, including but not limited 
to, the Wonderland Road Community Enterprise Corridor; 

•           the recommended amendment provides additional uses that are 
appropriate and compatible with the surrounding area and provides an 
increased opportunity to effectively utilize the proposed multi-use building 
on the rear portion of the subject lands; and, 

•           the existing building, proposed buildings and on-site parking are 
capable of supporting the requested commercial uses without resulting in 
any negative impacts on the abutting lands.   (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 
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Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

Moved by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: A. Hopkins 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

3.4 Application - 1297 Wharncliffe Road South (Z-9106) 

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

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by Dalmar Motors Volkswagen, relating to the 
property located at 1297 Wharncliffe Road South, the proposed by-law 
appended to the staff report dated January 6, 2020 BE INTRODUCED at 
the Municipal Council meeting on January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning By-
law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official Plan), to change the zoning of 
the subject property FROM Holding Office (h*h-11*h-63*h-95*h-100*h-
104*h-138*OF7) Zone TO Restricted Service Commercial Special 
Provision (RSC1(__)/RSC2/RSC3/RSC4/RSC5) Zone; 

 
it being noted that Site Plan matters identified during the public process 
include use of decorative pavers for new vehicle display areas abutting the 
street; landscape buffers between parking areas and abutting residential 
development; noise; site access; lighting; and stormwater servicing; 

  

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 policies of the 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014; 

•           the recommended amendment is in conformity with the in-force 
and effect policies of The London Plan, including but not limited to the 
Commercial Industrial Place Type; 

the recommended amendment is in conformity with the in-force and effect 
policies of the 1989 Official Plan, including but not limited to the Auto-
oriented Commercial Corridor designation; and, 
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the recommended amendment in conformity with the in-force and effect 
policies of the Southwest Area Secondary Plan.   (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

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

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

Moved by: A. Hopkins 
Seconded by: A. Kayabaga 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

3.5 Application - 635 Wilton Grove Road (Z-9110) 

Moved by: E. Holder 
Seconded by: A. Hopkins 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by LIUNA 1059 Training Fund Management Inc., 
relating to the property located at 635 Wilton Grove Road, the proposed 
by-law appended to the staff report dated January 6, 2020 BE 
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on January 14, 
2020 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official 
Plan), to change the zoning of the subject property FROM a Light 
Industrial (LI1) Zone TO a Light Industrial Special Provision (LI4(_)) Zone; 

  

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

  

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

  

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

•           the recommended amendment conforms to the in-force policies of 
The London Plan, including but not limited to the Light Industrial Place 
Type; 

•           the recommended amendment conforms to the in-force policies of 
the 1989 Official Plan, including but not limited to the Light Industrial 
designation; and, 
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•           the recommended amendment conforms to the Southwest Area 
Secondary Plan.   (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

Moved by: E. Holder 
Seconded by: S. Turner 

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

Moved by: A. Hopkins 
Seconded by: A. Kayabaga 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

3.6 Lots 50, 51 and 61 and Lots 62 through 89, inclusive, Registered Plan 
33M-768 (Formerly 810  Westdel Bourne) (Z-9123) 

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

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, 
based on the application by Colin McClure (Norquay Developments), 
relating to lands described as Lots 50, 51 and 61 & Lots 62 through 89, 
inclusive, Registered Plan No. 33M-768 (formerly 810 Westdel Bourne), 
the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated January 6, 2020 
BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on January 
14, 2020 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official 
Plan), to change the zoning of the subject lands FROM a Residential R1 
(R1-4) Zone TO a Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-4( )) Zone, and 
FROM a Residential R1 (R1-8) Zone TO a Residential R1 Special 
Provision (R1-8( )) 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 amendment is consistent with the 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2014, as it promotes efficient 
development and land use patterns; accommodates an appropriate range 
and mix of land uses, housing types, and densities to meet projected 
needs of current and future residents; and minimizes land consumption 
and servicing costs; 
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•           the recommended zoning amendment conforms to the in-force 
polices of The London Plan, including but not limited to the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type, Our Strategy, City Building and Design, Our 
Tools, and all other applicable London Plan policies; 

•           the recommended zoning amendment conforms to the policies of 
the (1989) Official Plan, including but not limited to the Low Density 
Residential designation; and, 

•           the recommended special zone provisions are appropriate and 
compatible with character of existing and planned low density residential 
development in the surrounding neighbourhood.   (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 

Additional Votes: 

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

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

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

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

3.7 Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study (OZ-8997) 

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

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planner, the following actions be taken with respect to the Official Plan 
and Zoning By-law amendment application by The Corporation of the City 
of London, relating to the properties located near the Hamilton Road 
Corridor, generally between Bathurst Street and Highbury Avenue, as 
identified in Appendix “A” appended to the staff report dated January 6, 
2020: 

  
a)  the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated January 6, 
2020 as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting 
on January 14, 2020 to amend Chapter 10 of the Official Plan (1989) TO 
ADD a Specific Area Policy for the lands along the Hamilton Road 
Corridor as identified in Appendix “B”; 

 
b) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated January 6, 2020 
as “Appendix “C” BE INTRODUCED at a future Municipal Council meeting 
to amend the Official Plan (The London Plan, 2016) at such time as Map 1 
and Map 7 are in full force and effect, TO ADD a Specific Policy to the 
Neighbourhood Place Type and to Map 7 – Specific Policy Areas; 
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c) the proposed revised, attached, by-law relating to Appendix “D”, BE 
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on January 14, 
2020 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official 
Plan as amended in parts a) and b)), to amend the existing zoning of the 
properties identified in Appendix “D” which includes a variety of zones TO 
the zoning as identified in Appendix “D” to allow for an expanded range of 
permitted uses, an increase in permitted height, to make it easier to 
combine lots to create larger parcels, and to require certain design 
elements to ensure fit; 

  

d)  pursuant to Section 34 (17) of the Planning Act, no further notice be 
given as the amendment relates to permitting, not requiring, commercial 
uses on the ground floor for apartment uses in Areas 1 and 3; 

 
e)  the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated January 6, 
2020 as Appendix "E" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting 
to be held on January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in 
conformity with the Official Plan as amended in parts a) and b)), to amend 
the existing Parking Standard Area of the properties identified in Appendix 
“E” which includes properties in Parking Standard Area 2 and Parking 
Standard Area 3 TO Parking Standard Area 1, as identified in Appendix 
“E”; and, 

 
f) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated January 6, 2020 
as Appendix "F" BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be 
held on January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning By-law Z-1 to ADD a definition 
for “façade openings”, as identified in Appendix “F”;  

  

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 noted that the Planning and Environment Committee reviewed and 
received a communication from A. Johnson, 36 Pegler Street, with respect 
to this matter; 

  

  

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

  

•           the recommended action is intended to encourage the continued 
revitalization of the Hamilton Road Corridor, making it easier for property 
owners to use existing buildings or redevelop properties. The 
recommended action implements several recommendations from the 
Hamilton Road CIP, and addresses many of the challenges property 
owners have identified that make it difficult to use their properties. Certain 
urban design requirements have also been added to ensure that future 
development fits with its context and supports the development of portions 
of Hamilton Road as a main street.   (2019-D09) 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
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Additional Votes: 

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

Motion to open the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

Moved by: A. Kayabaga 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

Motion to close the public participation meeting. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

4. Items for Direction 

4.1 1st Report of the Advisory Committee on the Environment  

Moved by: A. Hopkins 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That, the following actions be taken with respect to the 1st Report of the 
Advisory Committee on the Environment, from its meeting held on 
December 4, 2019: 

  

a)   A. Lockwood, Urban Designer, BE ADVISED that the City of London 
Climate Change Action Plan should be incorporated into this and any 
future Urban Design Guidelines, specifically, taking advantage of public 
parking lot space to install solar panel canopies; it being noted that the 
Notice of Planning Application, dated November 21, 2019, from A. 
Lockwood, Urban Designer, with respect to an Official Plan Amendment 
related to the City-Wide Urban Design Guidelines, was received; 

  

b)  the "8.0 - Recommendations" section of the Cycling Master Plan 
Review Working Group Report of the Cycling Advisory Committee, as 
appended to the agenda, BE REFERRED to the Energy Sub-Committee 
for review and a report back to the Advisory Committee on the 
Environment in January 2020; 

  

c)    the expenditure of up to $300.00 from the 2019 Advisory Committee 
on the Environment (ACE) budget BE APPROVED to print copies of the 
Pollinator Friendly Gardens flyer, as appended to the agenda; it being 
noted that the ACE has sufficient funds in their 2019 budget to 
accommodate this expenditure; and, 

  

d)  clauses 1.1 and 1.2, inclusive, 2.1 and 2.2, inclusive, 3.1 and 3.2, 
inclusive, 3.4 to 3.8, inclusive, 5.2 and 5.4 BE RECEIVED for information. 

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 
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Motion Passed (6 to 0) 
 

5. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

None. 

 

6. Confidential  

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

That the Planning and Environment Committee convene, In Closed Session, for 
the purpose of considering the following: 

  

            6.1       Solicitor-Client Privilege/Litigation or Potential Litigation 

This report can be considered in a meeting closed to the public as the subject 
matter being considered pertains to advice that is subject to solicitor-client 
privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose from the solicitor 
and officers and employees of the Corporation; the subject matter pertains to 
litigation or potential litigation with respect to an appeal at the Local Planning 
Appeal Tribunal(“LPAT”), and for the purpose of providing instructions and 
directions to officers and employees of the Corporation. 

  

6.2       Solicitor-Client Privilege/Litigation or Potential Litigation 

  

This report can be considered in a meeting closed to the public as the subject 
matter being considered pertains to advice that is subject to solicitor-client 
privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose from the solicitor 
and officers and employees of the Corporation; the subject matter pertains to 
litigation or potential litigation with respect to an appeal at the Local Planning 
Appeal Tribunal(“LPAT”), and for the purpose of providing instructions and 
directions to officers and employees of the Corporation. 

  

Yeas:  (6): M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, A. Kayabaga, and E. Holder 

 

Motion Passed (6 to 0) 

The Planning and Environment Committee convenes, In Closed Session, from 
7:08 PM to 7:28 PM. 

  

  

7. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 7:29 PM. 
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Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 
Report 

 
The 11th Meeting of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 
November 27, 2019 
Committee Room #4 
 
Attendance PRESENT: R. Mannella (Chair), M. Demand, A. Hames, J. 

Kogelheide, A. Morrison, A. Valastro; and D. Turner (Committee 
Clerk) 
 
REGRETS: A. Cantell and A. Thompson 
 
ALSO PRESENT: A. Beaton, J. Parsons and R. Walker 

 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

2. Scheduled Items 

None. 

3. Consent 

3.1 9th and 10th Reports of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the 9th and 10th reports of the Trees and Forests 
Advisory Committee, from its meetings held on September 25 and 
October 23, respectively, were received.  

 

3.2 Municipal Council Resolution - 9th Report of the Trees and Forests 
Advisory Committee 

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution, from its meeting 
held on October 15, 2019, with respect to the 9th Report of the Trees and 
Forests Advisory Committee, was received. 

 

3.3 Public Meeting Notice - City Wide Amendment - Urban Design Peer 
Review Panel Terms of Reference Update 

That it BE NOTED that the Public Meeting Notice, dated November 13, 
2019, from J. Smolarek, Urban Designer, Development Services, with 
respect to a City Wide Amendment to the Urban Design Peer Review 
Panel Terms of Reference, was received. 

 

4. Sub-Committees and Working Groups 

4.1 Education Sub-Committee Update 

That it BE NOTED that the committee held a general discussion with 
respect to the Education Initiatives Sub-Committee update; it being further 
noted that the attached sub-committee meeting minutes were received. 
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5. Items for Discussion 

5.1 Social Housing and Tree Planting Opportunities in London 

That a member of the London Housing Advisory Committee BE INVITED 
to attend a future meeting of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee to 
discuss social housing tree planting initiatives in greater detail.  

 

5.2 Urban Forest Strategy - Topics of Interest 

That it BE NOTED that the committee held a general discussion with 
respect to interesting topics enshrined in the Urban Forest Strategy which 
the committee may seek to research further, including urban design policy 
as it relates to green space requirements in new developments. 

 

5.3 Trees in Parking Lots 

That it BE NOTED that the committee held a general discussion with 
respect to tree planting and green space requirements in parking lots, 
noting that the Bostwick Community Centre parking lot was highlighted as 
a model for similar developments. 

 

5.4 City of London Tree Planting Specifications 

That the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to investigate any 
discrepancies between tree planting specifications as they appear in the 
City of London's Design Specifications and Requirements Manual versus 
the International Society of Arboriculture's Arborists' Certification Study 
Guide. 

 

5.5 2018 and 2019 TFAC Work Plans 

That a sub-committee BE CREATED to begin drafting a 2020 work plan; it 
being noted that the committee's 2019 draft work plan will be used as a 
template. 

 

6. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 1:43 PM. 



TFAC SUB-COMMITTEE: 
EDUCATIONAL INITIATIVES & CITY OF LONDON FORESTRY WEBSITE – MEETING 1 MINUTES 

 
Meeting Date: Nov. 13, 2019 
In attendance: Amber Cantell, Marnie Demand, Jim Kogelhide 
 

Purpose of Meeting: To begin laying out a framework for discussion, questions and ideas at our 
upcoming TFAC meeting, with expectation that we will be in a position to submit more formal 
recommendations at a future TFAC meeting. 

 

Questions for City Staff: 

• How does the city plan and deliver urban forestry education now? Can we get a list? Is there a 
budget? How do they budget, and could we get a copy of the education budget? 
 

• Does the City maintain (e) mailing lists of key land owners and businesses (e.g., faith groups, 
schools, landscapers, etc.?) Are they able to do bulk e-mails? (Or physical mailings?) 
 

• What info is currently provided to homeowners when they get a new street tree, esp. re: 
watering and top-up mulching? Would it be possible for the sub-committee to get a copy of this 
information or these materials? 
 

• How does the City meet with landscapers in an RFP process? Are the expectations around, for 
example, proper mulching verbally communicated at all, or are they only addressed within the 
RFP or planting guidelines? (I.e., are there opportunities to reiterate key messages). 

 

Volcano Mulching & Other Tree Care Topics Discussion: 

• Discussion came about as result of Jim’s observations that many trees seem to be being 
mulched badly in London (too much mulch or “volcano” mulching), which will have a negative 
impact on their health 
 

• First, we wish to confirm that mulching standards are expressed in the City of London planting 
guidelines (Marnie has offered to take this on as a task, below) 

 
• Folks that do mulching who the City may wish to reach out to would include: 

o City contractors 
o Non-City contractors 
o Residents 

 
o Potentially could see about doing a series of articles on tree care topics (maybe with the 

LFP), which could include:  
 Mulching 
 Watering 



 Stakes & tree collars 
 Compost & fertilizer 
 Campfire wood 
 Use each post as a way to promote free trees and TreeMe? 
 Could see about posting PDFs of this content to COL website 

 

• Create a tri-fold with all the info that’s in the e-mail 
o We could potentially use TFAC budget on this or see if the COL design (communications) 

department could provide assistance 
o Have these tri-folds go to like Go Wild, Grow Wild, to RFL events, etc. 
o Could we brand as “Common Mistakes”? 
o Could we do a variation for landscapers that focuses on ISA standards and the science a 

bit more? (So it seems less general or aimed at the lay-person for them?) 
 

• Could COL do an electronic billboard ad up the way they did like oak wilt? (But focusing on more 
common, current issues?) 

o Sub-committee members want to note that we thought the ads (for oak wilt) were a 
very effective approach 

 

DRAFT Recommendations (for discussion at TFAC, noting that the sub-committee members expect that 
we are still a few meetings away from finalizing any education-themed recommendations) 

The sub-committee is considering recommending that the City: 

1) Develop an annual program and set a clear budget for education efforts 
 

2) Produce a tri-fold for public to provide info on a range of tree care topics 
o Develop list of places to distribute it (including places like Fisher’s) 
o Convert these to five posts / posters for the electronic billboard (good for spring) 

 
3) Produce a separate tri-fold or fact-sheet for contractors (landscapers, arborists, fisher’s, etc.) 

and physically drop them off to their offices (plus an e-mail?) that is more tailored to academics 
 

4) Make PDFs of these available on City website -> or have a more detailed version on the City of 
London website (Beyond “No! Yes! For more information:”) 
 

5) Pitch London Free Press on a 5-article series; promote TreeMe, NRL at the same time  
 

6) Hold an annual information session for landscapers, covering such topics as: 
o By-laws 
o TreeMe 
o Tree protection during construction (and associated penalties) 
o Other do’s and don’ts 

 



7) Hold an annual information session on tree care for the broader public and keen community 
volunteers with ReForest London as a part of new Signal Boost Initiative at Westminster Ponds 
Centre. 
 

8) Undertake a “roving tree tag” initiative to put oversized tags in trees in parks across London 
which would contain information about tree care and London’s urban forest (inspired by 
ReForest London’s highly successful “hug me” tree signage campaign a few years back) 
 

It is also proposed that TFAC buy a set of the International Society for Aboricultural’s Best Management 
Practice booklets to assist with the development of informational materials (though where these could 
best be stored would need to be discussed) 

 

Website Discussion (Draft) 

The sub-committee members anticipate spending considerable time over the next few months 
developing a fulsome list of suggestions for the urban forestry section of the website. Early comments 
from this meeting included: 

1) City should consider adding a section on “caring for trees” 
 

2) City of London should consider creating an e-mail list of all landscaping companies, retirement 
homes, property management, schools, churches, etc. (anyone with large areas of land) so as to 
be able to share tree care information with them (if allowed under privacy and anti-spam laws) 

o Could create an e-mail with the points highlighted very simple so they know the content 
in 20 seconds 

 

UFS Implementation Plan Updates: 

• Deferring this discussion until Jill-Anne is back 

 

Sub-Committee Member Tasks: 

1) Amber to research cost of ISA BMP booklets and brochures and present a suggested list to TFAC 
(Task complete – please see next page) 
 

2) Marnie to review COL Tree Planting Guidelines to see how effectively they are communicating 
about mulching requirements, and how easy they are to find on the City’s website 
 

3) Each member of sub-committee will list problems with website (pretend to be someone else 
looking for certain things / “user stories”; maybe take half an hour) and propose solutions, to be 
compiled in advance of our next sub-committee meeting 

 

- 30 - 



ISA Best Management Practices Booklets 

These can be found in the ISA store here: https://wwv.isa-arbor.com/store/category/117/ 

Generally speaking, most of these booklets cost $11.95 (American) each for non-ISA members, plus 
shipping. Booklets are typically 40 – 80 pages in length, black and white, with illustrations. 

BMPs likely to be of interest to TFAC for a concerted tree care & maintenance campaign would include: 

• BMP: Tree Planting (2nd edition), by Gary Watson 
• BMP: Root Management, by Larry Costello, Gary Watson, and Tom Smiley 
• BMP: Tree Risk Assessment (2nd edition), by E. Thomas Smiley, Nelda Matheny, and Sharon Lilly 
• BMP: Tree Pruning (3rd edition), by unknown 
• BMP: Managing Trees During Construction, by Kelby Fite and E. Thomas Smiley 
• BMP: Soil Management, by  Bryant Scharenbroch, E. Thomas Smiley, and Wes Kocher 
• BMP: Tree & Shrub Fertilization (3rd edition), by E. Thomas Smiley, Sharon Lilly, and Patrick 

Kelsey 
• BMP: Tree Inventories (2nd edition), by Jerry Bond 

o This proposed moreso because of interest in reviewing data collection processes (and 
specifically info on cutting rates) by TFAC, rather than for a tree maintenance and care 
outreach initiative (just including it here as we will likely want to do a single order if we 
do decide to purchase some BMP booklets) 

 
• If TFAC were to wish to place an order (and specify which books should be included), Amber 

could compile a final total cost (as shipping is likely to be dependent on # of books), and then we 
could seek funding approval from PEC for that purchase 

 

https://wwv.isa-arbor.com/store/category/117/
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London Advisory Committee on Heritage 

Report 

 
The 1st Meeting of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
December 11, 2019 
Committee Rooms #1 and #2 
 
Attendance PRESENT:  D. Dudek (Chair), M. Bloxam, J. Dent, S. Gibson, T. 

Jenkins, J. Manness, E. Rath, M. Rice, K. Waud and M. Whalley 
and J. Bunn (Committee Clerk) 
   
ABSENT:     S. Bergman, L. Fischer and S. Jory 
   
ALSO PRESENT:  K. Gonyou, M. Greguol, L. Jones, M. 
Knieriem, M. Morris and A. Rammeloo 
   
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 PM. 

 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

T. Jenkins discloses a pecuniary interest in Item 2.4 of the 1st Report of 
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage, having to do with a Notice of 
Planning Application and Notice of Public Meeting with respect to Official 
Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments related to the Hamilton Road 
Corridor Planning Study, by indicating that her employer is involved in this 
matter. 

1.2 Election of Chair and Vice Chair for the term Ending November 30, 2020 

That it BE NOTED that the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
elected D. Dudek and M. Whalley as the Chair and Vice-Chair, 
respectively, for the term ending November 30, 2020. 

2. Scheduled Items 

2.1 Demolition Request and Heritage Alteration Permit  Application by 
Distinctive Homes London Ltd. at 88 Blackfriars Street, 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District   

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City Planning and 
City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the application 
under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act seeking approval for the 
demolition of the existing building and approval for a proposed building, as 
described in Appendix D of the staff report dated December 11, 2019, on 
the property at 88 Blackfriars Street, within the Blackfriars/Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District, BE PERMITTED with the following terms 
and conditions: 

 buff brick be used for the exterior cladding of the proposed building; 

 a painted wood front door be used for the proposed building; 

 parking be limited to a driveway to the west of the proposed building 
with front yard parking prohibited; 

 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; 
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it being noted that the condition of the above-noted building constitutes 
another regrettable example of demolition by neglect and the London 
Advisory Committee on Heritage implores stronger enforcement of the 
Property Standards By-law to avoid future demolition by neglect of 
London’s cultural heritage resources; 

it being further noted that the attached presentation from K. Gonyou, 
Heritage Planner, with respect to this matter, was received. 

 

2.2 Heritage Alteration Permit Application by Brian Allen at 906 Lorne Avenue, 
Old East Heritage Conservation District  

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City Planning and 
City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the application 
under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act seeking approval for 
alterations to the property at 906 Lorne Avenue, within the Old East 
Heritage Conservation District, BE PERMITTED with the terms and 
conditions: 

 all exposed wood be painted; 

 a wood lattice porch skirt set in a frame to be added where missing; 

 the top rail be constructed no higher than 30” to maintain the 
proportions of the porch; 

 the railings and guards on the steps be replaced to be consistent with 
the railings and guards on the entirety of the porch; 

 a new base around the northwest column be installed; and, 

 the Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible from 
the street until the work is completed; 

it being noted that the attached presentation from M. Greguol, Heritage 
Planner, with respect to this matter, was received. 

  

 

2.3 Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports (CHERs) for the Properties Located 
at 90, 92 and 102 Wellington Road 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Reports (CHERs) for the properties located at 90, 92 and 102 
Wellington Road: 

a)            the Civic Administration BE ADVISED that the London Advisory 
Committee on Heritage (LACH) concurs with the findings of the above-
noted CHERs, as appended to the agenda; it being noted that the 
attached presentation from M. Morris, Major Projects, with respect to this 
matter, was received; and, 

b)            the attached Stewardship Sub-Committee Report, from its 
meeting held on November 26, 2019, BE FORWARDED to the Civic 
Administration for consideration. 

 

2.4 Notice of Planning Application and Notice of Public Meeting - Official Plan 
and Zoning By-law Amendments - Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study 

That it BE NOTED that the attached presentation from M. Knieriem, 
Planner II, with respect to a Notice of Planning Application and Notice of 
Public Meeting related to Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments for 
the Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study, was received. 
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3. Consent 

3.1 11th Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage  

That it BE NOTED that the 11th Report of the London Advisory Committee 
on Heritage, from its meeting held on November 13, 2019, was received. 

 

3.2 Municipal Council Resolution - 11th Report of the London Advisory 
Committee on Heritage 

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution, from its meeting 
held on November 26, 2019, with respect to the 11th Report of the London 
Advisory Committee on Heritage, was received. 

 

3.3 Public Meeting Notice - Zoning By-law Amendment - 1018-1028 
Gainsborough Road 

That it BE NOTED that the Public Meeting Notice, dated November 13, 
2019, from L. Mottram, Senior Planner, with respect to a Zoning By-law 
Amendment for the properties located at 1018-1028 Gainsborough Road, 
was received. 

 

4. Sub-Committees and Working Groups 

4.1 Stewardship Sub-Committee Report 

That it BE NOTED that the Stewardship Sub-Committee Report, from the 
meeting held on November 26, 2019, was received. 

 

4.2 556 Wellington Street Heritage Impact Statement Working Group Report  

That the attached 556 Wellington Street Heritage Impact Statement 
Working Group Report, as appended to the agenda, BE FORWARDED to 
the Civic Administration for consideration; it being noted that the London 
Advisory Committee on Heritage supports and endorses the above-noted 
Working Group Report. 

 

5. Items for Discussion 

5.1 Properties Located at 197, 183 and 179 Ann Street 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the requests for 
delegation from A. Valastro and M. Tovey related to the properties located 
at 197, 183 and 179 Ann Street: 

a)            the properties located at 175, 179, 183 and 197 Ann Street and 
84 and 86 St. George Street BE REFERRED to the Stewardship Sub-
Committee for research and evaluation for a possible heritage 
designation; it being noted that a verbal delegation by A. Valastro, with 
respect to this matter, was received; and, 

b)            the request for delegation by M. Tovey BE APPROVED for the 
February 2020 meeting of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage. 

  

 

5.2 Heritage Alteration Permit Application by D. Sagar and K. Corcoran at 430 
Dufferin Avenue, West Woodfield Heritage Conservation District  

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City Planning and 
City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the application 
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under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act seeking retroactive approval 
for alterations to the porch of the property located at 430 Dufferin Avenue, 
within the West Woodfield Heritage Conservation District, BE 
PERMITTED; it being noted that the attached presentation from K. 
Gonyou, Heritage Planner, with respect to this matter, was received. 

  

 

5.3 Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 2325 Sunningdale 
Road East by Lafarge Canada Inc.   

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planning, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the following actions be 
taken with respect to the demolition request for the existing dwelling on 
the heritage listed property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East: 

a)            the Chief Building Official BE ADVISED that Municipal Council 
consents to the demolition of the dwelling on this property, and; 

b)            the property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East BE REMOVED 
from the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources; 

it being noted that the attached presentation from M. Greguol, Heritage 
Planner, with respect to this matter, was received. 

  

 

5.4 Community Heritage Ontario 2020 Membership Renewal  

That the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 2020 membership with 
the Community Heritage Ontario BE APPROVED; it being noted that the 
CHOnews newsletter for Autumn 2019, was received. 

  

 

5.5 2020 LACH Work Plan 

That it BE NOTED that the London Advisory Committee on Heritage 
(LACH) held a general discussion with respect to the 2020 LACH Work 
Plan. 

 

5.6 Heritage Planners' Report  

That it BE NOTED that the attached submission from K. Gonyou, L. Dent 
and M. Greguol, Heritage Planners, with respect to various updates and 
events, was received. 

  

 

5.7 (ADDED) Court House at 399 Ridout Street North 

That the Heritage Planner BE REQUESTED to forward copies of the 
Heritage Designating By-laws for the Court House on 399 Ridout Street 
North to the Stewardship Sub-Committee for review and a report back at a 
future meeting of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage. 

 

6. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 7:32 PM. 



london.ca

Demolition Request & 
Heritage Alteration Permit 
88 Blackfriars Street, 
Blackfriars/Petersville 
HCD

London Advisory Committee on Heritage
Wednesday December 11, 2019

88 Blackfriars Street

• Side Hall Plan 
Cottage

• Built c. 1876
• Blackfriars/Petersville 

HCD (2015)
• Contributing 

Resource

88 Blackfriars Street Property History

• 1832: Lots 1-2, East Wharncliffe Road granted to John Kent
• 1848: Part of Kent farm surveyed into Park Lots (RP191)
• 1856: Park Lot surveyed into smaller lots by Duncan 

Campbell (RP111)
• 1876: First transactions for property at 88 Blackfriars Street
• 1891: Property sold to James Blair
• 1911: Property sold to Herbert V. Nichols
• 1931: Property purchased by John and Annie Petfield; John 

Petfield as tenant since 1905
• 1962: Property sold to Thomas H. Gerry
• 1986-1987: Several property transactions; sold to Murray 

Lee Milligan in 1987
• 2018: Purchased by current property owner

Heritage Policy Framework

• Provincial Policy Statement (2014)
• Ontario Heritage Act
• Official Plan (1989, as amended)/The London 

Plan (approved 2016)
• Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 

District Plan

Blackfriars/Petersville HCD 
Plan

• Section 7.5: Demolition of Contributing 
Resource

• Section 7.7.1: Residential Area
• Section 10.3.2: Design Guidelines – New 

Buildings – Residential 
• Section 11: Architectural Conservation 

Guidelines



Blackfriars/Petersville HCD 
Plan

Policy 7.5.1.d: 
All options for on-site retention of contributing 
resources must be exhausted before resorting to 
relocation or demolition. The following alternatives 
must be given due consideration in order of priority:
i. On-site retention in the original use and 

integration with the surroundings;
ii. On site retention in an adaptive reuse;
iii. Relocation to another site within the Heritage 

Conservation District; and,
iv. Relocation to another site within the City.

Proposed New Building

• Two storey with a footprint of 1220 square 
feet (113.3m2), approximately 28’9” in width 
by 42’5” in depth built on a concrete 
foundation;

• Three-bay façade design, with a central 
doorway;

• Brick exterior cladding (reclaimed/salvaged 
buff brick proposed);

• Vinyl simulated divided light, two-over-two 
windows with a cut stone sill and brick 
soldier course lintel;

• Front door;
• Shallow pitched hipped roof (4/12 pitch) 

clad in asphalt shingles;
• Front porch with hipped roof and paneled 

columns, set on a concrete base with two 
steps (less than 24” above grade); and,

• Single width asphalt driveway to the west of 
proposed building (no garage) and a new 
concrete walkway from the sidewalk to the 
porch.

Proposed new building at 88 Blackfriars Street



Consultation

• Consultation with Stewardship Sub-Committee

• For Public Participation Meeting at Planning 
and Environment Committee on January 6, 
2020:

• Mail out to property owners within 120m, 
including Blackfriars Neighbourhood 
Association

• Advertised in The Londoner

Conclusion

• Retention and conservation is the preferred 
approach

• No significant historical or associative values 
unique to this property were identified 

• Heritage Impact Assessment – recommending 
loss of this Contributing Resource can be 
mitigated through appropriate new building 

• Evaluation of proposed new building

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City 
Planning & City Planner, with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the 
application under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act seeking 
approval for the demolition of the existing building and approval for a 
proposed building, as described herein and shown in Appendix D, 
on the property at 88 Blackfriars Street, within the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District, BE 
PERMITTED with the following terms and conditions:
a) Buff brick be used for the exterior cladding of the proposed 

building;
b) A painted wood front door be used for the proposed building;
c) Parking be limited to a driveway to the west of the proposed 

building with front yard parking prohibited;
d) 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,

e) The Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible 
from the street until the work is completed.



88 Blackfriars Street Proposed New Building
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Heritage Alteration Permit 
906 Lorne Avenue
Old East Heritage 
Conservation District

London Advisory Committee on Heritage
Wednesday December 11, 2019

906 Lorne Avenue

• c. 1890
• 2 ½ storey
• Queen Anne Revival
• Old East Heritage 

Conservation District
• Designated on 

September 10, 2006
• HAP application 

received on October 
30, 2019

• Decision required by 
January 28, 2020

During Alterations During Alterations

During Alterations During Alterations



During Alterations Old East HCD Conservation & 
Design Guidelines

For porches:
• “The porches in Old East are as significant to the appearance of 

this heritage district as its gables and dormers.” (Section 3.2)
• “Given their contribution to the overall visual character of Old 

East, preservation and restoration of the design and detail of 
porches and verandahs on the fronts of houses should be 
considered a very high priority for the heritage district.” (Section 
3.2)

• Appropriate materials, scale and colour (Section 4.1)

Analysis

• Deterioration of existing wood railing and 
spindles

• Restoration is not feasible
• Height increase from 26” to 30” to meet 

requirements
• Proposed railings and spindles are similar in 

design, scale and materials to porches found 
elsewhere in Old East HCD

Analysis

Ontario Heritage Act

Section 42(4): Within 90 days after the notice of receipt 
is served on the applicant under subsection (3) or within 
such longer period as is agreed upon by the applicant 
and the council, the council may give the applicant,
a) the permit applied for;
b) notice that the council is refusing the application for 

the permit; or,
c) the permit applied for, with terms and conditions 

attached. 2005, c. 6, s. 32 (3).

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Manager Director, 
City Planning & 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 at 906 Lorne Avenue, within 
the Old East Heritage Conservation District, BE 
PERMITTED with terms and conditions that the 
exposed wood be painted, a wood lattice porch skirt set 
in a frame be added where missing, the railings and 
guards on the steps be replaced to be consistent with 
the railings and guards on the entirety of the porch, and 
a new base around the northwest column be installed. 











LACH Stewardship Sub-Committee 

Report 

Tuesday November 26, 2019 

 

Location: Committee Room 4, City Hall  

Time: 6:00pm-6:30pm, 6:30pm-9:15pm 

Present: M. Whalley, J. Cushing, K. Waud, J. Hunten, T. Regnier; M. Greguol, J. Bunn, K. 

Gonyou (staff)  

 

Agenda Items: 

1. Demolition Request and Heritage Alteration Permit application for the Heritage 

Designated Property at 88 Blackfriars Street, Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 

Conservation District.  

The Stewardship Sub-Committee review the Heritage Impact Assessment (Thor 

Dingman, dated October 21, 2019) for the demolition request and Heritage Alteration 

Permit application for the property at 88 Blackfriars Street.  

 

Motion: The Stewardship Sub-Committee does not object to its demolition, but 

expressed disappointment in the loss of this Contributing Resource. The proposed 

new building is appropriate in the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 

District. The Stewardship Sub-Committee notes that the condition of this building 

constitutes another regrettable example of demolition by neglect. The Stewardship 

Sub-Committee implores stronger enforcement of the Property Standards By-law to 

avoid future demolition by neglect of London’s cultural heritage resources. Moved: K. 

Waud; Seconded: J. Hunten. Passed. 

 

2. Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports (CHER) for Rapid Transit 

a. CHER 90 Wellington Road 

The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation 

Report for the property at 90 Wellington Road prepared by AECOM. The 

Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation 

(based on the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property does not 

demonstrate sufficient cultural heritage value or interest to warrant further 

cultural heritage assessment related to the Rapid Transit project, with the 

following comments:  

 The Stewardship Sub-Committee met on November 26, 2019 (not 

November 29, 2019) 

 The building at 455 Baker Street was constructed in 1947 

 The building at 508 Baker Street was constructed in 1929 

 

b. CHER 92 Wellington Road 



The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation 

Report for the property at 92 Wellington Road prepared by AECOM. The 

Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation 

(based on the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property does not 

demonstrate sufficient cultural heritage value or interest to warrant further 

cultural heritage assessment related to the Rapid Transit project, with the 

following comments:  

 The Stewardship Sub-Committee met on November 26, 2019 (not 

November 29, 2019) 

 The building at 637 657 Percy Street was built in 1952 

 The building at 38 Gower Street was built in 1954 

 The building at 134 Paul Street was built in 1950 

 The building at 603 Winblest Avenue was built in 1953 

 The building at 45 Heather Crescent was built in 1953 

 The building at 68 Bond Street was built in 1943 

 

c. CHER 120 Wellington Road 

The Stewardship Sub-Committee reviewed the Cultural Heritage Evaluation 

Report for the property at 120 Wellington Road prepared by AECOM. The 

Stewardship Sub-Committee supports the conclusions of the evaluation 

(based on the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06) that the property does not 

demonstrate sufficient cultural heritage value or interest to warrant further 

cultural heritage assessment related to the Rapid Transit project, , with the 

following comments:  

 The Stewardship Sub-Committee met on November 26, 2019 (not 

November 29, 2019) 

 The façade of the buildings at 744 and 746 Richmond Street are clad in 

natural limestone (not artificial) 

 

3. Draft City-Wide Urban Design Guidelines 

The LACH referred the Draft City-Wide Urban Design Guidelines to the Stewardship 

Sub-Committee at its meeting on November 13, 2019 for review and comment. The 

Stewardship Sub-Committee was unable to review the draft City-Wide Urban Design 

Guidelines. 

 

4. Request for Designation: 247 Halls Mill Road 

A request for designation from a community member was referred to the Stewardship 

Sub-Committee by the LACH at its meeting on November 13, 2019. Members of the 

Stewardship Sub-Committee will work on collecting historical information for the 

evaluation of the property using the criteria of O. Reg. 9/06 and report back at the 

January Stewardship Sub-Committee meeting. 

 



 

5. Compile a list of Potential Cultural Heritage Landscapes in London  

The Stewardship Sub-Committee continued their discussion on potential cultural 

heritage landscapes in London. 

 

6. (Added) Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 2325 Sunningdale 

Road East 

The Stewardship Sub-Committee received the Heritage Impact Assessment (MHBC) 

for the demolition request for the heritage listed property at 2325 Sunningdale Road 

East. The Stewardship Sub-Committee noted that it received the Heritage Impact 

Assessment the same day as its meeting (November 26, 2019) which did not have 

ample time to review the report.  

 

7. Western University Public History Program – Property Research Presentations 

Following the preceding items on the agenda, the Stewardship Sub-Committee, with 

invited guests, received property research presentations from the Western University 

Public History Program graduate students on the following properties: 

 700-706 Dundas Street 

 2056 Huron Street 

 130 Kent Street 

 75 Langarth Street East 

 700 Oxford Street East 

 782 Richmond Street 

 962 Richmond Street 

 1156 Richmond Street 

 535-537 Talbot Street 

 593-595 Talbot Street 

 644 Talbot Street 
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Hamilton Road Corridor 
Planning Study

london.ca

Engagement
• Meetings with BIA

• Community Information Meeting #1 –
May 1, 2019

• Planner Office Hours at Crouch 
Branch Library

• May 9, 2019
• May 21, 2019
• June 20, 2019
• June 22, 2019

• Door-to-Door Engagement along 
Hamilton Road – October 9 and 
October 10, 2019

• Get Involved Website

london.ca

Purpose of the Study 

• Hamilton Road Community 
Improvement Plan (CIP) adopted by 
City Council in Spring 2018 to help 
guide redevelopment.

• This Study is dealing with 4 of the 
recommendations from the CIP to 
make it easier to use properties

• Need to change the Official Plan and 
Zoning to make it happen

london.ca

Item 1: Lower Parking Requirements 

london.ca

Item 2: Reduce Building Setbacks

london.ca

Item 3: Allowing more uses 



london.ca

Item 4: Making it easier to 
join/combine properties

london.ca

Existing Zoning

london.ca

The London Plan

london.ca

1989 Official Plan

london.ca

Timeline and Next Steps

Q1-4
2019

• Meetings with BIA

Q2
2019

• Community Meeting #1: Introduce the study and gather ideas

Q2-4
2019

• Stakeholder meetings and community engagement

Q4
2019

• Community Information Meeting #2: Introduce draft amendments and get 
feedback

Q4
2019

• Notice of Application + Public meetings circulated including draft 
amendments

Jan 6
2020

• Public Meeting at Planning & Environment Committee (PEC) to consider 
amendments

Jan 14
2020

• Council consider recommendation of PEC and makes decision

london.ca

Proposed Changes
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What would change

Area 1: BDC(_)H13 
• Allow a wider range of commercial 

and residential uses
• Need less parking 
• Buildings can be up to 4 storeys
Area 3: Existing 
Zoning/BDC(_)H13
• No changes to what is allowed, 

unless joined with a property in 
Area 1

london.ca

What would change

Area 2: BDC(_)H13 
• Allow a wider range of commercial 

and residential uses
• Need less parking 
• Buildings can be up to 4 storeys
• Must have commercial/service 

uses on ground floor
Area 4: Existing 
Zoning/BDC(_)H13
• No changes to what is allowed, 

unless joined with a property in 
Area 2

london.ca

How this could look

london.ca

How would changes work

Revitalizing 
the 

Hamilton 
Road 

Corridor 

Allowing a 
wider range of 

uses

Requiring less 
parking

Allowing up to 
4 storeys

Requiring 
commercial on 

the ground 
floor in certain 

locations

Making it 
easier to join 

properties

Requiring 
certain design 

features to 
help buildings 

fit

london.ca

Other Reviews Underway

Heritage Study Archaeological 
Assessment

Review of Right 
of Way Width for 
Hamilton Road

london.ca

Recommendation
That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planner, the following actions be taken with respect to the application of the 
Corporation of the City of London relating to the properties located near the 
Hamilton Road Corridor, generally between Bathurst Street and Highbury 
Avenue, as identified in Appendix “A”: 
• The proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED

at the Municipal Council meeting on January 14, 2020 to amend the Official 
Plan (1989) to amend Chapter 10 to add a Specific Area Policy for the 
lands identified in Appendix “B”;

• The proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "C" BE INTRODUCED
at the Municipal Council meeting on January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning 
By-law No. Z.-1, in conformity with the Official Plan as amended in parts (a) 
and (c), to change the zoning of the properties identified in Appendix “C”, 
TO the zoning as identified in Appendix “C”. 

• The proposed by-law attached hereto as “Appendix “D” BE INTRODUCED
at a future Municipal Council meeting to amend the Official Plan, 2016, The 
London Plan at such time as Map 1 and Map 7 are in full force and effect 
by ADDING a Specific Policy Area to the Neighbourhood Place Type and 
to Map 7 – Specific Policy Areas.
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Proposed Changes



Response of LACH Working Group to Item 5.4 on the Nov 13th 2019 Agenda  regarding the Heritage 

Impact Statement (Golder Associates May 13th, 2019) for 556 Wellington St 

LACH does not agree with or support the findings of the HIA for the following reasons: 

HCD Guidelines for West Woodfield  (WWHCDP) state: ‘a new building should be sensitive to and 

compatible with the existing cultural heritage landscape through attention to height, built form, setback, 

massing, materials and other architectural elements’.  

It is considered that none of these criteria have been met.  

Height:  WWHCDP states that the ‘City Hall Precinct’ (which includes the lands of 556 Wellington St) 

consider new development to be of 3 storeys adjacent to Wolfe St and Princess Ave and 8-10 facing 

Dufferin and Wellington. The majority of the surrounding buildings are of 2 storeys. 

Built Form: Table 3 of the HIA ‘Assessment Direct and Indirect’ admits that this development will be a 

‘significant alteration to the existing character of the HCD’ but saying that setbacks align to streets and 

that the podium is in scale. This committee believes that the whole building is not in scale with a huge 

massing and height that bear no relation to the surroundings. 

Setback: The setback may be compatible with (or slightly larger than) the much smaller residential 

properties adjacent but are meaningless for a property of this huge size and height. It is at a ‘zero lot 

line’. 

Massing:  LACH considers that in Table 4 of the HIA “Design Guidelines’ the guideline to ‘match setback, 

footprint, and massing patterns to the immediately adjacent neighbours’ has not in any way been met – 

the scale of the main building is 50 x 70m and the height of 18 storeys which does not accord at all with 

the residential buildings of the HCD. 

The ‘stepbacks’ of the building which are intended to accord with neighbouring properties are not 

sufficient to bring the proposed development into compatibility with nearby buildings. In addition the 

‘stepbacks’ have far less use for a building that overlooks a public space – Victoria Park - where the 

views are much longer, creating significant visual impact for it. The building’s massing cannot be 

considered just from street level but from surrounding properties, including Victoria Park.  

The podium has been designed to fit in with the height of the surrounding streetscape but it is part of 

the appearance of a very large, bulky and dominant building. In particular this building will be eminently 

visible from a distance, that is from Victoria Park, which will negate the desired effect of the podium. 

The parking garage is expected to be ‘screened’ – but a 5 storey height is going to require very large 

trees, hedges and very tall fences. The shadow impact statement demonstrates that shadows will fall 

considerably on the neighbouring buildings. It is noted that there is no Winter Solstice study included. 

 



The large footprint is that of a very substantial monolith and ancilliary buildings of such a scale that will 

overlook, dominate and overwhelm the surroundings. The massing is bulky, crowded and not consistent 

with the residential character of the HCD. In addition no attempt has been to transition the building into 

the surrounding built heritage landscape. The stepbacks do not achieve this.  

Materials:  It is noted in the HIA that the building ‘uses materials similar to those found throughout the 

HCD’. The WWHCDP states that new residential buildings should ‘use materials and colours that 

represent the texture and palette’ of the neighbourhood. The HIA states that building cladding material 

is not common in the HCD but is found on ’several large buildings close to the property including London 

City Hall, Centennial Hall, Central Secondary School and Centennial Towers’. LACH notes that these are 

not appropriate comparators, as they do not reflect the predominant building materials throughout the 

HCD, nor do they reflect the heritage character of the HCD.  

Other architectural elements: No ‘traditional details’ of the heritage houses surrounding have been, or 

could be, incorporated into a project of this scale and massing. The application of a narrow ‘decorative 

cornice’ on part of the second and fifth storey fails to achieve this. 

THE HIA Table 4 also states that the development is compatible with WWHCDP design guidelines which 

state that the ‘size, shape, proportion and placement of windows and doors should reflect common 

building patterns and styles of other buildings in the immediate area’. This HIA notes that the window 

size, shape and placement is consistent with that of Centennial Hall. Once again this is not an 

appropriate comparator and does not reflect the predominant style and heritage character of the HCD. 

The WWHCDP further comments on ‘visual setting (including significant views or vistas to or from a 

protected heritage property)’. And the London Plan speaks of protecting cultural heritage and includes 

‘public spaces and landscapes as well as buildings’. It is notable that the views from Victoria Park in 

particular will be impacted by this development as well as the adjacent properties on Wolfe St.  

The statement did not adequately address the impact on Victoria Park and its heritage attributes – the 

development has potential to impact significant archeological resources of this historic City park. 

It is also to be noted that a Victoria Park Secondary Plan is about to be implemented and this has 

included substantial city-wide input.  

The LACH considers the conservation of the heritage character of the West Woodfield Heritage 

Conservation District to be fundamental to good land use planning for this site. 
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Heritage Alteration Permit
430 Dufferin Avenue, 
West Woodfield HCD

London Advisory Committee on Heritage
Wednesday December 11, 2019

430 Dufferin Avenue

• Part IV: By-law No. 
L.S.P.-3251-30 
(1995)

• West Woodfield HCD 
(2008)

• B-rated
• Built c.1875
• Two-storey, four-bay, 

vernacular 
“Townhouse”

1995 2019 - before

430 Dufferin Avenue 430 Dufferin Avenue

2019 - during

Heritage Alteration Permit

• Retroactive approval for removal of the former 
concrete stoop and railings and its 
replacement.

Analysis

• Porch removed and replaced, requiring HAP 
approval

• No alteration to size, height, dimension of 
concrete base or steps

• Railings/guard replaced with custom metal 
railings to match former railings/guards but 
comply with Ontario Building Code heights



2019 - after 2019 - after

430 Dufferin Avenue Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing 
Director, City Planning & City Planner, with the 
advice of the Heritage Planner, the application 
under Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act
seeking retroactive approval for alterations to 
porch of the property 430 Dufferin Avenue, 
within the West Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District, BE PERMITTED.

2019 - before 2019 - after

430 Dufferin Avenue
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Demolition Request for 
Dwelling on Heritage 
Listed Property at 2325 
Sunningdale Road East

London Advisory Committee on Heritage
Wednesday December 11, 2019

2325 Sunningdale Road 
East

• 99 acres
• Former London 

Township, annexed in 
1993

• Heritage listed 
property

• Lafarge Canada Inc.

Dwelling

• 1 ½ storey
• Buff brick
• Gable roof
• Entry from enclosed 

vestibule
• Angelstone
• Interior alterations
• Unoccupied since 

c.2018

Property Ownership

• 1828: Grant to King’s College
• 1863: William Stephens (Tremaine, 

Illustrated Atlas) (census)
• 1909: William Stone 
• 1913: Lafayette Quinn
• 1918: Walter B. Haskett
• 1921: James Lee
• 1925: William Marcus Talbot
• 1967: J.F Marshall and Sons Ltd.
• 1979: Standard Industries Ltd.

Tremaine (1863) Illustrated Historical Atlas 
(1878)



Aerial Photographs

1967 1993

Demolition Request

• Received: November 25, 2019
• 60-day Review Period: January 24, 2020
• Heritage Impact Assessment

O. Reg. 9/06

• Physical or design value:
• Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, 

expression, material or construction method;
• Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or,
• Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.

• Historical or associative value:
• Has direct associations with a theme, event,  belief, person, activity, 

organization or institution that is significant to a community;
• Yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an 

understanding of a community or culture; or,
• Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, 

builder, designer or theorist who is significant to a community.
• Contextual value:

• Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an 
area;

• Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its 
surroundings; or,

• Is a landmark.

Physical or Design Value
Cultural 
Heritage 
Value

Criteria Evaluation Meets 
Criteria?

The 
property 
has design 
value or 
physical 
value 
because it,

Is a rare, 
unique, 
representative 
or early example 
of a style, type, 
expression, 
material, or 
construction 
method

“The house is described as a Georgian farmhouse in the Register, 
however the alterations to the house, in particular the irreversible 
covering of a large portion of the main façade, has removed its ability to 
be an exceptional representative of this type of architecture. There are 
102 properties on the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources listed as 
being of a Georgian architectural style; 51 of which are described as 
‘Georgian’. There is one (1) designated Georgian building under Part IV 
of the OHA and two (2) designated under Part V of the OHA.

The property does not have physical/design value as it is not rare, 
unique, or clearly representative of a style, type, expression, or 
construction method.”

Displays a high 
degree of 
craftsmanship or 
artistic merit

“The exiting dwelling does not appear to demonstrate a high degree of 
craftsmanship or artistic merit.”

Demonstrates a 
high degree of 
technical or 
scientific 
achievement

“The existing dwelling is not believed to demonstrate a high degree of 
technical or scientific achievement.”

Source: MHBC (2019), Heritage Impact Assessment, 
2325 Sunningdale Road East, City of London, Ontario

Historical or Associative 
Value

Cultural 
Heritage 
Value

Criteria Evaluation Meets 
Criteria?

The 
property 
has 
historical 
value or 
associative 
value 
because it,

Has direct 
associations with 
a theme, event, 
belief, person, 
activity, 
organization or 
institution that is 
significant to a 
community

“The house is not directly associated with a theme, event, belief, person 
activity or organization or institution that is significant to the community.”

Yields, or has the 
potential to yield, 
information that 
contributes to an 
understanding of 
a community or 
culture

“The house does not yield, or have potential to yield information that 
contributes to the understanding of a community or culture that is 
significant.”

Demonstrates or 
reflects the work 
or ideas of an 
architect, artist, 
builder, designer 
or theorist who is 
significant to a 
community

“It does not demonstrate o reflect the work or ideas of an architect, artist, 
building, designer or theorist who is significant to a community; the 
building/architect is unknown.”

Source: MHBC (2019), Heritage Impact Assessment, 
2325 Sunningdale Road East, City of London, Ontario

Contextual Value

Cultural 
Heritage 
Value

Criteria Evaluation Meets 
Criteria?

The 
property 
has 
contextual 
value 
because it,

Is important in 
defining, 
maintaining, or 
supporting the 
character of an 
area

“The existing house is shown on the 1877 map with rows of trees to the 
east of the property perhaps to facilitate a wind break. The house 
continues to remain in-situ and there are remnants of the treed windbreak. 
However, its original context as an agricultural property has been altered 
by the aggregate extraction activities on the property…The house is not 
important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of the area 
as land use of the property has altered its original purpose.”

Is physically, 
functionally, 
visually, or 
historically linked 
to its 
surroundings

“Its original functionality has been, for the most part removed. It is no 
longer physically, functionally, visually linked to its surrounding area. It is 
historically linked to the original land patterns and roadways in its 
orientation and position, however, not in itself significant or unique to any 
other agricultural landscape in Ontario.”

Is a landmark “It is not a landmark”

Source: MHBC (2019), Heritage Impact Assessment, 
2325 Sunningdale Road East, City of London, Ontario



Consultation

• Mailed notice to property owners within 120m
• The Londonder
• City website
• ACO – London Region, London & Middlesex 

Historical Society, and Urban League

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing 
Director, Planning & City Planning, with the 
advice of the Heritage Planner, with respect to 
the demolition request for the existing dwelling 
on the heritage listed property at 2325 
Sunningdale Road East, that:
a) The Chief Building Official BE ADVISED that 

Municipal Council consents to the demolition 
of the dwelling on this property, and;

b) The property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East 
BE REMOVED from the Register of Cultural 
Heritage Resources.



Heritage Planners’ Report to LACH: December 11, 2019 

1. Heritage Alteration Permits processed under Delegated Authority By-law: 

a) 870 Queens Avenue (OE HCD): porch  

b) 125 King Street (DT HCD): window replacement and alteration 

c) 345 Talbot Street (DT HCD): signage 

d) 532 Dufferin Avenue (Part IV): detached accessory building 

e) 145 Wortley Road (WV-OS HCD): awning 

f) 280 St. James Street (BH HCD): masonry restoration 

g) 424 Wellington Street (DT HCD): clock and signage lettering 

h) 45 Ridout Street South (WV-OS HCD): porch alteration 

 

2. Upcoming consultation regarding Ontario Heritage Act Regulations for Bill 108 

Implementation 

 

Upcoming Heritage Events 

 Rotary Club of London South – Historic London Building in Pewter Christmas 

Ornaments – Blackfriars Bridge and the Normal School  

 Victoria Christmas at Eldon House, December 1, 2019 – January 1, 2020. 

www.eldonhouse.ca/product/victorian-christmas/. More Holiday events at Eldon House!  

 New Year’s Levee at Eldon House – January 1, 2020, 1:00-4:00pm 

www.eldonhouse.ca/product/new-years-levee/ 

 SAVE THE DATE: ACO London Region &  Heritage London Foundation Awards Gala – 

Thursday March 5, 2020 at Museum London 

 

http://www.eldonhouse.ca/product/victorian-christmas/
http://www.eldonhouse.ca/product/new-years-levee/
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
Planning & Environment Committee 

From: G. Kotsifas, P. Eng 
Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services & 
Chief Building Official  

Subject: Update on Subdivision Ambassador Role in Development    
  Services 
Meeting on:  January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following 
report BE RECEIVED for information on actions taken to date with respect to the 
strategy for Living in New Neighbourhoods and Unassumed Subdivisions.  

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

On September 5, 2017, Council directed staff to develop a strategy to improve 
enforcement and compliance in new subdivisions to resolve typical complaints from 
homeowners living in these unassumed developments.  As a result, the ‘Subdivision 
Ambassador’ was hired in August of 2018, and this report highlights the progress made 
to date on key initiatives and processes.   

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

Development and Compliance Services (DCS) strategy identifies methods for 
connecting home owners to City resources related to living in a new subdivision and 
home ownership.  It also identifies the appropriate City contacts for compliance and 
enforcement matters in new developments that have not had parks, pipes, and roads 
assumed by the City. 

Analysis 

1.0 Proposed Strategy Update: 

Overall Strategy Update 
 

Pre-Strategy Action – Hire “Ambassador” position  
 
The “Subdivision Ambassador” position was filled in August 2018.  

 
Phase 1 – Fees, Customer Service and Streamlining  
 
The establishment of updated content in regards to New Homeowner Packages, 
Clarification of Roles, and the link to www.london.ca/newsubdivisions.  

 
Phase 2 – Build Performance and Resources 
 
Comparing neighbouring municipalities and their approach to new development, as well 
as the creation of materials for outreach events, including additional ways for City of 
London residents to interact with the Subdivision Ambassador via Facebook. 
 
Phase 3 – Improve Regulatory Framework and Process 
 
New GIS resources in CityMap and the background of CRM to help direct internal and 
external inquiries to the appropriate group for resolution. 

http://www.london.ca/newsubdivisions
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Phase 4 – Continuous Improvement 
 
Development Services has integrated the pillars of continuous improvement into the day 
to day work.  The work of the Subdivision Ambassador, by nature, involves assessing 
issues and highlighting opportunities for improved communication and or consistency.   

2.0 Improvements, Actions and Illustrations  

Phase 1 – Fees, Customer Service, and Streamlining  
 

1. New homeowner packages 
 
A simplified web address (www.london.ca/newsubdivisions) has been created to help 
direct people to the appropriate page on the City of London’s website for information in 
regards to living in new subdivisions.  Updates are planned in 2020 to refresh and refine 
the messages and information being delivered.   
 

 
 
In an effort to better help educate and inform homeowners, development of easier to 
understand materials that assist homeowners in navigate complex bylaw and zoning 
matters has begun.  The issues experienced by the homeowners can be exasperated 
by the long subdivision assumption process where service is provided by both the City 
and the developer.  For example, the pamphlet below identifies the important 
components of the Streets By-Law and the Zoning By-Law that a resident constructing a 
driveway should take into account.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Clarification of Roles 
 
The delineation of roles has been an organic process.  The volume of calls, emails, etc. 
remains consistent within Development Compliance.  Following the hiring of the 

http://www.london.ca/newsubdivisions
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Subdivision Ambassador, the amount of general inquiry interaction by DS’s Inspection 
Technologists has decreased due to the majority of contact being routed through the 
Subdivision Ambassador.  This has had the desired effect of focusing the technical and 
assumption process issues to the inspectors with the customer and resident-oriented 
questions to the Ambassador.  The Ambassador role has also opened direct lines of 
communication with the Councillors Office, resulting in faster turnaround times for area 
residents’ concerns, questions and comments. 
 
Consistent with the May 28, 2018 Living in New Neighbourhoods and Unassumed 
Subdivisions report, these include questions on the following; 
 

 Sidewalks not constructed, or sidewalks that have been constructed are not 
maintained; 

 Street lights are not functioning or are too bright; 

 There is no safe access and connectivity within school zones; 

 Construction traffic not adhering to identified construction routes outlined in the 
subdivision agreement, resulting in cut-through traffic within new 
neighbourhoods; 

 Location of construction trailers on development blocks that are parked next to 
backyards of single family homes; 

 On-street parking of trades and contractors that block the road of residents living 
in the subdivision; 

 Catch basins that flood on a regular basis; 

 Dust control not addressed either from dirt and debris on the streets, or nearby 
dirt stock piles; and 

 Understanding the City’s role in garbage collection and how to deal with 
construction debris and litter.  

 
3. Development agreement streamlining 

 
The City has continued to work closely with the development industry to review and 
streamline the Draft Plan Conditions and Subdivision Agreement Conditions to ensure 
that they are actionable and relevant.  From time to time, reviews of this nature are 
necessary to improve efficiency and effectiveness of the development approvals and 
build-out process.  Through this project, there has been significant discussion on the 
enforcement and compliance components of our agreements.  While this review has 
improved the language, a more detailed process review is required to understand how 
City staff across the Corporation interact and enforce the conditions in the agreements.  
It is anticipated that tracking interactions in the Customer Relationship Management 
(CRM) system will provide the opportunity to identify issues related to litter and 
construction debris, dust control, garbage pick-up, etc. during the course of build-out 
that would inform a future review of development agreement conditions. 
 

4. Fees and charges review 
 
Development Services has been identified as a participant in Council’s Deep Dive 
Service Review.  This review will include a complete assessment of fees and charges 
related to development applications from pre-consultation through to the assumption of 
City infrastructure.  A report to Council is targeted for Fall 2020 to allow any changes to 
the fee structure to be in place by January 1st, 2021.  

 
Phase 2 – Build Performance and Resources 

 
1. Develop Performance Measures 

 
One of the components of the Annual Development Report could include performance 
metrics related to customer service interactions.  These metrics have not been 
developed, and the resources to track them are still being established in conjunction 
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with Service London.  To date, Development Services is unaware of another 
municipality in the province of Ontario that has a role similar to the ‘Subdivision 
Ambassador’.  By providing a conduit for Councillor’s, residents, developers, builders, 
and internal City staff, the City of London is leading the way with our customer service 
focused initiative. 
 
City of London staff have been reviewing outreach and education initiatives from these 
other municipalities to assist developing programs here for our residents in newly 
developed areas.  A best-practice review has been undertaken with some neighbouring 
municipalities, including the City of Kitchener, City of Waterloo, City of Hamilton, Town 
of Oakville, and the City of Windsor.   
 

2. Additional Resources/Outreach Events 
 
Council’s Strategic Plan identifies a target of twelve (12) Subdivision Ambassador out-
reach events within Strengthening Our Community.  These can include ‘piggy-backing’ 
on neighbourhood gatherings within new subdivisions (i.e. Neighbourhood Movie Nights 
in the Park, etc.), and attending City of London-wide festivals and events (i.e. London 
Home Show, Victoria Park Events, etc.).    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To help introduce the role into the community, an InfoCard was created and distributed 
in early 2019.  The cards were placed in community centres and arenas that were 
located as close as possible to areas of the City that are experiencing subdivision 
growth.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Further outreach has been achieved in the digital realm with the creation of the 
Subdivision Ambassador Facebook page.  To date, regular posts on the page have 
dealt with everything from winter maintenance to dust and debris accumulation on 
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streets.  Significant interaction was achieved with a video post, produced internally by 
the City of London Communications, in regards to construction traffic. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The video is available to be viewed on the Subdivision Ambassador Facebook page, at 
https://www.facebook.com/SubdivisionAmbassador/. 
 
Phase 3 - Improve Regulatory Framework and Process 

 
1. Leverage customer interaction (build work flow into CRM) 

 
From the May 2018 PEC Report: 
 

Leverage Customer Interaction 
 
The City has made significant investments into Service London over the past 
number of years, including the development of the CRM software system.  
Recently, DCS staff have been in conversations with Service London staff to 
determine the best way to incorporate unassumed subdivisions into the CRM and 
leverage the tracking data and work flow that is already established.  Many of the 
services requested by new homeowners will ultimately be provided by the City 
and these property owners are simply looking for ways to connect and resolve 
their issues.  

 
Through a working group including staff from Service London, Information Technology 
Services and our internal GIS team in Development Services, a new ‘Subdivision 
Assumption Status’ layer has been created the City of London’s internal CityMap.  This 
provides further opportunities to disseminate information throughout the organization.     
  
The information now available via this layer can help identify the status of a subdivision, 
and when a complaint is received regarding a specific property or construction activity in 
general.  It is much easier to identify whether the area is Assumed, Not Assumed 
(Unassumed) or Assumed with Warranty.    
 

https://www.facebook.com/SubdivisionAmbassador/


6 

 
 
The layer is currently active in the ‘background’ of Service London.  When new service 
requests are created by users, or City of London staff, they are then automatically 
sorted and categorized based on their assumption status.  This service allows for items 
submitted to the portal to be triaged by Subdivision Compliance on a trial basis.  The 
ultimate goal is to direct concerns, questions, or comments received via 
subcompliance@london.ca through the CRM environment, which will allow for better 
tracking of each issue that is brought forward to ensure that the loop is closed in 
regards to the service request.   
 
Further to the above, a Development Services Decision Tree was created to help staff 
in Development Services and Service London direct enquiries in regards to new 
development.  Created in conjunction with Service London, Site Plan staff, and Building 
Division and Zoning staff, the Decision Tree is currently in a testing phase within 
Development Services.  Updated versions of the Decision Tree will be made available 
once staff feedback has been received and evaluated in regards to its completeness, 
ease of use, etc. 
 

 
Using the continuous improvement model, further updates to the ‘Subdivision 
Assumption Status’ layer are being explored which will facilitate the inclusion of 
engineered drawings, subdivision agreements, and more documentation that relates to 
subdivision approval.  This will help with knowledge exchange internally at City Hall 
between divisions.   
 

2. By-law review and alignment 
 
In conjunction with the ReThink Zoning project and partners in Bylaw Enforcement, 
revisions to existing bylaws that would help bring development compliance related 
issues in line with other divisions will be investigated in the future.  This will involve 
discussion with other divisions / departments including City Planning, Environmental 
Services, By-law Enforcement, etc.   
 
Phase 4 – Continuous Improvement 

 
1. Annual review and tweaks of strategy to match market conditions and resident 

needs 
 
Efforts in this area will become more focused as the progression of the aforementioned 
policies, partnerships, and new and improved processes are refined moving forward.  

mailto:subcompliance@london.ca


7 

There has been a great deal of change in the past 18 months in this service area, and 
improvements in regards to customer interaction and assistance will continue. 

3.0 Conclusion  

The strategy, which was developed in response to Council’s direction from September 
5, 2017, is progressing and continues to improve customer interaction during the 
development process.  Process improvements, allocating resources more effectively, 
growing our outreach strategies and finding ways to “close the loop” when the work is 
completed all contribute to improving our corporate customer service strategy.   
 
This report has been prepared with the assistance of Matt Feldberg, Manager, 
Development Services (Subdivisions). 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: George Kotsifas, P. Eng. 

 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services & 
Chief Building Official 

Subject: Candidate Approval for the Urban Design Peer Review Panel  
Meeting on:  January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the following 

candidates BE APPROVED for the positions, listed below, on the Urban Design Peer 
Review Panel:  

a) Tim Wickens – Position of Architect 

b) Leo Xuan-Yi Lin– Position of Architect 

c) Michael Davis – Position of Planner 

Rationale 

On November 26, 2012, Planning and Environment Committee approved a revised 
Terms of Reference for the Urban Design Peer Review Panel. The revised Terms of 
Reference outlined the makeup of the Panel with the following positions: three (3) 
Architects and three (3) other professionals that influence the design of the built 
environment and are registered in their field; these fields include, in order of preference, 
Landscape Architecture, Urban Design, Planning or other professional fields that 
influence the design of the built environment. The Terms of Reference also staggered 
the terms of Panel appointees to balance the Panel’s representation between a desire 
for consistency of operation while allowing for fresh perspectives. The Terms of 
Reference indicates Panel members are to be approved by Council upon the 
recommendation of administration. 

Panel members serve a two (2) year term from the date of their appointment and shall 
not sit for two consecutive terms. On December 31, 2019, the identified term limits 
expire for three (3) of the panelists. At this application cycle, the positions required to be 
filled are for two (2) architects and one (1) professional that influences the design of the 
built environment. 

The applications from the recommended candidates are included in Appendix A. All 
other candidate applications are included in Appendix B. 

Overall, the recommended candidates noted in this report provide a full complement of 
expertise in the various disciplines. The overall collective experience of the candidates 
will assist the City as we move forward and continue the value of the Panel within the 
development approvals process. 

 



 

 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from Development Services 

December 16, 2019 
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Appendix A 

Name: Tim Wickens 
 
Occupation: Architect 
 
Work experience:  
 
Ian Macdonald Architect, Hariri Pontarini Architects, Tim Wickens Architect, Nicholson 
Sheffield. Residential and institutional mainly. Studio Adjunct Prof at Waterloo, Guest at 
Uoft and Ryerson. 
 
Education:  
 
Professional BArch, Post-professional MArch, OAA, MRAIC 
 
Skills:  
 
Studio Professor, Independent Study of Housing and Urbanism in the Netherlands, 
Current profession focus on multi-unit residential in the City of London. 
 
Interest reason:  
 
Get to know the city, be involved in the community, make a contribution. 
 
Contributions:  
 
Constructive architectural and urban design critique 
 
Past contributions:  
 
Nothing directly applicable. Served on interview panel for Waterloo admissions, judged 
for Canadian Interiors Magazine Awards and Marvin Window Student Design Awards. 
OAA Mentorship Program. 
 
Interpersonal:  
 
Design lead for joint venture projects, taught in various design studios at the University 
of Waterloo School of Architecture, guest critic and lecturer at U of T and Ryerson. 
Required to recognize design intent and innate qualities of a project and offer advice 
based on a it's own merits. 
 
Interview interest: Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Name: Leo Xuan-Yi Lin 
 
Occupation: Architect 
 
Work Experience:  

I am a practicing Architect and Urban Designer, currently working as an Associate at 
Giannone Petricone Associates Architects (GPA). Over the course of my 5+ years at 
GPA, I have led an extensive range of projects from the design of large multi-phased 
community masterplans to mid-scaled mixed-use projects to modest infill developments. 
Most of these projects have an emphasis on utilizing public realm to drive built form in 
creating a unique urban culture. I also have both international and domestic experience 
in hospitality interior projects for restaurants and hotels. Previous to my employment 
with GPA, I worked for a number of years at LGA Architectural Partners designing and 
seeing through the construction of mid-to-large scale institutional and publicly funded 
projects in and around the GTA. This portfolio of work includes the Toronto Public 
Library, Woodgreen Community Services Housing, Region of Simcoe Senior Supportive 
Housing, and Bradford Public School. During my internship years between my Bachelor 
and Masters degrees, I had the great pleasure and opportunity to work in Taiwan, 
Beijing and Shanghai on large masterplan proposals for projects in China and the UAE. 
In addition to my role at GPA, most recently I have worked as a Sessional Lecturer at 
Daniels Faculty of Architecture, Landscape, and Design, teaching undergraduate level 
Design Studios. Some of the relevant projects I am currently leading are: • Brightwater 
Community in Port Credit, Mississauga • Golden Mile Redevelopment, Scarborough • 
Cumberland Square (Cumberland Terrace Renewal Proposal), Toronto • Daniels City of 
the Arts, East Bayfront Toronto 
  
Education:  

I am an OAA licensed Architect. My educational background includes Master of 
Architecture at University of Toronto, and Bachelor of Environmental Studies for School 
of Planning at University of Waterloo, with a specialization in Urban Design.  
 
Skills:  

I am a practicing Architect and Urban Designer who received education in both 
respective disciplines.  

• I have a wide range of professional experience in various building types and in multiple 
phases from site planning to building construction.  

• I have worked on urban design projects located in Ontario and overseas in Asia.  

• Many of my current and past projects involve highly mixed-use program on very 
complex and important city sites where the design approach emphasizes a great public 
realm contribution. All of these projects require working with the local community and 
ratepayer groups, municipal and regional departments, and government officials from 
the rezoning stage to site plan approvals to permit applications.  

• I have prepared multiple Design Review presentations for various boards and 
committees, all of which have received unanimous approvals.  

• I have prepared and presented Urban Design Guidelines to the City of Mississauga for 
our masterplan at Brightwater Community.  

• I am familiar with provincial planning policies, various bylaws and urban design 
guidelines from Toronto and surrounding municipalities, as well as the Ontario Building 
Code.  
 
 

 



 

Interest reason:  

I believe urban design excellence should be upheld in all Canadian municipalities as 
one of the main pillars to great city planning; regardless of its history, size, or 
demographics. I have always been interested in the practice of planning and urban 
design in mid-sized cities such as London, beginning with my studies at Waterloo. I also 
have gained first-hand experience through working with smaller municipalities like 
Mississauga and learned how much urban design can play a role in taking a very 
different approach to what one would expect in a large city like Toronto. These 
discussions have further broadened my interest in contributing to smaller but equally 
important municipalities. As our province continue to grow, I believe cities like London 
are presented with a unique opportunity to equip itself to provide higher quality of life, 
better places to work, learn, live and play. Urban Design excellence combined with 
effective planning framework can play a tremendous role in shaping how London can be 
one of the best cities in Canada to live. I would welcome the opportunity to be involved 
included on this Panel.  

 
Contributions:  

Being both an Architect and an Urban Designer, I believe I can help bridge between the 
inside and the outside; and contribute to strengthen the relationship between the 
inherent interior program with its surrounding context. Through my own work, I have 
developed a profound understanding in the challenges of applying strict design 
guideline principles to every unique site and program. As a member of this body, I will 
aim to provide creative insights that could achieve balance in both disciplines.  

 
Past contributions:  

Perhaps not so dissimilar to an Urban Design Peer Review Panel, I am a recurring 
guest critic at a number of local universities such as University of Waterloo, University of 
Toronto, and OCAD University. I have also taught Design Studios at University of 
Toronto in which regular discussions between the students and I with the other 
instructors are required to ensure the project is at its highest design standard. I have 
also helped organize and served to advised on a design competition that was held for 
one of the Masterplan projects I was leading. 

 
Interpersonal:  

As an Architect and Urban Designer, we solve complex problems that require skills and 
expertise from many other disciplines; including city staffs, clients, consultants, 
contractors and various trades etc. Many of my own projects, due to its large scale and 
multiple phases, it is quite common for us to work with other architects on achieving the 
same overall vision and ensuring consistency in the public realm experience. Some 
projects such as the Brightwater Community in Mississauga, we are tasked with the role 
of being the Master Architect, and one of the roles as the Master Architect is to peer 
review and comment on other architects’ work in this community. This is a highly 
productive process to ensure a high quality of design and a diversity of style and opinion 
is ultimately achieved. Within the organization of my firm, my role as an Associate also 
requires me to lead a design team with a portfolio of ten to fifteen ongoing projects of 
various scales and types. I am routinely required to critique the work of my staff, often 
delivering difficult messages while ensuring respect and positivity for their ideas and the 
work involved.  
 
Interview interest: Yes 

 
 
 
 



 

Name: Michael Davis 
 
Occupation: Planner 
 
Work experience:  
 
Urban planner with approaching nine (9) years of professional experience across the 
public and private sectors in Ontario and Alberta. I’ve held senior positions with the City 
of Calgary and City of Hamilton where my work has focused on planning and delivering 
new large-scale master-planned neighbourhoods, realizing significant urban 
redevelopment projects, and reimagining suburban places through new land use policy 
and design guidelines. Summary: Senior Planner, Development Planning, Heritage and 
Design - City of Hamilton (May 2019 - Present) Senior Planner, Community Planning - 
City of Calgary (September 2016 - May 2019) Planner ll, Community Planning & Design 
- City of London (June 2013 - August 2016) Planner, Cuesta Planning Consultants Inc. - 
Owen Sound, ON (April 2011 - May 20 
 
Education:  
 
I hold a Bachelor’s Degree in Urban and Regional Planning from Ryerson University 
and a Certificate in Real Estate Development from the University of Calgary. 
Additionally, I am a member of the Canadian Institute of Planners (MCIP), the Ontario 
Professional Planner’s Institute (OPPI) and am a Registered Professional Planner 
(RPP). Credentials: B.U.R.Pl., Ryerson University (2011) RED Cert., University of 
Calgary (2017) Registered Professional Planner (R.P.P.) Professional Affiliations: 
Canadian Institute of Planners (MCIP) Ontario Professional Planner’s Institute (OPPI) 
 
Skills:  
 
I bring considerable skills and knowledge in the following areas relevant to the function 
of the UDPRP: - Land Use Planning and Urban Design - The Ontario Planning 
Framework - Transit-Oriented Development - Greenfield Master-Planning - Built 
Heritage - Zoning - Low-Impact Development - Development Approvals - Negotiation 
 
Interest reason:  
 
1. Passion for Urbanism: Most importantly to the role, I bring a passion for urbanism, 
design and city-building. I have a sincere personal and professional interest in 
contributing to and supporting communities across southwestern Ontario in their efforts 
to build better places. Throughout my career I’ve taken advantage of every opportunity 
to grow my experience and expand my influence in the profession. I see this role as 
another exciting outlet to expand those experiences and contributions.  
 
2. Local Roots: One of my early professional roles was with the City of London’s 
planning division. For me, that was a period of huge personal and professional growth. 
John Fleming, his leadership team and my colleagues at the City of London had a 
massive influence on my evolution as a planner and my approach to design 
conversations. I continue to nurture these professional connections and would truly 
value the opportunity to further them in this capacity. My time spent in London has also 
fostered a strong understanding of the local planning context and an appreciation of 
how much the staff, citizens and industry care about advancing the dialogue around 
design and city-building.  
 
3. The Mid-Sized City Mission: My experience working in a range of Canada’s mid-sized 
cities has given me an understanding, appreciation and interest in the unique 
challenges currently facing mid-sized cities. Whether it’s attracting and retaining 
creative talent, addressing the climate emergency or building resiliency, I understand 
there is an inherent link between those strategic objectives and creating well-design 
urban places. The Urban Design Peer Review Panel, in my experience, can help make 
significant positive contributions to addressing these overall challenges. 
 



 

Contributions:  
 
1. A Creative Lens: My professional experience, working in urban municipalities across 
Canada, has provided me with a rounded perspective and diverse base of experiences, 
examples and cases to draw from. I believe this diverse base of experience provides 
significant value in terms of supporting creative design responses in new development 
that can be applied to projects in London. A considerable proportion of my work has 
centred around development planning and site-specific design negotiations. This has 
honed my practical skills in urban design and given me the chance to work with leading 
architects and urban designers in Ontario and Alberta.  
 
2. Tact and Negotiation Skills: One of the key’s to my career advancement has been my 
strengths in collaborating and negotiating with our partners in the development industry. 
My approach balances critical analysis with positive reinforcement and a “human-
touch”. Through this approach I have consistently been able to build trust with 
applicants and effectively inject creative vision into projects to advance the city’s design 
goals. I understand the need to focus on solutions-based feedback that’s practical and 
productive for staff and applicants.  
 
3. Building Trust through Communication: Establishing your own vision of an ideal 
outcome is an important part of negotiation in the design context. However, if you’re not 
effective in communicating your ideas, you risk them being disregarded. I bring a depth 
of professional experience presenting written and oral recommendations before City 
Councils’, Planning Commissions, Design Review Panels and the Ontario Municipal 
Board. Through this, I’ve honed my approach and built my skills in interacting with 
others in a way that inspires confidence in my intentions and those of the organization 
I’m representing. 
 
Past contributions:  
 
As a planner with mid-sized and large urban municipalities, I have over six years of 
professional experience working with, collaborating and helping to carry forward 
recommendations from Design Review Panels in the development process. This 
experience has fostered an understanding of the responsibilities of the panel, the value 
it can bring, and effective ways to work with staff and industry to influence design 
outcomes. In addition to this experience gained through the traditional aspects of my 
role, I’ve served in varying capacities on a range of advisory committees related to city-
building including:  
 
1. Development Review Team - Hamilton, ON. (2019-Present): As a Senior Planner 
with the City of Hamilton I’m responsible for chairing Development Review Team 
meetings where recommendations from city technical stakeholders are coordinated and 
delivered to applicants in a round-table setting. The Development Review Team plays a 
significant role in shaping urban design outcomes in Hamilton.  
 
2. Administrative Advisory Panel - This is My Neighbourhood - Calgary, AB. (2017): In 
Calgary, I served as the planning division representative on the City of Calgary’s 
administrative review panel for the “This is my Neighbourhood” program. This panel 
reviewed applications by community organizations for funding for neighbourhood-scale 
community building initiatives including public realm improvement projects. My work on 
the review panel involved making recommendations on project design to applicant 
groups and funding approval to City Council.  
 
3. Town and Gown Committee - Planning Division Representative - London, ON. 
(2015): In London, I served as a non-voting administrative representative from the 
planning division on the Town and Gown Committee. My role involved supporting 
dialogue around planning issues affecting the City’s near-campus neighbourhoods and 
providing a staff lens to help inform recommendations to Council for policy and 
initiatives made by voting members of the committee. 
 
 



 

Interpersonal:  
 
Overall, I bring almost nine years of professional urban planning experience, with a 
focus on development planning. Through this journey I’ve developed a track-record of 
collaborating with developers, community stakeholders and internal technical teams to 
ensure that our design goals are implemented through planning applications and quality 
development is realized. My work in the public sector has always been carried out in a 
customer-focused environment where our obligations to the profession are balanced 
with our role as public servants. My experience tells me that achieving successful 
design outcomes is the result of the contributions of diverse perspectives and talent. I 
also appreciate that fostering an effective and positive working relationship with staff 
and the development industry is the best way for the Urban Design Peer Review Panel 
to influence such outcomes. I look forward to the opportunity to bring this experience 
and perspective to the Panel! 
 
Interview interest: Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix B 

Name: Vasile (aka Bill) Katsios 
 
Occupation: Architect 
 
Work experience:  
 
I have been working as an architect since 1980 and as a registered Architect since 
1995. I have my own firm as an Architectural practice since 2010. My office mainly 
designs Commercial, High rise residential and Condos, Industrial and Assembly bldgs. 
 
Education:  
 
I have the following degrees: 1. B.Sc., 2. B.E.S. (Arch) 3. M. Arch. I am registered with 
OAA (Ontario Association of Architects) and MRAIC. 
 
Skills:  
 
I am running a very successful practice for over 15 years and completed all types of 
projects and complexities. I have been elected as the president for the London Society 
of Architects for 2 terms ( 4 yrs). I have taught Architectural design and Materials at 
Fanshawe College for 3 years. 
 
Interest reason:  
 
I am offering my time for a good cause and volunteering as a good citizen for the City of 
London which I have spend the majority of my time. 
 
Contributions:  
 
My ability to see, observe and listen, due to my experience, what is the intend of the 
design based on the drwgs provided. My ability to exchange views, complement and 
encourage good design principles and offer alternative views on improving design 
elements. 
 
Past contributions:  
 
Acting as a Professor for the Fanshawe College while teaching Architectural Design and 
Materials courses. Acting as the president of the London Society of Architects to 
organize activities for the membership. 
 
Interpersonal:  
 
My experience in exchanging views with others is my daily event with my clients who 
are interested in building new buildings or renovating existing. My recommendations to 
my clients to use as many principles in sustainable design by reducing the energy 
requirements and thus the carbon footprint for an improvement on the Globe's climate.  
 
Interview interest: Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Name: Ron Versteegen 
 
Occupation: Senior Planner 
 
Work experience:  
 
I've worked as an Environmental Planner and Development Planner for approximately 
30 years with various agencies. 
 
Education:  
 
BA - Human Geography/Urban Environmental Studies - Brock University. Have 
MCIP/RPP accreditation.  
 
Skills:  
 
Have assisted in the development and implementation of various community design 
guidelines outside the City of London.  
 
Interest reason:  
 
To assist the City in developing an attractive and livable community.  
 
Contributions:  
 
Years of experience working in other communities can aid in applying City's guidelines 
while also ensuring development is approved in a timely fashion.  
 
Past contributions: None. 
 
Interpersonal:  
 
Have worked in planning for many years - but as a staff resource capacity. Working as 
part of committee will enable me to impart that knowledge with the goal of implementing 
attractive development that is a positive to the community.  
 
Interview interest: Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Name: Xin Liu 
 
Occupation: Architectural technologist 
 
Work experience:  
 
ABBARCH Architecture Inc. 2017.3-now Intern Architect Design and develop 
presentation drawings for large scale of retail and commercial projects (Walmart, Metro 
and etc.). Provide CAD working drawings for building permit and construction drawings. 
Coordinate with various consultants. Avenue Architecture Inc. 2015.6-2017.3 Intern 
Architect Engaged with PM and GC to understand project intent and scope. Propose 
design sketches. Perform design development. Prepare construction drawings. Write 
specifications for the project. Research local materials. Coordinate with various 
engineering systems. Check document. Coordinate with building code consultant. Write 
Site Instruction, Addendum and NOC. Take part in Project meetings. Respond to 
Project Manager inquiries. Prepare Autocad and Revit drawings. Culmone Associates 
Ltd. (Canada) Designer 2013.9-2015.6 Create comprehensive schematics and 
construction designs, and develop design and working drawings. Coordinate with 
various consultants. Do Building Code and material research. CHK Engineering Inc. 
(Canada) Designer 2013.5-2013.9 Develop working drawings and details as Autocad 
technologist. Shanghai Xian Dai Architectural Design (Group) Co., Ltd. (China) Architect 
2010- 2012 Shanghai Xian Dai Architectural Design (Group) Co., Ltd. (China) Intern 
Architect 2003- 2010  
 
Education:  
 
Masters Degree in Architecture (Harbin, China) 2000 – 2003 Bachelors Degree in 
Architecture (Harbin, China) 1995 – 2000 
 
Skills:  
 
To-be architect. Pass all tests of Architect. Review drawings. Familiar with OBC. 
Proficient in CAD tools and Ms Office. Build 3D model. Experienced designer. 
 
Interest reason: Explore some new horizon  
 
 
Contributions:  
 
Review drawings. Help leader to communicate with other designers with CAD tools and 
3D models. propose the urban design both in verbal & writing and graphically.Site visit 
 
 
Past contributions: n/a 
 
 
Interpersonal:  
 
To be Architect of OAA, In licensing process. • Master Degree in architecture accredited 
by Canadian Architectural Certification Board (CACB) • 5 years’ experience as a 
working designer in Canada • More than 9 years’ experience as a working architect in 
Shanghai, China • Using Autodesk CAD from R14 to 2017 for 16 years • 2-year Revit 
experience. • Proficiency in Adobe Photoshop, Adobe Acrobat, Sketchup, and MS 
Office • Sound knowledge of OBC 2012, NBC 2015 and zoning by-law of GTA. • Varied 
project experience including: high rise office structures, apartments, theatres, sports 
complexes, hotels, residential homes, hospitals, and industrial buildings. • Excellent 
interpersonal and time management skills • Excellent clear and concise written and 
verbal communication • Ability to work independently and work collaboratively in a team 
environment  
 
Interview interest: Yes 



 

Name: Chansoo Byeon 
 
Occupation: Architect 
 
Work experience:  
 
I have been working in the architecture industry for 6 years before joining the City of 
Mississauga's Planning and Building department two years ago. My portfolio expands 
from small to extra large urban design projects during my career.  
 
Education:  
 
Originally educated and trained as an architect from University of Toronto - I have workd 
at multi national architectural firms and also public sector 
 
Skills:  
 
Architectural design, Urban Design and Policymaking 
 
Interest reason:  
 
City of London's position in the grand scheme of Canadian cities is particularly 
interesting to me and the City has lots of great opportunities to do it right and go beyond 
the status quo of Canadian ways of doing things and leap into a globally leading city 
when it comes to Urban Design 
 
Contributions:  
 
By providing facts-based evidence, I aspire to help decision-makers and citizens to 
make the right decision for the long term goals of the City 
 
Past contributions:  
 
I am currently working in Planning and Building department at the City of Mississauga 
 
Interpersonal:  
 
Having organized various scale of design meeting including public meetings, it is 
important to be listening carefully to what the residents have to say. Then taking the 
input from all the parties and dissecting them into smaller actionable chunks to 
implement them step by step is key to success.  
 
Interview interest: Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Name: Abhay Vaid 
 
Occupation: Architect 
 
Work experience:  
 
Accomplished and reliable architect with strong client satisfaction record, adept at 
handling multiple projects simultaneously with professionalism and expertise in both 
high rise residential and commercial building projects, healthcare and transit projects 
managing teams performing preliminary design, design development, permit approvals, 
tender and construction documents production, contract administration, specifications 
and project management tasks with exceptional problem solving skills and sufficient 
knowledge of construction laws and regulations used to meet organization goals. KEY 
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS Liaised with local authorities and obtained site plan 
approvals and building regulations approval for a wide variety of projects worldwide. 
Expertise in the administration of construction management services for construction 
activities on various projects in a safe, timely, standardized, cost-effective manner. Led 
the teams to work on design concept alternatives for various projects and execution of 
the projects assigned from schematic design to design development, construction 
documents, contract administration to final completion and close out. Managed 
relationships with various groups of stakeholders to mitigate project risks and ensure 
project deliverables are met within projected schedule, budget and exceeding the 
client’s expectations. EXPERIENCE September 2013 - Present V.A. Architect Inc., 
Toronto, ON, Principal Architect September 2012 - September2013 Richard Wengle 
Architect Inc., Toronto, ON, Architect & Project Manager July 2011 - August 2012 Kirkor 
Architects & Planners, Toronto, ON, Project Architect & Project Manager August 2010 - 
June 2011 METROLINX, ON, Project Coordinator (Unionized Project Manager) OHL-
FCC JV (Contract Manager) September 2007 – July 2010 IBI Group, Toronto, ON, 
Project Manager February 2007 - September 2007 HDR Architecture (G+G partnership 
Architects), Toronto, ON, Team Lead/ Intermediate Architect January 2004 – January 
2007 Adamson Associates Architects, Mississauga, ON, Intern Architect December 
2000 - December 2003 GUG Architects & Designers, London, UK, Project Manager 
December 1997 - September 2000 Deco Qatar, Doha, Qatar, Architect October 2018 - 
Present SME – RAIC (Royal Architectural Institute of Canada)  
 
Education:  
 
EDUCATION OAA, Licensed Architect. PMP, Project Management Professional LEED 
AP, Accredited Professional Construction Project Management (Modular), School of 
Construction Management and Engineering, Reading University, U.K. Bachelor of 
Architecture, Guru Nanak Dev University, India – Certificate of equivalency issued by 
University of Toronto  
 
Skills:  
 
Accomplished and reliable architect with strong client satisfaction record, adept at 
handling multiple projects simultaneously with professionalism and expertise in both 
high rise residential and commercial building projects, healthcare and transit projects 
managing teams performing preliminary design, design development, permit approvals, 
tender and construction documents production, contract administration, specifications 
and project management tasks with exceptional problem solving skills and sufficient 
knowledge of construction laws and regulations used to meet organization goals. 
 
Interest reason:  
 
Due to interest in Urban design strategies, development planning. 
 
Contributions:  
 
To help London become a more prosperous and dynamic city.  
 



 

Past contributions:  
 
Subject matter expert - Royal Architectural Institute of Canada. 
 
Interpersonal:  
 
In Architectural design and project management, design ideas are exchanged with 
stakeholders and comments/ feedback is received from them to enhance design, skills, 
abilities and knowledge of others. I have more than twenty three years of professional 
work experience in architecture, urban design and project management. 
 
Interview interest: Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Name: Sydney Bailey 
 
Occupation: Planner/Urban Designer 
 
Work experience:  
 
Within my studies at the University of Waterloo I completed work terms at Better 
Neighbourhoods Inc (Student Urban Designer) in St. Catharines, Monteith Brown 
Planning Consultants (Student Planner) in London, and GSP Group (Student 
Planner/Urban Designer) in Kitchener. During my work at Better Neighbourhoods Inc. I 
worked closely on infill development and revitalization projects throughout the City 
including the 200 ac. former General Motors Plant and performed research on the 
sustainability of infill-based neighbourhood.   Currently I am a Planner/Urban Designer 
at GSP Group (June 2019-present). In my present role I direct development projects 
through the planning and urban design process and work in municipalities across 
southwestern Ontario. Throughout my time as student and full-time planner I have 
assisted our urban design team on several high-intensity mixed-use developments 
within downtown Kitchener including preparing urban design reviews and CPTED 
analysis. In addition I have also worked with municipalities on the drafting and updating 
of Urban Design Guidelines. 
 
Education:  
 
I am a graduate of the University of Waterloo Planning Program (B.E.S.), with a 
completed specialization in urban design. I additionally studied urban design abroad at 
the University of Newcastle in the United Kingdom.  I am a candidate RPP and MCIP 
member.  
 
Skills:  
 
As an professional planner and urban designer I have a wide-based experience and 
knowledge to provide to the panel. Through pursuing abroad studies in the United 
Kingdom I have gained a global perspective on local design matters which I see as a 
great asset. My special focus on CPTED in my current professional practice will aid in 
reviewing development projects with crime-preventative lens. 
 
Interest reason: 
 
I am interested to expand my exposure in urban design and see this experience as an 
excellent opportunity. As a London resident I am interested in the development and 
growth of the City and would like to contribute though this position on the Urban Design 
Peer Review Panel. 
 
Contributions:  
 
In addition to my experience and interest in urban design, I am a resident of the City of 
London. I believe my context of the City and resident-based knowledge will make a 
great asset to the panel. From my previous work at Monteith Brown Planning 
Consultants (London based) and current work at GSP Group I am well versed with the 
City's development policies and zoning standards.  
 
Past contributions: I have yet to serve on similar review panel.  
 
Interpersonal:  
 
I previously worked as a teaching assistant for two years at the University of Waterloo in 
urban design courses (Visual Approaches to Design and Communication; Urban 
Planning Design and the Environment). In my role I taught urban design techniques, 
guided concept design and reviewed final development proposals. 
 
Interview interest: Yes 



 

Name: Marion-Frances Cabral 
 
Occupation: Planner 
 
Work experience:  
 
I've worked as a planner for over 5 years in south-western Ontario with the provincial 
government, local municipalities and agencies. 
 
Education:  
 
I have a Bachelor of Urban and Regional Planning from Ryerson University, a 
Environmental Management and Assessment post-graduate certificate from Niagara 
College, and I am currently enrolled in the Master of Planning program at the University 
of Waterloo. I am a "Candidate" member of OPPI and CIP, and can obtain 
"Environmental Professional" membership from ECO. 
 
Skills:  
 
I have a passion for good architectural detail that makes a city stand-out while not 
imposing on others. It is the ability to understand that modern planning and architecture 
do not need to solely be glass towers, but integrated into the community and 
placemakers for the City and its residents. I am able to provide advice and 
recommendations to planning staff as professional and representative of the 
community. I have the ability to manage expectations from developers and a variety of 
stakeholders. I am very familiar with the City of London's Official Plan and goals for the 
City. 
 
Interest reason:  
 
As a relatively new resident to the City of London I am excited to see the City starting its 
path towards a more urban and progressive future. Becoming a member of the Panel 
would allow me to provide input on new developments while protecting the history and 
heritage of the City. Further, I'd like to be more engaged within activities in the City and 
be proud of my new home.  
 
Contributions:  
 
As a relatively new resident to the City, as a new planner, and an avid city-dweller I 
believe that I would provide a fresh insight to development by bringing insight from 
various jurisdictions and challenging the status quo. 
 
Past contributions:  
 
I have not been a member of an urban design review panel, however, I have been a 
member of Transit Windsor and GO Transit/Metrolinx's advisory committees.  
 
Interpersonal:  
 
As part of my day to day work, it is imperative to provide your professional opinion and 
judgement but be able to understand very real experiences that may force me to revisit 
my own understanding. It is not a one-size-fits-all model, and I approach situations to 
find a middle ground to best satisfy the needs of all stakeholders. As part of an advisory 
panel I would be open to listening to community members would are directly impacted 
by development and provide a sound planning recommendation above all else.  
 
Interview interest: Yes 
 
 
 
 



 

Name: Kyle Poole 
 
Occupation: Landscape Architect, Town of Caledon 
 
Work experience:  
 
Experience within the fields of landscape architecture and the construction industry 
contributing to a “hands on” knowledge of the technical components and requirements 
of development. I possess design expertise including the financial considerations in 
bringing a project to completion. Municipal sector experience in all aspects of the review 
and approvals process associated with greenfield development and infill intensification 
of a variety of housing types.  
 
Education:  
 
Bachelor of Landscape Architecture (Honours), Minor in Business Administration – 
University of Guelph; Master of Science, Rural Planning and Development – University 
of Guelph. Ontario Association of Landscape Architects (OALA) – Full Member, Seal 
and Certificate; Ontario Professional Planners Institute (OPPI) – Candidate Member. 
 
Skills:  
 
I am a detail-oriented Landscape Architect possessing a strong understanding of urban 
design principles. I possess the ability to look at development applications through 
various lenses, scaling from site specific to community or regional contexts. I possess a 
working knowledge of the municipal land development approvals process, guiding plans 
and policies such as the Municipalities’ Official Plan, Zoning By-law and Urban Design 
Guidelines.  
 
Interest reason:  
 
Through my contributions within a peer review capacity, I wish to influence the 
development of communities and employment areas that portray a strong sense of 
place and community identity. By undertaking an advisory role, I am interested in 
contributing to a design culture within the City of London that promotes the creation of a 
quality public realm, with a high standard of architecture and urban design. I believe 
urban design is essential in creating a community identity while making spaces that are 
functional, sustainable and successful both socially and economically. I would also 
appreciate the opportunity to work alongside other land development professionals, to 
further build and refine my design skills while raising awareness around the importance 
of good design. 
 
Contributions:  
 
My dual degrees in Planning and Landscape Architecture serve to increase the level of 
design expertise employed in the design review process. I believe through quality and 
informed commentary I can offer professional and objective advice, providing design 
critiques that support innovative and imaginative design solutions. 
  
Past contributions:  
 
I have previously taught various design and construction courses within the field of 
Landscape Architecture at the University of Guelph in both a Sessional and Graduate 
Teaching Assistant capacity. I am currently conducting design review of site plan, 
subdivision, minor variance and other development applications, working closely in 
conjunction with the Town of Caledon’s Urban Design Planner to ensure the best built 
form is achieved within the developments of Caledon. I have also been called upon 
frequently by colleagues and former Professors to participate in design review critiques 
of current students within the BLA and MLA programs at the University of Guelph.  
 



 

 
Interpersonal:  
 
I possess previous teaching and design critique experience noted above from the 
University of Guelph, respecting the efforts of students while offering constructive 
criticism in positive manner. Working with multi-disciplinary consulting teams, both 
within the private and public sector I can understand and appreciate the need to listen to 
each professions opinions and technical expertise, working collaboratively to achieve an 
overarching goal.  
 
Interview interest: Yes 



From: Mike Wallace  
Sent: Thursday, December 19, 2019 11:26 AM 
To: Cassidy, Maureen <mcassidy@london.ca>; PEC <pec@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Item 2.4 of the Consent Agenda. Candidate Approval for the Urban Design Peer 
Review Panel 
 
Hello Chair Cassidy and City Clerk Department 
 
I know the above item is in the Consent  portion of the January 6th Agenda but I am asking for delegation 
status to speak to the item on behalf of the development industry. 
 
Let me know. 
 
Thanks 
 
Mike 
 
 

Mike Wallace, Executive Director 
London Development Institute 

562 Wellington Street, Suite 203, London, Ontario N6A 3R5 

 
 

mailto:mcassidy@london.ca
mailto:pec@london.ca
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20Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee 
From: George Kotsifas, P.ENG 
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and 
 Chief Building Official  
Subject: Application By: 1640209 Ontario Limited c/o York          

Development. 
 1959 Wharncliffe Road South  

Removal of Holding Provisions (h, h-100, h-197 and h-
198)  

Meeting on:  January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, based on the 
application of 1640209 Ontario Limited c/o York Development relating to the property 
located at 1959 Wharncliffe Road South the attached proposed by-law BE INTRODUCED 
at the Municipal Council meeting on January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1 
in conformity with the Official Plan to change the zoning for a portion of 1959 Wharncliffe 
Road South FROM a Holding Residential R8/R9 Special Provision (h*h-100*h-197*h-
198*R8-4/R9-3(13)*H32) Zone TO a Residential R8/R9 Special Provision (R8-4/R9-
3(13)*H32) Zone.   

Executive Summary 

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to remove the h, h-100, h-197 and h-
198 holding symbols to permit the development of three (3) separate, 3.5 storey 
stacked, back-to-back townhouse blocks, yielding a total of 104 units.  
  
Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The removal of the holding provisions will allow for development in conformity with 
The London Plan and (1989) Official Plan and in compliance with the Zoning By-
law. 

2. Through the site plan approval process, the required security has been submitted 
to the City of London and a development agreement has been executed. The “h” 
holding provision is no longer required. 

3. Through the site plan approval process the applicant has identified how the site 
can be appropriately serviced by water.  The “h-100” holding provision is no longer 
required on this portion of the site. 

4. Through the site plan approval process the applicant has identified that the 
proposed lot is of a size and configuration that is appropriate for the area and 
suitably serviced.  The Environmental Assessment for the Bostwick Road 
realignments has been completed and will not affect the proposed site.  A 
subdivision agreement can no longer be entered into as the previous subdivisions 
on the subject lands has lapsed making this condition redundant as it cannot be 
satisfied.  Therefore it is appropriate to remove the “h-197” specific to this portion 
of land subject. 

5. The proposed stacked townhouses provide a street-oriented development which 
has been reviewed by urban design staff through the site plan approval process.  
The “h-198” is no longer required on this portion of the property.  
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Analysis 

1.1 Location Map 
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1.2 Site Plan - 1959 Wharncliffe Road South
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

The removal of the existing holding provisions apply to a specific portion of the property 
that is currently going through Site Plan Approval (SPA18-107) process and a Consent 
application (B.003/19) to create a new property for development.  The future development 
would include three (3) separate, 3.5 storey stacked, back-to-back townhouse blocks, 
yielding a total of 104 units 

3.0 Revelant Background 

3.1  Requested Amendment 
The applicant is requesting the removal of the “h”, “h-100”, “h-197” & “h-198” holding 
provision from a portion of the property located at 1959 Wharncliffe Road South.  
 
3.2  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
In response to the Notice of Application, no comments were received.  
 
3.3  Planning History 
 
The subject site was part of a Plan of Subdivision that was submitted on August 5, 
2014.  Phase 3 of the overall subdivision development in the area and comprised 167 
residential units in the form of single detached dwellings, two medium density residential 
blocks (Blocks 168 and 169), four convenience commercial blocks(Blocks 170-173), an 
institutional block (Block 176), two walkway blocks (Blocks 177 and 178), two future 
development blocks (Blocks 174 and 175), two open space blocks (Blocks 179 and 180) 
and 6 local public streets (an extension of Bakervilla Street to the north and to the east, 
an extension of Debra Drive to the north, an extension of Westpoint Heights to the 
north, an extension of Savoy Street to the north and a new Street “A”, Street “B” and 
Street “C”).  
 
The Draft Plan was endorsed by Municipal Council on April 28, 2015 and through this 
process holding provisions were put in place on Blocks 154 and 155 (the subject lands) 
to ensure that the final size and configuration of the low density residential lots and 
medium density residential blocks are not created until such time as the Class EA has 
been completed to identify the location of the realignment of Bostwick Road.   
 
The Plan of Subdivision received final approval in February of 2017 and the subject 
lands were not included as part of this approval as the holding provision could not be 
removed at that time as the Class EA had not been completed. 
 
The portion of the site seeking removal of holding provision is also subject to two other 
planning applications which includes a site plan application (SPA18-107) and consent 
application (B.003/19).  

 

3.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 
 
The Planning Act permits the use of holding provisions to restrict future uses until 
conditions for removing the holding provision are met. To use this tool, a municipality 
must have approved Official Plan policies related to its use, a municipal council must 
pass a zoning by-law with holding provisions, an application must be made to council for 
an amendment to the by-law to remove the holding symbol, and council must make a 
decision on the application within 150 days to remove the holding provision(s). 
 
The London Plan and the (1989) Official Plan contain policies with respect to holding 
provisions, the process, and notification and removal procedures. 
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4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

Why is it Appropriate to remove these Holding Provisions?      
 
The h holding provision states that: 
 
h Purpose: To ensure the orderly development of lands and the adequate provision of 
municipal services, the “h” symbol shall not be deleted until the required security has been 
provided for the development agreement or subdivision agreement, and Council is satisfied 
that the conditions of the approval of the plans and drawings for a site plan, or the conditions 
of the approval of a draft plan of subdivision, will ensure a development agreement or 
subdivision agreement is executed by the applicant and the City prior to development. 
 
On December 12, 2019 Site Plan Approval Staff confirmed the Owner has provided the 
necessary security and has entered into a development agreement with the City. This 
satisfies the requirement for removal of the “h” holding provision. 
 
h-100 Holding Provision 
 
The (h-100) holding provision states that: 
 
Purpose: To ensure there is adequate water service and appropriate access, a looped 
watermain system must be constructed and a second public access must be available to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer, prior to the removal of the h-100 symbol. 
 
Through the site plan approval process Development Engineering staff confirmed that 
adequate water servicing can be provided to the subject site through a looped watermain 
system and that at least two public access points are available.  The h-100 (for water 
servicing) can be removed, but from this site only and shall remain in place for the 
remaining portion of the site. 
 
This satisfies the requirement for removal of the “h-100” holding provision. 
 

h-197 
 
Purpose: To ensure the size and configuration of lots and blocks is appropriate for the 
area and suitably serviced the “h-(197)” symbol shall not be deleted until after the 
Environmental Assessment for the Bostwick Road realignments has been completed and 
a subdivision agreement is entered into specifying conditions of development, to the 
satisfaction of Council.  
 
Through the currentSite Plan Approval (SPA18-107) process it has been determined that 
the proposed lot is an appropriate size and configuration for the area and can be suitably 
serviced.  The EA for the Bostwick Road re-alignment has been completed and will not 
impact the proposed site.   
 
The previously draft approved plan of subdivision on the subject lands has recently lapsed 
and is no longer in affect.  Therefore the requirement to enter into a subdivision agreement 
cannot be satisfied.  Through the site plan approval process a development agreement 
has been entered in to ensuring appropriate conditions of development have been 
specified and are sufficient to satisfy this condition on this specific portion of the subject 
site.  The h-197 shall be maintained on the remainder of the lands to ensure the property 
is developed through a subdivision process in the future. 
 

This satisfies the requirement for removal of the “h-197” holding provision. 
 

h-198 
 
Purpose: To encourage street-oriented development and discourage noise attenuation 
walls along arterial roads, a development agreement shall be entered into to ensure that 
new development is designed and approved consistent with the Southwest Area 
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Secondary Plan.  
 

The proposed stacked townhouses provide a street-oriented development which has 
been reviewed by Urban Design Staff through the site plan approval process.  A 
development agreement has been entered into to ensure that the new development is 
designed and approved consistent with the Southwest Area Secondary Plan. The site 
also does not have frontage on an arterial road therefore the h-198 is no longer required 
on this portion of the property. 
 

This satisfies the requirement for removal of the “h-198” holding provision. 
 

More information and detail about public feedback and zoning is available in Appendix B 
& C. 

5.0 Conclusion 

It is appropriate to remove the h, h-100, h-197 and h-198 holding provisions from the 
subject lands at this time as a development agreement has been enter into and the 
required security has been submitted to the City of London. 
 

Prepared by:  

 

 

Mike Corby, MCIP, RPP 

Senior Planner, Development Planning 

Recommended by:  

 

 

 

Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE  
Director, Development Services  

Submitted by:  

 

 

 

George Kotsifas, P. Eng. 

Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief Building Official 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons qualified to 
provide expert opinion.  Further detail with respect to qualifications can be obtained 
from Development Services. 

 
 

December 16, 2019 
MC/ 
cc:  Matt Feldberg, Manager, Development Services (Subdivisions) 
cc:  Lou Pompilii, Manager, Development Planning  
cc:  Ted Koza, Manager Development Engineering  
 
 
Y:\Shared\ADMIN\1- PEC Reports\2020 PEC Reports\1 -Jan 6\DRAFT 1959 Wharncliffe Road S - H-8923 MC.docx  
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Appendix A 

       Bill No. (Number to be inserted by Clerk's 
       Office) 
       2020 
 
    By-law No. Z.-1-   
 
    A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 

remove holding provisions from the 
zoning for a portion of the lands located 
at 1959 Wharncliffe Road South. 

 
  WHEREAS 1640209 Ontario Limited c/o York Development (London) Inc.  
have applied to remove the holding provisions from the zoning for a portion of the lands 
located at 1959 Wharncliffe Road South, 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 land; 
 
  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 1959 Wharncliffe Road South, as shown on the attached 
map, to remove the h, h-100, h-197 and h-198 holding provisions so that the zoning of 
the lands as Residential R8/R9 Special Provision (R8-4/R9-3(13)*H32)  Zone comes into 
effect. 
 
2.  This By-law shall come into force and effect on the date of passage. 
 
 
  PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
  
 
  
  
 
       Ed Holder 
       Mayor 
 
 
 
 
 
       Catharine Saunders 
       City Clerk  
  
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020 
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: Notice of the application was published in the Londoner on August 2, 
2018 

0 replies were received 

Nature of Liaison: City Council intends to consider removing the h, h-100, h-197 and h-
198 holding provisions from the lands which requires for the provision of all municipal 
services, two or more public access, discouragement of noise walls, street orientation, 
completion and conformity to the Bostwick Road EA and an agreement shall be entered 
into to the satisfaction of the City. Council will consider removing the holding provision as 
it applies to these lands no earlier than December 2, 2019. 
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Appendix C – Relevant Background 

Existing Zoning Map  
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The London Plan – Place Types 
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1989 Official Plan
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: George Kotsifas, P. Eng 

Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services & 
Chief Building Official  

Subject: Appeal of Consent Authority Decision on Consent Application 
B.056/18 

 16 Berkley Crescent 
Meeting on:   January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, the City Solicitor and Managing Director, Development and Compliance Services 
and Chief Building Official BE DIRECTED to provide legal and planning representation at 
the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal Hearing to support the decision of the Consent 
Authority, in response to the letter of appeal to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal, dated 
September 6, 2019, and submitted by Analee J.M. Baroudi for Bernadette Green relating 
to the consent application concerning 16 Berkley Crescent.  

Executive Summary 

Purpose and Effect of Recommended Action 
 
The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to inform Council of an upcoming 
appeal and to seek instructions with respect to the representation of the Consent Authority 
at the upcoming hearing.   

Background 

On December 20, 2018, McFadyen Design & Build (2005) Inc. c/o Paul M. Hurdle, 
submitted an application for consent on behalf of Bernadette Green for lands located at 
16 Berkley Crescent. The application would permit the severance of a parcel from an 
existing residential lot for the purpose of future residential uses.  
 
Notice of the Application was published in The Londoner on January 17, 2018 and 
circulated to internal and external agencies for comment. On January 16, 2018 a mail 
circulation to all residents within a 60m radius was sent out. On August 19, 2019, based 
on the recommendation by Development Services staff (see Appendix ‘A’) the Consent 
Authority refused the application for consent (see Appendix ‘B’) for the following reasons: 
 

1. The proposed consent is not consistent with matters of Provincial interest as 
referred to in Section 2 of the Planning Act, including (f) the adequate provision 
and efficient use of communication, transportation, sewage and water services and 
waste management, (o) the protection of public health and safety, and the (p) the 
appropriate location of growth and development. 

 
2. The lots to be established through the consent do not conform to the policies of 

the Official Plan as referred to in Section 51(24)(c) of the Planning Act. 
  

3. The proposed consent does not conform to The London Plan. 
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Figure 1: Location Map 
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Figure 2: Severance Map 
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On September 6, 2019, an appeal was submitted by Baroudi Law Professional 
Corporation c/o Analee J.M. Baroudi, in opposition to the Notice of Provisional Consent 
Decision issued by the Consent Authority on August 19, 2019. The appellant lists four 
reasons for the appeal: 
 

1. The Appellant applied for a consent to sever a lot from the lot municipally known 
as 16 Berkeley Crescent. 

2. The proposed lot would be used for residential purposes. The anticipated 
purchaser of the proposed lot intends to build a single-family home on it. At 
present, the land that would comprise the proposed lot is vacant: it is used as a 
side yard for the existing lot. 

3. The Appellant participated fully in the consultation process with City of London 
Staff. City Staff were generally supportive of the proposed consent throughout 
the consultation process. In fact, Developments Services prepared a set of draft 
conditions that would govern the proposed consent, which the Appellant 
accepted. 

4. On August 19, 2019, the Consent Authority refused the Application for Consent. 
The Consent Authority’s decision to refuse the Application is inconsistent with the 
Provincial Policy Statement, fails to conform with the London Plan, fails to 
conform with the 1989 Official Plan, and represents poor land use planning. 

 

Analysis 

The subject lands are not serviced by municipal sanitary sewage infrastructure and are 
not in proximity to an existing sanitary sewer where an extension would be feasible. There 
is currently no anticipated extension of sanitary services to the subject lands either 
privately or through City-initiated projects within the ten year horizon. 
 
The Provincial Policy Statement 2014 (PPS)  
 
The PPS permits the use of individual on-site sewage services provided site conditions 
are suitable for the long-term provision of such services with no negative impacts. In 
settlement areas, these services may only be used for infilling and minor rounding out of 
existing development. (1.6.6.2.). However, Policy 4.7 states that the official plan is the 
most important vehicle for implementing the Provincial Policy Statement, and that 
comprehensive, integrated and long-term planning is best achieved through official plans. 
While the PPS permits this form of servicing, The London Plan policies outlined below 
expressly prohibit the use of which within the Urban Growth Boundary.  
 
Based on the foregoing, the proposed consent is not consistent with the Implementation 
and Interpretation policies of the PPS as it does not conform to the policies of The London 
Plan. 
 
The London Plan 
 
Policy 473(5)_ within the Civic Infrastructure policies of The London Plan states that 
“within the Urban Growth Boundary, new development will be permitted only if it can be 
connected to adequate municipal sanitary sewage infrastructure”.  
 
Policy 1699_ within the Our Tools section of The London Plan directs the Consent 
Authority to consider all of the policies of The London Plan as well as thirteen criteria 
when reviewing an application for consent. One of these criteria speaks to the availability 
of adequate municipal services. Policy 1700_ directs the Consent Authority to consider 
an additional set of criteria where individual on-site wastewater treatment systems are 
proposed, the first of which is the application’s conformity to the Civic Infrastructure 
policies of the Plan. As the proposed consent does not comply with Policy 473(5)_, it does 
not meet the criteria for the approval of an individual on-site wastewater treatment system. 
Further analysis in this regard is provided in the report to the Consent Authority attached 
herein as Appendix ‘A’.  
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It is noted that Policy 473 of The London Plan came into force and effect on February 20, 
2017. 
 
1989 Official Plan 
 
The Services and Utilities policies of the 1989 Official Plan allows for individual onsite 
sanitary facilities provided a higher order alternative is not available and subject to a 
number of criteria.  
 
This application, when considered under the current policy framework of The London 
Plan’s in-force policies does not conform to the City’s Official Plan. While the 1989 Official 
Plan allows for additional flexibility in this regard, The London Plan represents the long-
term vision of Council and does not permit development where it cannot be connected to 
adequate municipal sanitary sewage infrastructure. 

 

Conclusion 

The proposed severance has been evaluated under the Planning Act, Provincial Policy 
Statement, The London Plan, 1989 Official Plan and Zoning By-law and does not 
represent sound planning and appropriate development. The consent application was 
refused on August 19, 2019 by the London Consent Authority. The purpose of this report 
is to request that Municipal Council provide the Consent Authority with legal and planning 
support for the hearing regarding the matters under appeal. 

 

 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from Development Services. 

 
December 16, 2019 
MS/ms 

CC:  John Fleming, Consent Authority, City of London 
 Aynsley Anderson, Solicitor II, City Solicitor’s Office  
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Prepared by: 

 Meg Sundercock, BURPL 
Site Development Planner, Development Services 

Recommended by: 

 Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE  
Director, Development Services  

Submitted by: 

George Kotsifas, P.ENG 
Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief Building Official 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

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

Chief Building Official 
Subject: Draft Plan of Subdivision – Three Year Extension 
 Richardson/Middleton Subdivision  
 146 & 184 Exeter Road  
Meeting on: January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, the Approval 
Authority BE ADVISED that Council supports the request for a three (3) year extension 
of the draft plan of subdivision approval for the draft plan submitted by Sifton Properties 
Limited (File No. 39T-15501), prepared by Stantec Consulting and certified by Jeremy 
Matthews (Project No. 161401268, dated December 22, 2016),  as redline amended, 
which shows twenty-two (22) low density blocks, six (6) medium density blocks, one (1) 
school block, one (1) park block, four (4) multi-use pathway blocks, one (1) open space 
block, one (1) future road block, eleven (11) 0.3 m reserves and road widenings, all 
served by one (1) new secondary collector road/neighbourhood connector, and ten (10) 
new local roads/neighbourhood streets SUBJECT TO the conditions contained in the 
attached Schedule "A”.   

Executive Summary 

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to consider a three (3) year 
extension to Draft Approval for the remaining phase(s) within the residential draft plan of 
subdivision (39T-15501).  
 
Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The requested three (3) year extension of Draft Plan Approval is reasonable, and 
should allow the applicant sufficient time to satisfy revised conditions of draft 
approval towards the registration of this plan.  

2. The plan of subdivision will provide for future residential land uses and supports 
connectivity with adjacent future development lands. Therefore, an extension 
should be supported provided the conditions of Draft Approval are updated to 
reflect current City Standards and regulatory requirements.  
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2.0 Relevant Background 

2.1 Property Description 
The subject site consists of a portion 12.078 ha (19.8 acres) of land located on the north 
side of Exeter Road. It is situated midpoint between Wonderland Road South and White 
Oaks Road, in the former Township of Westminster. Portions of this property include the 
former site of the Southwest Optimist Baseball Complex, which at one time contained 
up to 16 baseball diamonds. The subject site is located just south of existing 
retail/commercial uses (1352 Wharncliffe Road South), with vacant lands to the east, 
existing industrial uses along Exeter Road, a wetland/natural heritage feature to the 
southwest (known as the Pincombe Drain).The property is relatively flat.  
 
2.2  Previous Reports  
December 12, 2016 - Report to Planning and Environment Committee to recommend 
approval of the draft plan of subdivision and associated zoning by-law amendments. 
(39T-15501/Z-8470)  
 
January 21, 2019 – Report to Planning and Environment Committee to rezone a portion 
of land (Block 30 and portion of Block 31, 39T-15501) within a draft plan of subdivision 
by adding an additional Residential (R7) Zone to permit a long term care facility in 
addition to the existing range of residential uses permitted. (Z-8969)  
 
February 19, 2019 - Report to Planning and Environment Committee on Special 
Provisions for the Subdivision Agreement related to the stormwater management pond. 
(39T-15501) 
 
April 15, 2019 - Report to Planning and Environment Committee on Special Provisions 
for the Subdivision Agreement Phase 1. (39T-15501) 
 
April 15, 2019 - Report to Planning and Environment Committee on Special Provisions 
for the Subdivision Agreement Phase 1A. (39T-15501) 
 
May 27, 2019 - Report to Planning and Environment Committee to re-zone a portion of 
Block 36 and all of Block 37 in draft approved plan 39T-15501, to permit street 
townhouse dwellings, in addition to the multi-family uses already permitted. (Z-9034) 
 
May 27, 2019 - Report to Planning and Environment Committee to redesignate the 
park, stormwater management pond (Pincombe 3) and lands along Middleton Avenue 
to “Low Density Residential”, and to redesignate a portion of the lands to “Open Space” 
to recognize a natural heritage component on Schedule “A” of the Official Plan and on 
Schedule 4 (Southwest Area Land Use Plan) and Schedule 10 (Central Longwoods) of 
the Southwest Area Secondary Plan, and to re-zone Block 38 from draft approved plan 
39T-15501 (Richardson Subdivision) to permit single detached dwellings. (OZ-9038)   
 
2.3 Planning History 
This application for Draft Plan of Subdivision Approval was accepted on March 12, 
2015.  It was circulated to the required agencies and municipal departments on March 
23, 2015 and advertised in the Londoner on April 2, 2015. A revised application and 
plan was received on April 20, 2016 and was advertised in the Londoner on May 19, 
2016. Notice of Public Meeting was sent out on November 29, 2016 and was advertised 
in the Londoner on November 24, 2016. The Public Meeting was held on December 12, 
2016.  Draft approval was granted on January 27, 2017.  
 
Since draft approval, the Applicant has registered two phases of the subdivision. Phase 
1 consisted of two (2) medium density multi-family blocks, one future street block, and 6 
reserve (0.3 m, 1 ft.) blocks, all served by two new local streets, Mia Avenue and 
Kennington Way. It was registered on July 12, 2019 as 33M-765. Phase 1A consisted  
of forty two (42) single family lots, one (1) medium density blocks, two (2) open space 
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blocks, four (4) 0.3 metre reserves, all served by two (2) new streets, namely Middleton 
Avenue and Kennington Way. It was registered on October 9, 2019 as 33M-769. 
 
2.4  Applicant Request  
The Applicant has requested a two (2) year draft plan extension for the remainder of the 
lands. Staff are instead recommending the standard three (3) year extension to ensure 
adequate time is given to complete the subdivision.  
 
2.5 Redline and Changes  
The attached amendments to the conditions of draft approval are required to ensure 
that these lands are developed to today’s standards.  The changes to conditions of draft 
approval are to address engineering and planning issues.  The amendments to the 
conditions of draft approval are shown as highlights for revisions, strikeouts for deletions 
and underlines for additions on the attached Schedule “A”.   
 
No changes are proposed to the approved zoning, lotting pattern or road alignments 
within the draft plan. Staff have recommended minor redline changes to the plan, to 
delineate areas that have been registered, and to add one foot reserves along the 
eastern boundary of the subdivision.  
 
As a result of these minor changes to the conditions of draft approval, an extension may 
be granted and there is no requirement for public notice of the changes (in accordance 
with Section 50 (33) & (47) of the Planning Act. 
 
2.6 Policy Context  
Provincial Policy Statement   
The redlined subdivision accommodates a range and mix of residential units and 
densities, such as street townhomes, single detached dwellings, and various cluster 
housing zones. The grid type pattern and short residential blocks promote a more 
efficient subdivision pattern that allows for pedestrian walkability and efficiency in 
services.  
 
The plan also provides for parks and a school, to meet the needs of the future residents. 
The plan layout will foster social interaction and facilitate active transportation and 
community connectivity.  
 
The subject lands are within the Urban Growth Boundary (settlement area) as identified 
in the Official Plan and are designated to permit a mix of uses.  
 
There are no Mineral and Petroleum, Mineral Aggregate Resources issues associated 
with this proposal.  There are no Natural Hazards associated with this plan. 
 
It is staff’s position that the draft plan of subdivision will provide for a healthy, livable and 
safe community. It will provide for a walkable community, and provides for on street 
pedestrian linkages to commercial, open space and parkland.  
 
(1989) Official Plan  
The (1989) Official Plan contains policy on draft plans of subdivisions, and extensions to 
draft plans. Policy 19.6.3. specifies that as part of a request by an applicant for an 
extension to a draft plan of subdivision approval, the Approval Authority, in considering 
this request, may apply new conditions or amend existing conditions of draft approval, 
based on new or updated policies, guidelines and community standards. 
 
The remaining lands are designated Low Density Residential and Multi-Family, Medium 
Density Residential on Schedule A of the (1989) Official Plan. The zoning for all the 
Blocks reflects the current designations, including zoning provisions related to density 
and height.  
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The London Plan  
The policies of The London Plan encourage a mix of housing types within the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type. The lands are located along a Neighbourhood Connector, 
several Neighbourhood Streets, and a Civic Boulevard (Wharncliffe Rd S).  
 
Southwest Area Secondary Plan  
The Southwest Area Secondary Plan (SWAP) policies supersede the policies of the 
(1989) Official Plan and The London Plan. The subject site is located within the Central 
Longwoods Residential Neighbourhood, and the lands are designated Low and Medium 
Density Residential to encourage a mix of housing types, forms and intensities 
throughout the Central Longwoods Neighbourhood and within individual developments, 
at an intensity that is higher than is found in more recent suburban neighbourhoods. A 
minimum and maximum density of development have been incorporated into the zoning 
for the site, as well as a range of housing, such as single detached, street town, cluster 
housing, and long term care facilities.  
 
Redlined Draft Plan of Subdivision – December, 2019 
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3.0 Conclusion 

Staff are recommending a three (3) year extension to the Draft Approval for this plan of 
subdivision, subject to the revised conditions as attached. The proposed plan and 
recommended conditions of Draft Approval will ensure that development proceeds in 
accordance with Provincial Policy Statement, The London Plan, and the (1989) Official 
Plan.  A three (3) year extension is recommended to allow sufficient time for registration 
of the lands within this Draft Plan.  
 

 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from Development Services 

December 16, 2019 
 

cc: Lou Pompilii, Manager, Development Planning 
cc:   Matt Feldberg, Manager, Development Services (Subdivisions) 
cc:   Ted Koza, Manager, Development Engineering 
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Senior Planner, Development Services  

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

Submitted by:  
 
 
 
 
George Kotsifas, P.ENG  
Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief Building Official 
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Appendix A 

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON’S CONDITIONS AND AMENDMENTS 
TO DRAFT APPROVAL FOR THE REGISTRATION OF THIS SUBDIVISION, FILE 
NUMBER 39T-15501, ARE AS FOLLOWS 
 
No. Condition 
  
 

1. This draft approval applies to the draft plan as submitted by 1103125 Ontario 
Limited (File No. 39T-15501), prepared by Stantec Consulting and certified by 
Jeremy Matthews (Project No. 161401268, dated December 22, 2016), as red-
line amended, which shows twenty-two (22) low density blocks, six (6) medium 
density blocks, one (1) school block, one (1) park block, four (4) multi-use 
pathway blocks, one (1) open space block, one (1) future road block, eleven (11) 
0.3 m reserves and road widenings, all served by one (1) new secondary 
collector road/neighbourhood connector, and ten (10) new local 
roads/neighbourhood streets. 
 

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

 
3. The Owner shall enter into a subdivision agreement with the City, in the City’s 

current approved form (a copy of which can be obtained from Development 
Services), which includes all works and services required for this plan, and this 
agreement shall be registered against the lands to which it applies. 
 

4. The Owner shall comply with all City of London standards, guidelines and 
requirements in the design of this draft plan and all required engineering 
drawings, to the satisfaction of the City.   Any deviations from the City’s 
standards, guidelines or requirements shall be satisfactory to the City. 
 

5. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, street(s) shall be 
named and the municipal addressing shall be assigned to the satisfaction of the 
City. 
 
The Owner shall request that street(s) shall be named to the satisfaction of the 
City.  

 
The Owner shall request that the municipal address shall be assigned to the 
satisfaction of the City. 

 
6. Prior to final approval, the Owner shall submit to the City a digital file of the plan 

to be registered in a format compiled to the satisfaction of the City of London and 
referenced to NAD83UTM horizon control network for the City of London 
mapping program. 

 
The subdivision agreement between the Owner and the City shall be registered 
against the lands to which it applies. Prior to final approval the Owner shall pay in 
full all municipal financial obligations/encumbrances on the said lands, including 
property taxes and local improvement charges. 

 
In conjunction with registration of the plan, the Owner shall provide to the 
appropriate authorities such easements as may be required for all municipal 
works and services associated with the development of the subject lands, such 
as road, utility, drainage or stormwater management (SWM) purposes, where 
such services and drainage cannot be accommodated in the existing and/or 
proposed right-of-way, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 
 
Prior to final approval, for the purposes of satisfying any of the conditions of draft 
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approval herein contained, the Owner shall file with City a complete submission 
consisting of all required studies, reports, data, information or detailed 
engineering drawing, clearances, fees, and final plans, and to advise the City in 
writing how each of the conditions of draft approval has been, or will be, satisfied.  
The Owner acknowledges that, in the event that the final approval package does 
not include the complete information required by the City, such submission will 
be returned to the Owner without detailed review by the City.  

 
Prior to final approval for the purpose of satisfying any of the conditions of draft 
approval herein contained, the Owner shall file, with the City, complete 
submissions consisting of all required studies, reports, data, information or 
detailed engineering drawings, all to the satisfaction of the City.  The Owner 
acknowledges that, in the event that a submission does not include the complete 
information required by the City, such submission will be returned to the Owner 
without detailed review by the City.  
 

7. The Owner shall satisfy all the requirements, financial and otherwise, of the City 
of London in order to implement the conditions of this draft approval.  
 

8. Prior to final approval the Owner shall pay in full all financial 
obligations/encumbrances owing to the City on the said lands, including property 
taxes and local improvement charges. 
 

9. Prior to final approval, the Owner shall provide copies of all transfer 
documentation for all land transfers/dedications and easements being conveyed 
to the City, for the City’s review and approval. 
 

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

 
 
Planning 

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

12. The Owner shall provide the purchasers of all lots in the subdivision with a 
zoning information package pertaining to residential driveway locations and 
widths.  The Owner shall obtain and provide to the City written acknowledgement 
from the purchaser of each lot in this plan that their driveway will be installed and 
maintained in accordance with the requirements of the Zoning By-law.  The 
information package and written acknowledgement shall be in a form satisfactory 
to the City. 
 

13. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall 
submit for approval an on-street parking plan to the satisfaction of the City.  An 
approved parking plan is required for each registered phase of development and 
will form part of the subdivision agreement for the registered plan. 

 
14. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall submit a lotting plan, demonstrating how all Low 
Density Blocks and the Medium Density Blocks will meet the minimum target 
densities as set out in the Southwest Area Plan for Central Longwoods. The 
lotting plan will be used for the basis of final registered plan, to the satisfaction of 
the City.  
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In conjunction with Design Studies submission, the Owner shall submit a noise 
study, prepared by a certified consultant, concerning the impact of noise 
generated from adjacent industrial operations located at 150 Exeter Road and on 
the south side of Exeter Road, to the proposed residential development, which 
considers existing and future industrial uses based on zoning, and recommended 
noise attenuation requirements, and increased setbacks, landscaping, privacy 
screening or other measures to provide an appropriate buffer between residential 
and industrial uses. These noise abatement measures may be applied in 
accordance with the requirements of the Ministry of the Environment D-6 
Guidelines, and shall implement results of the study, to the satisfaction of the 
City.   

 
15. Prior to final approval, t The Owner shall agree to include a statement in all offers 

of purchase and sale within 150 metres of the industrial property at 150 Exeter 
Road and in the subdivision agreement to include a suitable warning clause 
within the subdivision agreement advising future purchasers that there are active 
industrial operations on going in the area and that nuisances can be expected.  

 
As part of final approval, the Applicant will ensure that Block 48 (industrial) is 
consolidated with the property at 150 Exeter Road.  

 
The Owner agrees to withhold Block 37 from development until such time as a 
viable servicing option is available.  The Owner also agrees to maintain the h. 
holding provision on this block until such time as a development agreement has 
been entered into which provides for appropriate servicing. 

 
In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall provide 
design concepts for Blocks 35 and 36 to illustrate how these blocks can develop 
on a Permanent Private Stormwater (PPS) system, all to the satisfaction of the 
City.  If it is determined that the development of these blocks is not viable from a 
land area/servicing perspective, the Approval Authority may consider an 
amendment to the draft plan to remove Street N in order to provide sufficient land 
for the development of these blocks. 

 
Urban Design  

In conjunction with Design Studies submissions, the Owner will be required to 
provide a detailed urban design guidelines (for Architectural Control) for the 
entire subdivision, including all proposed building forms and implementation 
processes for low density and medium density blocks, to the satisfaction of the 
Managing Director of Planning, City Planner. 

 
In conjunction with Design Studies submissions, the Owner shall provide 
conceptual block plans for all medium density blocks, detailing locations of 
buildings, parking areas, building orientation towards the public streets and open 
spaces, and other relevant information, to the satisfaction of the Managing 
Director of Planning, City Planner. Building orientation shall be directed to the 
highest order street as a priority, and all other streets/open spaces for secondary 
facades. 

 
16. The Owner shall register on title through the subdivision agreement and include 

in  all Purchase and Sale Agreements the requirement that the homes to be 
designed and constructed on all corner lots in this plan (including lots with side 
frontages to parks and/or open spaces), are to have design features, such as but 
not limited to porches, windows or other architectural elements that provide for a 
street oriented design and limited chain link or decorative fencing along no more 
than 50% of the exterior sideyard abutting the exterior sideyard road/park/open 
space frontage 
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Parks and Open Space 

In conjunction with Design Studies submissions, the Owner shall provide an 
update to the Environmental Impact Study – Revised (March 14, 2016) in the 
form of an addendum, prepared by Stantec Consulting Inc. which addresses 
compensation, restoration, monitoring, and species at risk, to the satisfaction of 
the Managing Director of Planning, City Planner. 

 
17. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall 

implement all recommendations from the Environmental Management Plan from 
the Environmental Impact Study – Revised (March 14, 2016) and any EIS 
addendums approved by the City, as prepared by Stantec Consulting Inc.  As 
part of the design studies, The Owner shall indicate how each of the 
recommendations and the Environmental Management Plan will be implemented 
(i.e., design studies, engineering review, special provisions) to the satisfaction of 
the City. 

 
18. The Owner shall convey Block 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44 and 45 to the City as the 

required 5% parkland dedication for this plan of subdivision. The Owner will 
receive a 0.84 hectare credit for parkland dedication in excess of the required 
parkland under the Planning Act. The credit shall be applied towards the required 
parkland dedication of future subdivision lands to the east owned by the Owner. 

 
19. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings As part of the 

Design Studies, the Owner shall prepare and provide: 
i) A concept/buffer detailed plan for all Open Space blocks;  
ii) A concept detailed plan for all proposed pathway blocks;  
iii) A concept detailed plan for all in-boulevard pathway alignments; and  
iv) A concept detailed plan for Park Blocks 39 and 40. 

 
20. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings As part of the 

Design Studies submission, the Owner shall prepare an education package 
which explains the stewardship of natural area, the value of existing tree cover, 
and the protection and utilization of the grading and drainage pattern.  The 
educational package shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the City Planner. 
This package is to be delivered to all homeowners adjacent to natural heritage 
areas. 

 
Prior to any work on the site and as part of the Design Studies submission, the 
Owner shall have a Tree Preservation Report and Plan prepared for lands within 
the proposed draft plan of subdivision. Tree preservation shall be established 
prior to grading/servicing design to accommodate maximum tree 
preservation.  The Tree Preservation Report and Plan shall focus on the 
preservation of quality specimen trees within Lots and Blocks and shall be 
completed in accordance with the current City of London Guidelines for the 
preparation of Tree Preservation Reports and Tree Preservation Plans to the 
satisfaction of the City.  The Owner shall incorporate the approved Tree 
Preservation Plan on the accepted grading plans. 

 
21. The Owner shall construct a 1.5m high chain link fencing without gates in 

accordance with current City park standards (SPO 4.8) or approved alternate, 
along the property limit interface of all existing and proposed private lots adjacent 
to existing and/or future Park and Open Space Blocks.  Fencing shall be 
completed to the satisfaction of the City Planner, within one (1) year of the 
registration of the plan. 

 
22. The Owner shall not grade into any public Park or Open Space lands.  In 

instances where this is not practical or desirable, any grading into the public Park 
or Open Space lands shall be to the satisfaction of the City Planner. 
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23. Prior to construction, site alteration or installation of services, robust silt 
fencing/erosion control measures shall be installed and certified with site 
inspection reports submitted to Development Services the Environmental and 
Parks Planning Division monthly during development activity along the edge of 
the wetland.  

 
24. Within one (1) year of registration of the plan, the Owner shall grade, service and 

seed all parkland to the satisfaction of the City Planner. 
 
Upper Thames River Conservation Authority 

In conjunction with Design Studies submissions, a final Environmental Impact 
Study be prepared to the satisfaction of the UTRCA. This report shall address the 
following matters: 
i) A Hydrogeological Assessment and Water Balance Analysis be prepared, 

consistent with the Hydrogeological Assessment Submissions 
Conservation Authority Guidelines to Support Development Applications 
(June, 2013);  

ii) The appropriate amount of associated habitat from the nests in the 
culverts is being protected as per the general habitat description;  

iii) Calculations showing the amount of "offsetting" that will occur for the loss 
of natural areas be provided; and  

iv) The information included in the Response to UTRCA Comments in 
Support of Richardson Subdivision Draft Plan 39T-15501 prepared by 
Stantec dated November 21, 2016, revised November 24, 2016 be 
incorporated into the Final EIS. 

The Owner shall detail and implement the recommendations of the revised EIS 
through drawing review and the subdivision agreement.  
 

In conjunction with Design Studies submissions, the watercourse feature that 
traverses proposed Park Block 40 shall be maintained as an open watercourse 
and shall be incorporated into the overall park design, to the satisfaction of the 
city and the UTRCA.  

 
In conjunction with Design Studies submissions, the Stormwater Management 
Report (Functional and Final) be circulated to the UTRCA for review and sign-off. 

 
25. In accordance with Ontario Regulation 157/06 made pursuant to Section 28 of 

the Conservation Authorities Act, the proponent shall obtain the necessary 
permit/approvals from the UTRCA prior to undertaking any site alteration or 
development within the regulated area. 

 
Sanitary 

26. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 
submission, the Owner shall have his consulting engineer prepare and submit 
the following sanitary servicing design information: 
i) Provide a sanitary drainage area plan, including the sanitary sewer routing 

and the external areas to be serviced and identify any sanitary private 
drain connections that will be constructed external to this plan, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer (ie. Municipal 1210, 1240, 1330, 1350 
and 1352 Wharncliffe Road South, 108 Exeter Road and a preliminary 
routing of the proposed sanitary sewer) and include the existing 
commercial property at 150 Exeter Road; 

ii) Confirm the location of the existing sanitary septic system and 
infrastructure that service 150 Exeter Road and provide a proposal, 
including timing, to construct a municipal sanitary outlet connection and 
sanitary sampling manhole for 150 Exeter Road to connect to this plan of 
subdivision (currently serviced by an onsite private sanitary system).  The 
proposal is to include the timing of decommissioning of the existing septic 
system and infrastructure for 150 Exeter Road; 

iii) Confirm the location of the existing sanitary septic system and water well 
that service 1350/1352 Wharncliffe Road South.  Should any portion of 
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septic system be located within this plan, provide a proposal to address 
the encroachment of these works.   Should the existing septic system and 
infrastructure be decommissioned, provide a proposal, including timing, 
regarding the decommissioning of any septic systems and infrastructure.  

iv) Provide confirmation that if the proposed populations identified for the 
medium density blocks is proposed at a higher density of 75 upha that this 
is accounted for in the design of the subdivision sewers and proposed 
Exeter Road sewer; 

v) Propose a suitable routing for the sanitary sewer to be constructed 
through this plan.  Further to this, the consulting engineer shall be required 
to provide an opinion for the need for an Environmental Assessment under 
the Class EA requirements for this proposed sanitary trunk sewer; 

vi) To meet allowable inflow and infiltration levels as identified by OPSS 410 
and OPSS 407, pProvide an analysis to establish the water table level of 
lands within the subdivision with respect to the depth of the sanitary 
sewers and recommend additional measures, if any, which need to be 
undertaken to meet allowable inflow and infiltration levels as identified by 
OPSS 410 and OPSS 407; and  

vii) Provide confirmation of the minimum lot sizes being proposed for street 
townhouse dwellings and stacked townhouses to ensure proper service 
separation distances for the proposed street facing townhomes meet City 
Standards and will attain adequate horizontal separation between water 
services, pdc’s and consider conflicts with other utilities such as street 
lights, hydrants, driveways, boulevard trees, snow storage, on street 
parking, etc., which meet City of London standards and requirements. 

 
27. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval and in accordance 

with City standards or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, the Owner 
shall complete the following for the provision of sanitary services for this draft 
plan of subdivision: 
i) Construct sanitary sewers to serve this Plan and connect them to the 

municipal sanitary sewer system, namely, the proposed 375 mm (15”) 
diameter sewer located on Exeter Road; when it is available, all as set out 
in the City’s Growth Management Implementation Strategy (GMIS) 
currently scheduled for 2017 timing;  

ii) Construct a maintenance access road and provide a standard municipal 
easement, if necessary, for any section of the sewer not located within the 
road allowance, to the satisfaction of the City; 

iii) Make provisions to keep the existing sanitary septic system for 150 Exeter 
Road operational until municipal sanitary servicing, including a sanitary 
sampling manhole, is available to service this property and is constructed 
and operational, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the 
City.  Once 150 Exeter Road has been provided municipal sanitary 
servicing, the Owner shall decommission the existing septic system, at no 
cost to the City; 

iv) Provide sanitary pdc’s for external lands (150 Exeter Road), if necessary, 
as identified in the accepted Design Studies;  

v) Make provisions for oversizing of the internal sanitary sewers in this draft 
plan to accommodate flows from the upstream lands external to this plan, 
all to the satisfaction of the City.  These sewers must be extended to the 
limits of this plan and/or property line to service the upstream external 
lands; and 

vi) Where trunk sewers are greater than 8 metres in depth and are located 
within the municipal roadway, the Owner shall construct a local sanitary 
sewer to provide servicing outlets for private drain connections, to the 
satisfaction of the City.  The local sanitary sewer will be at the sole cost of 
the Owner.  Any exception will require the approval of the City Engineer. 

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

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

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

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

iii) Having his consulting engineer confirm that the sanitary sewers meet 
allowable inflow and infiltration levels as per OPSS 410 and OPSS 407;  

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

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

 
29. Prior to registration of this Plan, the Owner shall obtain consent from the City 

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

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

 
Storm and Stormwater Management (SWM) 

30. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 
submission, the Owner shall have his consulting engineer prepare and submit a 
Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report or a SWM Servicing 
Letter/Report of Confirmation to address the following: 
i) Identify the storm/drainage and SWM servicing works for the subject and 

external lands  and how the interim drainage from external lands will be 
handled, all to the satisfaction of the City; 

ii) Identify major and minor storm flow routes for the subject and external 
lands, to the satisfaction of the City; 

iii) Provide a proposal, including timing and decommissioning of all existing 
drainage systems, as applicable, and identify servicing for 150 Exeter 
Road; 

iv) Address the rerouting, enhancements, enclosure and/or removal of any 
existing open watercourses in this plan and identify the needs for any 
setbacks from the open watercourses in consultation with the Upper 
Thames River Conservation Authority, all to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer and the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority; 

v) Provide a preliminary plan demonstrating how the proposed grading and 
road design will be compatible with the grading of the proposed Pincombe 
Drain SWM Facility #3 to be built by the City; 

vi) Complete a geotechnical study to address all geotechnical issues 
including erosion, maintenance and structural setbacks related to slope 
stability associated with existing UTRCA regulated areas are adequately 
addressed for the subject lands, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 
and the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority. The Owner shall 
provide written acceptance from the Upper Thames River Conservation 
Authority for the final setback;  
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vii) Develop a sediment and erosion control plan(s) that will identify all 
required sediment and erosion control measures for the subject lands in 
accordance with City of London and Ministry of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks standards and requirements, all to the 
satisfaction of the City.  The sediment and erosion control plan(s) shall 
identify all interim and long term measures that would be required for both 
registration and construction phasing/staging of the development and any 
major revisions to these plans after the initial acceptance shall be 
reviewed/accepted by the City of London for conformance to our 
standards and Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
requirements; and 
Develop an erosion/sediment control plan that will identify all erosion and 
sediment control measures for the subject lands in accordance with City of 
London and Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change standards 
and requirements, all to the satisfaction of the City.  This plan is to include 
measures to be used during all phases on construction; and,  

viii) Implement SWM soft measure Best Management Practices (BMP’s), 
including Low Impact Development infiltration measures within the Plan, 
where possible, to the satisfaction of the City.  The acceptance of these 
measures by the City will be subject to the presence of adequate 
geotechnical conditions within this Plan and the approval of the City 
Engineer. 

       
31. The above-noted Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report or a 

SWM Servicing Letter/Report of Confirmation, prepared by the Owner’s 
consulting professional engineer, shall be in accordance with the 
recommendations and requirements of the following, all to the satisfaction of the 
City: 
i) The Dingman Creek Subwatershed Stormwater Servicing Strategy 

Schedule ‘C’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment; 
ii) The approved Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report and 

Detailed Design for the subject lands; 
iii) The Stormwater Letter/Report of Confirmation for the subject development 

prepared and accepted in accordance with the file manager process; 
iv) The City’s Design Requirements for Permanent Private Stormwater (PPS) 

Systems that were approved by City Council and was effective as of 
January 1, 2012.  The stormwater requirements for PPS for all 
medium/high density residential, institutional, commercial and industrial 
sites are contained in this document, which may include but not be limited 
to quantity/quality control, erosion, stream morphology;  

v) The City of London Environmental and Engineering Services Department 
Design Specifications and Requirements, as revised; 

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

vii) The   Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) SWM 
Practices Planning and Design Manual and any companion documents, as 
revised; and,  

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

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

the Owner shall complete the following for the provision of stormwater 
management (SWM) and stormwater services for this draft plan of subdivision: 
i) Construct storm sewers to serve this plan, located within the Dingman 

Creek Subwatershed, and connect them to the proposed Pincombe Drain 
SWM Facility # 3 to be built by the City via the proposed sewer system 
within the proposed draft plan of subdivision and future external servicing.  

ii) In the event 150 Exeter Road will be served by a new stormwater outlet to 
Pincombe Drain SWM Facility # 3, the Owner shall maintain the existing 
storm outlet for 150 Exeter Road until storm servicing is available to 
service this property and is constructed and operational, to the satisfaction 
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of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City.  Once 150 Exeter Road has 
been provided storm servicing, the Owner shall decommission the existing 
storm system;  

iii) Construct and implement any geotechnical recommendations regarding 
slope stability to the satisfaction of the Upper Thames River Conservation 
Authority and the City Engineer; 

iv) Make provisions to oversize and deepen the internal storm sewers in this 
plan to accommodate flows from upstream lands external to this plan; 

v) Grade the boundaries of the blocks in this Plan to blend in with the SWM 
Facility Block 46, at no cost to the City; 

vi) Construct and implement erosion and sediment control measures as 
accepted in the Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report or 
a SWM Servicing Letter/Report of Confirmation for these lands and the 
Owner shall correct any deficiencies of the erosion and sediment control 
measures forthwith; and,  

vii) Address forthwith any deficiencies of the stormwater works which may be 
identified throughout construction or identified through the monitoring and 
inspection program. 

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

plan, the Owner shall complete the following: 
i) For lots and blocks in this plan or as otherwise approved by the City 

Engineer, all storm/drainage and SWM related works to serve this plan 
and external lands (e.g. 150 Exeter Road) must be constructed and 
operational in accordance with the approved design criteria and accepted 
drawings, all to the satisfaction of the City; 

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

iii) Decommission all existing and temporary stormwater management and 
conveyance systems once ultimate systems have been constructed and 
operational, to the satisfaction of the City; and, 

iv) Implement all geotechnical/slope stability recommendations made by the 
geotechnical report and as shown on the engineering drawings, accepted 
by the City. 

 
34. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Pincombe 

Drain SWM Facility # 3, to be built by the City, to serve this plan must be 
constructed and operational.  

 
The Owner shall ensure that Block 46 is adequately sized to accommodate 
Pincombe Drain SWM Facility #3 in accordance with the final accepted 
Functional SWM Report for the Pincombe Drain SWM Facility # 3, City 
specifications and is consistent with the Dingman Creek Subwatershed 
Stormwater Servicing Strategy – Schedule ‘C’ Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment, all to satisfaction of the City Engineer.  Block 47 will be held out of 
development until such time as the size and configuration of Block 46 for 
Pincombe Drain SWM Facility #3 has been confirmed.  

 
35. The Owner shall ensure that all existing upstream external flows traversing this 

plan are accommodated within the overall minor and major storm conveyance 
servicing system design, all to the specifications and satisfaction of the City 
Engineer, at no cost to the City.  
 

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

 
37. The Owner shall develop the proposed plan of subdivision in accordance with the 

Design and Construction of Stormwater Management Facilities policies and 
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processes identified in Appendix ‘B-1’ and ‘B-2’ Stormwater Management Facility 
“Just in Time” Design and Construction Process adopted by Council on July 30, 
2013 as part of the Development Charges Policy Review: Major Policies 
Covering Report. 

 
38. Prior to the acceptance of engineering drawings, the Owner’s professional 

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

 
39. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall 

have a report prepared by a qualified consultant, and if necessary, a detailed 
hydrogeological investigation carried out by a qualified consultant, to determine, 
or provide an update to the existing hydrogeological investigation, including but 
not limited to, the following: 
i) Identify any abandoned wells in this plan; 
ii) Assess the impact on water balance in the plan, as applicable; 
iii) Assess any fill required in the plan; 
iv) Provide recommendations for foundation design should high groundwater 

be encountered; 
v) To meet allowable inflow and infiltration levels as identified by OPSS 410 

and OPSS 407, include an analysis to establish the water table level of 
lands within the subdivision with respect to the depth of the sanitary 
sewers and recommend additional measures, if any, which need to be 
undertaken; 

vi) Determine the effects of the construction associated with this subdivision 
on the existing groundwater elevations and domestic or farm wells in the 
area and identify any abandoned wells in this plan, assess the impact on 
water balance and any fill required in the plan, as well provide 
recommendations for foundation design should high groundwater be 
encountered, to the satisfaction of the City.  The hydrogeological 
investigation should identify all required mitigation measures including 
Low Impact Development (LIDs) solutions and associated details, as 
necessary, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  Details related to 
proposed LID solutions, if applicable, should include information related to 
the long term operations of the LID systems as it relates to seasonal 
fluctuations of the groundwater table.  If necessary, the report is to also 
address any contamination impacts that may be anticipated or 
experienced as a result of the said construction as well as provide 
recommendations regarding soil conditions and fill needs in the location of 
any existing watercourses or bodies of water on the site.  The 
hydrogeological investigation should also include the development of 
appropriate short-term and long-term monitoring plans (if applicable), and 
appropriate contingency plans (if applicable), in the event of groundwater 
interference related to construction; and  

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

In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have a report 
prepared by a qualified consultant, and if necessary, a detailed hydro 
geological investigation carried out by a qualified consultant, to determine, 
including but not limited to, the following: 

i) The effects of the construction associated with this subdivision on the 
existing ground water elevations and domestic or farm wells in the area; 

ii) Identify any abandoned wells in this plan; 
iii) Assess the impact on water balance in the plan; 
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iv) Any fill required in the plan; 
v) Provide recommendations for foundation design should high groundwater 

be encountered 
vi) Identify all required mitigation measures including Low Impact 

Development (LIDs) solutions; 
vii) Address any contamination impacts that may be anticipated or 

experienced as a result of the said construction; and  
viii) Provide recommendations regarding soil conditions and fill needs in the 

location of any existing watercourses or bodies of water on the site, 
all to the satisfaction of the City.   
 

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

 
Prior to final approval, the Owner shall dedicate sufficient lands to the City to 
enable to completion of the proposed SWM facility and all related servicing, 
including dedicated blocks sized to accommodate applicable major overland flow 
routes.  

 
In the event that the Owner constructs temporary stormwater works and until said 
works are decommissioned, the Owner shall complete the following to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, and at no cost to the City: 
i) Operate, monitor and maintain the temporary works; 
ii) In the event that the works include a stormwater facility, have their 

professional engineer submit semi-annual monitoring reports to the City 
Engineer demonstrating that the works perform in accordance with the 
approved design criteria.  The reports are to provide test results on the 
volume and nature of the sediment accumulating in the works.  The timing 
and content of the monitoring reports is to be in accordance with the City’s 
“Monitoring and Operational Procedure for Stormwater Management 
Facilities” guidelines.  The Owner shall ensure that the monitoring 
program commences when building permits have been issued on fifty 
percent (50%) of the lots in the Plan and shall continue until the temporary 
works are decommissioned; 

iii) Remove and dispose of any sediment to an approved site; 
iv) Address forthwith any deficiencies of the temporary works and/or 

monitoring program; and  
v) Decommission the temporary works within six months of the permanent 

works being constructed and operational. 
vi) The Owner is responsible for all costs related to the temporary works 

including decommissioning and any redirection of sewers and overland 
flow routes. 

 
 
Water 
41. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner shall 

have their consulting engineer prepare and submit a water servicing report which 
addresses the following, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer: 
i) Water distribution system analysis & modeling and hydraulic calculations 

for the Draft Plan of Subdivision confirming system design requirements 
are being met (residential A.D.D. shall be 255 litres per capita per day; 
maximum residual pressure 80 psi); 

ii) Identify domestic and fire flows for the residential Lots and development 
Blocks from the low-level water distribution system; 

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

iv) Include a staging and phasing report as applicable which addresses the 
requirement to maintain interim water quality; 
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v) Include modeling for two fire flow scenarios as follows: 
i. Max Day + Fire confirming velocities and pressures within the system 

at the design fire flows, and 
ii. Max Day + Fire confirming the available fire flows at fire hydrants at 

20PSI residual.  Identify fire flows available from each proposed 
hydrant to be constructed and determine the appropriate colour 
hydrant markers (identifying hydrant rated capacity); 

iii. Develop a looping strategy to the satisfaction of the City Engineer for 
when development is proposed to proceed beyond 80 units; 

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

vii) Identify any need for the Construction of or improvement to external works 
necessary to provide water servicing to this Plan of Subdivision  

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

ix) Identify the effect of development on existing water infrastructure – 
address potential conflicts and identify solutions; 

x) Include full-sized water distribution and area plan(s); 
xi) Include full-sized water distribution and area plan(s) which identifies the 

location of valves & hydrants, the type and location of water quality 
measures to be implemented (including automatic flushing device 
settings), fire hydrant rated capacity & marker colour, and the design 
domestic and fire flow demands applied to development Blocks. 
 

In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have his 
consulting engineer prepare and submit the following water servicing design 
information, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer: 
i) A water servicing report which addresses the following: 

- Identify external water servicing requirements; 
- Identify fireflows available from each hydrant proposed to be constructed 

and identify appropriate hydrant colour code markers; 
- Confirm capacity requirements are met; 
- Identify need to the construction of external works; 
- Identify the effect of development on existing water infrastructure – identify 

potential conflicts; 
- Water system area plan(s); 
- Water network analysis/hydraulic calculations for subdivision report; 
- Phasing report and identify how water quality will be maintained until full 

built-out; 
- Oversizing of watermain, if necessary and any cost sharing agreements; 
- Water quality; 
- Identify location of valves and hydrants; 
- Identify location of automatic flushing devices as necessary;and 
- Looping strategy. 

ii) Submit a servicing layout to the lots for the street townhouse configuration 
which indicates adequate separation requirements will be met for all 
servicing. 

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

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

43. Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval, and in accordance 
with City standards, or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, the Owner shall 
complete the following for the provision of water service to this Draft Plan of 
Subdivision: 
i) Construct watermains to serve this Plan and connect them to the existing 

low-level municipal system, namely the existing 400mm diameter 
watermain on Wharncliffe Road South, the 250mm diameter watermain on 
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Middleton Avenue, and the 250mm diameter watermain on Kennington 
Way.  

ii) Deliver confirmation that the watermain system has been looped to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer when development is proposed to 
proceed beyond 80 units; 

iii) Available fire flows and appropriate hydrant rated capacity colour code 
markers are to be shown on the engineering drawings; the coloured fire 
hydrant markers will be installed by the City of London at the time of 
Conditional Approval; and 

iv) Have their consulting engineer confirm to the City that the watermain 
system has been constructed and is operational.  
 

Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval and In 
accordance with City standards or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, 
the Owner shall complete the following for the provision of water services for this 
draft plan of subdivision: 
i) Construct watermains to serve this Plan and connect them to the existing 

municipal system, namely, the existing 600 mm diameter watermain on 
Exeter Road and the 400 mm diameter watermain on Wharncliffe Road 
South; 

ii) The available fireflow and appropriate hydrant colour code (in accordance 
with the City of London Design Criteria) are to be shown on engineering 
drawings; 

iii) The fire hydrant colour code markers will be installed by the City of 
London at the time of Conditional Approval; and 

iii) Deliver confirmation that the watermain system has been looped to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer when development is proposed to 
proceed beyond 80 units. 

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

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

 
45. With respect to the proposed blocks, the Owner shall include in all agreements of 

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

 
If deemed a regulated system, there is potential the City of London could be 
ordered to operate this system in the future.  As such, the system would be 
required to be constructed to City standards and requirements 
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46. The Owner shall obtain all necessary approvals from the City Engineer for 
individual servicing of blocks in this subdivision, prior to the installation of any 
water services for the blocks. 

 
47. The Owner shall ensure implemented water quality measures shall remain in 

place until there is sufficient occupancy demand to maintain water quality within 
the Plan of Subdivision without their use.  The Owner is responsible for the 
following: 
i) To meter and pay the billed costs associated with any automatic flushing 

devices including water discharged from any device at the time of their 
installation until removal; 

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

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

iv) All works and the costs of removing the devices when no longer required; 
and 

v) Ensure the automatic flushing devices are connected to an approved 
outlet. 

 
48. The Owner shall ensure the limits of any request for Conditional Approval shall 

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

 
Roadworks 

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

 
50. In conjunction with the submission of detailed design drawings, the Owner shall 

have his consulting engineer provide a proposed layout of the tapers for streets 
in this plan that change right-of-way widths with minimum 30 metre tapers (eg.  
from 20.0 metre to 19.0 metre road width), all to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer.  The roads shall be tapered equally aligned based on the alignment of 
the road centrelines.  It should be noted tapers are not to be within an 
intersection. 

 
In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall provide a 
conceptual layout of the roads and rights-of-way of the plan to the City Engineer 
for review and acceptance with respect to road geometries, including but not 
limited to, right-of-way widths, alignments, tapers, bends, intersection layout, 
daylighting triangles, etc., and include any associated adjustments to the abutting 
lots. 

 
51. At ‘tee’ intersection, the projected road centreline of the intersecting street shall 

intersect the through street at 90 degrees with a minimum 6 metre tangent being 
required along the street lines of the intersecting road. 

 
In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall provide a 
concept plan for review and acceptance by the City Engineer how access to 150 
Exeter Road from Street ‘P’ will be accommodated.  

 
52. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall have its professional engineer provide a detailed 
concept plan showing the alignment of Street ‘A’ and Morgan Avenue, to the 
specifications and satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
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53. The Owner shall align Street ‘A’ opposite Morgan Avenue, to the satisfaction of 

the City Engineer. 
 

In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have its 
professional engineer provide a concept plan showing the alignment of Street ‘P’ 
opposite Meadowbrook Drive, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
The Owner shall align Street ‘P’ opposite Meadowbrook Drive, to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer. 

 
54. The Owner shall construct Street ‘A’, Street ‘I’, Street ‘M’, Street ‘O’ and Street ‘P’ 

to secondary collector road standards to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

55. The Owner shall provide a minimum of 5.5 metres (18’) along the curb line 
between the projected property lines of irregular shaped lots around the bends 
on all street in this Plan of subdivision in accordance with the accepted design 
criteria, to the specifications and satisfaction of the City Engineer.  

 
56. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall have its professional consulting engineer confirm 
that all streets in the subdivision have centreline radii which conforms to the City 
of London Standard “Minimum Centreline Radii of Curvature of Roads in 
Subdivisions:” and make any necessary adjustments to the draft plan, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
57. The Owner shall have its professional engineer design and construct the 

roadworks in accordance with the following road widths: 
i) Street ‘A’, Street ‘I’, Street ‘M’, Street ‘O’ and Street ‘P’ have a minimum 

road pavement with (excluding gutters) of 9.5 metres with a minimum road 
allowance of 21.5 metres; and 

ii) Street ‘B’ , Street ‘C’, Street ‘D’, Street ‘E’, Street ‘F’, Street ‘G’, Street ‘H’, 
Street ‘J’, Street ‘K’, Street ‘L’ and Street ‘N’ have a minimum road 
pavement width (excluding gutters) of 8.0 metres with a minimum road 
allowance of 20 metres.  

 
58. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall submit a detailed concept plan of the enhanced 
landscape boulevards on Street ‘C’, Street ‘M’, Street ‘O’ and Street ‘P’ and 
gateway treatment on Street ‘A’ at Wharncliffe Road South, all to the satisfaction 
and specifications of the City.  

 
59. The Owner shall construct a gateway treatment on Street ‘A’ at Wharncliffe Road 

on a right-of-way width of 28.0 metres with a minimum road pavement width 
(excluding gutters) of 16.0 metres for a distance of 45 metres tapered back over 
a distance of 30 metres to the standard secondary collector right-of-way width of 
21.5 metres with a minimum road pavement width of 9.5 metres (excluding 
gutters), all to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
The Owner shall install enhanced landscape boulevards on Street ‘P’ at Exeter 
Road and Street ‘O’ at Exeter Road on a right-of-way with of 28.0 metres with a 
minimum road pavement width (excluding gutters) of 11.0 metres for a distance 
of 45 metre tapered back over a distance of 30 metres to the standard secondary 
collector right-of-way width of 21.5 metres with a minimum road pavement width 
of 9.5 metres (excluding gutters), to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
60. The Owner shall install enhanced landscape boulevards on Street ‘C’ at 

Wharncliffe Road on a right-of-way width of 21.5 metres with a minimum road 
pavement width of 8.0 metres (excluding gutters) for a distance of 30 metres 
tapered back over a distance of 30 metres to a right-of-way width of 20.0 metres 
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with a minimum road pavement width of 8.0 metres (excluding gutters), to the 
satisfaction of the City. 

 
61. The Owner shall ensure all streets with bends of approximately 90 degrees shall 

have a minimum inside street line radius with the following standard: 
 
Road Allowance S/L Radius 
20 m   9.0 m 

 
62. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall provide a detail concept of the future intersection of 
Street ‘H’ and Street “I’ to ensure the intersection is if perpendicular and not into 
a bend.  If necessary, the Owner shall adjust the east limit of the school block to 
eliminate any future bend through the future intersection of Street ‘H’ and Street 
‘I’, all to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
63. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall provide a detailed concept plan showing the 
alignment of any street and existing accesses across the external roads, to the 
satisfaction of the City. 

 
The Owner shall align Street ‘O’ with the access to 165 Exeter Road, to the 
satisfaction of the City. 

 
The Owner shall convey Future Development Block 49 to the City for future use 
as needed, at no cost to the City.  Should the block not be needed upon 
development of adjacent lands, the City shall return the Block to the Owner, at no 
cost to the City. 

 
The Owner shall install enhanced landscape boulevards on Street ‘M’ at Exeter 
Road on a right-of-way width of 22.5 metres with a minimum road pavement 
width of 11.0 metres (excluding gutters) for a distance of 45 metres tapered back 
over a distance of 30 metres to the standard secondary collector right-of-way 
width of 21.5 metres with a minimum road pavement width of 9.5 metres 
(excluding gutters) to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
64. The Owner shall convey Future Development Block 50 to the City for future 

access use as needed, at no cost to the City.  Should the adjacent lands develop 
for residential use and Future Development Block 50 is required for a private 
access, Block 50 shall be sold at market value, as determined by the City acting 
reasonably to the owners of the adjacent lands for access purposes, and the City 
shall pay the net proceeds of that sale (minus any City costs) to the Owner of this 
plan (39T-15501) within 30 days of such sale.  If this Block is not needed upon 
development of the lands to the north, the City agrees that the Block will be 
returned to the Owner for a nominal fee, for use as building lot(s). 

 
65. The Owner shall include in the Agreements of Purchase and Sale for Block 19 

and Block 20 and register on the title of all Lots/Blocks adjacent to Block 50 in 
this plan a warning clause advising the purchaser/transferee that Block 50 may 
become a future right-of-way should lands to the north develop. 

 
66. The Owner shall design and construct bike lanes on Middleton Avenue (Street A) 

in accordance with the Complete Streets Design Manual, to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer. 

 
Sidewalks 

67. The Owner shall construct a 1.5 metre (5’) sidewalk on both sides of all streets in 
this draft plan of subdivision in accordance with the Southwest Area Plan. 

 
The Owner shall provide sidewalk links from any private streets to the proposed 
sidewalk on Exeter Road in accordance with the City of London Window Street 
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Standard Guidelines UCC-2M to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the 
City.    

 
68. The Owner shall construct a 2.4 metre sidewalk fronting Block 38 on Street ‘A’, 

Street ‘H’ and Street ‘I’ in accordance with City standards and the City’s Access 
Management Guidelines, to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
Street Lights 

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

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

install temporary streetlights at the intersection of Wharncliffe Road and Street ‘A’ 
and Wharncliffe at Street ‘C’,  to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost 
to the City.  

 
Boundary Road Works 

71. The Owner shall implement all recommendations outlined in the approved 
Transportation Impact Assessment, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no 
cost to the City. 

 
72. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall have its professional consulting engineer submit 
design criteria, including pavement markings, for the left turn and right turn lane 
on Wharncliffe Road South at Street ‘A, a right turn lane on Wharncliffe Road at 
Street ‘C’ and for a left turn lane on Exeter Road at Street ‘P’ and the 
construction of any centre median islands as necessary, as determined by the 
City to restrict access, for review and acceptance by the City.  

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

construct a left and right turn lane on Wharncliffe Road South at Street ‘A’, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

74. Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 
construct a right turn lane on Wharncliffe Road at Street ‘C’, to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer. 
 
Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 
install pavement markings for a left turn lane on Exeter Road at Street ‘P’, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

75. The Owner shall be required to make minor boulevard improvements on 
Wharncliffe Road South and Exeter Road adjacent to this Plan, to the 
specifications of the City and at no cost to the City, consisting of clean-up, 
grading and sodding as necessary. 

 
In conjunction with Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have its 
professional consulting engineer submit design criteria, including pavement 
markings for Street ‘O’ at Exeter Road and Street ‘P’ at Exeter road and identify 
the construction of any centre median islands as necessary as determined by the 
City to restrict access for review and acceptance by the City. 

 
The Owner shall implement any recommendations at the intersections of  Street 
‘O’ and Street ‘P’ at Exeter road as identified in the accepted design studies and 
engineering drawings, to the satisfaction of the City. 
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Road Widening/Road Dedication   

76. The Owner shall be required to dedicate sufficient land to widen Wharncliffe 
Road South and Exeter Road to 18.0 metres (59.06’) from the centreline of the 
original road allowance.  

 
77. The Owner shall be required to dedicate 6.0 m x 6.0 m “daylighting triangles” at 

the intersection of Wharncliffe Road South at Street ‘A’ and Street ‘C’, Exeter 
Road at Street ‘P’, Exeter Road at Street ‘O’ and Exeter Road at Street ‘M’, in 
accordance with the Z-1 Zoning By-law, Section 4.24. 

 
78. The Owner shall be required to dedicate 3.0 m x 3.0 m “daylighting triangles” at 

the intersection of ‘collector’ road streets in the Plan (i.e. where 21.5 m right of 
way’s meet – Street ‘A’ and Street ‘I’) to satisfy requirements necessary for 
servicing bus transit routes, as specified by the City Engineer. 

 
Vehicular Access 

79. The Owner shall ensure that no vehicular access will be permitted to any lots 
and/or blocks from Wharncliffe Road and Exeter Road.  All vehicular access is to 
be via the internal subdivision streets.  

 
80. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall submit detailed concept plans of the restricted 
accesses on Wharncliffe Road at Street ‘C’, including any proposed islands or 
centre median islands, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
81. The Owner shall restrict access on Wharncliffe Road at Street ‘C’ to right in and 

right out only in accordance with the City’s Access Management Guidelines 
(AMG), to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
In conjunction with the Design Studies submission, the Owner shall submit 
concept plans of the restricted accesses on Exeter Road at Street ‘M’ and Street 
‘O’, including any proposed or centre median islands, to the satisfaction of the 
City. 

 
The Owner shall restrict access on Exeter Road at Street ‘O’ and Street ‘M’ to 
rights-in and rights-out only in accordance with the City’s Access Management 
Guidelines (AMG), to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
Traffic Calming  

82. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 
submission, the Owner shall have its professional engineer provide a detailed 
conceptual design of the proposed traffic calming measures along Street ‘A’, 
Street ‘C’, Street ‘D’, Street ‘E’, Street ‘I’, Street ‘J’,  Street ‘K’  Street ‘M, Street 
‘O’ and Street ‘P’, including roundabouts, parking bays, curb extensions, speed 
cushions, raised intersections and other measures, to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
83. The Owner shall construct roundabouts, including splitter islands, at the 

intersections of Street ‘A’ and Street ‘P’, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 

84. The Owner shall construct the following traffic calming measures on Street ‘A’ 
and Street ‘S’, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer: 

i) Raised intersections along Street ‘A’ at Street ‘F’/’D’ and at Street ‘I’; 
ii) Curb extensions along Street ‘A’ at Street ‘B’/’E’ and Street ‘D’/’G’; 
iii) Parking bay on the north side of Street ‘A’ between Street ‘P’ and the east 

limit of the subdivision; 
iv) Raised intersection on Street ‘P’ at Street ‘L’ and Street ‘O’ at Street ‘L’;  
v) Parking bay on the west side of Street ‘P’ between Exeter Road and 

Street ‘A’;  
vi) Raised intersection on Street ‘M’ at Street ‘L’; 
vii) Parking bay on the west side of  Street ‘M’; and 
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viii) Parking bay on the west side of Street ‘I’. 
Should it be determined, the raised intersection will affect the major overland flow 
route, the Owner shall construct alternative traffic calming measures, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
85. The Owner shall construct speed cushions along the following Streets, to the 

satisfaction of the City Engineer: 
i) Street ‘K’ between Street ‘J’ and Street ‘L’;  
ii) Street ‘J’ between Street ‘L’ and Street ‘K’;  
iii) Street ‘D’ between Street ‘E’ and Street ‘A’;  
iv) Street ‘E’ between Street ‘A’ and Street ‘H’; 
v) Street ‘I’ between Street ‘A’ and Street ‘J’; 
vi) Street ‘N’ between Street ‘M’ and Street ‘O’; and  
vii) Street ‘C’ between Wharncliffe Road and Street ‘B’. 

 
Construction Access/Temporary Access Roads 

86. The Owner shall direct all construction traffic associated with this draft plan of 
subdivision to utilize Exeter Road or other routes as designated by the City.  

 
87. The Owner shall ensure any emergency access required is satisfactory to the 

City with respect to all technical aspects, including adequacy of site lines, 
provisions of channelization, adequacy of road geometries and structural design, 
etc. Should an emergency access be required to accommodate development, the 
Owner shall locate, construct, maintain and close the access to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer.   

 
88. In the event any work is undertaken on an existing street, the Owner shall 

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

 
89. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall identify and provide a detail concept of the pathway 
system, including the portion to be located in the Street ‘C’ boulevard, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
General Engineering    

90. In conjunction with the engineering drawing submission, the Owner shall submit 
a Development Charge work plan outlining the costs associated with the design 
and construction of the DC eligible works.  The work plan must be approved by 
the City Engineer and City Treasurer (as outlined in the most current DC Bylaw) 
prior to advancing a report to Planning and Environment Committee 
recommending approval of the special provisions for the subdivision agreement. 

 
91. The Owner shall comply with all City of London standards, guidelines and 

requirements in the design of this draft plan and all required engineering 
drawings, to the satisfaction of the City.   Any deviations from the City’s 
standards, guidelines or requirements shall be satisfactory to the City. 

 
92. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Conditional Approval for each 

construction stage of this subdivision, all servicing works for the stage and 
downstream works must be completed and operational, in accordance with the 
approved design criteria and accepted drawings, all to the specification and 
satisfaction of the City. 

 
93. Prior to final approval, the Owner shall make arrangements with the affected 

property owner(s) for the construction of any portions of services or grading 
situated on private lands outside this plan, and shall provide satisfactory 
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easements over these works, as necessary, all to the specifications and 
satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 

 
94. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall provide, to the City for review and acceptance, a 
geotechnical report or update the existing geotechnical report recommendations 
to address all geotechnical issues with respect to the development of this plan, 
including, but not limited to, the following: 
i) Servicing, grading and drainage of this subdivision; 
ii) Road pavement structure; 
iii) Dewatering; 
iv) Foundation design; 
v) Removal of existing fill (including but not limited to organic and deleterious 

materials); 
vi) The placement of new engineering fill; 
ix) Any necessary setbacks related to slope stability for lands within this plan; 

and 
x) Identifying all required mitigation measures including Low Impact 

Development (LIDs) solutions; and 
xi) Any other requirements as needed by the City.  
The Owner shall implement all geotechnical recommendations to the satisfaction 
of the City all to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
95. Once construction of any private services, ie: water storm or sanitary, to service 

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

 
96. The Owner shall connect to all existing services and extend all services to the 

limits of the draft plan of subdivision, at no cost to the City, all to the 
specifications and satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
97. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall have his consulting engineer submit a detailed 
concept plan which shows how all servicing (water, sanitary, storm, gas, hydro, 
street lighting, water meter pits, Bell, Rogers, etc.) shall be provided to 
condominiums/townhouses indicated on streets in this plan with Zoning R4-6 on 
Blocks 27 and 32.  It will be a requirement to provide adequate separation 
distances for all services which are to be located on the municipal right-of-way to 
provide for required separation distance (Ministry of Environment Design 
Standards) and to allow for adequate space for repair, replacement and 
maintenance of these services in a manner acceptable to the City. 

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

implement any approved servicing for the street townhouse units, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 
In the event that servicing is constructed on streets in this plan of subdivision 
fronting proposed street townhouse blocks prior to site plan approval, the Owner 
shall relocate any services that are not in standard location, all to the 
specifications and satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.  

 
99. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the Owner shall have its professional engineer submit the ultimate 
profile for Wharncliffe Road and Exeter Road, to the satisfaction of the City. 
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100. The Owner shall have the common property line of Exeter Road and Wharncliffe 

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

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

either directly or indirectly, into any unassumed services constructed by a third 
party, and to save the City harmless from any damages that may be caused as a 
result of the connection of the services from this subdivision into any unassumed 
services. 

 
  Prior to connection being made to an unassumed service, the following will apply: 

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

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

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

 
102. The Owner shall pay a proportional share of the operational, maintenance and/or 

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

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

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

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

 
 The connection into and use of the subject services by an outside Owner will be 

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

 
104. If, during the building or constructing of all buildings or works and services within 

this subdivision, any deposits of organic materials or refuse are encountered, the 
Owner shall report these deposits to the City Engineer and Chief Building Official 
immediately, and if required by the City Engineer and Chief Building Official, the 
Owner shall, at his own expense, retain a professional engineer competent in the 
field of methane gas to investigate these deposits and submit a full report on 
them to the City Engineer and Chief Building Official.  Should the report indicate 
the presence of methane gas then all of the recommendations of the engineer 
contained in any such report submitted to the City Engineer and Chief Building 
Official shall be implemented and carried out under the supervision of the 
professional engineer, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Chief Building 
Official and at the expense of the Owner, before any construction progresses in 
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such an instance.  The report shall include provision for an ongoing methane gas 
monitoring program, if required, subject to the approval of the City engineer and 
review for the duration of the approval program. 
 
If a permanent venting system or facility is recommended in the report, the 
Owner shall register a covenant on the title of each affected lot and block to the 
effect that the Owner of the subject lots and blocks must have the required 
system or facility designed, constructed and monitored to the specifications of the 
City Engineer, and that the Owners must maintain the installed system or 
facilities in perpetuity at no cost to the City.  The report shall also include 
measures to control the migration of any methane gas to abutting lands outside 
the Plan. 

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

construction, the Owner shall report the matter to the City Engineer and the 
Owner shall hire a geotechnical engineer to provide, in accordance with the   
Ministry of the Environment “Guidelines for Use at Contaminated Sites in 
Ontario”, “Schedule A – Record of Site Condition”, as amended, including 
“Affidavit of Consultant” which summarizes the site assessment and restoration 
activities carried out at a contaminated site, in accordance with the requirements 
of latest Ministry of Environment and Climate Change “Guidelines for Use at 
Contaminated Sites in Ontario” and file appropriate documents to the Ministry in 
this regard with copies provided to the City.  The City may require a copy of the 
report should there be City property adjacent to the contamination. 

 
Should any contaminants be encountered within this Plan, the Owner shall 
implement the recommendations of the geotechnical engineer to remediate, 
removal and/or disposals of any contaminates within the proposed Streets, Lot 
and Blocks in this Plan forthwith under the supervision of the geotechnical 
engineer to the satisfaction of the City at no cost to the City. 

 
In the event no evidence of contamination is encountered on the site, the 
geotechnical engineer shall provide certification to this effect to the City. 

 
106. The Owner’s professional engineer shall provide inspection services during 

construction for all work to be assumed by the City, and shall supply the City with 
a Certification of Completion of Works upon completion, in accordance with the 
plans accepted by the City Engineer. 

 
107. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

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

 
108. The Owner shall have its professional engineer notify existing property owners in 

writing, regarding the sewer and/or road works proposed to be constructed on 
existing City streets in conjunction with this subdivision, all in accordance with 
Council policy for “Guidelines for Notification to Public for Major Construction 
Projects”. 

 
109. The Owner shall not commence construction or installations of any services (eg. 

clearing or servicing of land) involved with this Plan prior to obtaining all 
necessary permits, approvals and/or certificates that need to be issued in 
conjunction with the development of the subdivision, unless otherwise approved 
by the City in writing (eg. Ministry of the Environment Certificates, 
City/Ministry/Government permits: Approved Works, water connection, water-
taking, crown land, navigable waterways, approvals: Upper Thames River 
Conservation Authority, Ministry of Natural Resources, Ministry of the 
Environment, City, etc.). 
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110. Prior to any work on the site, the Owner shall decommission and permanently 
cap any abandoned wells located in this Plan, in accordance with current 
provincial legislation, regulations and standards.  In the event that an existing 
well in this Plan is to be kept in service, the Owner shall protect the well and the 
underlying aquifer from any development activity. 

 
111. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, in the event the Owner wishes to phase this plan of subdivision, the 
Owner shall submit a phasing plan identifying all required temporary measures, 
and identify land and/or easements required for the routing of services which are 
necessary to service upstream lands outside this draft plan to the limit of the plan 
to be provided at the time of registration of each phase, all to the specifications 
and satisfaction of the City. 

 
112. In the event the draft plan develops in phases, upon registration of any phase of 

this subdivision, the Owner shall provide land and/or easements along the 
routing of services which are necessary to service upstream lands outside of this 
draft plan to the limit of the Plan. 

 
113. If any temporary measures are required to support the interim conditions in 

conjunction with the phasing, the Owner shall construct temporary measures and 
provide all necessary land and/or easements, to the specifications and 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City. 

 
114. The Owner shall remove any temporary works when no longer required and 

restore the land, at no cost to the City, to the specifications and satisfaction of the 
City. 

 
115. The Owner shall decommission any abandoned infrastructure, (eg. water 

irrigation, communication tower, lights, etc.)  at no cost to the City, including 
cutting the water service and capping it at the watermain, all to the specifications 
and satisfaction of the City. 

 
116. The Owner shall remove all existing accesses and restore all affected areas, all 

to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 
 

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

 
118. In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings Design Studies 

submission, the proposed block lotting plan shall be reviewed and accepted with 
respect to City services, road geometries, easements requirements, etc., to the 
satisfaction of the City. 

 
119. At the time this plan is registered, the Owner shall register all appropriate 

easements for all existing and proposed private and municipal storm, water and 
sanitary works required in this plan, to service external lands, all to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City.  

 
120. Prior to Final Approval, the Owner shall make all necessary arrangements with 

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

 
121. Following the removal of any existing private services from the said easement 

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



File: 39T-15501  
Planner: Nancy Pasato 

 

 
122. The Owner shall include in all agreements of purchase and sale and register on 

the title of all Lots/Blocks in this plan a warning clause advising the 
purchaser/transferee that these Lots/Blocks are not to be developed until the 
existing services are removed, alternate services are installed if necessary to 
replace the existing private services and the existing easement is quit claimed to 
the satisfaction of the City. 

 
123. The Owner acknowledges that the City, in accordance with the City’s current 

Growth Management Implementation Strategy (GMIS) may be constructing the 
SWM Facilities and Sanitary trunk sewer in 2017.  The Owner shall co-operate 
with the City, as necessary to complete the project, including providing access to 
their lands and easements as necessary. 

 
124. Prior to registration of the plan, the Owner shall decommission any works in the 

existing easements, as necessary, and the existing easements are to be 
released, to the satisfaction of the City.  

 
125. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall 

remove and relocate any existing earth stockpile generally located in this Plan, all 
to the satisfaction of the City and at no cost to the City. 

 
126. The Owner shall include in any Agreement of Purchase and Sale or lease and in 

the transfer of deed of all Lots/Blocks in this plan, a covenant by the purchaser or 
transferee stating that the purchaser or transferee of the said Lots/Blocks shall 
observe and comply with the City easements, private easements and private 
sewer serviced required for the servicing of external lands to this plan. 
 
The Owner(s) further acknowledge that no landscaping, vehicular accesses, 
parking access, works or other features shall interfere with the above-noted 
municipal or private maintenance accesses, servicing, grading or drainage that 
services other lands and/or easements. 

 
127. In conjunction with registration of the plan, the Owner shall provide to the 

appropriate authorities such easements as may be required for all municipal 
works and services associated with the development of the subject lands, such 
as road, utility, drainage or stormwater management (SWM) purposes, where 
such services and drainage cannot be accommodated in the existing and/or 
proposed right-of-way, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. 

 
 
 



 

 

Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning and Environment Committee 
From: Cathy Saunders, City Clerk  
Subject: Request for Council Resolution, under section 45(1.4) of the  
 Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13  – 39T-16508,  
 3425 Emily Carr Lane (1160 Wharncliffe Road South) 
Meeting on:  January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 
 
That, on the recommendation of the City Clerk, the report dated January 6, 2020 and 
entitled “Request for Council Resolution, under section 45(1.4) of the Planning Act, 
R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13 – 39T-16508, 3425 Emily Carr Lane (1160 Wharncliffe Road 
South)” BE RECEIVED for information. 

Background 
 
This report is submitted in response to a request to the attached letter (Appendix “A”) 
from Scott Allen, MHBC Planning, on behalf of Goldfield Ltd., to obtain approval from 
the Municipal Council to submit a Minor Variance application to for the property known 
as 3425 Emily Carr Lane (1160 Wharncliffe Road South), within Draft Approved Plan of 
Subdivision 39T-16508, in the City of London.   
 
Section 45(1.3) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13 states: 
 
 “Subject to subsection (1.4), no person shall apply for a minor variance from the 
 provisions of the by-law in respect to the land, building or structure before the 
 second anniversary of the day on which the by-law was amended.” 
 
Section 45(1.4) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13 states: 
 
 “Subsection (1.3) does not apply in respect of an application if the council has 
 declared by resolution that such an application is permitted, which resolution may 
 be made with respect of a specific application, a class of application or in respect 
 of such applications generally.” 
 
The Municipal Council at its meeting held on October 2, 2018, enacted By-Law Z.-1-
182694 to amend Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1, as amended, to change the zoning 
applicable to the lands located at 3425 Emily Carr Lane, from an Urban Reserve (UR4) 
Zone and Urban Reserve (UR6) Zone TO a Holding Residential R4 Special Provision 
(h.*h-100*h-104*h-155*R4-4(2)) Zone, Holding Residential R5 (h.*h-100*h-104*h-
155*R5-7) and a Holding Residential R8 Special Provision (h.*h-100*h-104*h-198*R8-4) 
Zone. 
 
In accordance with the above-noted sections of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13, 
Scott Allen, MHBC Planning, on behalf of Goldfield Ltd. is requesting authorization from 
Municipal Council to submit a Minor Variance application with respect to the property 
known as 3425 Emily Carr Lane (1160 Wharncliffe Road South), within Draft Approved 
Plan of Subdivision 39T-16508, in the City of London, to permit the development of the 
subject property with reduced front, exterior side and rear yards of 4.39 / 4.44 / 4.51 
metres, respectively, whereas 6.0 metres is required by the Zoning By-law.  The 
applicant may also require relief to the density regulation of the Zoning By-law. 
 
To assist the Municipal Council in consideration of the request, the balance of this 
report provides background information with respect to the previous Planning Act 
R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13 applications and Zoning By-law information pertaining to the 
subject property.   
 



 

 

 
Property History 
 
The request is to seek a resolution from Municipal Council to permit the submission of a 
Minor Variance Application for the subject property to permit development with reduced 
front, exterior side and rear yards of 4.39 / 4.44 / 4.51 metres, respectively, whereas 6.0 
metres is required by the Zoning By-law.  The Applicant may also require relief from the 
density regulation of the Zoning By-law.  
 
In support of the request, Development Services staff acknowledge that requested front, 
exterior side and rear yard setback special provision were part of the original Zoning By-
law Amendment application submitted as part of this Draft Plan of Subdivision, but were 
not carried forward for consideration in the Notice of Application and the subsequent 
approved and in-force Zoning By-law (Z.1-182694). Neither staff nor the Applicant were 
aware of the omission at that time. 
 
If Municipal Council resolves that the Applicant is permitted to submit an application to 
the Committee of Adjustment for a Minor Variance, the merits of the proposed 
application would be evaluated by the Committee of Adjustment.  Development 
Services staff will submit a Planning Report providing planning analysis of the request 
for the Committee of Adjustment’s consideration.  
  



 

 

Location Map  
 
  



 

 

Subject Site  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Previous Reports Pertinent To This Matter 
 
39T-16508 / OZ-8697 - The Applications submitted by 2178254 Ontario Limited c/o DNL 
Group Inc. (previous applicant / owner) relates to the properties located known as 3425 
Emily Carr Lane (1160 Wharncliffe Road South), within Draft Approved Plan of 
Subdivision 39T-16508. A report was submitted to the Planning and Environment 
Committee on September 24, 2018, related to the request for approval of a Draft Plan of 
Subdivision consisting of seven (7) medium density residential blocks, two (2) local 
public street and the extension of Lismer Way to the west 

Block 6 of Draft Plan of Subdivision 39T-16508, which is the central Block within the 
Draft Plan flanked by Emily Carr Lane, Lismar Road and Street ‘A’ is the property that is 
the subject of the future Minor Variance application submission, if permitted by 
Municipal Council. As part of the Draft Plan of Subdivision and rezoning application, 
Block 6 was rezoned to a Holding Residential R5 (h.*h-100*h-104*h-155*R5-7) Zone. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Planning History 
 
The Application for Draft Plan of Subdivision Approval was accepted on October 16, 
2016 and a revised Application was accepted on May 30, 2017 and again on April 15, 
2018.  The Application was circulated to the required agencies and municipal 
departments on November 17, 2016. Notice of Application was sent to all property 
owners within 120m of the subject property.  Notice of Application was also published in 
the Public Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on November 24, 
2016. On June 21, 2018, a Revised Notice of Application was sent to all property 
owners within 120m of the subject property and on June 28, 2018, the Revised Notice 
of Application was published in The Londoner.  A notice of a Public Participation 
Meeting was advertised in The Londoner on September 6, 2018 and a notice of a Public 
Participation Meeting was sent out on September 6, 2018. The Public Participation 
Meeting was held on September 24, 2018. No comments were received from the public 
at the Public Participation Meeting. 
 
Municipal Council advised the Approval Authority of its support for the issuance of draft 
approval of the proposed plan of subdivision, submitted by by 2178254 Ontario Limited 
c/o DNL Group Inc. (previous applicant / owner) subject to conditions contained in the 
report dated September 24, 2018. 
 
Draft Plan Approval was granted by the Approval Authority on October 23, 2018. 
 
Pertinent Matters from the Municipal Council Direction granting Approval 
 
The subject site identified as Block 6 of draft plan 39T-16508, known municipally as 3425 
Emily Carr Lane (1160 Wharncliffe Road South), is currently zoned Holding Residential 
R5 (h.*h-100*h-104*h-155*R5-7). The Zone approved by Municipal Council includes 
some of the following lot regulation listed below: 
 
R5-7) 
a) Regulations  
 

 Lot Area (Minimum)   1,000 m2 

 Lot Frontage (Minimum)  10 m 

 Yard Setbacks: 
o Front Yard   6.0 m 
o Interior Yard   6.0 m  
o Exterior Yard   6.0 m 

 Landscape Open Space (Min) 30% 

 Height (Maximum)   12 m 

 Lot Coverage (Max)   45% 

 Density    40 units per hectare 
 
The following holding provisions have also been applied to this site: 
 

 (h) holding provision - To ensure that there is orderly development through the  
 execution of a  or subdivision agreement; 
 

 (h-100) - To ensure there is adequate water service and appropriate access, a 
looped watermain system must be constructed and a second public access must 
be available. 

 

 (h-104) - To ensure that a comprehensive storm drainage and stormwater 
management report prepared by a consulting engineer is completed to address 
the stormwater management strategy for all lands within the subject plan and 
external lands where a private permanent on-site storm drainage facility is 
proposed for any block or blocks not serviced by a constructed regional 
stormwater management facility. The "h-104" symbol shall not be deleted until 
the report has been accepted to the satisfaction of the General Manager of 
Planning and Development and City Engineer 



 

 

3.0 Policy Context 

3.1 Planning Act 
 
The Planning Act provides the basis for the establishment of a Committee Adjustment to 
evaluate requests for relief from regulations of a Zoning By-law. 
 
Powers of Committee 
 
45 (1) The committee of adjustment, upon the application of the owner of any land, 

building or structure affected by any by-law that is passed under section 34 or 38, or 
a predecessor of such sections, or any person authorized in writing by the owner, may, 
despite any other Act, authorize such minor variance from the provisions of the by-
law, in respect of the land, building or structure or the use thereof, as in its opinion is 
desirable for the appropriate development or use of the land, building or structure, if 
in the opinion of the committee the general intent and purpose of the by-law and of 
the official plan, if any, are maintained.  R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13, s. 45 (1); 2006, c. 23, 
s. 18 (1); 2009, c. 33, Schedule 21, s. 10 (11). 

 
On July 1, 2016, Bill 73 came into effect and implemented a number of legislative 
changes to the Planning Act. As part of Bill 73, Section 45 of the Planning Act R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13 was amended (45 (1.3)) by putting in place a two-year moratorium for 
minor variance applications within two years of the date of passing of a zoning by-law 
amendment. The intent of the changes to the Planning Act were to give greater control 
to municipalities to prevent the reversal of zoning provisions that council determined to 
be important through the by-law amendment processes. It was also recognized that 
there may be instances where material changes to development proposals are 
necessary and that minor relief from regulations are required to permit the development. 
To address this, provisions were further included in the Planning Act R.S.O. 1990, c. 
P.13 (45 (1.4)) to allow, by council resolution, the opportunity to submit an application 
for a Minor Variance. 
 
Two-year period, no application for minor variance 
 
45 (1.3) Subject to subsection (1.4), no person shall apply for a minor variance from the 
provisions of the by-law in respect of the land, building or structure before the second 
anniversary of the day on which the by-law was amended. 2015, c. 26, s. 29 (2). 
Exception 
 
45 (1.4) Subsection (1.3) does not apply in respect of an application if the council has 
declared by resolution that such an application is permitted, which resolution may be 
made in respect of a specific application, a class of applications or in respect of such 
applications generally. 2015, c. 26, s. 29 (2). 
 
The Applicant has made a request of Municipal Council by way of the Planning and 
Environment Committee in accordance with Section 45 (1.4), to permit such a resolution 
to be passed. 
 
It should be noted that Minor Variance applications are deliberated by the Committee of 
Adjustment and that public notice to neighbouring properties would be provided should 
the Application be permitted to be made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

4.0 Conclusion 

Should the Municipal Council resolve to allow the applicant to submit a Minor Variance 
Application to provide relief from the required front, exterior side and rear yard setback 
(and if required, Density) staff will present recommendations to the Committee of 
Adjustment with regard to the planning merits of the Application. 
 

SUBMITTED BY:  

 

 

CATHY SAUNDERS  
CITY CLERK  
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November 14,2019

Mark Smith, Business and Zoning Co-ordinator 
Development and Compliance Services Division 
City of London 
300 Dufferin Avenue 
London, ON N6A4L9

Dear Mr. Smith:

RE: Minor Variance Application Consultation
1160 Lismer Lane (Block 6; Draft Plan 39T-16508), London
Goldfield
OUR FILE 17334T

On behalf of Goldfield, MHBC is submitting a Minor Variance application for the above-referenced property 
(the Site). The Site fronts the north side of Lismer Lane, and is bounded by David Milne Way to the east 
and Emily Carr Lane to the west. This parcel measures approximately 6,389 m2 in area and has 
approximately 66 m of lot frontage on Lismer Lane. These lands are located within the North Longwoods 
Residential Neighbourhood of the City's Southwest Planning Area, and are currently vacant.

Proposal

The enclosed Site Plan prepared by Strik Baldinelli Moniz (SBM) illustrates the development plan designed 
for the Site. Below is a summary of the major components of the Goldfield proposal:

® Five townhouse blocks (Blocks 'A' to 'E') integrating back-to-back and conventional townhouse 
configurations providing a total of 40 residential units (equating to a residential density of 63 units/ha). 
The proposed townhouse blocks range in scale from Block 'C', which accommodates four units and 
encompasses a building area of approximately 242 m2, to Block 'B', which contains 12 units and 
incorporates approximately 718 m2 of ground floor area. In total, the development layout encompasses 
a total building area of approximately 2,387 m2 and a total landscape area of approximately 2,107 m2;

• Outdoor amenity spaces and landscaping elements at prominent locations, with privacy fencing 
planned along the northern property boundary (interfacing with planned residential development on 
lands addressed as 3425 Emily Carr Lane);

• An internal driveway arrangement integrating accesses from Lismer Lane and David Milne Way; and
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• At-grade parking areas accommodating two spaces per unit, as well as barrier free and visitor parking.

A Site Plan Approval pre-application consultation meeting was held for the proposed cluster townhouse 
development on August 8, 2019. As set out in the associated 'Record of Site Plan Consultation' a Minor 
Variance application is be required to address certain components of the proposed development layout 
(discussed below).

Planning Context

1989 Official Plan

Schedule 'A' of the City of London Official Plan (1989) designates the subject lands 'Multi-Family, Medium 
Density Residential1. Section 3.3.1 of this Official Plan prescribes that the primary permitted uses in this 
designation include multiple-attached dwellings (e.g., row houses, cluster houses), low-rise apartment 
buildings, rooming and boarding houses, emergency care facilities, converted dwellings, small-scale 
nursing homes, rest homes and homes for the aged.

With respect to development scale, Section 3.3.3 of the 1989 Official Plan states that building heights in 
this designation will normally not exceed four storeys. However, as stated in this Section, "In some 
instances, height may be permitted to exceed this limit, if determined through a compatibility report as 
described in Section 3.7.3 to be appropriate subject to a site specific zoning by-law amendment and/or 
bonus zoning provisions of Section 19.4.4 of this Plan." Subsection ii) prescribes that residential densities 
in this designation would normally not exceed 75 units/ha, and are limited to a maximum of 100 units/ha. 
It is further stated that exceptions to this policy are permitted in certain instances, including applications 
that qualify for density bonusing.

New Official Plan (The London Plan)

The project site is designated Neighbourhoods on the land use schedule of the City's new Official Plan 
(Map 1 - Place Types). Several residential forms and secondary uses (e.g., retail/service commercial 
activities, community facilities, small-scale offices) are permitted in the Neighbourhoods place type; 
contingent upon the adjacent road network delineated on Map 3 (Street Classifications). With respect to 
the proposed Draft Plan, the site is bounded by three roads classified as 'Neighbourhood Streets' (i.e., local 
roads).

Tables 10 and 11 of the new Official Plan (The London Plan) generally specify the land use, intensity and 
building form permissions in the Neighbourhoods place type. Given the attributes of the subject lands 
noted above,The London Plan permits these lands to be developed for a limited range of low and medium 
density residential types (e.g., single detached, semi-detached, duplex dwellings, townhouses). Building 
heights at this location are limited to 2.5 storeys. There are no residential density restrictions applied to 
the Neighbourhoods place type.

Southwest Area Plan

Block 6 is designated 'Medium Density Residential' under the Secondary Plan applying to this site; the 
Southwest Area Plan (SWAP). The property is also located in the SWAP's North Longwoods Residential 
Neighbourhood. In this Neighbourhood, the Medium Density Residential allows for those housing types
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permitted by the Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential designation of the 1989 Official Plan (including 
townhouses).

Zoning Bv-law

Block 6 is zoned 'Residential R5 (R5-7)', with holding provisions, pursuant to the City's Zoning By-law Z.-1. 
Section 9.1 of the Zoning By-law states that the parent R5 Zone provides for and regulates medium density 
residential development in the form of cluster townhouses. Permitted uses in the standard R5 Zone 
Variations are limited to cluster townhouse dwellings and cluster stacked townhouse dwellings.

Table 1 below compares the proposed Site Plan with the applicable regulations of the R5-7 Zone Variation 
(pursuant to Table 9.3 of the Zoning By-law).

Table 1 - Zoning Comparison (R5-7 Zone Variation)

Regulation Required Proposed
Lot Area (min.) 1,000 m1 2 3 4 6,389.2 m2
Lot Frontage (min.) 10m 66.2 m
Front Yard Depth (min.) 6.0 m 4.39 m
Exterior Side Yard Depth (min.) 6.0 m 4.44 m
Interior Side Yard Depth (min.) 6.0 m n/a
Rear Yard Depth (min.) 6.0 4.51
Landscaped Open Space (min.) 30% 36.3 %
Lot Coverage (max.) 45.0 % 35.2 %
Height (max.) 12.0 m < 12.0 m
Density (max.) 60 units/ha (38 units) 63 units/ha (40 units)

As highlighted on Table 1, the following relief is required to implement the planned development:

■ A reduction in the minimum front yard setback from 6.0 m to 4.3 m;
■ A reduction in the minimum exterior side yard setback from 6.0 m to 4.4 m;
■ A reduction in the minimum rear yard setback from 6.0 m to 4.5 m; and
■ An increase in the maximum residential density from 60 units/ha to 63 units/ha.

Minor Variance Request

Under the terms of Section 45(1) of the Planning Act, applications for Minor Variance are considered on 
the basis of four 'tests':

1. Is the variance minor?
2. Is it desirable for the appropriate development or use of the land, building or structure?
3. Is the general intent and purpose of the Official Plan being maintained?
4. Is the general intent and purpose of the Zoning By-law being maintained?
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The following discussion evaluates the application in relation to the prescribed tests:

1. Is the variance minor?

With respect to the requested density increase, three (3) additional units per hectare are required to 
accommodate the intended development. It is our opinion that this requested (1) does not 
appreciably increase the total unit yield on site and (2) does not result in an overdevelopment of lands 
intended for medium density residential purposes. Rather, in our opinion, the back-to-back and 
conventional townhouse configurations associated with this project encourages a compact, efficient 
development pattern. Regarding the requested reductions in building setbacks:

• The proposed front and exterior side yard setbacks position townhouse units in all Blocks closer 
to the street than standard zoning requirements. Consistent with contemporary urban design 
principles, the proposed layout supports both compact design and a pedestrian-oriented 
environment.

• Reduced rear yard setbacks are proposed for Blocks 'A' and 'C', which are situated along the 
northern property limit of the Site. In our opinion, the proposed setbacks provide an adequate 
separation distance from single detached residential developments planned immediately north 
of the Site (3425 Emily Carr Lane). Solid board fencing would be installed along the entire 
northern property line of the Site in order to provide (1) an appropriate level of privacy for local 
residents and (2) adequate buffering to minimize potential conflicts between the two 
development sites.

In light of these considerations, it is our opinion that the requested increase in residential density and 
the requested reduction in front yard, exterior side yard and rear yard setbacks should not generate 
significant land use conflicts with adjacent properties. It is therefore our opinion that the proposed 
variances from the R5-7 Zone are minor in nature.

2. Is it desirable for the appropriate development or use of the land, building or structure?

In our opinion, the proposal represents an efficient development form that promotes the 
intensification of lands: located within the City's Urban Growth Boundary; designated for medium 
density residential uses; and zoned to permit townhouses. The Site is are also suitable for the intended 
use given its proximity to established and planned residential neighbourhoods, local and regional- 
scale commercial activities, employment opportunities, public transit, schools, parks, open space, and 
trail systems. Additionally, the lands benefit from (1) convenient access to the arterial road network 
and (2) the provision of municipal servicing infrastructure (existing and planned) and public service 
facilities. Accordingly, and with consideration for other matters discussed in this letter, it is our opinion 
that the requested variances are desirable to facilitate the appropriate development and use of the 
land.

3. Is the general intent and purpose of the Official Plan being maintained?

It is our opinion that the requested variances maintain the general intent and land use permissions of 
the 1989 Official Plan, The London Plan and the SWAP. In this respect, the Site is to be developed for 
townhouse forms permitted under the applicable residential designation of each Plan. Additionally, 
pursuant to 20.5.11 of the SWAP, in our opinion the proposed development plan is compatible with 
the mix of land uses within the North Longwoods Residential Neighbourhood and promotes street-

4



oriented built form. Further, it is our opinion that the requested variances do not conflict with the...
SWAP vision for the North Lambeth Residential Neighbourhood (i.e., to promote development 
reflective of the existing neighbourhood character).

4. Is the general intent and purpose of the Zoning Bv-law being maintained?

The setback regulations prescribed in the Zoning By-law provide for adequate separation and privacy 
between cluster housing units and adjacent properties. In our opinion, the requested variances from 
the minimum front yard, exterior side yard and rear yard regulations of the R5-7 Zone maintain the 
general intent and purpose of the Zoning By-law in light of commentary provided in this letter. As 
discussed, reduced front and exterior side yard setbacks are proposed for Blocks 'A' and 'C' to position 
townhouse units closer to the adjacent local streets, thereby promoting a pedestrian orientation and 
aligning with contemporary design principles. The reduced rear yard setback proposed for these 
Blocks will be mitigated with provision of a solid board privacy fence planned along the northern 
perimeter of the Site. Given these considerations, reducing the noted setbacks for these townhouse 
units should not result in an appreciable loss of separation distance or privacy for neighbouring 
developments.

Regarding the request for an increase density on the Site, in our opinion, the intent of the 60 units/ha 
maximum density requirement is to support medium density development that is compatible with 
neighbouring development and avoids overdevelopment of project sites. As noted in Table 1, a total 
of 38 units are permitted on the Site based on a 60 units/ha maximum requirement. In our opinion, 
the proposed 40-unit layout would have a minimal impact on both the compatibility of this 
development with neighbouring uses and the overall intensity of this townhouse cluster. Further, the 
proposed density (63 units/ha) does not exceed the normal maximum density set out for the Multi- 
Family, Medium Density Residential designation of the 1989 Official Plan (75 units/ha). Accordingly, it 
is our opinion that the requested density variance maintains the intent of the Zoning By-law.

Given the foregoing, it is our opinion that the requested relief is minor in nature, desirable for the
appropriate development of the subject lands and is in keeping with the purpose and intent of both the
Official Plan and the Zoning By-law.

Enclosed Material

In support of this application, please find enclosed the following:

- Two (2) copies of the Minor Variance application (including a draft Zoning Referral Record and the 
Preliminary Site Plan);

- A cheque for the Minor Variance application fee; and
- A digital copy of the submission material.

Please note that the draft Zoning Referral Record was previously submitted to the Development Services
Division for review. We understand that this draft Record is being reviewed by Dan FitzGerald, Site
Development Planner.
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We look forward to working with staff on the review of this application. Should you have any questions 
pertaining to our submission, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Yours truly,

MHBC

Scott Allen, MA, RPP 
Partner

cc. Mohamed Abuhajar; Incon 
Kyle Kane, Nelson Guiot; SBM
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning and Environment Committee 
From: John M. Fleming 
 Managing Director, City Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Demolition Request and Heritage Alteration Permit 

Application by Distinctive Homes London Ltd. at 88 
Blackfriars Street, Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District 

Public Participation Meeting on: Monday January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, City Planning & City Planner, 
with the advice of the Heritage Planner, the application under Section 42 of the Ontario 
Heritage Act seeking approval for the demolition of the existing building and approval for 
a proposed building, as described herein and shown in Appendix D, on the property at 88 
Blackfriars Street, within the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District, BE 
PERMITTED with the following terms and conditions: 

a) Buff brick be used for the exterior cladding of the proposed building; 
b) A painted wood front door be used for the proposed building; 
c) Parking be limited to a driveway to the west of the proposed building with front yard 

parking prohibited; 
d) 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, 

e) The Heritage Alteration Permit be displayed in a location visible from the street 
until the work is completed. 

Executive Summary 

A demolition request and Heritage Alteration Permit application have been submitted for 
the property at 88 Blackfriars Street, a Contributing Resource in the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District.  

Analysis 

1.0  Background 

1.1  Location 
The property at 88 Blackfriars Street is located on the south side of Blackfriars Street 
between Albion Street and Wharncliffe Road North (Appendix A).  

1.2  Cultural Heritage Status 
The property at 88 Blackfriars Street is located within the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District, which was designated pursuant to Part V of the Ontario Heritage 
Act in 2015. The property at 88 Blackfriars Street is identified as a Contributing 
Resource by the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District, meaning it 
contributes to the cultural heritage value of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District. 

1.3  Description 
The dwelling located at 88 Blackfriars Street is a single storey, frame building with a 
shallow hipped roof and central gable (Appendix B). The Contributing Resource was 
constructed in c.1876. 
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1.4  Property History 
The Euro-Canadian history of the subject property at 88 Blackfriars Street beings with 
the first survey of London Township (1810). The Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District Study (2014) reports the early Euro-Canadian history of the area, 
including Joshua Applegarth’s cultivation of hemp at the Forks of the Thames and the 
acquisition of Lots 1-2, east of the Wharncliffe Highway (or Proof Line) in 1832 by John 
Kent. In 1848, John Kent began to survey his property on the east side of the North 
Branch of the Thames River into park lots (RP191(W)), generally thought to be intended 
for small farms or market gardens. Lot 1, on the east side of “the Wharncliffe Road” and 
on the west of Centre Street (now Wilson Avenue), was purchased by Duncan 
Campbell in 1852, who, in May 1856, surveyed the park lot into smaller lots for 
development in RP111(W).  
 
A review of the available records in the land registry office suggest that Duncan 
Campbell’s plan of subdivision, Registered Plan 111(W), was not developed until the 
mid-1870s. The subject property at 88 Blackfriars Street includes parts of Lots 19-20 on 
RP111(W), with the transactions in 1876.  
 
In 1876, the lot was conveyed to Elizabeth Drummond, with mortgages taken out in 
1876, 1878, 1886 (two) before the property was sold to William Nicholls by James Blair 
(Trustee) in 1891. The property was sold to Herbert V. Nicholls in 1911 for $1.00, 
suggesting a familial relation between the grantee and grantor (Instrument 15275). 
Some transactions in the 1930s and 1940s appear to suggest boundary adjustments to 
the Lots 19 and 20 in RP111(W). Information ascertained from the City Directory 
suggests that the property was a rental, as the occupants changed every few years 
particularly during the 1890s and early 1900s (Appendix C). 
 
On September 10, 1931, John and Annie Petfield purchased the property for $1,800 
(Instrument 30853). John H. Petfield is recorded as the occupant of the property at 88 
Blackfriars Street from at least 1905 until his death on April 2, 1962 (he was 
predeceased by his wife, Annie, on October 1, 1953) (Instrument GR17545). This 
suggests that John and Annie Petfield were first tenants of the property and later 
property owners. On November 9, 1962, the property was sold by the estate of John H. 
Petfield to Thomas H. Gerry (Instrument 106636). Following the death of Thomas H. 
Gerry in 1986, the property was granted to Jennie Leona Gerry, his wife, who granted 
the property in 1987 to Patricia Leone Swatuk (Instruments 729591, 757164). In the 
same year, she sold the property to Murray Lee Milligan for $56,000 (Instrument 
764331). The property changed hands several more times and was purchased by the 
current owner in July 2018. 
 
Based on the form and remaining details of the property, and supported by some 
documentation within the land registry records, the ascribed date of construction of circa 
1876 is believed to be accurate for the existing dwelling. 

2.0  Legislative/Policy Framework 

2.1  Provincial Policy Statement 
Heritage conservation is a matter of provincial interest (Section 2.d, Planning Act). The 
Provincial Policy Statement (2014) promotes the wise use and management of cultural 
heritage resources and directs that “significant built heritage resources and significant 
cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.” 
 
2.2  Ontario Heritage Act 
Section 42 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires that a property owner not alter, or permit 
the alteration of, the property without obtaining Heritage Alteration Permit approval. The 
Ontario Heritage Act enables Municipal Council to give the applicant of a Heritage 
Alteration Permit: 

a) The permit applied for 
b) Notice that the council is refusing the application for the permit, or 
c) The permit applied for, with terms and conditions attached (Section 42(4), 

Ontario Heritage Act) 
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Municipal Council must make a decision on the Heritage Alteration Permit application 
within 90 days or the request is deemed permitted (Section 42(4), Ontario Heritage Act). 
 
2.3  The London Plan 
The policies of The London Plan found in the Cultural Heritage chapter support the 
conservation of London’s cultural heritage resources. Policy 554_ of The London Plan 
articulates on of the primary initiatives as a municipality to “ensure that new 
development and public works are undertaken to enhance and be sensitive to our 
cultural heritage resources.” To help ensure that new development is compatible, Policy 
594_ (under appeal) of The London Plan provides the following direction: 

1. The character of the district shall be maintained by encouraging the retention of 
existing structures and landscapes that contribute to the character of the district. 

2. The design of new development, either as infilling, redevelopment, or as 
additions to existing buildings, should complement the prevailing character of the 
area. 

3. Regard shall be had at all times to the guidelines and intent of the heritage 
conservation district plan. 

 
Policy 13.3.6 of the Official Plan (1989, as amended) includes similar language and 
policy intent. 
 
Policy 597_ states,  

Where a property is located within a heritage conservation district designated by 
City Council, the alteration, erection, demolition, or removal of buildings or 
structures within the district shall be subject to the provisions of Part V of the 
Ontario Heritage Act. 

 
Policy 600_ states, 

Where a property within a heritage conservation district is to be demolished or 
removed, the City will ensure the owner undertakes mitigation measures 
including a detailed documentation of the cultural heritage features to be lost, 
and may require the salvage of materials exhibiting cultural heritage resources 
for the purpose of re-use or incorporation into the proposed development. 

 
2.3  Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District 
The Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District is recognized for its significant 
cultural heritage value, not just for its individual cultural heritage resources (Contributing 
Resources) but for the value that they have together, collectively. The goals of the 
designation of Blackfriars/Petersville as a Heritage Conservation District pursuant to 
Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act support the conservation of its resources. Specifically 
for its cultural heritage resources: 

Goal: To encourage the conservation of contributing heritage resources including 
buildings, landmarks, and other structures that contribute to the cultural heritage 
value of the district by:  

 Encouraging that alterations, additions, and renovations to heritage 
resources be consistent with the identified cultural heritage value of the 
area; 

 Encouraging the maintenance and retention of significant heritage 
landmarks identified in the district; 

 Avoiding unnecessary demolition and inappropriate alterations of 
identified heritage resources that contribute to the heritage value of the 
district; and,  

 Encouraging sympathetic design and appropriate alterations when new 
development is proposed to ensure that there is no negative impact on the 
heritage value of the area, with particular attention to form, scale, 
massing, and setback. 

 
To implement this goal and these objectives, the policies of Section 7.5 (Demolition of 
Contributing Resources), Section 7.7.1 (Residential Area), and the design guidelines of 
Section 10.3.2 (Design Guidelines – New Buildings - Residential) and applicable 
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Architectural Conservation Guidelines of Section 11 were considered in the evaluation 
of the demolition request and Heritage Alteration Permit application. 
 
The Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan identifies Contributing 
Resources and Non-Contributing Resources. The property at 88 Blackfriars Street is 
identified as a Contributing Resource. Contributing Resources are defined as  

A property, structure, landscape element, or other attribute of a Heritage 
Conservation District that supports the identified cultural heritage values, 
character, and/or integrity of the HCD. Contributing Resources are subject to the 
policies and guidelines for conservation, alteration, and demolition.  

 
The demolition of a Contributing Resource is discouraged by the policies and guidelines 
of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan. Section 7.5.1 
recognizes that situations may arise where the demolition of a Contributing Resource is 
necessary. The demolition of a Contributing Resource is the last option, after all other 
potential options have been exhausted. 
 
Applicable policies of Section 7.5.1 regarding the demolition of a Contributing Resource 
include: 
 
Policy 7.5.1.c The demolition or relocation of contributing resources located within 

the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District is strongly 
discouraged and will only be permitted in exceptional 
circumstances. 

 
Policy 7.5.1.d All options for on-site retention of contributing resources must be 

exhausted before resorting to relocation or demolition. The 
following alternatives must be given due consideration in order of 
priority: 
i) On-site retention in the original use and integration with the 

surroundings; 
ii) On site retention in an adaptive reuse; 
iii) Relocation to another site within the Heritage Conservation 

District; and, 
iv) Relocation to another site within the City. 

 
Policy 7.5.1.e In the event that demolition, relocation or irrevocable damage to a 

contributing resource is unavoidable as determined by Council, 
thorough archival documentation is required to be undertaken by 
the proponent and made available to the City for archival purposes. 

 
Policy 7.5.1.f The above-noted archival documentation must be prepared by a 

qualified heritage architect or built heritage specialist and include at 
least the following as appropriate, or additional matters as specified 
by the City: 
i) Architectural measured drawings; 
ii) Land use history; and, 
iii) Photographs, maps and other available materials about the 

cultural heritage resource and its surrounding context. 
 
Policy 7.5.1.g Any proposal to demolish or relocate a contributing resource, or 

portion thereof, located within the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District shall require the approval of the Council of the 
City of London; 

 
Policy 7.5.1.h The proponent of any proposal to demolish a contributing resource, 

or portion thereof, located within the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District shall be required to provide supporting 
evidence and documentation demonstrating the necessity of the 
demolition, as well as the exploration of all other, more desirable 
conservation approaches to the satisfaction of the City’s Heritage 
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Planner. This may take the form of a Heritage Impact Assessment 
and/or Demolition Plan. 

 
Policy 7.5.1.i Salvage or reclamation of materials from a demolished contributing 

resource is encouraged. 
 
The policies of Section 7.7 are intended to assist in the management of change within 
the Residential Area of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. 
Guidelines for new buildings are found within Section 10.3.2 of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan. 

3.0  Demolition Request & Heritage Alteration Permit Application 

The property owner’s written notice of intention to demolish the building located at 88 
Blackfriars Street was received on October 25, 2019. The demolition request was 
accompanied by a Heritage Impact Assessment (Thor Dingman B. Architecture Sc. Inc., 
dated October 21, 2019). 
 
The Heritage Alteration Permit application was submitted by an authorized agent for the 
property owners and received on November 8, 2019. The applicant has applied for a 
Heritage Alteration Permit for a new building with the following details: 

  New, proposed building with the following details: 
o Two storey with a footprint of 1220 square feet (113.3m2), approximately 

28’9” in width by 42’5” in depth built on a concrete foundation; 
o Three-bay façade design, with a central doorway; 
o Brick exterior cladding (reclaimed/salvaged buff brick proposed); 
o Vinyl simulated divided light, two-over-two windows with a cut stone sill 

and brick soldier course lintel; 
o Front door; 
o Shallow pitched hipped roof (4/12 pitch) clad in asphalt shingles; 
o Front porch with hipped roof and paneled columns, set on a concrete base 

with two steps (less than 24” above grade); and, 
o Single width asphalt driveway to the west of proposed building (no garage) 

and a new concrete walkway from the sidewalk to the porch. 
 
Drawings for the proposed building are attached to this report as Appendix D. The 
Heritage Impact Assessment (Thor Dingman B. Architecture Sc. Inc., dated October 21, 
2019) is attached as Appendix E). 
 
As the demolition of a Contributing Resource is a major alteration within a Heritage 
Conservation District, consultation with the London Advisory Committee on Heritage is 
required. Consistent with Policy 7.5.1.g, a decision of Municipal Council is required. 
 
Per Section 42(4) of the Ontario Heritage Act, Municipal Council must make a decision 
on this demolition request and Heritage Alteration Permit application by January 23, 
2020 or the request is deemed permitted.  
 
The scope of the designation of the subject property in the Blackfriars/Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District is limited to the exterior of the building and property; 
interior design is not subject to the approvals required pursuant to the Ontario Heritage 
Act. 

4.0  Analysis 

One of the goals of the designation of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act is to avoid the unnecessary demolition of 
identified heritage resources (Contributing Resources). It is the onus of the proponent to 
demonstrate the necessity of the demolition of a Contributing Resource in compliance 
with Policy 7.5.1.h of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan. 
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To support the demolition request, a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) (Thor Dingman 
B. Architecture Sc. Inc., dated October 21, 2019) was submitted as part of the 
demolition Request. The HIA is appended to this report as Appendix E.  
 
4.1  Review of the Heritage Impact Assessment 
The HIA (TD-BAS) undertook site-specific analysis to understand how the subject 
property fits within the context of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. Limited historical research, supplemented by the property history presented in 
Section 1.4 of this report, positioned the property in the context of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. The property-based research did 
not identifying any specific or significant historical associations of the subject property. 
Extensive documentation and consideration of its context was presented. The HIA 
found that 50% of the building stock on Blackfriars Street was constructed before 1900 
and that 80% of the building stock was one or one-and-a-half storey buildings (TD-BAS, 
Section 3.4, 21). 
 
The HIA undertook an evaluation of the property using the criteria of O. Reg. 9/06. As 
the property has been identified as a Contributing Resource as part of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan, designated pursuant to Part 
V of the Ontario Heritage Act, it was unclear why this evaluation was completed. Staff 
have not completed a detailed review of this evaluation. However, the evaluation found 
that the property has cultural heritage value and heritage attributes of the subject 
property were identified.  

 
4.2  Demolition of a Contributing Resource  
Demolition of a Contributing Resource is strongly discouraged. Policy 7.5.1.c of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan directs that demolition of a 
Contributing Resource should be permitted only in exceptional circumstances.  
 
Options for retention of the Contributing Resource were considered in Section 4.3 of the 
HIA (TD-BAS, 31). It concluded that the existing resource was “virtually beyond repair or 
salvage” and that “repairs are impractical and not advised.” The HIA has articulated that 
demolition of the existing Contributing Resource at 88 Blackfriars Street is unavoidable. 
This Contributing Resource has suffered years of neglect, resulting in the frustrating 
position that it is not “practical or feasible” to repair the resource because of its 
“advanced state of neglect.” The HIA reported that the existing building had not been 
inhabited for approximately 18 years. 
 
The HIA considered options for on-site retention, on-site retention and adaptive reuse, 
and relocation, in compliance with Policy 7.5.1.d. Section 4.4 of the HIA (TD-BAS, 32) 
states, “the retention, repair and restoration, adaptive reuse or relocation of the building 
is untenantable [sic.] due to the advanced deterioration of the structure due to long term 
neglect and abandonment.”  
 
Demolition of a Contributing Resource in the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District is the least desired outcome. The analysis completed in the HIA 
found no alternatives to the demolition of the building, citing is condition. No significant 
historical or associative values unique to this property were identified, which would 
otherwise force the preservation of a cultural heritage resource.  
 
The demolition of a Contributing Resource will have a negative impact on the cultural 
heritage values of the subject property and on the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District. The HIA states,  

In conclusion, the loss of the contributing heritage property at 88 Blackfriars 
Street results in a negative impact on the neighbourhood along Blackfriars Street 
and throughout its connection within the broader context of the HCD. Due to 
serious and irreversible structural deterioration the heritage resource cannot be 
retained. Mitigation of this loss is achieved through the effective incorporation of 
the HCD design guideline recommendations in the design of the new house (TD-
BAS, 45). 
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The HIA recommends that the loss of this Contributing Resource can be mitigated by 
the design of a new building at the property.  
 
Pursuant to Policies 7.5.1.e-f of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District 
Plan and Policy 600_ of The London Plan, archival documentation of the subject 
property is required. The information contained within the HIA, accompanied by this 
report, can serve to document the land use history of the property and other available 
material about the cultural heritage resource. Measured drawings of the existing 
building have been submitted to the satisfaction of the Heritage Planner, as part of the 
HIA. 
 
With the advanced state of deterioration of the existing building noted by the HIA and 
knowledge that the front door was stolen, no elements of the existing building have 
been identified or recommended for salvage prior to demolition. 
 
4.2  Heritage Alteration Permit (New Building) 
As the HIA has articulated that the demolition of the existing Contributing Resources 
unavoidable, the HIA recommends the mitigation of this loss through the design and 
construction of a new building on the property that complies with the design guidelines 
for new buildings. While the approval of a Heritage Alteration Permit with terms and 
condition may signal an intent or desire, no planning mechanism can compel the 
construction of a new building. 
 
Section 7.7 of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan identifies 
policies for the residential area. These policies are intended to ensure the conservation 
of the cultural heritage value of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. The following policies were used in the analysis of the proposed building at 88 
Blackfriars Street. 
 
Table 1: Policies and Analysis of Section 7.7.1, Residential Areas, of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District Plan 

Policies Analysis 

a) The predominant form of 
development within the residential 
area should continue to be single 
detached dwellings of 1 – 1 ½ 
storeys 

Information presented in Section 3.4 of 
the HIA (TD-BAS) found that 80% of the 
buildings on Blackfriars Street were one 
or one-and-a-half storeys in height. Some 
examples of two-storey residential 
buildings were identified in the 
surrounding area (e.g. buildings at 167 
Wharncliffe Road North, 88 Albion Street, 
29 Argyle Street, 13 Napier Street), 
demonstrating the general compatibility of 
a two-storey building in the area. The 
form of development will remain a 
detached dwelling at 88 Blackfriars 
Street.  

b) Proposed development or site 
alteration that is not sympathetic to 
the heritage attributes and cultural 
heritage value of 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District, and which 
may have a negative impact on the 
residential area, shall be 
discouraged  

The design guidelines of Section 10.3.2 
of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District Plan will be applied 
to evaluate the design of the proposed 
building; see Table 2 (below). 
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Policies Analysis 

c) Where incompatible land use and/or 
built form already exists, their 
replacement with land uses and built 
form that contribute to the cultural 
heritage value of 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District should be 
encouraged 

No land use change is proposed. 

d) The creation of new lots or enlarging 
existing lots within 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District should be 
discouraged, unless resulting in 
lot(s) are of compatible depth, width, 
and overall size and configuration as 
surrounding and/or adjacent lots 

No new lot/lot fabric alteration is 
proposed. 

e) Continued or adaptive reuse of a 
contributing resource is encouraged 
rather than demolition and 
development 

See Section 4.1 of this staff report and 
Appendix E; the HIA submitted in support 
of this application found the demolition of 
the existing Contributing Resource to be 
unavoidable.  

f) Gaps in the streetscape are 
discouraged 

To discourage a vacant lot within the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District, the demolition 
request for the existing Contributing 
Resource at 88 Blackfriars Street is being 
brought forward with a Heritage Alteration 
Permit application for a proposed 
building. 

g) The conservation of front porches, 
gardens and other front yard 
features is encouraged to support a 
friendly atmosphere and interactions 
among neighbours 

The proposed building retains the front 
yard character of the existing property. 
The design of the proposed building 
includes a front porch (see Appendix D). 

h) Replacement of buildings lost due to 
circumstances such as severe 
structural instability, fire, flood or 
other reasons shall be sympathetic, 
respectful, and contextual to the 
heritage attributes and cultural 
heritage value of 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District 

The design guidelines of Section 10.3.2 
of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District Plan will be applied 
to evaluate the design of the proposed 
building; see Table 2 (below). 

i) New development shall conserve 
the continuity of the street edge by 
implementing setbacks, form, scale, 
and massing similar to adjacent 
protected resources along the 
streetscape 

The proposed building maintains the 
general setback of dwellings on the south 
side of Blackfriars Street and contributes 
to the rhythm of the street in general 
form, scale, and massing.  

j) Additions should be generally 
located in the rear or side yards to 
maintain the consistent street edge, 
front yard landscaping, front 
porches, and front façade of 
protected heritage resources 

Not applicable. 
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Policies Analysis 

k) Parking should be located in the 
driveways at the side of the dwelling 
or in a garage at the rear of the main 
building, wherever possible. New 
garages shall not be permitted at the 
front of the building. Front yard 
parking shall be discouraged 

Parking for the proposed building is 
located to the west side.  
 
No front yard parking is proposed or 
permitted.  

l) Ongoing maintenance of protected 
heritage resources should be 
promoted to build a sense of 
community pride. Property 
standards shall be enforced within 
the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District 

 

m) The conservation of landscaped 
areas and mature vegetation should 
be encouraged  

The proposed building will maintain a 
landscaped area in front of the proposed 
building. 

n) The planting of new trees where 
gaps exist to contribute to the urban 
forest should be encouraged 

Noted. 

o) Along major entrances, particularly 
along Wharncliffe Road North, 
Oxford Street West, Blackfriars 
Street, Riverside Drive/Queens 
Avenue, development should 
generally reflect the character of the 
area and instill a sense of arrival 

The HIA states that the proposed building 
will improve the gateway at Blackfriars 
Street. Gateways in Section 12.9 of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District are generally 
considered to be public features, rather 
than private property. The built form and 
setbacks of the proposed building will 
make positive contributions, in accord 
with the guidance of Section 10.2.1 (Key 
Elements: Building Form, Massing, 
Height, Width, and Visual Depth) of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District. 

 
Design guidelines included within Section 10.3.2 of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District Plan were used in the analysis of the proposed building at 88 
Blackfriars Street. 
 
Table 2: Guidelines and Analysis of Section 10.3.2, New Buildings, of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District Plan 

Guideline Analysis 

Match setback, footprint, size and 
massing patterns of the area, 
particularly to the immediately 
adjacent neighbors. Match façade 
pattern of street or of “street wall” for 
solids and voids, particularly to 
ensure continuity of the street wall 
where one exists. 

The setback of the proposed building is 
consistent with that of other properties on the 
south side of Blackfriars Street. As 
demonstrated in the HIA, there is some 
variety of footprint, size, and massing, 
however the proposed building has been 
designed to generally fit within this character. 
The proposed building will contribute to the 
street wall and maintain the rhythm of the 
street. 

Setbacks of new development should 
be consistent with adjacent buildings. 
Where setbacks are not generally 
uniform, the new building should be 
aligned with the building that is most 
similar to the predominant setback on 
the street. 

The setback of the proposed building is 
consistent with the properties on the south 
side of Blackfriars Street. 
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Guideline Analysis 

New buildings and entrances must be 
oriented to the street and are 
encouraged to have architectural 
interest to contribute to the visual 
appeal of the district. 

The proposed building only has one entry 
door, which faces Blackfriars Street. The 
porch located at the front door provides 
architectural interest and contributes to the 
cultural heritage values of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. 

Respond to unique conditions or 
location, such as corner properties, 
by providing architectural interest and 
details on both street facing façades. 

The subject property does not have any 
unique conditions within the context of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. 

Size, shape, proportion, number and 
placement of windows and doors 
should reflect common building 
patterns and styles of other buildings 
in the immediate areas. 

The size, shape, proportion, number, and 
placement of windows and doors follows 
conventions in Italianate/Georgian 
architectural styles. Noted examples in the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District include buildings at 167 Wharncliffe 
Road North, 13 Napier Street, and 9 
Blackfriars Street. The proposed windows are 
simulated divided lights to replicate historic 
proportions and glazing patterns, with spacing 
that is stoic reflecting Georgian proportions of 
the proposed building. Three-bay buildings 
are common in the Blackfriars/Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District. 

Use materials and colours that 
represent the textures and palette of 
the Blackfriars/Petersville area. 

The proposed use of salvaged buff brick is 
part of the historic texture and palette of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. The porch must be constructed with 
painted wood posts (and railings, if required). 
The front door must be wood.  

Where appropriate, incorporate in a 
contemporary way, some of the 
traditional details that are standard 
elements in the principal façades of 
properties within the 
Blackfriars/Petersville area. Such 
details as transoms and sidelights at 
doors and windows, covered 
entrances, divided light windows and 
decorative details to articulate plain 
and flat surfaces, add character that 
complements the original appearance 
of the neighbourhood and add value 
to individual properties. 

The proposed building reflects the vernacular 
architectural character of the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. It draws inspiration from popular 
historic forms and details without replicating a 
specific building. The proposed building 
includes simulated divided lights and a porch; 
details which characterize many other 
Contributing Resources in the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. 

New buildings should not be any 
lower in building height than the 
lowest heritage building on the block 
or taller than the highest heritage 
building on the same block. 

The proposed building may be near the tallest 
building on the block, but as a two-storey 
building it is anticipated to fit within an 
appropriate height range for the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. The shallow pitch of the roof (12:4) is 
anticipated to minimize any overwhelming 
appearance of height in the building. 

 
The proposed building complies with the policies of Section 7.5.1 and the guidelines of 
Section 10.3.2 of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District. The 
proposed building reflects the prevailing character of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District, in accord with Policy 13.3.6.ii of the Official Plan (1989, as 
amended) (and Policy 594_* of The London Plan). To ensure compliance, the terms 
and conditions are recommended as noted in Table 2. 
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5.0  Conclusion 

The subject property at 88 Blackfriars Street has suffered long-term neglect. It survived 
the floors of 1883 and 1937, but cannot withstand anymore. 
 
The policies and approach within a Heritage Conservation District seeks to conserve 
existing resources that contribute to the cultural heritage values of an area that make it 
unique. Situations arise, from time to time, where retention and conservation are no 
longer possible. Physical deterioration of a heritage designated property is not a 
justification to support the demolition of this cultural heritage resource. The retention 
and conservation of a cultural heritage resource is the preferred approach.  
 
Property-based research was undertaken to understand the history of the property at 88 
Blackfriars Street and its place within the context of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District. No significant historical or associative values unique to this 
property were identified. 
 
When a building has deteriorated to the point where retention and conservation are no 
longer possible, and has been sufficiently demonstrated from a cultural heritage 
perspective, the redevelopment of the site in conformity with the Blackfriars/Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District Plan that reflects the cultural heritage values, character, 
and context of the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District may be an 
acceptable alternative.  
 
The Heritage Impact Assessment, submitted as part of the demolition request and 
Heritage Alteration Permit application, recommends that the loss of this Contributing 
Resource can be mitigated by an appropriately designed new building. This approach is 
not appropriate in every situation, as our cultural heritage policies and approaches to 
heritage conservation discourage the inappropriate destruction of our cultural heritage 
resource; it may be appropriate in this situation. The proposed new building has been 
designed in a manner which complies with the guidelines for new buildings in the 
Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan and conforms to the policy 
direction Official Plan/The London Plan which protects the character of our Heritage 
Conservation Districts, with terms and conditions recommended to ensure its 
appropriate execution at the time of construction. 
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Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from City Planning. 

December 12, 2019 
kg/ 
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L 88 Blackfriars Street PEC 2020-01-06.docx 
 

Appendix A  Property Location 
Appendix B Images 
Appendix C Historic Research 
Appendix D  Drawings of Proposed Building 
Appendix E  Heritage Impact Assessment (attached separately)  

Prepared by: 

 Kyle Gonyou, CAHP 
Heritage Planner 

Submitted by: 

 Gregg Barrett, AICP 
Manager, Long Range Planning and Sustainability 

Recommended by: 

 John M. Fleming, MCIP, RPP 
Managing Director, City Planning and City Planner 



HAP19-093-L 

 

Appendix A – Location 

 
Figure 1: Location of the subject property at 88 Blackfriars Street in the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. 
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Appendix B – Images 

 
Image 1: The Contributing Resource at 88 Blackfriars Street on February 5, 2016. 

 
Image 2: View of the main (north) and west elevations of the Contributing Resource at 88 Blackfriars Street on July 
12, 2018. 
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Image 3: View of the main (north) and west elevations of the Contributing Resource at 88 Blackfriars Street on 
January 25, 2019. 

 
Image 4: View of the main (north) and west elevations of the Contributing Resource at 88 Blackfriars Street on April 
17, 2019. 
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Image 5: View of the south side of Blackfriars Street, looking west towards Wharncliffe Road North including a view of 
the subject property at 88 Blackfriars Street on October 7, 2019. 

 
Image 6: View of the main (north) and west elevations of the Contributing Resource at 88 Blackfriars Street on 
October 7, 2019. 
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Image 7: View of the main (front) elevation of the Contributing Resource at 88 Blackfriars Street on October 7, 2019.  
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Appendix C – Historic Research 

Table 3: Summary of City Directory Research  

Year  Entry 

1888-1889 No entry identifieda 

1890 No entry identified 

1891 Vacant 

1892 Elliott Hickson, joiner O. B. Graves 

1893 Elliott Hickson, framer O. B. Graves 

1894 Alfred M. Williams, agent 

1895 Walter P. Hendershot, trunkmaker, P. Hendershot & Co. 

1896-1897 William May, helper G. White & Sons Co. 

1897-1898 William May, helper G. White & Sons Co. 

1898-1899 William May, helper G. White & Sons Co. 

1900 William J. Brown, pntr A. B. Greer (Carriage Manufacturer)  

1901 J. Edward Dean, driver J. D. Saunby (Saunby Feed Mill) 

1902 J. Edward Dean, driver J. D. Saunby (Saunby Feed Mill) 

1903 J. Edward Dean, driver J. D. Saunby (Saunby Feed Mill) 

1904 J. Edward Dean, driver J. D. Saunby (Saunby Feed Mill) 

1905 John H. Petfield, bartenter, Boswell House 

1906 John H. Petfield, bartender, Boswell House 

1907 John H. Petfield, bartender, Boswell House 

1908 John H. Petfield, bartender, Hotel Windsor 

1909-1910 John H. Petfield, wine clerk, Western Hotel 

1915 John H. Petfield, pntr GTR 

1915 Verne Sherdown, moto St Ry, b 88 Blackfriarsb 

1916 John H. Petfield, pntr GTR 

1917 John H. Petfield, pntr GTR 

1918 John H. Petfield, pntr GTR 

1920 John H. Petfield, pntr GTR 

1921 John H. Petfield, pntr GTR 

1922 John H. Petfield, wks GTR 

1923 John H. Petfield, wks GTR 

1924 John H. Petfield, wks CNR 

1925 John H. Petfield, wks CNR 

1926 John H. Petfield, wks CNR 

1927 John H. Petfield, wks CNR 

1928 John H. Petfield, wks CNR 

1929 John H. Petfield, wks CNR 

1930 John H. Petfield, wks CNR 

1931 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNRc 

1932 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1933 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1934 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1935 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1936 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1937 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1938 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

                                            
a Entries for London West, which was not annexed by the City of London until 1898, are recorded without 
an address which makes property-based research difficult to achieve particularly where it appears that 
the property was rented as opposed to owner occupied (which could allow information from the Land 
Registry records to be used to corroborate information in the City Directory). 
b The “b” that accompanies the entry for Verne Sherdown indicates that he “boarded” at the property 
c An asterisk appears with the City Directory (1931) entry for John H. Petfield, indicating that the property 
is owner-occupied. 
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Year  Entry 

1939 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1940 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1941 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1942 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1943 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1944 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1945 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1946 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1947 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1948 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1949 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1950 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1951 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1952 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1953 John H. (Annie) Petfield, pntr CNR 

1954 John H. Petfieldd 

1955 John H. Petfield 

1956 John H. Petfield 

1957 John H. Petfield 

1958 John H. Petfield 

1959 John H. Petfield 

1960 John H. Petfield 

1961 John H. Petfield 

1962 John H. Petfielde 

1963 Vacant 

1964 Thomas Gerry 

1965 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1966 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1967 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1968 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1969 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1970 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1971 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1972 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1973 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1974 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1975 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1976 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1977 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1978 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1979 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry, bridge builder 

1980 Thomas H. (Jennie), bridgemn CNR 

1981 Thomas H. (Jennie), bridgemn CNR 

1982 Thomas H. (Jennie), bridgemn CNR 

1983 Thomas H. (Jennie), bridgemn CNR 

1984 Thomas H. (Jennie), bridgemn CNR 

1985 Thomas (Jennie) Gerry 

1986 Jennie Gerryf 

                                            
d Annie Petfield, born 1867, died October 1, 1953. 
e John Petfield, born 1874, died April 2, 1962. The property was sold in October 1962 to Thomas H. 
Gerry. 
f The property at 88 Blackfriars Street was granted to Jennie Leona Gerry in 1986, following the death of 
Thomas Gerry. Jennie Gerry sold the property in 1987 to Patricia Leone Swatuk, who is not recorded in 
the City Directory.  
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Year  Entry 

1987 Jennie Gerryg 

1988 No return 

1989 E. Powileit 

1990 A. M. Barrett 

1991 Lisa Pieniazek 

1992 Lisa Pieniazek 

1993 Lisa Pieniazek 

1994 Lisa Pieniazek 

1995 Lisa Pieniazek, Murray L. Milliganh 

1996 Lisa Pieniazek, Murray L. Milligan 

1997 Lisa Pieniazek 

1998 Lisa Pieniazek 

1999 Lisa Pieniazek 

2000 Lisa Pieniazek 

2001 Lisa Pieniazek 

2002 Lisa Pieniazek 

2003 Lisa Pieniazek 

2004 Lisa Pieniazek 

2005 Lisa Pieniazek 

2006 M. Hossein, Mohammed Hassan 

2007 M. Hossein, Mohammed Hassan 

2008 M. Hossein, Mohammed Hassan 

2009 No return 

2010 No return 

2011 No return 

2012 No return 

2013i No return 

 
 
  

                                            
g The City Directory (1988) records Mrs. J. Gerry at 345 Wharncliffe Road North, Apartment 812. 
h Murray Lee Milligan purchased the property at 88 Blackfriars Street in 1987 for $56,000 from Patricia 
Leone Swatuk. He is only recorded as occupying the property in the 1995 and 1996 City Directory.  
i The City Directory was last published in 2013. 
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Appendix D – Proposed Building  

 
Figure 2: Front façade of the proposed new building at 88 Blackfriars Street. 

 
Figure 3: Site plan showing the proposed new building at 88 Blackfriars Street with the setbacks and footprints of 
adjacent and nearby buildings in the Blackfriars/Petersville Heritage Conservation District.  
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Figure 4: Front elevation of the proposed building at 88 Blackfriars Street. 

 
Figure 5: Side (west) elevation of the proposed building at 88 Blackfriars Street. 
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Figure 6: Rear (south) elevation of the proposed building at 88 Blackfriars Street. 

 
Figure 7: Side (east) elevation of the proposed building at 88 Blackfriars Street. 
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Figure 8: Rendering showing the proposed building in its context on the south side of Blackfriars Street. 
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Appendix E – Heritage Impact Assessment 

Attached Separately. 
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October 21, 2019 
 
 
 
 
Distinctive Homes London Inc. 
420 York Street, 
London, Ontario 
N6B 1R1 
 
 
 
Attn: Steven Underhill 
 
 
 
Re:  88 Blackfriars Street - Heritage Impact Assessment   
 
 
 
 
I am pleased to submit a completed Heritage Impact Assessment for the proposed building 
development at 88 Blackfriars Street. Please do not hesitate to call me if you have any questions or 
if you require any clarification of the findings of the impact assessment. 
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Thor Dingman, B. Arch. Sc., CAHP, BCQ 
FIRM BCIN 26998 
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1.0   INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) is to determine if the cultural heritage 
resources or attributes are impacted by the proposed development. If negative impacts are 
identified, avoidance measures, alternative development strategies or mitigation may be 
recommended. 

The subject property at 88 Blackfriars Street is included within the boundary of the Blackfriars-
Petersville Heritage Conservation District (BPHCD). The District is designated under Part V of the 
Ontario Heritage Act (OHA). The property has been identified in the District Plan to be a 
contributing heritage resource within the District boundary. 

A Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) has been requested by the Heritage Planner to measure the 
effect of the proposed development on the property at 88 Blackfriars Street, and on the Blackfriars-
Petersville Heritage Conservation District. 

The owner, Distinctive Homes London Inc., has retained Thor Dingman B. Architecture Sc. Inc. 
(TD-BAS) to prepare the HIA for the proposed redevelopment of the property. The HIA will form the 
primary rationale for the heritage permit application review process. The permit review process will 
be completed by city staff with the advice of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH). 
Demolition of a building within the Blackfriars-Petersville HCD requires final approval by London 
City Council. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

1. No. 11 Leslie Street, c 1887, built by bricklayer Samuel 
Moore, is another example of a contributing heritage 
resource in the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District.  

2. No. 88 Blackfriars Street, the subject property. This is identified 
as a contributing heritage resource to the Blackfriars-Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District.  
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1.2 Objectives 
The Heritage Impact Assessment has the following objectives 

1. To assess and determine the cultural heritage value and heritage attributes of the property 
at 88 Blackfriars Street 

2. To assess and determine the contributing cultural value of the property at 88 Blackfriars 
Street to the broader context of the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District. 

3. To determine the potential negative impact of the proposed redevelopment on the cultural 
heritage resource at 88 Blackfriars Street. 

4. To determine the potential negative impact of the proposed development on the Blackfriars-
Petersville Heritage Conservation District. 

5. To provide recommendations including avoidance measures, alternative development 
strategies or mitigation of potential negative impacts by the proposed development. 

 
1.3 Limitations 
This assessment is the result of the observations, research, opinions and recommendations on 
cultural heritage matters. The assessment will follow good heritage practise in accordance with 
accepted technical and ethical standards as outlined by the Canadian Association of Heritage 
Professionals, the Ontario Heritage Act and the generally accepted heritage guidelines published by 
the Provincial Government of Ontario and the Federal Government of Canada. 

This assessment is limited to heritage matters and shall not be interpreted as having opinions or 
recommendations, expressed or implied, on the adequacy of any buildings or structures for safe 
human occupancy. The opinions or recommendations within this assessment, expressed or implied, 
shall not be interpreted as taking responsibility for construction as defined under the Ontario 
Building Act or any other construction work.  
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1.4 Property Introduction 

The owner of the property, Distinctive Homes London Inc., proposes to redevelop the land at 88 
Blackfriars Street by building a new detached single dwelling. Construction of the proposed new 
building requires the complete removal of the existing residential structure. 

The property is located in the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District (BPHCD) and 
has been identified as a Contributing Heritage Resource. Approval to proceed with demolition of the 
structure will require internal municipal review and London City Council approval.        

The existing house is vacant and is currently unsuitable for human habitation. The property was 
purchased by Distinctive Homes London Inc. in July 2018. At the time of purchase the existing 
building was in an advanced state of neglect and was uninhabitable. The circumstances that led to 
the deterioration prior to the purchase by Distinctive Homes has not been determined. Local and 
municipal concern over the appearance and condition of the house has been on ongoing concern. 

Since purchasing the building, the owner has secured the envelope. This included the removal of 
approximately 300 square feet at the rear of the house where the roof had totally collapsed leaving 
the rear width of the structure open to the weather and to unauthorized entry. At the last date of 
on-site review by TD-BAS, the envelope has been secured against unauthorized entry with plywood 
sheeting. Hydro power and natural gas have been disconnected. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.(top right) North 
elevation. 
 
4, (top right) West 
elevation. 

5. (bottom left) 
South elevation 
with collapsed 
rear roof. 
 
6, (bottom right) 
South elevation 
with collapsed 
portion removed 
and plywood 
sheeting.  
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1.5 Property Features Table 

88 Blackfriars Street  

  

Key Maps North elevations (view looking southward) 

Address 88 Blackfriars Street, London Ontario, N6H 1K9 

Ward & Planning District Ward 13, West London 

Legal Description Part Lots 19 & 20, Plan 111(W) As In 764330 London, Roll Number 010120002000000 

Neighbourhood Blackfriars 

Historical Name Unknown 

Construction Date 1875 (unconfirmed)  

Original Owner at 
Construction 

(unconfirmed) 

Original Use Residential Single Family (assumed) 

Current Occupancy Unoccupied / Uninhabitable 

Current Zoning R2-2(19) Residential Zone - low density residential development, single detached dwellings, existing 
legally established semi-detached, duplex, converted (max. 2 unit) dwellings  

Current Use Vacant Single Dwelling Unit / Uninhabitable 

Site Dimensions 14m x 30.5m (approximate) 

Building Footprint Area 61.6 m2 (663 sq ft) 

Building Height 1 Storey 

Architect / Designer Unknown 

Architectural Style Ontario Cottage, vernacular variation – asymmetrical  

Additions / Alterations Rear portions removed 

Heritage Status Part V OHA, Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District, By-law L.S.P.-3437-179. 
Contributing Heritage Resource. 

Proposed Work Demolition, Redevelopment 
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1.6 Scope of Work & Methods 
The scope of work has been compiled to determine firstly, if the cultural heritage attributes of the 
property at 88 Blackfriars Street are significant, and secondly, if the attributes of the property are a 
contributing heritage resource to the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District. 

The modest design of the one storey house is archetypical in the residential fabric of Blackfriars-
Petersville Heritage Conservation District. As a modest, one storey house with narrow frontage, its 
prominence is limited to the Blackfriars streetscape. For this reason, the HIA scope will be focused 
locally to the immediate neighbourhood within the viewshed along Blackfriars Street.      

The HIA will follow the generally accepted format outline for Heritage Impact Assessments and 
Conservation Plans as outlined by the Province of Ontario. The scope of the HIA will be adjusted 
where deemed appropriate to provide a complete and comprehensive assessment of the heritage 
resources, and for mitigation of any potential negative impacts.  

A physical assessment of the property has been completed. Due to the unsafe condition of the 
structure, access to the interior of the house was limited. The methods of assessment are as 
follows; 

o on-site review of the property 
o photographic records 
o as-built record building measurement 
o as-built drawings of the existing building 
o property boundary measurements 
o topographic measurements of property and adjacent property 
o tree and plant inventory 

    
Historical research on the property within the larger context of the Heritage Conservation District has 
been completed using the following resources; 

o Ontario Land Registry Office Title search 
o Blackfriars-Petersville Study  
o Blackfriars-Petersville HCD 
o The London Room, London Public Library 
o on-site review of the district 
o photographic records 
o building typology and analysis 
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1.7 Assessment Criteria 
In determining individual cultural heritage value of the subject property, criteria from OHA Regulation 
9/06 will be used.  The Ontario Heritage Act, Regulation 9/06, Criteria For Determining Cultural 
Heritage Value or Interest, provides a set of criteria grouped into the following three categories. 
Evaluation in each category determines the cultural heritage value or interest of a potential heritage 
resource. High value in one or more categories is sufficient to determine cultural heritage value or 
interest.     

According to Ontario Regulation 9/06, the following criteria will be used; 

1. The property has design value or physical value because it, 
i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or 

construction method, 
ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or 
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

2. The property has historical value or associative value because it, 
i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution 

that is significant to a community, 
ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a 

community or culture, or 
iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist 

who is significant to a community. 

3. The property has contextual value because it, 
i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area, 
ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, or 
iii. is a landmark. 
O. Reg. 9/06, s. 1 (2). 

Further guidance may be referenced in the Ontario Heritage Toolkit including the guide to Heritage 
Property Evaluation, published by the Ministry of Tourism Culture and Sport. Other references and 
resources that are recognised and established within the practice of cultural heritage conservation 
may be used as required. 
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2.0 PLANNING POLICY & FRAMEWORK 
2.1 Ontario Heritage Act 
 
Under Part V, Heritage Conservation Districts of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, C.O.18, the 
removal of a building within a HCD is not permitted with out receiving a permit from the 
municipality. Section 42 under Part V of the act states the following;   
 

42 (1) No owner of property situated in a heritage conservation district that has been 
designated by a municipality under this Part shall do any of the following, unless the owner 
obtains a permit from the municipality to do so: 

1. Alter, or permit the alteration of, any part of the property, other than the interior of any 
structure or building on the property. 

2. Erect, demolish or remove any building or structure on the property or permit the erection, 
demolition or removal of such a building or structure.  2005, c. 6, s. 32 (1). 

Note: On a day to be named by proclamation of the Lieutenant Governor, paragraph 2 of 
subsection 42 (1) of the Act is repealed and the following substituted: (See: 2019, c. 9, 
Sched. 11, s. 19 (1)) 

2. Erect any building or structure on the property or permit the erection of such a building or 
structure. 

3. Demolish or remove, or permit the demolition or removal of, any attribute of the property if 
the demolition or removal would affect a heritage attribute described in the heritage 
conservation district plan that was adopted for the heritage conservation district in a by-law 
registered under subsection 41 (10.1). 

4. Demolish or remove a building or structure on the property or permit the demolition or 
removal of a building or structure on the property, whether or not the demolition or removal 
would affect a heritage attribute described in the heritage conservation district plan that was 
adopted for the heritage conservation district in a by-law registered under subsection 41 
(10.1). 

 

2.2 Provincial Policy Statement 
 
As a key part of Ontario’s policy-led planning system, the Provincial Policy Statement sets the 
policy foundation for regulating the development and use of land. Under the Ontario Provincial 
Policy Statement 2014 (PPS) clearly states the protection afforded to heritage resources; 

2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall 
be conserved. 
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2.3 London Official Plan 

On December 28, 2016, the Province approved The London Plan with modifications. Portions of 
The London Plan are currently under appeal before the Ontario Municipal Board, and until those 
appeals are resolved the previous Official Plan (1989) also remains in effect. 

13.3.2. Changes to Buildings or Structures  
After a Heritage Conservation District has been designated by Council the erection, alteration, 
demolition, or removal of buildings or structures within the District shall be subject to the 
provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act and any secondary plan which takes the form of a 
Heritage Conservation District Plan. (Section 13.3.2. amended by OPA 438 Dec. 17/09)  
 
13.3.6. Heritage Conservation Districts  
Within Heritage Conservation Districts established under the provisions of this Plan, the 
following policies shall apply:  
i) the character of the District shall be maintained by encouraging the retention of existing 
structures and landscape features;  
ii) the design of new development, either as infilling or as additions to existing buildings, 
should complement the prevailing character of the area;  
iii) regard shall be had at all times to the guidelines and intent of the Heritage Conservation 
District Plan 

 

The Official identifies policies for near-campus neighbourhoods. A large portion of the Blackfriars-
Petersville HCD is included in the “Near-Campus Neighbourhoods Area”. The following is an 
excerpt from 3.5.19 Policies For Near-Campus Neighbourhoods; 

Near-Campus Neighbourhoods provide an extremely valuable asset to the City of London. 
They are important attributes in the City of London to attract and retain the brightest and best 
faculty and students. They are desirable and unique neighbourhoods, some of which offer an 
outstanding stock of heritage buildings and streetscapes. In addition, they provide close 
proximity to employment, culture and entertainment resources that their neighbouring 
educational institutions offer.  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7. Detail of Near-Campus 
Neighbourhoods Area. The 
shaded portion show the area 
surrounding Western 
University. The red dot is the 
location of 88 Blackfriars 
Street. 
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2.4 Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan 

The assessment will rely principally on the previous research, evaluation and change management 
framework contained within the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan (BPHCD) 
format. The BPHCD Plan, dated May 12, 2014, by Golder Associates and was adopted by London 
Municipal Council on May 6, 2014. The HCD was designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage 
Act on May 15, 2015. 

Where deemed appropriate for this assessment, direct reference will be made to relevant sections 
of the BPHCD Plan that sufficiently satisfy the goals of the HIA. A checkmark will appear under 
“Ref” column beside the relevant sections listed below. Where additional research is required to 
enhance the gaols of the HIA, check mark will appear in the “Additional Comment” column of the 
table below. 

BLACKFRIARS-PETERSVILLE HERITAGE CONSERVATION DISTRICT PLAN 
 Referenced 

in HIA 
Additional 
Comment 

2.0 CONSERVATION DISTRICT   

 2.1 Description of the Heritage Conservation District   
 2.2 Heritage Conservation District Boundaries   
 2.3 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value   
3.0 HERITAGE CONSERVATION DISTRCIT GOALS & OBJECTIVES   

4.0 HERITAGE CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES   

5.0 ONTARIO HERITAGE ACT   

 5.1 Conflict   
 5.2 Contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act   
6.0 MUNICIPAL POLICIES   

 6.1 Introduction   
 6.2 Official Plan   
 6.3 Zoning By-law   
 6.4 Site Plan Control   
 6.5 Severances and Minor Variances   
 6.6 Building Permits   
 6.7 Design Guidelines   
 6.8 Archaeological master Plan   
 6.9 Sign & canopy By-law   
 6.10 Emergency management Plan   
7.0 HERITAGE CONSERVATION DISTRCIT POLICIES   

 7.1 General   
 7.2 Development Pattern   
 7.3 Resources in Blackfriars-Petersville heritage Conservation District   
 7.4 Contributing Resources   
 7.5 Demolition of Contributing Resources   
 7.6 Non-Contributing Resources   
 7.7. Residential Area   
 7.8 Neighbourhood Commercial Node Area   
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 7.9 Open Space   
 7.11 Building Conversion   
 7.12 Public Realm   
 7.13 Public Works & Infrastructure   
 7.14 Part IV Designations within a heritage Conservation District   
 7.15 Heritage Conservation Easements   
 7.16 Adjacent Area   
8.0 HERITAGE ALTERATION PERMIT PROCESS   

 8.2 Heritage Alteration Permit & Other Permits   
 8.3 Emergency Repairs   
9.0 IMPLEMENTAION   
 9.1 Education and Information Programs   
 9.2 Monitoring Programs   
 9.3 Heritage Preservation Incentive Programs   

10.0 ARCHITECURAL DESIGN GUIDLINES    

 10.1 Introduction   
 10.2 Key Elements   
 10.3 Design Guidelines   

11.0 ARCHITECURAL CONSERVATION GUIDLINES    

 11.1 Cycles of Restoration   
 11.2 Conservation Guidelines   

12.0 CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION & DESIGN   

 12.1 Introduction    
 12.2 Streets   
 12.3 Parking   
 12.4 Signage   
 12.5 Street Furniture   
 12.6 Street Lighting   
 12.7 Trees and Vegetation   
 12.8 Parks and Open Space   
 12.9 Gateways   
 12.10 Interpretive Features   
 12.11 Public Works and Infrastructure   
     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8. Map detail from the 1878 Middlesex 
Atlas. The subject lot 2o for 88 Blackfriars 
Street can be clearly shown and of equal 
depth to lot 19. At some point a rear 
portion Lot 20 was severed and joined to 
accommodate the house that stands today 
at 181 Wharncliffe Road. 
 
 
Credit: 
Map of the city of London and Suburbs, 
Published in 1878 by Hammerburg 
Productions, Drawn by Jno Rogers. 
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3.0 HISTORICAL RESEARCH, SITE ANALYSIS and EVALUATION 

3.1 District History – Blackfriars-Petersville HCD Context 

The following excerpt is taken from the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District Study; 

2.1 Overview (BPHCD Study) 
Historically, the river that dominates the area has served as both an enemy and a friend. 
Frequently overflowing its banks, the river has often created havoc with the homes and 
roads in the area. As a friend it has blanketed the plain with rich alluvial soil that fed 
Chippewa cornfields, produced rich farm crops and market gardens, and, because of the 
constant danger of flooding, provided a venue for low-income housing popular with 
labourers and craftsmen throughout its history. 

The following excerpt is taken from the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan; 

2.3 Statement of Cultural Heritage Value (BPHCD Plan) 
Architecturally, the HCD exhibits a continuity of change based on a variation of working-
class housing that was built predominantly from the 1880s to the 1930s. The majority of 
architectural forms and styles are of the vernacular Ontario cottage style with various 
renditions and features. The homes within the HCD are reflective of modest, economical 
home building in the late-19th and early-20th centuries. 

The cottage at 88 Blackfriars Street is representative of the preponderance of modest one storey 
cottages that are a defining characteristic of Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District. 
For further background on the Blackfriars-Petersville HCD, refer to the Study, dated January, 2014 
and the Plan and Guidelines, dated by May 12, 2014. Both documents are by Golder Associates in 
association with IBI Group and Tausky Heritage Consultants.    

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9. Detail of Sketch Map dated 1867 
attributed to R.M. Armstrong listing 
croplands and species of trees in 
surrounding woodlands. Four 
categories of house are listed in the 
legend in the bottom right corner 
according to the number of rooms 
from one to more than eight. 
 
The area of the lot at 88 Blackfriars 
Street (white arrow) does not show 
evidence of any buildings. 
 
Credit: 
London Historic Map Collection, 
Western Libraries, University of 
western Ontario.  
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3.2 Blackfriars Street – History & Analysis  

Early access to the lands north and west of the of the Thames River forks was along the 
Wharncliffe Proof Line. The proof line, laid out by Mahlon Burwell in 1910, began on the north bank 
of the Thames River, west of the forks, and extended northward. However, a bridge across the 
Thames to connect the south and north sides of Wharncliffe Road was not completed until 1914. 
With the construction of the first Blackfriars Bridge by the 1820s, a seminal point in determining the 
future shape of the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District had arrived. The following 
excerpt is taken from the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District Study; 

The Wharncliffe/Proof Line route was the principal means whereby people journeying 
from London could travel to locations north and west of the river forks. It was the first 
route by which settlers travelled to find their locations, and whereby they returned to 
London to purchase supplies or market their goods. The route they actually took from the 
village of London would have been north along Ridout Street and then across Blackfriars 
Bridge, long the only bridge connecting land on the east and west sides of the north 
branch of the Thames. The historical record is mute on when the first primitive bridge was 
constructed at the site now linking the present Ridout and Blackfriars streets. But as early 
as 1823, the London District Quarter Sessions dealt with a petition from Lewis Hartman, 
who had spent £250 constructing a bridge there, who wished to be paid for an unpaid 
balance.21 

Early in the first half of the nineteen century the route over Blackfriars Bridge and along Blackfriars 
Street would become an important economic link between the London and the fertile lands west of 
and north of the Forks of the Thames. Subdivision of land first began north and south along 
Blackfriars Street in the 1850s as illustrated below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

10. Map illustrating the 
approximate dates of surveys with 
the Blackfriars-Petersville HCD. 
The subject area at the corner of 
Blackfriars Street and Wharncliffe 
Road North is shaded in pink. This 
land was surveyed in the 1850s. 
 
Reference: Figure 4, Blackfriars-
Petersville Heritage Conservations 
District Study, 2014. 
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Land assessors’ records show that by 1857, 53 persons had bought land in Petersville/Bridgetown 
with over 30 living there. In 1863 Duncan Campbell subdivided land south of Blackfriars Street, and 
east of Wharncliffe, which was a first step towards settlement of lands south of Blackfriars. Despite 
the opening of a new wooden bridge between the City of London and Kensington/Petersville in 
1871, the bird’s eye view map of 1872 above does not show any buildings at the corner of 
Blackfriars Street and Wharncliffe Road North. 

An increase in construction along Blackfriars Street coincides with the incorporation of the Village of 
Petersville in 1874. In a later bird’s eye view map of 1893 above, representative buildings are now 
shown at the corner of Wharncliffe Road North and Blackfriars Street and eastward along Blackfriars 
Street. 88 Blackfriars is representative of the early intensification of urban growth in the area.   

After a January flood in 1874 the wooden bridge connecting Petersville with London was destroyed. 
On September 28, 1875, a new bowstring truss bridge was opened. This was to be the first iron 

11. At left is a bird’s eyes map of 
London dated 1872 and drawn by 
E.S. Glover. The area of the lot at 88 
Blackfriars Street (white arrow) does 
not show evidence of any buildings. 
 
 
Credit: 
Reproduction: Canadian Cities: Brid’s 
Eye Views, published in 1998 by the 
Association of Canadian Map 
Libraries and Archives, Ottawa, 
Canada. Reproduced from an original 
in the J.J. Talman Regional 
Collection Room, University of 
Western Ontario, London. Ontario.  

 

12. Map of the City of London published in 
1893. A building is illustrated at the corner of 
Wharncliffe Road and Blackfriars Street. The 
building shown is two storey and is possible a 
generic rendering. The two residential 
buildings south of Blackfriars Street on the 
east side of Wharncliffe Road could be No 
175. 
 
 
Credit: 
City of London, Canada, With View of 
Principal Business Buildings, 
Published by Toronto Lithography Co., 
Published in 1893. 
 
London Historic Map Collection, 
Western Libraries, University of western 
Ontario.  
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bridge in London, and 144 years later, it is the same iconic Blackfriars Bridge that is in service 
today. It is possibly the oldest iron bridge in North America still open to vehicular service. 

With the opening of a new and modern bridge, together with the pressure of urban growth spilling 
outward from London, the conditions were ripe for new commercial and residential building 
construction along Blackfriars Street. The humble, scaled down, yet attractive vernacular Georgian 
cottage was an affordable and popular architectural design employed throughout the district. Along 
Blackfriars Street today there are 8 buildings dating from the 1870s, four of which are cottage 
designs. 88 Blackfriars is one of the four cottages from the 1870s time period. 

By 1870 Blackfriars Street was becoming a densely populated street as can be seen in the 
photograph of the wooden Blackfriars Bridge below. Modest, hip-roofed cottages can be seen 
scattered in the landscape beyond the roof line of these commercial buildings. The 1870s saw the 
construction of many buildings along Blackfriars Street, eight of which are still standing today.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The ubiquitous cottage design is expressed in many variations along Blackfriars Street. Above are 
examples of three centre hall plan designs and three side hall plan designs found on Blackfriars 
Street, including the subject property. All the six of these cottages examples ranges within a 15-
year period, from 1875 to 1890 

.    

  

  

13. Upper Left – A photograph from 1870 
showing previous wooden Blackfriars bridge. 
This view shows a defined commercial street on 
Blackfriars adjacent to the bridge. Small cottage 
can be seen beyond the roof line of the 
storefronts. 
 
14. Upper Right – Detail of a photograph of the 
new completed iron Blackfriars Bridge in 1875 
including a view along Blackfriars Street and to 
the cottages west of Napier Street. 
 
15. Left, Top Row – A current photographic 
collection of one-storey cottages along north 
side of Blackfriars Street dating from 1885 to 
1890. 
 
Left, Bottom Row – Cottages along south side 
of Blackfriars Street dating from 1875 to 1885.   

 

43 31 29

24 30 88
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3.3 88 Blackfriars Street History  

The earliest Land Registry Office records show that in 1900 Lot 20 was owned by Skelton Weldon. 
According to the Canada Census of 1871, Weldon was born in Canada in 1841 and was the son of 
Irish immigrants. He is listed as a farmer in Westminster Township in 1871. 

No connection can be found between Skelton Weldon and noted London citizen, Col. Douglas Black 
Weldon. D.B. Weldon was born in Moncton New Brunswick in 1895 and moved to London after 
returning from overseas at the conclusion of WWI.     

In Vernon’s City of London Directory of 1909-10 we find John H. Pitfield, a 35-year-old painter, 
residing at 88 Blackfriars Street. Later, in the Canada census of 1921, John and Anna Pitfield are 
recorded as living at 88 Blackfriars Street and are listed as renters. John Pitfield was born in 
England in 1875 and immigrated with his family to Hay Township in Huron County as young boy.  

Land Registry record show that Weldon was the still the owner of the property during the time 
Pitfield is listed as a renter. We can conclude that Weldon was likely using the property as a source 
of in his senior years. These records give an idea of the hard-working tradesman and farmers that 
were some of the early residents of the Petersville area. 

The property at 88 Blackfriars Street has weathered many devastating floods from the Thames 
River, including the deadly floods of 1883 and 1937. The photograph below, taken along Blackfriars 
Street, shows how entire wood frame houses and structures could be floated off their foundations 
by flood waters, then deposited by chance, and sometimes overturned. Early wood frame building 
technics employed a timber sill plate (mud sill) placed on top of the foundation. The large timber sill 
provided a solid connection with the wood framed walls above but, it did not lend itself to anchoring 
against uplift. This construction is well illustrated by the intact condition of the exposed floor framing 
of the overturned building below.  The house at 88 Blackfriars has identical construction.         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16. This photograph 
shows the catastrophic 
damage to homes and 
property after the flood of 
1883. This photograph 
was taken in the 
Petersville area. The 
cottage in the background 
bears a striking 
resemblance to 88 
Blackfriars Street. 
 
Credit: Western University 
Archives   
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Petersville survived the ongoing threat of flooding from the Thames River and had continued to 
thrive and grow. In retrospect, with the growth and prosperity of London, fueled by the surrounding 
fertile planes, woodlands and waterways, the annexation of London West (formerly Petersville) to 
the City of London was only a matter of time.  

Since the absorption of Blackfriars Street into the diverse urban fabric of London, well over 100 
years ago, the distinct and culturally rich urban character of the area is immediately apparent, and 
district is cherished by residents and visitors. The low, human scaled buildings, together with 
compact and intimate street frontages contain an infinite expression of design and today 
demonstrates pride of ownership. The building at 88 Blackfriars, notwithstanding its dilapidated 
condition, was a contributing cultural resource to the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District.            

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The 1922 aerial photograph above illustrates that, after a period of rebuilding following the flood of 
1883, the pattern of building placement is remarkable consistent. Even the undeveloped space at 
the site of the former Empress United Church is apparent in the character of the west end of 
Blackfriars Street today. 

 

 

17. Aerial photograph of Blackfriars Street from 1922. Credit: Western Libraries, University of Western Ontario, 
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3.4    Blackfriars Street Inventory 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The GIS map at right has been used as a key to identify all 
building types along Blackfriars Street according to address
number, building type, height and date of construction. The map 
corresponds with a tabular inventory on the following page. A very 
compact and coherent group of building frontages is evident along 
the north side of Blackfriars Street, between Napier and Argyle 
Streets. All buildings were built after the flood of 1883. 

Between Argyle and Wharncliffe there is an absence of a well-
defined building street edge across from 88 Blackfriars (shaded in 
pink). This is due in whole to the parking lot that now serves a
converted office building, formerly the Empress United Church.   

18. Below: Aerial image of Blackfriars Street. credit: Google Earth 
19. Right: GIS Map with annotations credit: City of London  



Heritage Impact Assessment   88 Blackfriars St.  

L O N D O N ,  O N T A R I O   O c t o b e r ,  2 0 1 8  

  
 

 
 T H O R  D I N G M A N           B.  A R C H I T E C T U R A L  S C. I N C.  

7 0  S T .  V I N C E N T  S T .  S . ,  S T R A T F O R D ,  O N T A R I O  N 5 A  2 W 6  t e l  5 1 9 - 2 7 1 - 3 1 7 4  f a x  5 1 9 - 2 7 1 - 7 9 7 0   t h o r d i n g m a n @ s y m p a t i c o . c a  

21 of 47 

 

 

Blackfriars Street Building Height and Style Inventory 
Blackfriars Street North Side   Blackfriars Street South 

Side Address Storey Date Description  Description Date Storey Address 
9 2 1877 Italianate Collins House 

Part V    1920 2 10 
Napier Street 

13 2 2015   Cottage c1880  1 14 
15 1.5 1915   Cottage 1900  1 16 
17 1.5 1915    1890 2 20 
19 1.5 1885 Ont Farm House  Cottage 1900  1 22 
21 1 1923 Cottage  Ont Cottage c1870  1 24 
23 1 1923 Cottage  Cottage 1890  1 28 
25 1.5 1905   Cottage 1885  1 30 
27 1.5 1890    1890 1 32 
29 1 1890 Cottage  Cottage 1880  1 36 
31 1 1895 Cottage   1949 1 38 
33 1 1885   Wilson Avenue 
35 1.5 1885   Italianate c1877  2 44 
37 1 1890   Italianate c1877  2 46 
39 1.5 1890   Italianate c1877  2 48 
41 1 1910    1915 2 54 
43 1.5 1885 Cottage   1870 1.5 58 
49 1 1900    1880 2 60 
51 1 1969   Ont Cottage c1870  1 66 
53 1 1969       
55 1 1969       
57 1 1969       

Argyle Street      
   Albion Street 

67 1.5 1950    1980 1.5 70 
69 2 1973   Ont Cottage 1880 

 
1.5 72 

71 1.5 1911   1949  1.5 76 
75 3 1960s    1900 1 78 
77 1.5 1947    1900 1.5 82 
79 1.5 1899    1915 1.5 84 
81 1.5 1927   Ont Cottage 1875 1 88 

193W 2 1911    1890 1.5 187W 
30 Total Buildings 26 

25 x 1 Storey = 44%     20 x 1.5 Storey = 35%      11 x 2 Storey = 20% 
8x1870s = 14% 20x1880-90s=35% 16x1900-20s=28% 12x1940-2015=21% 
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33

Blackfriars Street Building Inventory Photographs - North Side 
Upper left photograph starts at the corner of Wharncliffe and moves eastward to the Thames River. 

  

    

    

    

    

    

193 81 79 75

75 75 71 69

76 57-55 53-51 49

45 43 41 39

37 35 31
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Blackfriars Street Building Inventory Photographs - North & South Side 
The upper left photograph starts at 29 Blackfriars St and moves eastward to the Thames River. 

 

    

    

  
  
 This series ends with 
 house at No. 9 
 adjacent to 
 Blackfriars 
 Bridge. 

 

Below series starts with 
the house at No. 187

Wharncliffe at
the corner of Wharncliffe 

Road and Blackfriars 
Streets.

29 27 25 23

21 19 17 15

13 9

187 88 84 82

76 72 76 70
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Blackfriars Street Building Inventory Photographs - South Side 
The upper left photograph starts at 66 Blackfriars St and moves westward Wharncliffe Road N. 
 

 This series ends with 
 house at No. 10 
 adjacent to 
 Blackfriars 
 Bridge. 

 

  

66 60 58 54

48 44-46 38 36

32 30 28 24

22 20 16 14

10
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It is interesting to note that seven of the buildings from the 1870s are located on the south side of 
Blackfriars Street. The disastrous and deadly flooding of the Thames River in 1883 caused 
catastrophic damaged and the flood is likely responsible for the loss of the entire building stock on 
the north side of Blackfriars Street between Napier and Argyle Streets. This is possibly due to the 
north side of the street being exposed to up stream pressure. Construction of all of the existing 
buildings along this block date from after the flood of 1883. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 20. Photograph after 
the 1883 flood looking 
westward from Argyle

Street towards 
Blackfriars Street. 

Credit: Western 
Archives, University of 

Western Ontario.

21 Photograph looking 
south along Argyle 

Street during the flood of 
1937. Credit: University 

of Western Ontario.

22 Photograph at the 
corner of Blackfriars and 
Napier Street during the 

flood of 1937. Credit:
University of Western 

Ontario.

23. Far Right: GIS Map 
with annotations. Credit: 

City of London.
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4.0 IDENTIFICATION OF HERITAGE RESOURCES 

4.1 88 Blackfriars Street Attributes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The building at 88 Blackfriars Street is currently in an advanced state of neglect. The present owner 
purchased the building in July 2018 in an advanced state of neglect. This has substantially 
narrowed the field of possible physical heritage attributes available for assessment. Significant 
heritage attributes are limited to the form of the house and include; 

1. small, single storey built form with compact massing 
2. front hipped roof with symmetrical front gothic gable 
3. three bay façade design with vernacular side-hall Ontario cottage variation 
4. double hung windows, two over two 

The following assessment of possible heritage value is arranged in tabular form according to Ontario 
Regulation 9/06. 

Clockwise from top Left 24. North elevation of 88 Blackfriars Street.  25. Interior view of the gutted interior of 88 Blackfriars, with the partially 
demolished rear exterior walls and roof.   26. View of the south elevation with temporary plywood sheeting as per City of London unsafe 
building order.  27. View of crawl space and mud sill floor framing and opening from collapsed foundation. 
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Heritage Attributes of the property at 88 Blackfriars Street 
Ontario Regulation 9/06 

1. The property has design value or physical value because it, 

i) is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or 
construction method, 

Rare no 

The vernacular Ontario cottage 
form is fairly common in Ontario 
but within the BPHCD the form is 
dominate with many extant 
examples including narrow side 
hall layout.   

15% of the building along 
Blackfriars Street are of the 
cottage form 

Unique no 

The vernacular Ontario cottage 
form is fairly common in Ontario 
but within the BPHCD the form is 
dominate with many extant 
examples including narrow side 
hall layout.   

Side hall plans and gothic 
gables cottages are found on 
Blackfriars Street and within the 
BPHCD 

Representative  yes 

The building is representative of 
the continuity of design sensitivity 
by builders in the early 
development of Upper Canada.  

The Ontario cottage style and 
vernacular variations are one of 
the dominant residential forms 
in the BPHCD  

Early example yes 

The building is an early example 
of the ubiquitous cottage design 
employed by settlers in 
Petersville.    

 

ii) displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, 

Craftsmanship no 
All visual surface indication of 
craftsmanship has been removed 
or are concealed from view.  

 

Artistic merit no 
All visual surface indication of 
artistic merit has been removed 
or are concealed from view. 

 

iii) demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

Technical 
Achievement no Typical period residential technics 

employed in construction    

Scientific 
achievement no Typical period residential technics 

employed in construction    
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Heritage Attributes of the property at 88 Blackfriars Street 
Ontario Regulation 9/06 

2. The property has historical value or associative value because it, 

i). has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or 
institution that is significant to a community, 

Theme yes 

The building is representative of 
early suburban and urban life in 
the development of the City of 
London expressed through build 
form. The building is integral to 
theme of early settlement in the 
area, providing modest 
accommodation to tradesman and 
a source rental income.    

 

Event yes 
One of few buildings in the area 
to survive the catesrophic London 
floods of 1883 and 1937.  

 

Belief  no No specific beliefs have been 
integral to the property.  

Person no No notable historic person has 
been connected to the property   

Activity yes 

The property is tied to the 
intersection between agriculture 
work and trade work and the 
urban expansion of London   

 

Organization or 
Institution No No organization has been 

connected to the property  

ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a 
community or culture, 

 yes 
The unique form yields apparent 
information on the early 
development pattern of the area 

 

iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or 
theorist who is significant to a community. 

 no 
No specific designer or design 
influence can be attributed to the 
vernacular architecture 
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Heritage Attributes of the property at 88 Blackfriars Street 
Ontario Regulation 9/06 

3. The property has contextual value because it, 

i). is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area, 

Area character yes, 
limited 

The building is contributing 
heritage resource to the 
character of the area but its 
impact is weakened by 
subsequent adjacent 
development of a dissimilar 
scale.    

 

ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings 

 yes 

The building is a closely linked 
to early development, and 
expresses the cultural and 
socioeconomic influences during 
the early development of its 
surrounding. The building has 
survived natural disasters in the 
context of the flood plane of the 
Thames River.  

 

iii. is a landmark. 

 no 

The form of the building is 
distinctive but does not function 
as a landmark on a broad urban 
or district scale. 
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4.2 Blackfriars Street Viewsheds 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The top two photographs show views facing eastward along Blackfriars Street. The house at 88 
Blackfriars is not immediately viewed from Wharncliffe Road when approaching from the west. The 
close proximity of the corner house to the Blackfriars Street obscures the view of 88 Blackfriars. 
The west end of Blackfriars Street has a discontinuous building frontage edge which conveys a less 
discernable street character. Blackfriars Bridge is on the horizon two blocks away. The bridge is at 
an oblique angle to Blackfriars Street making it difficult to see. 
 
The bottom two photographs are facing westward along Blackfriars Street. Again, the discontinuous 
building frontages convey a less discernable street character. The view westward terminates with 
the house facades on the west side of Wharncliffe Road.  
 
The viewsheds across the street frontage of 88 Blackfriars Street are not significantly representative 
of the cultural heritage character of the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District. 
Alterations or loss of 88 Blackfriars does not present a significant impact to the viewshed on the 

Viewshed photographs, clockwise from upper left - 28. View from intersection of Wharncliffe and Blackfriars Streets looking east.  29.  
View at the beginning of Blackfriars Street looking east.  30. View along Blackfriars Street looking west. 31.  View along Blackfriars Street 
in front of the subjacent property, looking west.     
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street. An opportunity exists for a replacement building to strengthen the street edge continuity as 
the lot is adjacent to 1-1/2 storey houses an both sides.     
 
4.3 Property Condition Assessment 
The condition of the building is in an advanced state of neglect. An engineer’s report dated 2016 
indicated that the building has been not been inhabited for approximately 15 years. The engineer’s 
report states that, at the time of inspection, the floor framing was structurally unsound. The leaking 
roof had not been repaired for an extensive amount of time. Ongoing rot threatens the roof structure 
with imminent collapse. In the absence of heat, the foundation has deteriorated to the point that it 
can no longer be consider structurally sound to support the house. 

The long-term neglect has resulted in a structure that is virtually beyond repair or salvage. It is not 
reasonable to estimate the repair costs since the structure has been contemned as structurally 
unsound. Therefore, no cost estimate will be provided in the HIA. The bulk of the material 
remaining of the house is limited to wood framing several windows and a rotting roof. From the 
perspective of a cost feasibility analysis, the repairs are impractical and are not advised.     

A possible alternative is to construct a replacement building. This would require the complete 
removal of the existing building to provide a new foundation with new utilities and service lateral 
connections. The replacement of the one-storey structure of approximately 950 square feet is likely 
not economically feasible. Market forces would favour a house with greater floor area and more 
numerous bedrooms. 

In conclusion, due to the advance state of neglect, the required repairs to return the building into a 
habitable structure is neither practical or feasible. Furthermore, due the advanced state of 
deterioration, it is not possible to accurately estimate construction costs to stabilize, re-support, 
repair, conserve and renovate the existing building.               

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 32. The above photograph shows the rear portions of the house in 
June 2019. These were removed as directed due to concern for 
public safety.   
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4.4 Protection of Heritage Resource 
 

Historical research and site analysis of the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District has 
demonstrated a connection between the heritage resource at 88 Blackfriars street property and early 
development within the district. Additional connections have been made between the house and 
patterns of settlement, socioeconomic development, historic events and its contribution to the 
cultural heritage and architectural character of the district. 

An evaluation of the heritage attributes according to Ontario Regulation 9/06 demonstrates the 
property has heritage value in each of the three categories; design or physical value, historical or 
associative value or contextual value. This assessment re-confirms that 88 Blackfriars Street is a 
contributing heritage resource within the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District as 
classified and stated in Figure 3 of the district Plan & Guidelines, 2014. 
 
In view of the Property Condition Assessment, the retention, repair and restoration, adaptive use or 
relocation of the building is untenantable due to the advance deterioration of the structure due to 
long term neglect and abandonment. Therefore, it is the finding of this Heritage Impact Assessment 
that no heritage protections should prevent removal of the existing structure at 88 Blackfriars Street 
and that a heritage permit be issued for removal of the building. 
 
The broader scope of the heritage character of the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District shall be protected through the application of the district’s guidelines for the design of a new 
infill building. As directed by the Plan & Guidelines for the HCD, the re-development of the property 
and the design of the replacement building shall be “respectful, sympathetic, and contextual to the 
cultural heritage value and heritage attributes of Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District”. Conformance with the HCD Guidelines will be through the heritage permit review process 
by the City of London.     
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5.0 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

5.1 Proposed Building  

The proposed development includes the removal of the existing one-storey residential building and 
to construct a new two-storey single detached dwelling. Refer to the complete design proposal 
drawings dated October 18, 2019 attached to the HIA appendix. 

The proposed building area footprint is 1220 square feet (113.3m2). The total building areas over 
two floors is 2440 square feet (226.7m2). The basement configuration is subject to review by the 
Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA). It is anticipated that occupancy of the 
basement will be limited by the polices of the UTRCA. 

A garage, either detached or attached, is not proposed. The building contains five bedrooms, each 
containing an ensuite bathroom. The R2-2(19) zone only permits a single detached dwelling or 
other existing legally established occupancy to a maximum of 2 dwelling units. 

The proposed building is intended to be used as single dwelling for the rental market. This use is in 
alignment with the Official Plan direction that identifies Blackfriars-Petersville as a “Near Campus 
Neighbourhood”. Refer to further information on Near Campus Neighbourhoods in Section 2.0 of 
this HIA.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Floor plans for the proposed two-storey single dwelling. 

33. Left: Floor plans of the 
proposed building for 88 
Blackfriars Street. 
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The propose building is positioned tightly against the front lot line facing Blackfriars Street. The 
building is aligned with the established adjacent building frontages. The proposed building increases 
the existing building lot coverage of 950 sf by 270 sf. The driveway entrance remains on the west 
side of the lot. 

The proposed exterior building design follows a traditional three-bay form most often associated 
with vernacular Italianate revival architecture. This is a residential form commonly found in London 
and throughout southwestern Ontario. The three-bay fenestration pattern is centred around the front 
door. The exterior wall material is brick. The first choice for masonry is to use local reclaimed buff 
brick, often referred to in historical writing as white brick. However, the supply of local heritage 
reclaimed buff brick is subject to unreliable availability and quality. If local reclaimed buff brick is not 
available, a heritage style of new brick is proposed to be used. 

The windows will be double-hung with a vertical simulated division in the upper and lower sashes. 
Window openings facing Blackfriars Street will be detailed with brick lintels in a solider course 
pattern. All window sills will be provided with cut stone sills. The hipped roof is sloped at 4/12 pitch 
and asphalt shingles roofing is proposed. The proposed house features a front porch with raised 
panel columns and a hipped roof. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

34. Above: Photographic streetscape study montage with a rendering of proposed building at 88 Blackfriars Street. 
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5.2 Proposed Site Development 

Placement of the proposed building will closely resemble the existing house location including the 
distance to the street and an orientation parallel to the side property lines. The driveway will remain 
on the west side of the property. No garage is proposed and required parking will be on the 
driveway adjacent to the west side of the house. 

The existing trees of a significant calliper size are to remain on the property. The proposed building 
will be two storeys in height. Increases in shadowing will primarily fall onto Blackfriars Street. The 
open space will remain grassed and unchanged in the existing front, side and rear yard. A new 
paved walk will connect the central front door to the existing sidewalk.  

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

35. Above: Detail of the proposed site development plan for the 88 Blackfriars Street. 
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6.0 MEASUREENT OF IMPACT 

6.1 Potential Impact Assessment & Mitigation Matrix  

 
New Development (7.10.1 Policies BPCH) 

a) 

Council will endeavour, through its approval 
process, to discourage new development or 
redevelopment that detracts from the integrity 
or results in the destruction or negative 
impact on contributing resources and 
heritage attributes of Blackfriars-Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District; 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact. 

Mitigation: new development shall conform 
to the HCD design guidelines 

b) 

New development shall be respectful, 
sympathetic, and contextual to the cultural 
heritage value and heritage attributes of 
Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District. Heritage Impact Assessment may be 
required at the discretion of the Heritage 
Planner; 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact. A HIA will inform re-
development 

Mitigation: new development shall conform 
to the HCD design guidelines 

c) 

Parking for new development should be 
located in the driveways at the side of the 
dwelling or in garages at the rear of the 
main building, wherever possible. Discourage 
new garages at the front of the building; 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: New development parking will 
be in driveway. Garage is not proposed. 

d) 

Building elevations will be required for 
development proposals. The Architectural 
Design guidelines provided in Section 10 of 
this Plan will be used to review and evaluate 
proposals for new buildings to ensure that 
new development is compatible with the 
adjacent context;  

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: Building elevations have been 
provided to conform to the guidelines in the 
HCD Plan & Guidelines for compatibility 

e) 

Site Plan control may apply for new 
development within Blackfriars-Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: Site plan approval does not 
apply. heritage permit review process shall 
ensure conformance with HCD goals 

f) 

A Tree Management Plan may be required 
for proposed development or site alteration 
to the satisfaction of the Urban Forester to 
evaluate the impacts on existing vegetation 
and promote conservation of mature healthy 
trees as a heritage attribute of the 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: Mature trees are on the 
property and shall be protected during 
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Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation 
District; 

construction and retained to the satisfaction 
of the Urban Forester. 

g) 

Landscaping that complements the existing 
landscapes of the Blackfriars-Petersville 
Heritage Conservation District, screens 
parking areas and contributes to the overall 
pedestrian quality and contributes to the 
neighbourhood’s urban forest is encouraged 
for all new development. Specific landscape 
elements will be governed by Site Plan 
Approval requirements.  

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: Existing grass cover over the 
open areas of the front yard will be 
maintained similar to the existing grass 
cover. 

 

Architectural Design Guidelines Key Elements (10.2 BPCH) 

10.2.1 
Building Form, Massing, Height, Width 
and Visible Depth 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact. 

Mitigation – Building Form: The form of the proposed building follows a composition of platonic 
solids (cubes, triangles) that is common in classical period residential buildings. A simple 
rectangular form and pyramidal hip roof is a building form that is sympathetic to the district     

Mitigation - Massing: The massing of the new proposed building follows the simple form ansd is 
animated by a three-bay treatment.  

Mitigation - Height: The massing of the new building is a departure from the existing one storey 
cottage. The adjacent houses on both sides (84 Blackfriars and 187 Wharncliffe) are 1-1/2 
storey, therefore able to accommodate the proposed two-storey height. Across the street the 
building at 193 Wharncliffe is a taller two-storey brick building and provides continuity of context. 

Mitigation – Width: The proposed building suitably fills out the noticeable gap along the street 
edge at the west end of Blackfriars Street, partly resulting from the adjacent corner lot 
configuration. The proposed building is the last building on the west end of the street. A larger 
mass will provide a prominent entrance and termination to the streetscape edge. This will achieve 
the goal of an improved gateway to Blackfriars Street as outlined in BPHCD Gateways 12.9.     

Mitigation – Visible Depth: The proposed building will closely match the existing building depth  

10.2.2 Building Setting on Property 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact. A HIA will inform re-
development 

Mitigation: The proposed building will be 
aligned with the established building 
frontages along Blackfriars Street. 
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10.2.3 Architectural Style 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: The architectural style is 
based on a classic, symmetrical 3 bay 
Italianate residential form with refences 
within the district.  

 
11 Leslie Street, 

BPHCD 
193 Wharncliffe & Blackfriars, 

BPHCD 
13 Napier Street, 

BPHCD 

10.2.4 Building Façade Elevation Layout and 
Shape, Projections and Reveals 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact. 

The proposed building façade has a clearly articulated order in the three bay, symmetrical layout. 
Brick pilasters and solider course window lintels animate the front façade A front porch projects 
forward to add depth, shadow and human scale.  

10.2.5 Porches 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: the proposed building has a 
front porch with a hip roof and square, 
raised panel columns.  

10.2.6 Roof Style, Chimneys, Dormers, Gables 
and Soffits 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: The roof style is 
contemporary the a period hip roof found 
on Italianate revival buildings with the 
BPHCD. Chimneys, dormers or gables 
are not proposed. 

10.2.7 Windows, Doors and Accessories 
Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  
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Mitigation: Double hung windows are 
proposed with a two over two divisions, 
similar to the existing building. 
Accessories such a front door transom 
window and solider course window lintels 
are utilized in the design. 

10.2.8 Building Materials, Textures and Colours  

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact. 

Mitigation: the proposed building will be 
clad with brick. If quality reclaimed brick 
is available it will be used. Otherwise a 
reclaimed style of brick will be selected 
based on a buff of red “through the body” 
coloured brick.  

10.2.9 Key Elements for Commercial and 
Institutional Buildings Not applicable 

 

Design Guidelines – New Residential Buildings (10.3.2 BPCH) 

10.3.2.1 
a) 

Match setback, footprint, size and massing 
patterns of the area, particularly to the 
immediately adjacent neighbors. Match 
façade pattern of street or of “street wall” 
for solids and voids, particularly ensure the 
continuity of the street wall where one 
exists; 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: placement and design of 
proposed building maintains and 
strengthens street wall at Blackfriars 
Street western termination/gateway. 

10.3.2.1 
b) 

Setbacks of new development should be 
consistent with adjacent buildings. Where 
setbacks are not generally uniform, the 
new building should be aligned with the 
building that is most similar to the 
predominant setback on the street; 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: the proposed building is 
aligned with the adjacent building 
frontage line and closely match the 
existing building 

10.3.2.1 
c) 

New buildings and entrances must be 
oriented to the street and are encouraged 
to have architectural interest to contribute 
to the visual appeal of the district; 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: The central front door of the 
proposed building faces the street, 
features a transom window and a 
covered porch. 

10.3.2.1 
d) 

Respond to unique conditions or location, 
such as corner properties, by providing 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  
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architectural interest and details on both 
street facing façades; 

Mitigation: the location is adjacent to the 
corner property of Wharncliffe and 
Blackfriars. Masonry detailing, brick 
texture, colour and a rational rhythm of 
fenestration pattern will animate the 
entrance to Blackfriars Street.  

10.3.2.1 
e) 

Use roof shapes and major design 
elements that are complementary to 
surrounding buildings and heritage 
patterns; 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: The hipped low slope roof is 
refenced in Italianate building found 
throughout the BPHCD. 

10.3.2.1 
f) 

 
Respond to continuous horizontal 
patterns along the street such as roof 
lines, cornice lines, and the alignment of 
sills and heads of windows and doors;  
 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: Roof soffit with frieze band, 
window head and sills aligned 

10.3.2.1 
g) 

 
Size, shape, proportion, number and 
placement of windows and doors should 
reflect common building patterns and 
styles of other buildings in the immediate 
area;  
 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: Three bay articulation of 
façade is reflective of period residential 
building in the district.  

10.3.2.1 
h) 

 
Use materials and colours that represent 
the texture and palette of the Blackfriars-
Petersville area;  
 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: local reclaimed brick will be 
used subject to availability. 

10.3.2.1 
i) 

Where appropriate, incorporate in a 
contemporary way some of the traditional 
details that are standard elements in the 
principal façades of properties in the 
Blackfriars-Petersville area. Such details 
as transoms and sidelights at doors and 
windows, covered entrances, divided light 
windows and decorative details to 
articulate plain and flat surfaces, add 
character that complements the original 
appearance of the neighbourhood and add 
value to the individual property; 

 

 

 

 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: transom, double hung divided 
windows, raised panel front door, 
covered front door, and solider course 
brick lintels are proposed to be used. 
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10.3.2.1 
j) 

New buildings should not be any lower in 
building height than the lowest heritage 
building on the block or taller than the 
highest heritage building on the same 
block. 

Loss of the contributing resource has a 
negative impact.  

Mitigation: The height of the proposed 
building shall not exceed any of the 
height of the tallest existing heritage 
building within the subject property’s 
block. Three of the tallest heritage 
building in the block are pictured below.  

The final height of the building is subject 
to minimum foundation height 
requirements of the flood plane limit set 
by the Upper Thames River Conservation 
Authority. 

167 Wharncliffe Road N, 
BPHCD 

88 Albion Street, 
BPHCD 

78 Albion Street, 
BPHCD 

Above: three examples of two storey building heights located within the bock of 88 Blackfriars 
Street.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Heritage Impact Assessment   88 Blackfriars St.  

L O N D O N ,  O N T A R I O   O c t o b e r ,  2 0 1 8  

  
 

 
 T H O R  D I N G M A N           B.  A R C H I T E C T U R A L  S C. I N C.  

7 0  S T .  V I N C E N T  S T .  S . ,  S T R A T F O R D ,  O N T A R I O  N 5 A  2 W 6  t e l  5 1 9 - 2 7 1 - 3 1 7 4  f a x  5 1 9 - 2 7 1 - 7 9 7 0   t h o r d i n g m a n @ s y m p a t i c o . c a  

42 of 47 

7.0 AVOIDANCE, ALTERANTIVES & MITIGATING METHODS 
 
As established in the Property Condition Assessment section, although the building demonstrates 
heritage value, retention of the building within the requirements of the Ontario Building Code for 
residential use is untenantable. Relocation of the building for another purpose may have been 
feasible if the wood frame structure was structurally sound. As described in the structural engineer’s 
report, long term abandonment, together with the absence of roof repairs or winter heat has created 
a hazard for any attempt at renewal of the building. 

The opportunity to avoid the required removal of the building would have been through remedial 
repairs and habitation many years ago. Logically, it follows that, in order to ensure public safety, 
the building must be removed. Avoidance of the loss of contributing buildings in the future, due to 
abandonment and neglect, will require ongoing and thorough monitoring by enforcement agencies 
and neighbourhood associations.   

After removal, if no development is permitted to occur, a large gap in the street wall will be created 
and will have a negative overall impact on continuity of Blackfriars Street and would be counter to 
the goals of the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District. After removal, a “do nothing” 
approach is not a reasonable or feasible option for the owner, the neighbourhood, the district, or 
the City of London. 

By closely following the design guidelines laid out in the Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District Plan & Guidelines, the construction of a new residential building will be a 
favourable method to mitigate the loss of the building at 88 Blackfriars Street. 

Commemoration of 88 Blackfriars through interpretive and historical information media materials is 
an available option to mitigate the loss of the existing building. The building at 88 Blackfriars is 
representative of the overall character of the BPHCD however, no unique or rare historic 
associations have been identified specifically with 88 Blackfriars that are not also associated with 
other existing buildings in the district.      
   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Heritage Impact Assessment   88 Blackfriars St.  

L O N D O N ,  O N T A R I O   O c t o b e r ,  2 0 1 8  

  
 

 
 T H O R  D I N G M A N           B.  A R C H I T E C T U R A L  S C. I N C.  

7 0  S T .  V I N C E N T  S T .  S . ,  S T R A T F O R D ,  O N T A R I O  N 5 A  2 W 6  t e l  5 1 9 - 2 7 1 - 3 1 7 4  f a x  5 1 9 - 2 7 1 - 7 9 7 0   t h o r d i n g m a n @ s y m p a t i c o . c a  

43 of 47 

8.0 IMPLEMENTION AND MONITORING 
 
Upon the approval of this Heritage Impact assessment by the Heritage Planner, the Local 
Architectural Advisory Committee (LACH), and the Council of the City of London, a heritage permit 
will be issued. Upon receiving a heritage permit for the proposed redevelopment, the required 
demolition permits will be obtained and removal of the existing building can commence. 
 
Due to the building’s advanced state of deterioration, there are no known materials of value to be 
salvaged. No monitoring of the demolition will be required for cultural heritage conservation 
purposes. 
 
Upon the completion of construction drawings, the final construction documents and plans will be 
submitted for a building permit under the. General review by design professionals is not required 
under Ontario Building Code for small residential buildings. The building permit application plans 
may be reviewed by the heritage planner for comment and for compliance with the Blackfriars-
Petersville Heritage Conservation District Plan & Guidelines and for consistency with the Heritage 
Impact Assessment. The site plan may be reviewed by the Urban Forester for comment regarding 
the retention of significant trees. 
 
During construction, periodic inspections by the building inspector, through the City of London 
Building Department, is required by the Ontario Building Code Act. Other periodic inspections may 
be completed by the Heritage Planner during construction to monitor implementation of the 
mitigating measures and design features proposed in this report. 
 
The new building will be subject to the full force of the Ontario Heritage Act as it applies to the 
Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation District under the designating By-law L.S.P.-3437-
179. Contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act is a Provincial offence. Illegal demolition in 
contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act is subject to a fine of up to $1,000,000. Under Section 
69.5.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act, in addition to any other penalties, the City of London or the 
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport may restore an illegally demolished protected heritage 
resource as nearly as possible to its previous condition and may recover the cost of the restoration 
from the property owner. 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 



Heritage Impact Assessment   88 Blackfriars St.  

L O N D O N ,  O N T A R I O   O c t o b e r ,  2 0 1 8  

  
 

 
 T H O R  D I N G M A N           B.  A R C H I T E C T U R A L  S C. I N C.  

7 0  S T .  V I N C E N T  S T .  S . ,  S T R A T F O R D ,  O N T A R I O  N 5 A  2 W 6  t e l  5 1 9 - 2 7 1 - 3 1 7 4  f a x  5 1 9 - 2 7 1 - 7 9 7 0   t h o r d i n g m a n @ s y m p a t i c o . c a  

44 of 47 

9.0 SUMMARY 

Distinctive Homes London Inc., the owner of the property at 88 Blackfriars Street, City of London, 
retained Thor Dingman (TD-BAS Inc) to prepare a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) for the 
subject property. The property is designated under Part V, Heritage Conservations Districts, of the 
Ontario Heritage Act. The property is listed on the City of London’s Register of Cultural Heritage 
Resources under the designating by-law L.S.P.-3437-179, Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage 
Conservation District, designated on May 15, 2015. 

The HIA has been has been requested by the City of London Heritage Planner in response to the 
owner’s request to demolish the existing one-storey detached single unit dwelling. The existing 
building was built in approximately 1875. The architectural design is a vernacular variation of the 
Ontario Cottage. The house is representative of early settlement in the area and of the type of 
modest housing stock occupied by early labourers and tradesman that is characteristic of the 
District. The house at 88 Blackfriars Street has been identified in the HCD Plan as a Contributing 
Property within the District. 

The surrounding Heritage Conservation District contains a residential area consisting of 
approximately 580 properties within 19 city blocks. The predominate building type is a smaller 
dwelling, typically either a 1 storey cottage or a 1-1/2 storey gabled house. Larger homes are also 
found scattered throughout the District. The dwellings are often set closely towards the narrow 
streets thereby creating a sense of enclosure that is characteristic of the district. The district has 
grown and evolved along the banks of the Thames River. Residents have benefited from the rich 
fertile soil but, they have suffered many catastrophic floods which have shaped building 
development patterns. 

The Blackfriars-Petersville Heritage Conservation Plan & Guidelines were adopted along with the 
designating by-law. The Plan and Guidelines provide policies, procedures and guidance for the 
management of heritage resources in the District. The Plan also provides for the management of 
change within the District including demolition and design standards for new infill buildings. 

To fully understand the potential impacts of the proposed building removal and redevelopment of the 
property, the HIA examined in greater detail the heritage character and attributes of the area and 
the connections it has to the broader context within the Heritage Conservation District boundaries. 
This analysis includes historical research and site analysis of the surrounding property, the 
viewshed along Blackfriars Street, and of the immediate neighbourhood surrounding 88 Blackfriars 
Street. 

The heritage attributes of the building at 88 Blackfriars Street were listed, assessed and 
summarized in tabular format according to Regulation 9/06 to determine if the building had design 
or physical value, historic and associative value, or contextual value. The assessment of the 
heritage attributes confirmed that the 1875 Ontario Cottage at 88 Blackfriars Street has significant 
heritage value as classified in Figure 3 of the Blackfriars-Petersville District Plan & Guidelines, 
2014. 
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However, in view of the structural engineer’s assessment of the house, it is the finding of the 
Property Condition Assessment that the retention, repair and restoration, adaptive use or relocation 
of the building is untenantable due to the advance deterioration of the structure due to long term 
neglect and abandonment. Therefore, it is the finding of this Heritage Impact Assessment that no 
heritage protections should prevent the removal of the existing structure at 88 Blackfriars Street and 
that a heritage permit should be issued for removal of the building. 
 
Removal of a heritage resource and the construction of a new building may have potential negative 
impacts on the cultural heritage value of the HCD. To mitigate the negative impact of the proposed 
new building, recommendations for the design of new development was taken from the Blackfriars-
Petersville HCD Plan & Guidelines and listed in tabular form in the HIA. Mitigating design measures 
were summarized and described and are incorporated into the proposed building design. 
 
The proposed architectural designs have been attached to the HIA. The designs demonstrate the 
adoption of the recommended design guidelines provided in the Blackfriars-Petersville HCD Plan. In 
conclusion, the loss of the contributing heritage property at 88 Blackfriars Street results in a 
negative impact on the neighbourhood along Blackfriars Street and throughout its connection within 
the broader context of the HCD. Due to serious and irreversible structural deterioration the heritage 
resource cannot be retained. Mitigation of this loss is achieved through the effective incorporation of 
the HCD design guideline recommendations in the design of the new house. 
 

 
 
 

End of Report 
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W &H Smith Construction 

Stratford Subaru 

CBRE Property Management 

Quadro Communications 
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300 Dufferin Avenue
RO. Box 5035
London, ON
N6A4L9

REGISTERED MAIL

April 2, 2019

Distinctive Homes London Ltd
420 York St
LONDON ON N6B 1R1

Municipal Address: 88 Blackfriars St

File No. PV 19-012594

As an owner or occupant including a person having an interest in the above-noted property, I hereby
enclose an Order pursuant to Subsection 15.2(2) of the Ontario Building Code Act, S.O. 1992, c.23.

Please be advised that under City of London Inspection By-law No. A-30 and the Fees &
Charges By-law A-53, an inspection fee will be charged at the rate of $110.00 per hour (minimum
charge: $110.00) for any inspection conducted following the compliance date, where any of the
deficiencies listed in the schedule(s) of the Property Standards Order have not been corrected.
Failure to pay for any inspection costs will result in the costs being added to the property tax
rolL

Failure to comply with an Order may result in enforcement actions being taken.

If you requite any information concerning this matter, please contact the undersigned at this office.

Yours truly,

PH:sb
Attach.

cc: BE—August 2, 2019

The Corporation of the city of London
Development & Compliance Services, Room 706
Property Standards Section
Direct: 519-854-0993
phastieClondon.ca www.london.ca

Y:\Shared\building\PropStnd.Section\Orders\201 9\HastetbIackfriars88. PS Order Ltr.doc

London
CANADA

Building Inspector I Property Standards Officer



THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON

ORDER
Issued Pursuant to Subsection 15.2(2) of the Ontario Building Code Act, S.O.1992, c.23

ORDER NUMBER: PV 19-012594

DATE ISSUED: April 2, 2019

ISSUED TO: Distinctive Homes London Ltd
420 York St
LONDON ON N6B IRI

MUNICIPAL ADDRESS: 88 Blackfriars St., London ON

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: PLAN 111 PT LOTS 19-20

BE ADVISED that on March 72, 2019, an inspection of the above-noted property revealed the
property does not conform to the standards prescribed in The City of London Property Standards
By-Law CP-16.

The particulars of the repairs to be made are set out in the “Schedule of Repairs to be Made”,
attached hereto, and forming part of this ORDER.

You are Hereby Ordered to carry out the repairs as set out in the “Schedule of Repairs to be
Made” or the site is to be cleared of all buildings, structures, debris or refuse. This ORDER shall
be complied with and the property brought into conformance with the standards prescribed in the
Property Standards By-law on or before August 2, 2019.

Where it has been determined that the repairs or clearance as set out in this Order have not been
carried out in accordance with this ORDER as confirmed or modified, in addition to any possible
court action, The Corporation of the City of London may carry out the repairs or clearance at the
owner’s expense. The Corporation of the City of London shall have a lien on the land for the
amount spent on the repairs or clearance and the amount shall have priority lien status as
described in section 1 of the Municipal Act, 2007. The amount may be added to the tax roll of the
property.

You are Hereby Advised that if you are not satisfied with the terms or conditions of this ORDER,
you may appeal by sending a notice of appeal by registered mail to the Secretary of the Property
Standards Committee, do Development & Compliance Services, City Hall, P.O. Box 5035, London,
Ontario, N6A 4L9. Appeal fee for property standards notice is $150.00.

TAKE NOTICE that the final day giving notice of appeal from this ORDER shall be August 2,
2019.

In the event that no appeal is received within the above prescribed period, the ORDER shall be
deemed to be confirmed and shall be final and binding. You are expected to comply with the terms
and conditions of this ORDER to avoid any possible enforcement actions being taken.

Where a permit is required to carry out a repair required to comply with this Order, it is the
responsibility of the owner to obtain any such permit.

Failure to comply with this ORDER may result in enforcement action being taken.

DATED AT LONDON, ONTARIO, this 2 day of April, 2019.

PERTY STANDARDS OFFICER

Y:\Shared\building\PropStnd.Section\Orders\201 9\Hastie\blackfriars88.PS Order Form.doc



“SCHEDULE OF REPAIRS TO BE MADE”

Municipal Address 88 Blackfriars St File No. PV 19-012594

Date of Inspection March 12, 2019

Owner Distinctive Homes London Ltd
420 York St
LONDON ON N6B JR1

1) Non-conformance: The interior finishes of all walls, ceilings and floors (including
insulation) have been removed. The heating system no longer
exists. All plumbing and drainage systems have been removed.
Electrical system have been removed.

By-law Section: 4.8.2 — Dwelling — Use — Human Habitation

Repair to be Made: A building permit must be obtained to repair the interior to return
its condition to be suitable for human habitation; by way of
installing new plumbing, heating system, insulation, enclosed
sanitary facilities, interior finishes.

2) Non-conformance: Per the provided Engineers report from Strik Baldinelli Moniz
(report # SBM-16-1599) dated August 19, 2016: the floor
framing was identified to not be structurally sound. The floors
were noted to be very spongy, rotted out and failing. The main
floor framing was identified as not suitable for use and the unit
should not be occupied.

By-law Section: 4.5.1 I 4.5.2 — Maintenance of Floors

Repair to be Made: A building permit must be obtained to repair or replace the floor
framing.

3) Non-conformance: Per the provided Engineers report from Strik Baldinelli Moniz
(report # SBM-16-1 599) dated August 19, 2016: the foundations
have not been protected against numerous freeze-thaw cycles
which the Engineer indicates that the foundations are no longer
structurally sound and should not be used for any future
buildings.

By-law Section: 4.2.1 I 4.2.2 — Maintenance of Foundations

Repair to be Made: A building permit must be obtained to repair or replace the
foundations.

4) Non-conformance: Per the provided Engineers report from DC Buck Engineering
(project #646018) dated March 8, 2019: The rear portion of the
building has no roof and there are multiple holes in the roof of
the front portion of the building.

By-law Section: 4.4.1 — Roofs & Roof Structure
2.8 (4) — Vacant Building on heritage property

Repair to be Made: Every roof and roof structure is to be maintained.
A Heritage property building the exterior is to be maintained to
prevent moisture penetration and damage from the elements.

A) Repair the holes in the roof on the front portion of the
building.

B) Obtain a building permit to reconstruct the roof over the
rear section of the building. OR Obtain a building permit
to remove the rear portion of the building that has been
damaged from exposure to the elements.



“SCHEDULE OF REPAIRS TO BE MADE — PAGE 2”

Municipal Address 88 Blackfriars St File No. PV 19-012594

Date of Inspection March 12, 2019

Owner Distinctive Homes London Ltd
420 York St
LONDON ON N6B IRI

5) Non-conformance: The one storey vacant building, which is located on a Part V
designated heritage property, has not been maintained in
accordance with the requirements of this By-Law.

By-law Section: 2.8- Vacant Buildings On Designated Heritage Properties

Repair to be Made: That the building be maintained in accordance with the following
noted requirements.

A) In order to minimize the potential of deterioration of a
building, where the exterior doors, windows or other openings
are missing, broken, improperly fitted, unsecure or in disrepair,
or where the property remains vacant for a period of 30 days or
more, the property shall be boarded in compliance with the
following requirements:

(i) all boards used in the boarding shall be installed from the
exterior and shall be properly fitted in a watertight manner to fit
within the side jambs, head jamb and the exterior bottom sill of
the door or window so that any exterior trim remains uncovered
and undamaged by the boarding;

(ii) all boards should be at least 12.7mm (0.5 in.)
weatherproofed sheet plywood secured with nails or screws at
least 50 millimetres (2 inches) in length and be installed at
appropriate intervals on centre;

(iii) all boards shall be painted or otherwise treated so that the
colour blends with the exterior of the building or structure.

B) The exterior of the building shall be maintained to prevent
moisture penetration and damage from the elements.

C) All appropriate utilities serving the building are connected so
as to provide, maintain and monitor proper heating and
ventilation to prevent damage caused to the building by
fluctuating temperatures and humidity.

For properties with Heritage designation, or that fall within a designated Heritage area,
Section 2.7 of By-law CP-16 will apply and a Heritage alteration permit may be required.
Please contact a Heritage Planner at 519-661-4980 for more information.

No order made under section 15.2 of the Building Code Act in respect of a Part IV heritage
property or a Part Vheritage property shall state that the site is to be cleared of all buildings
or structures and left in a graded and levelled condition. That part of an order in respect of a
Part IV heritage property or a Part V heritage property that states that a site is to be cleared
of all buildings or structures and left in a graded and levelled condition is of no force or
effect.

April 2, 2019
PH:sb
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APPENDIX F: Ownership & Occupants 

 

 

Ownership & Occupancy 

1876 
Middlesex Land 

Registry 
Microfiche 

From Ellen Bryan to Eliz. Drummond 
first entry in land registry documents of Duncan Campbell’s Survey 

1886 
Middlesex Land 

Registry 
Microfiche 

From Eliz. Drummond to James Blair (Trustee) 
mortgagor to mortgagee  

1891 
Middlesex Land 

Registry 
Microfiche 

From James Blair to William Nicholls 
transfer of deed 

1896 Foster’s London 
Directory 

Blackfriars Street does not appear in the directories found in 
previous years 

1898 Vernon’s London 
Directory William May (tenant) 

1900 Vernon’s London 
Directory William J Brown (tenant) 

1901 Vernon’s London 
Directory Edward J Dean (tenant) 

1909 Vernon’s London 
Directory J H Petfield (tenant) 

1915 Vernon’s London 
Directory J H Petfield (tenant) 

1916 Vernon’s London 
Directory J H Petfield (tenant) 

1921 Census  
Canada John Petfield (painter, 47) & Anna Petfield (54) (tenant) 

1922 Vernon’s London 
Directory J H Petfield (tenant) 

1931 
Middlesex Land 

Registry 
Microfiche 

Grant from Nicholls to John H & Annie Petfield, 
$1800 consideration  

1943 
Middlesex Land 

Registry 
Microfiche 

Deed from Petfield to C.W. Nicholls, H. Skinner 

1962 
Middlesex Land 

Registry 
Microfiche 

Grant from Ernest O. Boug, Exor. of John H. Petfield to 
Thomas H Gerry.  
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Middlesex Land Registry Microfiche, Lot 20, Starting 1876  
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Middlesex Land Registry Microfiche  
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Middlesex Land Registry Microfiche  
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Middlesex Land Registry Microfiche  
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Middlesex Land Registry Microfiche  
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Foster’s London City and Middlesex County Directory, 1898-9  
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Foster’s London City and Middlesex County Directory, 1898-9  
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Vernon’s City of London Directory, 1900 
William J Brown 
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Vernon’s City of London Directory, 1901 
Edward J Dean 
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Vernon’s City of London Directory, 1916 
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Canada Census, 1921 
JH Petfield 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.1 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Demolition Request and Heritage 

Alteration Permit Application – 88 Blackfriars Street, Blackfriars/Petersville 

Heritage Conservation District 

 

• Councillor Turner:   Thank you Madam Chair, really quickly through you to Mr. 

Gonyou, thank you, the report was excellent.  I learned a lot reading through it, both 

the staff report and the consultant’s report, I think, were great examples here.   My 

question is, in this circumstance, having read through this, it seems a lot of the support 

for the recommendation for the demolition permit is based on the fact that there will be 

a building that's consistent with the neighbourhood character that's being proposed.  

In absence of that proposal would the demolition permit be recommended? 

 

• Mr. K. Gonyou, Heritage Planner:   Through the Chair, I think it's always staff's 

preference to not see vacant lots within our Heritage Conservation Districts as what 

we really are trying to protect is what makes those places unique and that can be its 

buildings but it's also the relationship of the buildings and streetscapes and how all of 

those pieces fit together and when you are missing an eye tooth it really does leave a 

blank slate that needs to be filled so it is our preference, in this instance, especially but 

in situations where we're trying to consider a demolition that mitigation by a 

sympathetic and appropriately designed new building can achieve some mitigation of 

those losses that we're seeing with the destruction of a contributing resource. 

 

• Councillor Turner:   Thank you and through you Madam Chair a quick follow-up.  

In other questions where we've taken a look about the demolition versus construction 

and that gap in period of time or perhaps that somebody doesn't come forward with 

something they may have proposed it but it doesn't actually get built and so the 

demolition occurs and then there's just a perpetual, do we have any safeguards in 

place to ensure that this would move forward?  I think one of the things that we floated 

before was that the demolition permit would be contingent upon pulling a building 

permit, for example, are those opportunities that are available for us in this 

circumstance? 

 

• Mr. K. Gonyou, Heritage Planner:   Through the Chair, my colleagues in the 

Building Division might be able to respond more specifically but it's my understanding 

that there are those assurances that once the building is lost that the city can compel 

the construction of the new building, we do rely on the promise of the property owner 

to execute that and just to draw a similarity in the Old East Heritage Conservation 

District we did see some demolitions about two years ago and both of those buildings 

are under construction on English street near the future Lorne Avenue park so we're 

very hopeful to see that this will be executed, it does often take time in between the 

demolition and before a building permit is constructed.  I would love to see some more 

reassurances but maybe my colleagues in Building can respond more specifically. 

 

• Mr. G. Kotsifas, Managing Director, Development and Compliance Services and 

Chief Building Official:   Through the Chair, under the Building Code Act, the Heritage 

Act is applicable law but it's really with respect to the demolition of the building it is not 

with respect to the construction of the new.  I do recall though, in some certain 

circumstances, we did use language for designated buildings where we had conditions 

of demolition where we tied the demolition, we didn't issue the demolition permit until 

such time as they applied for a building permit so you could put in, we have been very 

careful how the language is read.  I was actually trying to find it while you were talking 

and so maybe I could find that clause if you're interested in inserting that clause we 

could put that in and have that ready for you for Council. 

 

 



• Councillor Turner:   Thank you both.  Through you Madam Chair, I think that was 

something we looked at the Downtown HCA and so if there's language that could 

mimic that that would be helpful and I think it might be appropriate in the circumstance 

given the context of where the report led us.  Thank you. 

 

• Councillor Kayabaga:   Thank you.  Through you Madam Chair, I also wanted to 

comment on the report, how great and informational it was, it was really well put out 

and it gave a lot of information.  I did have one question that I was asking myself the 

whole time I was reading it.  Is the current applicant for this proposal is the same 

person who owns the property that was neglected? 

 

• Mr. K. Gonyou, Heritage Planner:   Through the Chair it's my understanding the 

current property owner purchased the property in 2018 in the summer, I believe, at 

which time the discussions leading us towards this meeting tonight had started to 

occur, there was some property standards issues as you can understand and also the 

time it takes to prepare a detailed Heritage Impact Assessment that you saw 

appended to the staff report do take time to prepare. 

 

• Councillor M. Cassidy:   Any other technical?  Councillor Kayabaga. 

 

• Councillor Kayabaga:   Thank you.  Thank you for clarifying that.  I think for me 

that was really important to know because this has been a huge conversation in the 

Ward and in the neighbourhood as well and so I appreciate that you know they're 

proposing  to put this type of building and using the heritage aspect as well as the 

building had been neglected but I'm just curious to know, just kind of following up on 

what the comments that LACH made, I one hundred percent agree that this is very 

regrettable that we have to get to this place and this kind of goes back to where my 

motion was the last time to make sure that we are following up and we're doing 

something about these heritage, you know, buildings and the houses are in Heritage 

Districts, to make sure that they're up to standards and we don't have to do demolition 

by neglect.  Thankfully this is something that's going to replace but my other question 

around this is how are we making sure that we're not going to wake up with a whole 

neighborhood full of just buildings that are replacing the heritage buildings or houses 

there not being conserved if I can say and I worry that we're going to get a lot of these 

types of applications.   Although I support it and I think it's a great, it's good that we 

are putting something there we are not just leaving the lot empty but how are we going 

to make sure that this is something that's not going to keep happening.   You know, 

falling back on what LACH’s comments were how are we doing?   I know we said 

we're going to bring a report back and I think that was through Mr. Kotsifas’s 

department to the actions that we are going to take.  As great as this is I want to see 

more action taken to make sure that we are we are preserving and protecting our 

heritage and we don't have to keep resorting to stuff like this otherwise we're just 

telling everybody this is what we're going to start doing and everybody's going to start 

applying.  I mean it's business and it's, I don't know, I want to hear more on what are 

the measures that were willing to take to make sure that we are protecting these 

Districts in the Heritage  Districts and buildings and houses in our city.  It's really 

important to a lot of people in our community and myself included so I wanted to hear 

that piece on that and this sounds like a good solution but this could also turn into a 

bad solution if everybody decides to do the same thing.  Through you Chair. 

 

• Councillor Cassidy:   I will let Mr. Gonyou answer that.  It’s not technically, in my 

opinion, a technical question pertinent to this particular application.  It is to the broader 

issue but I thought maybe it could come up after the PPM but I will let Mr. Gonyou 

answer that or whoever, Mr. Barrett. 

 

 

 



• Mr. G. Barrett, Manager, Long Range Planning and Sustainability:    Through the 

Chair, as Councillors noted, there has been a request that we look at this issue as it 

relates to property standards in Heritage Districts and heritage properties and that 

report is going to be coming forward so we are working on that.  As relates to this 

instance an application can be made it's going to go through this process and so any 

application for a Heritage Alteration Permit has a process that goes to Council who 

gets to see consider each of those applications on their merits.   The issue of how we 

deal with the preservation of these structures from the property standards perspective 

is a larger issue which is being looked at and another report will be coming forward on 

that. 

 

• Councillor Cassidy:   Thank you.  Any other technical questions?  I’ll go to the 

public now.  Is there any member of the public who would like to speak?  Would you 

like to speak to this?  No?  You are just here to hear it.  Anybody who wishes to make 

a comment or ask a question in the Gallery?  I am not seeing any so I will look for a 

motion to close the public participation meeting.   

 

 

 
 



 

Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning and Environment Committee 
From: John M. Fleming 
 Managing Director, City Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 2325 

Sunningdale Road East by Lafarge Canada Inc. 
Public Participation Meeting on:  January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning & City Planning, with 
the advice of the Heritage Planner, with respect to the demolition request for the 
existing dwelling on the heritage listed property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East, that: 

a)  The Chief Building Official BE ADVISED that Municipal Council consents to the 
demolition of the dwelling on this property, and; 

b) The property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East BE REMOVED from the Register 
of Cultural Heritage Resources. 

Executive Summary 

A demolition request was received for the heritage listed property at 2325 Sunningdale 
Road East. The subject property is listed on the City of London’s Register of Cultural 
Heritage Resources. When a demolition request is received for a building or structure 
on a heritage listed property, a formal review process is triggered pursuant to the 
requirements of the Ontario Heritage Act and the Council Policy Manual. A Heritage 
Impact Assessment accompanied the demolition request for the property, which 
determined that property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East did not meet the criteria 
outlined in O.Reg. 9/06, Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest, and 
therefore does not have significant cultural heritage value or interest. 
 
The demolition of the dwelling on the subject property would not result in adverse 
impacts to cultural heritage value or interest.  

Analysis 

1.0  Background 

1.1  Property Location 
The property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East is located at the southwest corner of 
Sunningdale Road East and Clarke Road (Appendix A.) The property is located in the 
former London Township, annexed by the City of London in 1993. 
 
1.2  Cultural Heritage Status 
The property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East is a heritage listed property. The property 
is considered to be of potential cultural heritage value. The listing of the property on the 
Register of Cultural Heritage Resources came into force and effect on March 26, 2007. 
 
1.3  Description 
The building located at 2325 Sunningdale Road East is a single storey, buff brick 
residential structure with a gable roof that is estimated to have been built c.1863 
(Appendix B. The main façade of the building faces north to Sunningdale Road East, 
with its main entry located within an enclosed vestibule addition that is centrally located 
on the façade. The vestibule addition appears to be of frame construction on a concrete 
foundation, and is clad with an angelstone exterior finish. The vestibule also includes a 
gable roof, with its gable end facing Sunningdale Road East and is clad in vinyl siding. 



 

The original window openings on the main façade have been retained including the 
segmental arch brick voussoirs. However, the windows have been replaced. A gable 
dormer is centrally located on the main façade, also clad with vinyl siding. The front 
corners of the house have been rebuilt and re-clad with angelstone. 
 
The east and west facades of the dwelling consist of buff brick exterior walls with a set 
of window openings located on the first and second storeys. The brick lintels and 
concrete sills are still visible on the west façade, along with portions of the original 
rubble stone foundation. One of the first floor windows has been filled in on the east 
façade. A brick chimney is located in between the sets of the windows on the east 
façade. A black tar/sealant has been used to cover the entire chimney, along with the 
second storey sills and perimeter of the window openings. 
 
The rear (south) façade of the dwelling consists primarily of buff brick exterior walls, with 
a small first storey window. A single storey addition has also been constructed onto the 
rear of the building. The rear addition is clad with brick, however it has been painted 
white. Evidence of the original buff brick is present, and portions of the foundation 
indicate its material consists of rubble stone, suggesting that the rear wing is an early 
addition. This portion of the addition may have functioned as an early summer kitchen 
for the dwelling. A garage addition has also been constructed onto the rear of the 
dwelling. The east side of the addition is clad in vinyl siding. 
 
The subject property is approximately 99 acres in size. 
 
1.4  Property History 
The precise date of construction for the dwelling located at 2325 Sunningdale Road 
East has not been clearly established. The Register of Cultural Heritage Resources 
includes an estimated date of construction of circa 1845. However, early land registry 
records indicate that Lot 5, Concession V was initially retained as a Crown reserve, and 
the 200 acre lot was granted to King’s College in 1828. This is presumably in 
connection with the establishment of King’s College (now the University of Toronto) one 
year prior in 1827. Historical research undertaken for the Heritage Impact Assessment 
(see Section 4.0) indicates that by the early 1860s King’s College (also identified as 
University College) deeded the north half (100 acres) to William Stephens. The property 
was not registered in Stephens’ name until 1884, however Stephens appears to have 
occupied the lot immediately.  
 
By 1862 William Stephens is noted as the owner of the north part of Lot 5, Concession 
V on Tremaine’s Map of the County of Middlesex County (1862) (Appendix A). In 1878 
the property, along with a portion of the adjacent lot at Lot 6, Concession V is noted on 
the Illustrated Historical Atlas of Middlesex County as belonging to the “Heirs of Wm 
Stevens” (see Appendix A). Based on the analysis of the land registry records and 
Tremaine’s Map of the County of Middlesex County (1862), it is likely that the dwelling 
was constructed c.1862. 
 
In the early-20th century the property, land registry records and tax assessments 
indicate the property was acquired by various owners first by William Stone (c.1906), 
then Lafayette Quinn (1913), Walter B. Haskett (1918), James Lee (1921), and William 
Marcus Talbot (1925). In 1936, executors for William Marcus Talbot granted the 
property to Allan Marcus Talbot. Allan and his wife Bertha Talbot (nee Drennan) married 
in 1935 and lived on the property where they had five children. The property remained 
in the Talbot family until the 1960s when portions of the property began to be granted to 
various commercial enterprises identified as J.F. Marshall and Sons Ltd. (1967) and 
Standard Industries Ltd. (1979). Historic aerial photography indicates that by 1967 the 
property was being used for aggregate extraction (see Appendix A). 
 
Today, the land for the property extending south of the dwelling continues to be used for 
aggregate extraction, the majority of which is used for the extraction of sand and gravel, 
known as the Talbot Pit (MHBC 4.0).  
 



 

2.0  Legislative and Policy Framework 

2.1  Provincial Policy Statement 
Section 2.6.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) directs that “significant built 
heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.” 
“Significant” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) as, in regards to 
cultural heritage and archaeology, “resources that have been determined to have 
cultural heritage value or interest for the important contribution they make to our 
understanding of the history of a place, and event, or a people.”  
 
2.2  Ontario Heritage Act 
Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires that a register kept by the clerk shall list 
all properties that have been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. Section 27(1.2) 
of the Ontario Heritage Act also enables Municipal Council to add properties that have 
not been designated, but that Municipal Council “believes to be of cultural heritage 
value or interest” on the Register.  

The only cultural heritage protection afforded to heritage listed properties is a 60-day 
delay in the issuance of a demolition permit. During this time, Council Policy directs that 
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) is consulted, and a public 
participation meeting is held at the Planning & Environment Committee. 

Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to designate properties to 
be of cultural heritage value or interest. Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act also 
establishes consultation, notification, and process requirements, as well as a process to 
appeal the designation of a property. Appeals to the Notice of Intent to Designate a 
property pursuant to Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act are referred to the 
Conservation Review Board (CRB), however the final decision rests with Municipal 
Council until changes to the Ontario Heritage Act arising from Bill 108 come into force 
and effect. 
 
2.3  The London Plan 
The Cultural Heritage chapter of The London Plan recognizes that our cultural heritage 
resources define our City’s unique identity and contribute to its continuing prosperity. It 
notes, “The quality and diversity of these resources are important in distinguishing 
London from other cities and make London a place that is more attractive for people to 
visit, live or invest in.” Policies 572_ and 573_ of The London Plan enable the 
designation of individual properties under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, as well as 
the criteria by which individual properties will be evaluated. 
 
2.5  Register of Cultural Heritage Resources 
Municipal Council may include properties on the Register of Cultural Heritage 
Resources that it “believes to be of cultural heritage value or interest.” These properties 
are not designated, but are considered to have potential cultural heritage value or 
interest.  
 
The Register of Cultural Heritage Resources states that further research is required to 
determine the cultural heritage value or interest of heritage listed properties. The subject 
property is included on the Register of Cultural Heritage Resources. 

3.0  Demolition Request 

Written notice of their intention to demolish the house located at 2325 Sunningdale 
Road East was submitted by a Land Manager for Lafarge Canada Inc. on November 25, 
2019 (Appendix C). 

Municipal Council must respond to a notice of intention to demolish a heritage listed 
property within 60 days, or the request is deemed consented. During this 60-day period, 
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) is consulted and, pursuant to 
Council Policy, a public participation meeting is held at the Planning & Environment 
Committee (PEC).  



 

The 60-day period for the demolition request for the property at 2325 Sunningdale Road 
East expires on January 24, 2019. 

4.0  Cultural Heritage Evaluation 

4.1  Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 
The criteria of Ontario Heritage Act Regulation 9/06 establishes criteria for determining 
the cultural heritage value or interest of individual properties. These criteria are:  

1. Physical or design value: 
i. Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, 

expression, material or construction method; 
ii. Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or, 
iii. Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

2. Historical or associative value: 
i. Has direct associations with a theme, event,  belief, person, activity, 

organization or institution that is significant to a community; 
ii. Yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an 

understanding of a community or culture; or, 
iii. Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, 

designer or theorist who is significant to a community. 
3. Contextual value: 

i. Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area; 
ii. Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings; 

or, 
iii. Is a landmark. 

 
A property is required to meet one or more of the abovementioned criteria to merit 
protection under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Should the property not meet 
the criteria for designation, the demolition request should be granted and the property 
removed from the Inventory of Heritage Resources (Register). 
 
The evaluation of the property using the criteria of Ontario Heritage Act Regulation 9/06 
can be found below. 
 
4.2  Evaluation 
An evaluation of the property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East was undertaken using the 
criteria outlined in O.Reg. 9/06 in the Heritage Impact Assessment (MHBC 6.0). The 
evaluation found that the property did not meet any of the criteria of O.Reg. 9/06. 
 
The evaluation of the property determined that although described as “Georgian” on the 
Register of Cultural Heritage Resources, the property is not a rare, unique, 
representative, or early example of a style, type, expression, material, or construction 
method, and does not have design/physical value or historical/associative value. 
Speaking to the contextual value, the HIA noted, 

 The existing house is shown in the 1877 map with rows of trees to the east of the 
property perhaps to facilitate a wind break. The house continues to remain in-situ 
and there are remnants of the treed windbreak. However, its original context as 
an agricultural property has been altered by the aggregate extraction activities on 
the property. Its original functionality has been, for the most part removed. The 
house is not important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of the 
area as land use of the property has altered its original purpose. It is no longer 
physically, functionally, visually linked to its surrounding area. It is historically 
linked to the original land patterns and roadways in its orientation and position, 
however, not in itself significant or unique to any other agricultural landscape in 
Ontario. It is not a landmark. 

 
Staff reviewed the Heritage Impact Assessment (MHBC 2019) and the evaluation of the 
property using the criteria of O.Reg. 9/06. Staff concur with the findings of the evaluation, 
that the property did not meet any of the criteria of O.Reg. 9/06. Staff also encourage the 
owner of the property to salvage the existing buff brick materials for re-use if feasible.  
 



 

The documentation provided in the Heritage Impact Assessment (MHBC 2019) is 
sufficient documentation of the subject property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East. No 
further documentation is recommended. 
 
4.3  Consultation 
Pursuant to Council Policy for the demolition of heritage listed properties, notification of 
the demolition request was sent to 12 property owners within 120m of the subject 
property on December 17, 2019 as well as community groups including the Architectural 
Conservancy Ontario – London Region, London & Middlesex Historical Society, and the 
Urban League of London. Notice was also published in The Londoner. 

5.0  Conclusion 

The evaluation of the property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East found that the property 
did not meet the criteria of O.Reg. 9/06 and therefore does not merit designation under 
the Ontario Heritage Act. Municipal Council should consent to the demolition of the 
existing dwelling. 
 

December 12, 2019 
MG/ 
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Appendix A – Property Location 

 

 
Figure 1: Location of the subject property at 2325 Sunningdale Road East. The dwelling on the property is located at 
the north side of the property. 



 

 

Figure 2: Extract from the Tremaine's Map of the County of Middlesex (1862), showing the north half of Lot 5, 
Concession V in the former London Township (red square). Wm. Stephens is noted as the occupant. 

 

 
Figure 3: Extract from the Illustrated Historical Atlas of Middlesex County (1878), showing the north half of Lot 5, 
Concession V in the former London Township (red square). Note: the property as well as portions of the adjacent 

Lot 6, Concession V are noted as being owned by the “Heirs of Wm. Stevens”. Note, a structure is depicted on 
the property within the approximate location of the existing dwelling. 



 

 

Figure 4: Extract from a 1967 aerial photograph showing the land use of the beginnings of aggregate extraction on 
the property 

 
Figure 5: Extract from a 1993 aerial photograph showing the land use on the property transitioning to its current 

aggregate extraction use 



 

 
Figure 6: Aerial view showing current land use and aggregate extraction activity on the property. 

 
  



 

Appendix B – Images  

 
Image 1: Photograph of the dwelling at 2325 Sunningdale Road East, as shown in the 1993 City of London Inventory 
of Heritage Resources: Annexed Area. 

 
Image 2: Main (north) facade of the dwelling at 2325 Sunningdale Road East. 



 

 
Image 3: West facade of the dwelling at 2325 Sunningdale Road East, showing the main house, front entrance at left, 
and rear addition at right. 

 
Image 4: Rear (south) facade of the dwelling at 2325 Sunningdale Road East showing main house and rear addition. 



 

 
Image 5: Rear addition to the house at 2325 Sunningdale Road East. Note, a portion of the addition was likely used 
as an early summer kitchen, and a much large garage has also been added to the rear of the dwelling. 

 
Image 6: View looking north showing the gravel laneway that provides access to the house from Sunningdale Road 
East 



 

 
Image 7: Detail showing window on the main (north) facade. Note, several windows on the dwelling have been 
replaced with vinyl replacement windows.  

 
Image 8: View showing front addition on the house. The date of the addition is unclear, however, the exterior is clad 
with angelstone and vinyl siding. 



 

 
Image 9: View showing front northwest corner of the dwelling and access provided in front addition. 

 
Image 10: Detail showing southeast corner of the dwelling. The north corners of the dwelling have been altered with 
concrete and angelstone cladding. 



 

 
Image 11: View of the interior of the first floor. The stairs are located at the left of the photograph. The historic floor 
plan has been extensively altered on the interior of the dwelling. 

 
Image 12: View showing interior of the west wall, showing the location of the fireplace. Note, a chimney is no longer 
present on the exterior west façade of the dwelling. 



 

 
Image 13: Interior detail showing fireplace of the dwelling at 2325 Sunningdale Road East. 

 
Image 14: Interior detail, showing the field stone foundation walls of the dwelling at 2325 Sunningdale Road East. 

  



 

Appendix C – Heritage Impact Assessment 

MHBC Planning, Urban Design, & Landscape Architecture, Heritage Impact 
Assessment, 2325 Sunningdale Road East, City of London, Ontario (November 2019) 
[attached separately].  
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Executive Summary 
The subject lands, located at 2325 Sunningdale Road East, are progressing through phased development of 
an approved gravel pit operation.  The site operations are licenced by the Province through the Aggregate 
Resources Act (ARA).  The site operations have progressed to the stage where the removal of the existing 
home is necessary, as indicated on the approved ARA Site Plans.   
 
Since the existing home is listed on the City’s Register of Cultural Heritage Resources (2019), the City of 
London’s Official Plan (1989) policies require a Heritage Impact Assessment be prepared for the proposed 
ongoing development of the subject land located at 2325 Sunningdale Road East, London.   
 
This Heritage Impact Assessment provides an overview of the site history, documentation of the physical 
attributes of the property through a photographic record, and an assessment of the potential cultural 
heritage value of the property.  This report concludes that the subject lands do not meet the criteria of 
Ontario Regulation 9/06 and therefore, does not warrant designation under the Ontario Heritage Act.  
 
As a result, this report concludes that there are no adverse impacts to cultural heritage as no significant 
cultural heritage value exists on the property. It is recommended that due to that fact, the City of London 
approve demolition of the building and deem this report as sufficient documentation of the building for the 
archival record.  Materials from the building material (i.e. yellow brick) could be made available for salvage 
purposes should there be interest from the community. 
 
It is also recommended that this report be included in the archival record for this property for future research 
purposes.  
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1.0  Introduction 

1.1  Background Information 
  
MHBC Planning, Urban Design and Landscape Architecture (“MHBC”) was retained in January 2019 by 
Lafarge Canada Inc. to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) for the property located at 2325 
Sunningdale Road East, City of London, Ontario hereafter referred to as the ‘subject land’ (see Appendix A).  
The development proposal under evaluation includes the demolition of the existing building at 2325 
Sunningdale Road East and continued development of the land as ‘Area 4’ of a gravel pit operation, as 
indicated on the approved Aggregate Resources Act Site Plans for the Talbot Pit (Licence No. 2081). 
 
The existing building on the subject land is ‘listed’ (non-designated) on the City of London’s Register of 
Cultural Heritage Resources and receives some protection from demolition as indicated in the OHA. The 
subject land is not located within a Heritage Conservation District under Part V of the OHA. The building is 
identified as a Georgian Farmhouse constructed in 1845 approved to the Register on March 26, 2007.  
 
The purpose of this HIA is to evaluate the potential cultural heritage value of the subject property and if 
significant cultural heritage is to be found, to determine the impacts of the proposed development upon 
the identified cultural heritage attributes of the property.  
 
It is important to note that the existing Georgian farmhouse is proposed for removal in the current ARA Site 
Plans, which govern the operation and rehabilitation of the site. The principle of land use for aggregate 
extraction has already been established through previous approvals granted for the property.  
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2.0  Methodology and approach 

2.1  Methodology 
The methodology of this report is based on the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) guidelines that are 
provided by the Ontario Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport: 

• Overview of site history and immediate surrounding area; 

• Identification of the subject land;  

• Current Conditions of the subject land; 

• Written description and overview of heritage attributes of 2325 Sunningdale Road East after 
evaluation under Ontario Regulation 9/06; 

• An outline of the proposed development;  

• Assessment of impacts as per Info Sheet No.5 of the Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport;  

• Alternative development approaches; and, 

• Conclusions and Recommendations. 
 
Supplementary to the above requirements, this Heritage Impact Assessment also includes the current 
Section 2.0 Methodology and Approach as recommended by ICOMOS (2011).  

2.2  Approach  
A site visit was conducted by MHBC Cultural Heritage Staff on April 9th, 2019 to complete photographic 
documentation of the current condition of 2325 Sunningdale Road East, City of London. 
 
This Report reviews the following documents: 

• The Planning Act 

• The Ontario Heritage Act and the Ontario Heritage Toolkit 

• City of London Official Plan  

• City of London’s Register of Cultural Heritage Resources (2019) 

• Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (Second Edition) 

• Building Resilience: Practical Guidelines for the Sustainable Rehabilitation of Buildings in Canada 
(2016) 

 
This report assesses the cultural heritage value of the property and the proposed development in terms of 
its compliance with these policies, guidelines and recommendations and assesses any impacts of the 
development on the cultural heritage attributes of the subject property, if any.  
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2.2.1 Policy Framework 
 
The Planning Act and PPS 2014 

The Planning Act makes a number of provisions respecting cultural heritage either directly in Section 2 of the 
Act or Section 3 respecting policy statements and provincial plans. In Section 2 the Planning Act outlines 18 
spheres of provincial interest that must be considered by appropriate authorities in the planning process. 
One of the intentions of The Planning Act is to “encourage the co-operation and co-ordination among the 
various interests.” Regarding Cultural Heritage, Subsection 2(d) of the Act provides that: 
 

The Minister, the council of a municipality, a local board, a planning board and the Municipal Board, in 
carrying out their responsibilities under this Act, shall have regard to, among other matters, matters of 
provincial interest such as, 

 
(d) The conservation of features of significant architectural, cultural, historical, archaeological or 
scientific interest;  

 
In support of the provincial interest identified in Subsection 2 (d) of the Planning Act, and as provided for in 
Section 3, the Province has refined policy guidance for land use planning and development matters in the 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS). The PPS is “intended to be read in its entirety and the relevant policy 
areas are to be applied in each situation”. This provides a weighting and balancing of issues within the 
planning process.  
 
When addressing cultural heritage planning, the PPS provides the following: 
 

2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved. 
 
2.6.3 Planning authorities shall not permit development and site alteration on adjacent lands to protected 
heritage property except where the proposed development and site alteration has been evaluated and it 
has been demonstrated that the heritage attributes of the protected heritage property will be conserved. 

 
Conserved: means the identification, protection, management and use of built heritage resources, 
cultural heritage landscapes and archaeological resources in a manner that ensures their cultural 
heritage value or interest is retained under the Ontario Heritage Act. This may be achieved by the 
implementation of recommendations set out in a conservation plan, archaeological assessment, and/or 
heritage impact assessment. Mitigative measures and/or alternative development approaches can be 
included in these plans and assessments. 

 
The Ontario Heritage Act 

The Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O, 1990, c.0.18 remains the guiding legislation for the conservation of significant 
cultural heritage resources in Ontario. The building located at 2325 Sunningdale Road is listed under the 
Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) and therefore was guided by the criteria provided with Regulation 9/06 of the 
OHA which outlines the criteria for determining cultural heritage value or interest. The regulation sets forth 
categories of criteria and several sub-criteria and will be utilized to evaluate the subject lands.  
 
The Ontario Heritage Tool Kit  

The impacts of a proposed development or change to a cultural heritage resource may occur over a short 
or long-term duration, and may occur during a pre-construction phase, construction phase or post-
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construction phase. Impacts to a cultural heritage resource may also be site specific or widespread, and may 
have low, moderate or high levels of physical impact.  According to the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, the 
following constitutes adverse impacts which may result from a proposed development:  

• Destruction; 

• Alteration; 

• Shadows; 

• Isolation; 

• Direct or indirect obstruction; 

• A change in land use; and 

• Land disturbances. 
 
City of London Official Plan (1989) 

The City of London Official Plan does not provide specific policies regarding evaluation criteria of properties 
of cultural heritage value or formal Terms of Reference regarding the preparation of Heritage Impact 
Assessments. The preparation of this report is therefore guided by the Ontario Ministry of Culture (now the 
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport) InfoSheet #5 Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation Plans, part 
of the 2006 Heritage Resources in the Land Use Planning Process document.  
 
As per the guidance in the Ministry document, this report contains the following components: 

• Historical research, site analysis and evaluation 

• Identification of the significance and attributes of the cultural heritage resources 

• Description of the proposed development or site alteration 

• Measurement of development or site alteration impact 

• Consideration of alternatives, mitigation and conservation methods 

• Implementation and monitoring 

• Summary statement and conservation recommendations 
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3.0  Identification of subject lands  

3.1  Description of Subject Lands 
The subject land is municipally addressed as 2325 Sunningdale Road, City of London (Concession V, Part Lot 
5, Township of London). The subject lands contain a one-and-half storey, vernacular Georgian farmhouse. 
The subject lands are zoned EX as a resource extraction zone within the Fanshawe Planning District. The 
house is located in ‘Area 4’ of the Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) Site Plans for the Talbot Pit (Licence No. 
2081). See Appendix A for a map of the subject lands.  
 

 
Figure 1:  Aerial view of subject land identified as a heritage property by the City of London  (City of London E-Map, 2019) 

 
There is an existing one and half storey brick house with a rectangular floor plan and open, steeply sloped, 
gabled roof. The house has an addition to the rear which appears to have a salt-box style roof. There is also 
a wood frame outbuilding to the rear of the immediate property.  
 
A yard area is located around the house on the north, west and south side of the building with active 
aggregate extraction to the east.  
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Figure 2:  Aerial view of existing house on subject land (Google Earth Pro, 2018) 

 
 

 
Figure 3:  View of front façade of 2325 Sunningdale Road East, London (Google Earth Pro, 2019) 
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4.0  Historical overview 

The purpose of this section of the report is to provide a summary of the history of the subject lands. 

First Nations 

The City of London was originally inhabited by the Anishnaabeg, Haudenosaunee and Lenni-Lenape 
Nations. After Europeans arrived in the area, there were agreements made between the First Nations in the 
area and the European immigrants; one particular to the area was the London Township Treaty of 1796 (City 
of London, 2019).  
 
Middlesex County and London Township 

Middlesex County represents the central tract of the Erie and Huron Peninsula in Ontario. In the 17th century, 
French explorers travelled through unknown territory which later became Middlesex County, between Lake 
Erie and Lake Huron. The river, first known as La Tranchée, later became The Thames, renamed in the late 18th 
century by Governor Simcoe. During the winter season of 1792/1793, Governor Simcoe ordered parts of 
Middlesex County to be surveyed (Goodspeed, 1889). 
 
Col. John Graves Simcoe was appointed to take charge of Upper Canada after fighting in the Revolutionary 
War. Among his first orders of business were defense of the territory and land surveying. In December 1791, 
he reviewed maps of La Tranchée, which was known as a large waterway at the time. Simcoe decided that 
it may serve as the potential location for his Capital. He gave orders to begin surveying the land in 1793. 
Upon visiting the land surrounding La Tranchée, (which was known in the late 18th and early 19th centuries 
as ‘The Forks’) on March 2, he found a suitable location for the capitol, and the land was surveyed in 1793 by 
Patrick McNiff (Campbell, 1921). 
 
In 1788, Lord Dorchester divided the colony into Districts, which were renamed by Simcoe as Western, 
Home, Midland, and Eastern. In 1799 the province was further divided into nine districts, Western, London, 
Gore, Niagara, Home, Midland, Newcastle, Johnston, and Eastern. These nine districts were further 
subdivided into counties, or “circles”, as they were first known. The counties were subdivided again into 
townships (Campbell, 1921). 
 
City of London, Ontario 

The City of London was settled due to the proximity to the ‘Forks’ of the Thames. The location made it 
convenient to trade with nearby Native populations. Thomas Talbot, another prominent early settler, was 
granted an officer’s 5,000 acres and became the land agent of London (Campbell, 1921). The subject lands 
were located outside of the City of London boundaries at the time of the 1819 Map including the City of 
London (see Figure 4).  
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Figure 4:  Copy of Part of the Township of London, Copied from Mr. Burwell’s 31st May 1819 Plan (Courtesy of Western University) 
(note: subject lands are located to north of map) 

 
The subject land was to the north of the original plan of the Township of London of 1819. It was not until 
1838 that the land was no longer part of the Crown Lands within the Township of London.  
 

 
Figure 5: Map of Crown Lands, Department of Planning of London (original 1824, revised 1905) (Courtesy of Western University) 

(note: subject lands are located to north of map) 
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A survey of London was carried out, which contained 240 acres. The river was located at the south and west 
boundaries, and extended to the east as far as Wellington Street, bounded to the north by North Street (now 
Queen’s Avenue) (Campbell, 1921). 
 
Primitive streets were laid out in what is now Downtown London in the first half of the 19th century. They 
were unpaved, lacking sewers and ditches (Campbell, 1921). A large swamp on the east side of Richmond 
Street (near Dundas), was also present.  
 
By the 1850s the population more than doubled, approximately 5,000 of which were skilled working-class 
men. By this time, London was growing and self-sufficient (Campbell, 1921). In 1854 the Town of London 
was incorporated into a city and separated from Middlesex County (Godspeed, 1889).  At the edge of the 
City, lay the rural development of the Township of London, which would have included the subject land. 
This leads to a closer examination of the development of the subject lands.  
 
2325 Sunningdale Road East, London 

In 1863, University College granted 100 acres (northern half of Lot 5) to William Stephens (LRO); this 
transaction was not registered until February 27, 1884. In the abstract index 1 up to 1866; Concession 5 
(Middlesex County (33), London, Book 4) King’s College (University College) is listed as owning 200 acres of 
Lot 5, Concession 5 in January of 1866. It would be presumed that William Stephens made an agreement in 
1863 to own 100 acres of this land as seen below, although not registered until 21 years later. Dating the 
architecture of the house and the time that the house was owned by the Stephens family, it is likely that the 
house was constructed and lived in by the Stephens family. 
  

 
  
The subject land located at Concession V, Lot 5 and Lot 6, a total of 150 acres, in the 1877 Map of the County 
of Middlesex, Ontario notes that it is owned by the “heirs of William Stevens”. William Stevens was born in 
1833 in England and in the 1871 Canadian Census was living in Middlesex East, London Township in Division 
1. He is listed as being a Carpenter and the head of the household. His spouse was Margaret Otty. William 
Stevens owned other lots within the Township and it appears that he resided on Concession 6, Lot 15 (50 
acres), and the subject land was intended for his sons. One of his sons, James Stevens owned Concession V, 
Lot 4 (100 acres) and was listed as a farmer in 1871 and showing to have owned Concession V, Lot 4 in 1877. 
John Stevens, however, William’s other son, is listed as a labourer but not an owner of land. The land {was] 
deeded in 1884 from Elizabeth Stevens et al. to H. H. Stephens (LRO). 
 
In the early 20th century, the property was owned by the Stone Family. The head of the household, William 
Stone, was listed as a painter in the 1911 census. In 1913, the property was sold to Lafayette Quinn, who only 
five years later sold to Walter B. Haskett. Three years later, Walter B. Haskett sold the land to James Lee. In 
1925, the land was sold to William Marcus Talbot. In 1936, the land was granted from Eva May Parkinson and 
Dustin Talbot, executors of William Marcus Talbot, to Allan Marcus Talbot.  
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Figure 6:  1877 Atlas of the Middlesex County; red box outlines subject lands and dotted line represents 

Sunningdale Road East (Courtesy of McGill University). 

The property has since included aggregate extraction operations beginning in the latter half of the 20th 
century, and the majority of the land is used for the extraction of sand and gravel, known as the Lafarge 
Talbot Pit. Figure 9, provides an overall context as to the surrounding land use, in particular its transition 
from agricultural to rural industrial use.  
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Figure 7 & 8:  (Above) 1954 aerial photograph of the subject lands prior to aggregate extraction (Courtesy of the University of Toronto); 

(Below) 2004 aerial photograph of the subject lands post aggregate extraction (Google Earth Pro, 2019) ; red circles indicates location of 
the subject lands. 
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Figure 9:  Aerial of subject land and surrounding area; Red arrow indicates building on subject land (Source: Google Earth Pro, 2019) 
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5.0 Current review of building on subject lands 

This Section of the report will review the current conditions of the existing building to evaluate the heritage 
integrity of the building.  

Although Ontario Regulation 9/06 does not consider the structural integrity of the building, the Ministry of 
Culture Tourism and Sport advises on Integrity and Physical Condition of properties in part of Section 4, 
Municipal Criteria of the Heritage Property Evaluation document of the Ontario Heritage Toolkit.  

In the matter of integrity the Guide notes that: (underline for emphasis), 

A cultural heritage property does not need to be in original condition. Few survive without 
alterations on the long journey between their date of origin and today. Integrity is a question of 
whether the surviving physical features (heritage attributes) continue to represent or support the 
cultural heritage value or interest of the property.  

For example, a building that is identified as being important because it is the work of a local 
architect, but has been irreversibly altered without consideration for design, may not be worthy 
of long-term protection for its physical quality. The surviving features no longer represent the 
design; the integrity has been lost. If this same building had a prominent owner, or if a celebrated 
event took place there, it may hold cultural heritage value or interest for these reasons, but not 
for its association with the architect. 

Cultural heritage value or interest may be intertwined with location or an association with 
another structure or environment. If these have been removed, the integrity of the property may 
be seriously diminished. Similarly, removal of historically significant materials, or extensive 
reworking of the original craftsmanship, would warrant an assessment of the integrity. 

There can be value or interest found in the evolution of a cultural heritage property. Much can be 
learned about social, economic, technological and other trends over time. The challenge is being 
able to differentiate between alterations that are part of an historic evolution, and those that are 
expedient and offer no informational value. 

Ministry guidelines from the Ontario Heritage Took Kit Heritage Evaluation resource document note that:   

Individual properties being considered for protection under section 29 must undergo a more 
rigorous evaluation than is required for listing. The evaluation criteria set out in Regulation 
9/06 essentially form a test against which properties must be assessed. The better the 
characteristics of the property when the criteria are applied to it, the greater the property’s 
cultural heritage value or interest, and the stronger the argument for its long-term 
protection. 

This evaluation of the current condition considers the matter of heritage integrity as outlined by the 
Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport.  
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The photographic documentation of the current conditions of the building is included in Appendix D of 
this report.  

5.1  Exterior  
 
North (Front) Elevation 
The front elevation of the building has a symmetrical composition. The original window openings remain, 
as well as the window voussoirs and stone lintels. The windows, however, have been replaced with vinyl, 
double hung windows. There is a front portico enclosure with stone with a concrete foundation sill and 
includes a cubed glass window opening centred in on the front façade of the enclosed portico. The 
pediment has been covered with vinyl siding.  
 
There is a gable dormer placed centred on the roof which has been covered in siding. The open gable has 
box end eaves. The window has been replaced with a double-hung window. A black sealant has been used 
both along the adjoining portico and along the boundary of the shed dormer window.  
 
Angel stone infill has been used on both bottom corners of the front façade that was used to enclose the 
portico; a concrete block has also been placed at these corners.  
 
The roof is open gabled with box end eaves. There is a chimney on the east elevation which also appears to 
have been covered in a black sealant. The roof is composed of asphalt shingles and original soffit and fascia 
has been replaced.  
 
West Elevation 
The west elevation is composed of four (4) windows; the window openings including voussoirs are original 
and it appears at least one of the windows are original. There is an original foundation window indicated by 
the voussoir; the window has been boarded up with wood. The original rubble stone foundation is apparent 
on this elevation as well as the wrap around stone infill on the western corner of the façade. This façade 
shows the open gabled roof line and box end eaves and covered/ replaced soffit and fascia.  
 
There are signs of efflorescence on this façade, in particular slightly to the right of the centre of the façade 
as well as under the sills of both windows on the first level. This has resulted in cracking in parts of the façade.  
 
The rear addition includes two windows with voussoirs and stone lintels and a doorway. The window 
openings appear to be original, however, the windows have been replaced a single pane within wood 
frames. The west elevation of the rear addition has been painted with white paint concealing the original 
yellow brick.  
 
South Elevation 
To the rear of the building is a rectangular addition; the addition adjoins immediately following a window 
opening. The window opening, including voussoir and stone lintel, is original, however, the window is a 
double-hung vinyl replacement. A portion of the façade has been painted white. The rear façade of the 
addition has been painted white, it is apparent, however, that it was composed of yellow brick. The rubble 
stone foundation is also apparent below the white paint. The roof of this rear wing is slanted, mimicking a 
salt-box cottage. It is most likely that this rear addition was used as a summer kitchen.  
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East Elevation 
The west elevation is composed of the rear wing elevation of the main house. This façade of the rear wing 
includes a garage door entrance which recedes further back before adjoining to the main house. It is likely 
that the extension for the garage portion was a later addition. This niche includes a small two pane window 
with a stone sill. This façade has been covered with siding.  
 
The east elevation of the main home consists of three (3) windows which are the original windows openings 
including voussoirs and stone sills. The first level window has been replaced with a vinyl double-hung 
window. The upper two windows appear to be original 4 x 3, double-hung wood framed windows. Both 
upper windows have been sealed with a black sealant along the window opening and in and around the 
sill.  
 
There is an original foundation window opening with voussoir along this façade which has been boarded. 
There is a chimney shaft along this façade that is also covered in a black sealant.  
 
The overall use of waterproof sealing throughout the exterior of the building and the signs of efflorescence 
on the eastern elevation indicate signs of water damage.  

5.2 Interior 
The interior arrangement of the house has been largely altered throughout the years. Only a few features 
continue to exist; those being the fireplace opening, the rubble stone foundation and the remaining original 
windows (also exterior feature) on the western and eastern elevations. 

5.3  Landscape features 
There is a mature White Cedar to the west of the front façade and a mature maple to the rear of the house. 
These appear to original plantings associated with the house, however, are not particularly a supportive or 
defining feature.  
 
There are no field areas remaining, which would link to the agricultural history of the area. 

5.4  Comment on heritage integrity 
The building has undergone significant exterior and interior alterations, some of which are irreversible. There 
is water damage in several locations on the exterior which subsequently could have severe effects on the 
interior. Lafarge staff indicated during the site visit that several repairs have been made over the years to 
address water penetration and structural issues. The heritage integrity of the building is limited to the 
original window openings including voussoirs and the remaining original windows. 
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6.0  Evaluation under Ontario Regulation 9/06  

6.1  Evaluation criteria 
The subject lands have been evaluated as per Ontario Regulation 9/06 pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act 
in order to determine cultural heritage value or interest where,  

A property may be designated under section 29 of the Act if it meets one or more or the following criteria for 
determining whether it is of cultural heritage value or interest:  

1. The property has design value or physical value because it, 

i. is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, expression, material or construction 
method, 

ii. displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or 
iii. demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

2. The property has historical value or associative value because it, 

i. has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, organization or institution that is significant 
to a community, 

ii. yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an understanding of a community 
or culture, or 

iii. demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is 
significant to a community. 

3. The property has contextual value because it, 

i. is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area, 
ii. is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, or 

iii. is a landmark.  
 

6.1.1 Physical/ Design Value  
The house is described as a Georgian farmhouse in the Register, however the alterations to the house, in 
particular the irreversible covering of a large portion of the main façade, has removed its ability to be an 
exceptional representative of this type of architecture. There are 102 properties on the Register of Cultural 
Heritage Resources listed as being of a Georgian architectural style; 51 of which are described as “Georgian”. 
There is one (1) designated Georgian building under Part IV of the OHA and two (2) designated under Part 
V of the OHA.  
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Figures 10 & 11:  (Left) Example of other Georgian examples on the Register, street view of 357 Southdale Road East, London (Source: 

Google Earth Pro, 2019); Photograph of “Georgian” house on the subject lands (Source: MHBC, 2019) 
 

 
The property does not have physical/ design value as it is not rare, unique or clearly representative of a style, 
type, expression, or construction method. It does not display a high degree of technical or scientific 
achievement.  

6.1.2 Historical/ Associative Value 
The house is not directly associated with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution 
that is significant to the community, or yield, or has potential to yield information that contributes to the 
understanding of a community or culture that is significant. It does not demonstrate or reflect the work or 
ideas of an architect, artist, building, designer or theorist who is significant to a community; the builder/ 
architect is unknown.  

6.1.3 Contextual Value 
The existing house is shown in the 1877 map with rows of trees to the east of the property perhaps to 
facilitate a wind break. The house continues to remain in-situ and there are remnants of the treed windbreak. 
However, its original context as an agricultural property has been altered by the aggregate extraction 
activities on the property. Its orignal functionality has been, for the most part removed. The house is not 
important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of the area as land use of the property has 
altered its original purpose. It is no longer physically, functionally, visually linked to its surrounding area. It is 
historically linked to the original land patterns and roadways in its orientation and postion, however, not in 
itself significant or unique to any other agricutlural landscape in Ontario. It is not a landmark.  

6.2  Evaluation of the Subject Lands 

Ontario Regulation 9/06 2325 Sunningdale 
Road East 

1. Design/Physical Value  
i. Rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, 

expression, material or construction method 
☐  

ii. Displays high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit ☐ 
iii. Demonstrates high degree of technical or scientific achievement ☐ 
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2. Historical/associative value 
i. Direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, 

organization, institution that is significant 
☐ 

ii. Yields, or has potential to yield information that contributes to an 
understanding of a community or culture 

☐ 

iii. Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, 
builder, designer, or theorist who is significant to the community. 

☐ 

3. Contextual value  
i. Important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of 

an area 
☐ 

ii. Physically, functionally, visually, or historically linked to its 
surroundings 

☐ 

iii. Is a landmark ☐ 
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7.0  Description of proposed development 

7.1  Description of development  
 
The proposed development includes the continued development of the existing Talbot Pit to include 
extraction of aggregate resources from the subject land. The planned development proposes to remove 
all remaining buildings and structures located on the subject lands including the existing ‘listed’ house 
on the property to facilitate the development of ‘Area 4’ of the Talbot Pit; this would be completed in 
Phase C of the development plan. The continued development of the gravel pit will result in extraction 
moving northwards into this area.  See Appendix B for excerpts from the larger version of the site plan. 
 

 
Figure 8:  ARA approved site plan for proposed extension of Talbot Pit  (Source: Harrington and Hoyle Ltd., March 1993)  
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Figure 9:  Notes for Phase C of the redevelopment for the extension of the Talbot Pit; the last note reflects the pre-

approved demolition/ removal of the existing house on-site.  (Source: Harrington and Hoyle Ltd., 1993  & MHBC, 2019) 
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8.0  Assessment of impacts of development  
The following sub-section of this report will provide an analysis of impacts which are anticipated as a result 
of the proposed continued development of the subject lands as they relate to the identified cultural heritage 
resources. This will include a description of the classification of the impact as beneficial, neutral, or adverse. 

8.1  Classification of impacts 
Based on the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, there are three classifications of impacts that the effects of a proposed 
development may have on an identified cultural heritage resource: beneficial, neutral or adverse. Beneficial 
impacts may include retaining a resource of cultural heritage value, protecting it from loss or removal, 
restoring/repairing heritage attributes, or making sympathetic additions or alterations that allow for the 
continued long-term use of a heritage resource. Neutral effects have neither a markedly positive or negative 
impact on a cultural heritage resource. Adverse effects may include the loss or removal of a cultural heritage 
resource, unsympathetic alterations or additions which remove or obstruct heritage attributes. The isolation 
of a cultural heritage resource from its setting or context, or addition of other elements which are 
unsympathetic to the character or heritage attributes of a cultural heritage resource are also considered 
adverse impacts. These adverse impacts may require strategies to mitigate their impact on cultural heritage 
resources.  
 
This report concludes that there are no impacts to cultural heritage as according to the evaluation under 
the prescribed Ontario Regulation 9/06, there is no significant cultural heritage value associated with the 
property.  
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9.0  Consideration of development alternatives and 
mitigation measures  

9.1  Alternative development approaches 
Heritage Impact Assessments routinely consider alternative development options as a form of mitigation 
related to potential impacts to cultural heritage resources.  Alternatives can include ‘do nothing’, proceed 
with proposed development, or proceed with an alternate form of development. 
 
As outlined earlier in this report, there are no significant cultural heritage resources located on the subject 
lands.  Given these conclusions, alternative development approaches were not examined as there would be 
no benefit to doing so. 
 

9.2  Mitigation measures and monitoring 
Based on the findings of the report, mitigation measures and monitoring are not required.  It is 
recommended that this report be considered as sufficient documentation of the subject lands for archival 
purposes. 
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10.0  Conclusions and recommendations 
Lafarge Canada Inc. operates the existing Talbot Pit located on the subject lands (2325 Sunningdale Road 
East), and plans to move to the next approved stage of extraction in the near future.  The next stage involves 
removal of the remaining existing buildings on the subject lands.  The City of London Official Plan policies 
require a Heritage Impact Assessment for the continued approved aggregate resource development of the 
subject land, since the dwelling is listed on the City of London’s Register of Cultural Heritage Resources.  
 
This Heritage Impact Assessment provides an overview of the site history, documentation of the physical 
attributes of the property through a photographic record, and an assessment of the potential cultural 
heritage value of the property.   
 
This report concludes that the subject lands do not meet the criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06 and 
therefore, does not warrant continued protection under the Ontario Heritage Act.  
 
As a result, this report concludes that there are no adverse impacts to cultural heritage as no significant 
cultural heritage value exists on the property. It is recommended that the City of London consent to the 
demolition of the building and deem this report as sufficient documentation of the building for the archival 
record.  Materials from the building material (i.e yellow brick) could be made available for salvage purposes 
should there be interest from the community. 
 
It is also recommended that this report be included in the archival record for this property for future research 
purposes.  
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Appendix A  Map of Subject Land 
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Appendix B  Excerpts from Aggregate Resources 
Act (ARA) Site Plans 
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Appendix C  Listing in the Inventory of Heritage 
Properties for the City of London 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Heritage Building lnventory

A B c D E F G H
1 MUNNUM STRËËT NAME pRt0RtïY YEAR SUILT BU]LDING NAME ARCHITECTURAT STYLË DESIG COMMËNTS

223t 65 STANLEY ST 2 c1 870 ECLECTIC
66 STANLEY ST c'|880 HEWITT MICHELE LEE ONTARIO COTTAGE

224[ 75 STANLEY ST 3 c1 878 ITALIANATE
2241 80 STANI FY ST 2 1887 RUSSEL PROPERTY ECLECTIC DOUBLE HOUSE WITH #82
2242 85 STANLEY ST 2 1 895 LOZON REGINALD J. ONTARIO COTTAGE
224 90 STANLEY ST 2 c147(.J CNTARIO COTTAGE
224¿ 9B STANLEY ST 2 c1 899 GOTHIC REVIVAL INFLUENCE
224! 100 STANLEY ST 1 1896 QUEEN ANNE
224( 40 SUMNER RD 3 1914 )LEASANT HILL FARM EDWARDIAN LSP31 0949
224i 348 SUNNINGDALE RD E 1 I 860 CNTARIO COTTAGE
224t 660 SUNNINGDALE RD E 2 1925 3 RED TILE BARNS
224( 1 896 SUNNINGDALE RD E 2 1 895 TPLAN FARMHOUSE
225( 2100 SUNNINGDALE RD E 2 1 880 r'ERNACULAR
2251 2325 SUNNINGDALE RD E 2 I 845 3EORGIAN FARMHOUSE
22ã 1 035 SUNNINGDALE RD W 2 1850 SEORGIAN FARMHOUSE
225i 1744 SUNNINGDALE RD W c1 870 :ARMHOUSE
2254 1 S50 SUNNINGDALE RD W 1 B65 LYNCH FARMS 3OTHIC REVIVAL
225! 1 965 SUNNINGDALE RD W c1 875 f,NTARIO FARMHOUSE
225( 126 SYDENHAM ST 2 1871 f,NTARIO COTTAGE LSP31 67285
225-, 131 SYDENHAM ST 3 1 893 SHP COTTAGE
)c Rt 133 SYDENHAM ST 2 1 902 ftJEEN ANNE
)c Ê( 148 SYDENHAM ST 3 c1 868 fNTARIO COTTAGE _sP31 1 15.1
226( 154 SYDENHAM ST 2 1 909 ]UEEN ANNE
2261 1ô0 SYDENHAM ST 2 1 880 VICTORIA CARTER TALIANATE
2261 175 SYDENHAM ST 2 c1875 STEWARDSON PROPERTY TALIANATE
226i 181 SYDENHAM ST 3 1 870 )NTARIO COTTAGE

188 SYDENHAM ST J 1 868 ]OTTAGE
226! 191 }YDENHAM ST 2 1 885 LACEY PROPERTY fNTARIO COTTAGE
226( 205 JYDENHAM ST 3 c1910 ,/ERNACULAR
226i 259 SYDENHAM ST 2 c1910 ]UEEN ANNE REVIVAL _sP3333305
226t 260 SYDENHAM ST 1 I 930 ]OLONIAL REVIVAL -sP31 1 252
226 270 SYDENHAM ST 1 c1 845 ]OLONIAL REVIVAL _sP3333305
227( 0 TALBOT ST 1 I 889 RAIL UNDERPASS NDUSTRIAL
2271 272 TALBOT ST 3 p1 881 TALIANATE
2272 304 TALBOT ST 2 1924 /ERNACULAR
227i 331 ÏALBOT ST 1 c1 855 1OTEL BRUNSWICK 3EORGIAN
227¿ 345 TALBOT ST 2 c1 886 TALIANATE
227! 347 TALBOT ST 2 c1 886 TALIANATE
227( 349 TALBOT ST 2 c1 886 TALIANATE
?27i 350 I'ALBOT ST 1 1 890 qNN MCCOLL'S KITCHEN ROMANESOUE REVIVAL _sP2961 304
227t 351 TALBOT ST 2 c1 886 TAI IANATF
227( 357 TALBOT ST 1 c1865 /ERNACULAR
228( 359 ÏALBOT ST J c1925 MARKET FURNITURE RED BRICK COMM
2281 398 TALBOT ST 1 c1927 ]ANK OF MONTREAL NEO.CLASSICAL
2282 479 TALBOT ST 1 c187o ]AMDEN TERRACE ITALIANATE
224? 481 TALBOT ST 1 c1870 ]AMDEN TERRACE TALIANATE
2284 483 ÏALBOT ST c1870 ]AMDEN TERRACE ITALIANATE
228¿ 487 TALBOT ST 1 c1870 ]AMDEN TERRACE ITALIANATE
228e 489 TALBOT ST 1 1470 ]AMDEN.TERRACE ITALIANATE
2281 505 TALBOT ST 1 c1 880 ITALIANATE INFLUENCE
228t 507 TALBOT ST 2 c1884 GOTHIC REVIVAL
¿28f 511 TALBOT ST 2 c1 B84 VERNACULAR

Page 44
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Appendix D  Photographic documentation  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix D: Photographic Documentation of 2325 Sunnningdale Road East, London, Ontario by MHBC Staff, 
April 9, 2019 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

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

Chief Building Official 
Subject: 2594722 Ontario Inc.  
 1830 Wharncliffe Road South 
Public Participation Meeting on: January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services with respect to the 
application of 2594722 Ontario Inc. relating to the property located at 1830 Wharncliffe 
Road South, the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at 
the Municipal Council meeting January 14, 2020 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 Restricted Service Commercial (h-17*RSC1/RSC4) Zone, TO a Holding 
Associated Shopping Area Commercial Special Provision (h-17*ASA1/ASA2(_)/ASA3(_)) 
Zone; 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request    

The requested amendment would permit an increased range of commercial uses for the 
subject lands. 

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to facilitate the adaptive reuse of the 
existing building while expanding the range of commercial uses permitted for the subject 
lands. 

Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The recommended amendment is consistent with the PPS 2014. 
2. The recommended amendment is in confromity with the in-force polices of The 

London Plan, including but not limited to, the Shopping Area Place type policies. 
3. The recommended amendment is in conformity with the in-force pplices of the 1989 

Official Plan, including but not limited to, the Wonderland Road Community Enterpirse 
Corridor. 

4. The recommended amendment is in conformity with the in-force polices of the 
Sourthwest Area Secondary Plan, including but not limited to, the Wonderland Road 
Community Enterpirse Corridor. 

5. The recommended amendment provides additional uses that are appropriate and 
compatible with the surrounding area and provides an increased opportunity to 
effectively utilize the proposed multi-use building on the rear portion of the subject 
lands.   

6. The existing building, proposed buildings and on-site parking are capable of 
supporting the requested commercial uses without resulting in any negative impacts 
on the abutting lands.   
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1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Location Map  
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1.2  Property Description 
 
The subject site is part of a long commercial corridor which spans the north and south 
sides of Wharncliffe Road South (north of Exeter Road) with other commercial uses 
abutting the property and a mix of residential/commercial/industrial land, both developed 
and undeveloped with a portion being farmed to the south of the site fronting the Exeter 
Road corridor. The subject site is located approximately 195 metres west of the 
Wonderland Road South and Wharncliffe Road South intersection. 
 
1.3  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 Official Plan Designation  – Wonderland Road Community Enterprise 
Corridor  

 The London Plan Place Type – Shopping Area 

 Existing Zoning – Holding Restricted Service Commercial (h-                   
17*RSC1/RSC4) Zone 

1.4  Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use –  Existing commercial plaza  

 Frontage  - Wharncliffe Road South – 67.1 metres (220.14 feet) 

 Frontage – Exeter Road – 52 metres (170.6 feet) 

 Depth – 131.9 metres (422.7feet) 

 Area – 5,805m2 (62484.5square feet) 

 Shape – Rectangular 

1.5  Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – Commercial 

 East – Commercial 

 South – Residential/Commercial/Industrial 

 West – Commercial 

2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The recommended amendment would result in an increased range of permitted 
commercial uses for the subject lands and facilitate future development on the rear 
portion of the site. 

 

Figure 1: Site Concept Plan 
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3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
 
The subject site is currently occupied by a restaurant, automobile sales and service, craft 
studio, and one vacant unit. The applicant is proposing development of two commercial 
pads fronting Exeter Road and a new vehicular access will be provided by a single 
driveway via Exeter Road and adaptively reusing and expanding the existing building. A 
total of 57 parking spaces are to be provided on the subject lands. The subject site has 
not been the subject of a recent Planning Act application. 

3.2  Requested Amendment 

The requested amendment would permit an increased range of commercial uses on the 
subject site. The amendment will require a change to the Zoning By-law Z.-1 from a 
Holding Restricted Service Commercial (h-17*RSC1/RSC4) Zone to a Holding 
Associated Shopping Area Commercial Special Provision (h-17*ASA1/ASA2(_)/ 
ASA3(_)) Zone to permit the existing commercial uses as well as the following uses: 
animal hospitals; brewing on premises establishment; clinics; convenience service 
establishments; convenience stores; day care centres; dry cleaning and laundry plants; 
duplicating shops; financial institutions; grocery stores; laboratories; medical/dental, 
professional and service offices; personal service establishments; pharmacies; printing 
establishments; repair and rental establishments; restaurants; retail stores; service and 
repair establishments; studios; supermarkets; and video rental establishments on the 
subject lands.  

The recommended Special Provisions would permit additional uses for the Associated 
Shopping Area Commercial (ASA2) Zone as follows: automobile rental establishments; 
automobile sales and service establishments; automobile supply stores; bake shops; 
hardware stores; home and auto supply stores; home improvement and furnishing stores; 
eat in, fast food and take out restaurants. Additional permitted uses for the Associated 
Shopping Area Commercial (ASA3) Zone include support offices, on the subject lands.  

3.3  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 

On September 4, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to all property owners within 120 
metres of the subject lands. No responses were received at the time this report was 
prepared. Notice of Application was published in The Londoner on September 5, 2019. 

3.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014, provides policy direction on matters of 
provincial interest related to land use planning and development.  Section 1.1 Managing 
and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient Development and Land Use 
Patterns of the PPS encourages healthy, livable and safe communities which are 
sustained by accommodating an appropriate range and mix of residential, employment 
and institutional uses to meet long-term needs.  It directs cities to make sufficient land 
available to accommodate this range and mix of land uses to meet projected needs for a 
time horizon of up to 20 years.   
 
The PPS also directs planning authorities to promote economic development and 
competitiveness by providing opportunities for a diversified economic base, including 
maintaining a range and choice of suitable sites for employment uses which support a 
wide range of economic activities and ancillary uses, and take into account the needs of 
existing and future businesses.  Compact, mixed-use development that incorporates 
compatible employment uses to support liveable and resilient communities is encouraged 
to help facilitate the goals of the PPS (1.3 Employment, 1.1.2, 1.3.1).  The PPS 2014 also 
promotes cost-effective development patterns and standards to minimize land 
consumption and servicing costs while directing settlement areas [1.1.3 Settlement 
Areas] to be the main focus of growth and development and their vitality and regeneration 
shall be promoted. 
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The long-term economic prosperity should be supported by promoting opportunities for 
economic development and community investment-readiness (1.7.1). 

The London Plan 

The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority of which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk throughout 
this report and include many of the Shopping Area Place Type policies pertinent to this 
planning application. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report 
for informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative for 
the purposes of this planning application.   

The subject site is within the Shopping Area Place Type which permits broad range of 
retail, service, office, entertainment, recreational, educational, institutional, and 
residential uses.  Mixed-use buildings will be encouraged. Where a Shopping Area Place 
Type abuts a Neighbourhoods Place Type the City Design policies of this Plan will be 
applied to ensure that a positive interface is created between commercial and residential 
uses (Permitted Uses 877_)  

New developments should be designed to implement transit-oriented design principles.  
Buildings within the Shopping Area Place Type will not exceed four storeys in height. 
Type 2 Bonus Zoning beyond this limit, up to six storeys, may be permitted in conformity 
with the Our Tools policies of this Plan. Development within the Shopping Area Place 
Type will be sensitive to adjacent land uses and employ such methods as transitioning 
building heights and providing sufficient buffers to ensure compatibility. Lots will be of 
sufficient size and configuration to accommodate the proposed development and to help 
mitigate planning impacts on adjacent uses. Total aggregate office uses will not exceed 
2,000m2 within a Shopping Area Place Type (878_).  

The Shopping Area Place Type ensures that planning and development applications will 
conform to the City Design policies of this Plan. To allow for the future redevelopment of 
large commercial blocks, a grid of driveways that extend through the site, spaced 
appropriately across the width of the property, should be established through the site plan 
process. These driveways will be designed to include sidewalks and trees.  

Large commercial blocks should be developed such that smaller-scale commercial uses 
are constructed on pads at the front of the lot to create, to the greatest extent possible, a 
pedestrian-oriented street wall. These buildings should be constructed with their front 
entrances oriented toward the primary street. Large commercial blocks should be 
designed to incorporate wide, tree-lined sidewalks that will allow pedestrians clear, safe, 
direct and comfortable access through parking lots, from the street to the main entrance 
of commercial buildings that are located at the rear of the lot. These sidewalks also allow 
for motorists to walk safely and comfortably from their parked cars to commercial 
buildings (*879). 

1989 Official Plan 

The subject site is designated Wonderland Road Community Enterprise Corridor and 
applies to those lands fronting on Wonderland Road South between Southdale Road 
West and Hamlyn Street. The centrepiece of the Wonderland Boulevard Neighbourhood 
as described in the Southwest Area Secondary Plan is Wonderland Road South, which 
is the primary north-south arterial corridor into the City from Highways 401 and 402. 

This designation is intended to provide for a broad range and mix of uses including 
commercial, office, residential and institutional uses. The policies of the Secondary Plan 
will describe the intensity and mix of these land uses. The intent is to ultimately develop 
a mixed-use corridor characterized by a high density built form to support transit service 
and active transportation modes. A road pattern and potential road pattern that will 
facilitate the future redevelopment of the area will be established. In the short term, it is 
recognized that retail uses will be the predominant activity along the corridor. The 
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Wonderland Road Community Enterprise Corridor will establish the identity of the broader 
Southwest Secondary Planning Area, and accommodate a range and mix of land uses to 
meet service, employment, residential and community activity needs. Development in the 
Corridor will provide an enhanced pedestrian environment, and be at the greatest 
densities and intensity in the Southwest Area Secondary Plan area (4.8.2. Function). 

Uses considered to be appropriate within the Wonderland Road Community Enterprise 
Corridor, a broad range of commercial, residential, office and institutional uses are 
permitted subject to the policies of the Southwest Area Secondary Plan. Mixed use 
developments will be particularly encouraged to develop in this area (4.8.3. Permitted 
Uses). 
 
Southwest Area Secondary Plan (SWAP): 
 
Beginning in 2009, the City initiated a comprehensive area planning process for the lands 
generally bounded by Southdale Road West, White Oak Road, Exeter Road, Wellington 
Road South, Green Valley Road and the Urban Growth Boundary.  The result of that 
comprehensive planning exercise is the Southwest Area Secondary Plan (SWAP).  The 
SWAP is intended to guide the long-term management and approval of growth in one of 
the City’s last and largest reserves of greenfield land.  The Southwest Area Secondary 
Plan was adopted by Council as Official Plan Amendment 541 in November of 2012 and 
received final approval from the Ontario Municipal Board on April 29, 2014.  The 
Secondary Plan is now in full force and effect.   
 
The subject lands are situated within the Wonderland Boulevard Neighbourhood and 
designated “Wonderland Road Community Enterprise Corridor” within the Southwest 
Area Secondary Plan.  The extent of the Wonderland Road Community Enterprise 
Corridor (WRCEC) was a major point of contention through both the City-initiated 
planning process and subsequent OMB hearings.  Initially, commercially designated 
lands along the Wonderland Road South corridor were proposed to comprise just the 
lands fronting Wonderland Road between Southdale Road West to just South of Bradley 
Avenue.  It was intended that up to 120,000m2 of commercial GFA would be permitted, 
including 90,000m2 of existing commercial development or approved/under construction 
north of Bradley Avenue. Essentially, SWAP initially contemplated the addition of 
30,000m2 of new commercial space along Wonderland Road.  This was supported by an 
independent Retail Market Demand Analysis completed by Kircher Research Associates 
Ltd. in May of 2012.   
 
Through subsequent discussions, Council adopted the Wonderland Road Community 
Enterprise Corridor and extended the lands available for commercial development further 
south, from Bradley Avenue to Hamlyn Street.  The total gross floor area of commercial 
space, excluding the lands north of Bradley, was also increased from a maximum of 
30,000m2 to 100,000m2.   
  
The “Commercial Cap”: 
 
As noted above, the Wonderland Road Community Enterprise Corridor specifies limits on 
the intensity of Commercial Development allowed within the corridor, without distributing 
a proportion of that GFA to specific properties. Section 20.5.6.1 v) a) provides, 
“Commercial development for the entire Wonderland Road Community Enterprise 
Corridor designation shall not exceed 100,000 square metres gross floor area. For the 
purposes of this limit, this shall not include those lands generally located north of the 
Bradley Avenue extension that are currently developed or are approved/under 
construction as of October, 2012.   
 
The principle behind the inclusion of a cap on commercial development is to prevent the 
over-supply of commercial uses in new suburban areas which have potential to 
undermine the planned function of existing commercial areas.  The 2012 Retail Demand 
Analysis completed by Kircher Associates Ltd. cited difficulties encountered by 
Westmount Mall after the development of “big-box” commercial uses south of Southdale 
Road, in suggesting that planning for future retail space in the Southwest Area should be 
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careful to take into account actual market demand in order to prevent overbuilding and 
ensure that existing public infrastructure is used efficiently.   
 
Allocation of Commercial Space: 
 
As noted above, the policies of the Wonderland Road Community Enterprise Corridor 
designation allow for a maximum of 100,000m2 of commercial GFA within the Wonderland 
Road Community Enterprise Corridor.  However, this policy is broadly applied across the 
corridor and does not allocate that GFA to specific properties.  The allocation of 
commercial space is intended to be regulated through the City’s Zoning By-law based on 
market existing zoning permissions are from Zoning By-law amendment applications 
received for commercial development permissions.  
 
A planning application by Southside Group was accepted in January 2016 for 3234, 3263, 
and 3274 Wonderland Road South that included amendments to the 1989 Official Plan 
and the Zoning By-law No. Z.-1. The requested Official Plan amendment was to add a 
specific policy area to Chapter 10 of the 1989 Official Plan to permit an additional 
18,700m2 of commercial floor area on the subject site beyond the 100,000m2 maximum 
established in the Southwest Area Secondary Plan (SWAP) for portions of the WRCEC 
designation south of Bradley Avenue. On July 19, 2017 an appeal was filed by Southside 
Group regarding their site-specific amendment (OZ-8590) for failing to make a decision 
on the Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments in the prescribed time period in the 
Planning Act. In June 2018, City Council considered the application by Southside and 
recommended to the LPAT that both the Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments be 
refused. In December 2018 a decision was issued by the LPAT approved commercial 
zoning in principle on the subject site and directed the City to prepare a by-law 
implementing the urban design policies and vision of the SWAP. The Zoning By-law 
amendment was approved by LPAT on September 30, 2019 implementing the proposed 
ASA1/ASA3/ASA4/ASA5/ASA8 zoning for the lands and thereby permitting an additional 
18,700m2 of commercial floor area on the subject site beyond the 100,000m2 maximum 
established in the Southwest Area. 
 
Figure 2: Existing commercial lands within the WRCEC 

 

 

Southside 
Group  

6 
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Figure 3: Breakdown of existing zoned commercial GFA in WRCEC 

 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1  Issue and Consideration # 1 - Use 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

The PPS requires municipalities to accommodate an appropriate range and mix of uses 
and promote economic development and competitiveness by providing for an appropriate 
mix and range of employment and institutional uses to meet long-term needs (1.1.1b, 
1.3.1a).   It also requires municipalities to provide opportunities for a diversified economic 
base, including maintaining a range and choice of suitable sites for employment uses 
which support a wide range of economic activities and ancillary uses, and take into 
account the needs of existing and future businesses (1.3.1b) 
 
The recommended amendment is in keeping with the PPS 2014 as it provides additional 
uses on the subject site that contribute to an appropriate range and mix of employment 
uses helping meet long-term needs.  The amendment increases the site’s ability to 
provide a diversified economic base, and remain suitable for employment uses taking into 
account the needs of existing and future businesses and provides a range of compatible 
employment uses helping support a liveable and resilient community while supporting the 
long-term economic prosperity by promoting community investment-readiness. 
 
The London Plan 

The London Plan designates the site as a Shopping Area Place Type which permits a 
range of retail, service, office, entertainment, recreational, educational, institutional, and 
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residential uses may be permitted within the Shopping Area Place Type.  Mixed-use 
buildings will also be encouraged (Permitted Uses 877_). The conceptual development 
of additional commercial pads and adaptively reusing and expanding the existing building 
is consistent with the Shopping Area Place Type polices. The additional uses are in 
keeping with the permitted uses of the Shopping Area Place Type.  

1989 Official Plan 

The subject site is located within a Wonderland Road Community Enterprise Corridor 
(WRCEC) which is most commonly implemented through an Associated Shopping Area 
Commercial (ASA) zone.  

The recommended Holding Associated Shopping Area Commercial Special Provision (h-
17*ASA1/ASA2(_)/ASA3(_)) Zones provide a range animal hospitals; brewing on 
premises establishment; clinics; convenience service establishments; convenience 
stores; day care centres; dry cleaning and laundry plants; duplicating shops; financial 
institutions; grocery stores; laboratories; medical/dental, professional and service offices; 
personal service establishments; pharmacies; printing establishments; repair and rental 
establishments; restaurants; retail stores; service and repair establishments; studios; 
supermarkets; and video rental establishments. The Special Provisions would permit 
additional uses for the Associated Shopping Area commercial (ASA2) Zone as follows: 
include automobile rental establishments; automobile sales and service establishments; 
automobile supply stores; bake shops; hardware stores; home and auto supply stores; 
home improvement and furnishing stores; eat in, fast food and take out restaurants. 
Additional permitted uses for the Associated Shopping Area Commercial (ASA3) Zone 
include support offices. Within the Wonderland Road Community Enterprise Corridor, a 
broad range of commercial, residential, office and institutional uses are permitted subject 
to the policies of the Southwest Area Secondary Plan. Mixed use developments will be 
particularly encouraged to develop in this area. (4.8.3. Permitted Uses). These uses are 
intended to facilitate the grouping of service commercial uses into an integrated form with 
similar functional characteristics in conformity to the policies of the 1989 Official Plan. 

Planning Impact Analysis 

A Planning Impact Analysis is used to determine the appropriateness of a proposed 
change in land use, and to identify ways of reducing any adverse impacts on surrounding 
uses (4.5.1). Section 4.5.2. establishes proposals for changes in the use of land which 
require the application of Planning Impact Analysis will be evaluated on the basis of 
criteria relevant to the proposed change. Other criteria may be considered through the 
Planning Impact Analysis to assist in the evaluation of the proposed change. Throughout 
the review of the submitted application, all criteria were evaluated however, as the 
building and site layout are existing, the most applicable criteria are as follows:  

i) the policies contained in the Section relating to the requested designation;  
The Official Plan Designation of the subject lands is Wonderland Road Community 
Enterprise Corridor which is not being amended as part of this application.  
 
ii) compatibility of proposed uses with surrounding land uses, and the likely impact of the 
proposed development on present and future land uses in the area;  
The proposed new buildings on the subject lands are commercial uses which are similar 
to existing commercial uses on the abutting lands. No new impacts are anticipated as a 
result of the proposed commercial uses. 

iii) the size and shape of the parcel of land on which a proposal is to be located, and the 
ability of the site to accommodate the intensity of the proposed uses;  
The subject site is rectangular in shape and is of adequate size to support the proposed 
commercial uses, as demonstrated on the site plan in Figure 1 of this report. The site is 
of adequate size to accommodate the future buildings and on-site parking for the 
proposed uses without resulting in any negative impacts on the abutting lands. 
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v) the potential traffic generated by the proposed change, considering the most intense 
land uses that could be permitted by such a change, and the likely impact of this additional 
traffic on City streets, pedestrian and vehicular safety, and on surrounding properties;  
The subject lands have dual frontage on to Wharncliffe Road South and Exeter Road, 
both an arterial roads as identified on Schedule C – Transportation Corridors, which 
sustains high traffic volumes. Since this is already a high volume road there will not be 
increased impacts of additional traffic, pedestrian and vehicular safety, or on surrounding 
properties than already exists. The proposed uses will maintain the existing traffic on 
Wharncliffe Road South and Exeter Road by the proposed change. 
 
vii) the location of vehicular access points and their compliance with the City's road 
access policies and Site Plan Control By-law, and the likely impact of traffic generated by 
the proposal on City streets, on pedestrian and vehicular safety, and on surrounding 
properties;  
The site is currently accessed off of Wharncliffe Road South and Exeter Road. No new 
accesses to the site are proposed and no impacts to traffic, pedestrian and vehicle safety, 
and surrounding properties are anticipated. Any required refinement to the site access 
and parking area will be determined at the Site Plan Approval stage. 
 
xii) compliance of the proposed development with the provisions of the City's Official 
Plan, Zoning By-law, Site Plan Control By-law, and Sign Control By-law; 
Staff are satisfied the proposed commercial uses are in conformity with the 1989 Official 
Plan and meets the general intent of the Zoning By-law. The Site Plan Control By-law will 
be implemented at the Site Plan Approval stage although no inconsistencies have been 
identified as part of the review of this Zoning By-law amendment. 

Development Services staff are satisfied the requested amendment is in conformity with 
the Form criteria of Section 4.3.6.4.as well as the relevant Planning Impact Analysis 
criteria of Section 4.5. As such, the requested amendment is in conformity with the 1989 
Official Plan. 

Southwest Area Secondary Plan 

Permitted Uses Section 20.5.6.1 ii) in the Southwest Area Secondary Plan permits a 
broad range of retail, service, office, entertainment, recreational, educational, institutional, 
and residential uses may be permitted within the Wonderland Road Community 
Enterprise Corridor. A mix of any of the permitted uses within a single building is permitted 
and encouraged within the WRCEC designation (Policy 20.5.6.1 ii)). Recognizing that 
land uses within the WRCEC designation will develop over time and given that the 
location of specific land uses is not prescribed, development proposals are to 
demonstrate how they could be integrated and compatible with adjacent development 
(Policy 20.5.6.1 iv)). 

The SWAP directs that commercial uses within the WRCEC designation are to 
complement the more traditional uses and forms within the Lambeth Village Core. This is 
not to say that the commercial uses are to be the same. The proposed commercial uses 
would maintain the economic vitality and viability of the Lambeth mainstreet consistent 
with the PPS by contributing to the range of local economic activities in a way that does 
not compete with the Lambeth mainstreet. Businesses located along either the Lambeth 
mainstreet, Wharncliffe Road South or Wonderland Road South may benefit from the 
draw of people to the proposed additional commercial uses. 

4.2  Issue and Consideration # 2 – Intensity  

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

The PPS promotes cost-effective development patterns and standards to minimize land 
consumption and servicing costs and encourages densities and a mix of land uses which 
will efficiently use the existing land and resources (1.1.1e, 1.1.3.2.a(1)).  

The additional uses are of similar or less intensity than the existing range of permitted 
uses on the site and abutting uses resulting in no new additional impacts on the 
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surrounding land uses.  The new uses, in combination with the existing permitted uses, 
are in keeping with the goals of the PPS as they will continue to efficiently use the existing 
site and resources available. 

The London Plan 

The Shopping Area Place Type in The London Plan requires that development not exceed 
four storeys in height. Type 2 Bonus Zoning beyond this limit, up to six storeys, may be 
permitted in conformity with the Our Tools policies of the Plan. Development within the 
Shopping Area Place Type will be sensitive to adjacent land uses and employ such 
methods as transitioning building heights and providing sufficient buffers to ensure 
compatibility (878_). The site is being redeveloped with a one storey (Building B) addition 
to the existing building at the front of the property and two future one storey (Buildings C 
& D) at the rear of the lands fronting Exeter Road, thereby maintaining the character of 
the area. This is consistent with the height requirement of The London Plan, and the 
subsequent Site Plan approval will ensure that the height proposed is consistent with the 
proposed zoning.  
 
The existing multi-unit (Building A) is 61m2 in size and the lot is of sufficient size and 
configuration to accommodate this redevelopment and future additional uses and 
buildings. The Shopping Area Place Type limits individual buildings to no more than 
2,000m2 of office space. The requested Associated Shopping Area Commercial Special 
Provision (h-17*ASA1/ASA2(_)/ASA3(_)) Zones include regulations to ensure that the 
intensity of future development on this site is appropriate. 
 
1989 Official Plan 
 
The Official Plan ensures that lands shall be of a suitable depth and size to accommodate 
the permitted uses and shall be on lands separated from existing or planned residential 
development by physical barriers, intervening land uses or buffer and setback provisions 
that are sufficient to offset potential nuisance impacts. 
 
As mentioned, the recommended amendment will facilitate the establishment of the new 
uses in the existing and future buildings and include restrictions that ensure that the 
appropriate development standards are maintained. The depth and size of the existing lot 
has proven capable of accommodating the existing future uses and provides sufficient 
buffering between the existing built forms and abutting commercial uses. Since the new 
uses are considered as similar as or less intense than the abutting uses no new impacts 
are anticipated. 

Similar to The London Plan, the 1989 Official Plan limits the scale of office buildings to 
2000m² in size to help maintain a neighbourhood scale of development (4.4.2.6.7. Office 
Buildings).  As previously mentioned the recommended ASA3 zone mirrors the policy of 
the Official Plan restricting office buildings to 2000m² ensuring this policy is met. 

Southwest Area Secondary Plan 

The 100,000m2 commercial GFA cap required by SWAP was inclusive of existing 
commercial GFA. Therefore, those sites that previously possessed commercial GFA 
permissions through zoning were able to retain those GFA permissions after the adoption 
of SWAP. The subject site is recognized as having previous zoning permission (see 
Figure 3) to permit a maximum 1,745.5m2 potential commercial Gross Floor Area (GFA), 
based on a 30% lot coverage. The proposed development of two commercial pads and 
adaptively reusing and expanding the existing building for a range of commercial uses is 
recognized by the policies of SWAP. 

4.3  Issue and Consideration # 3 - Form 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

The PPS encourages a compact, mixed-use development that incorporates compatible 
employment uses to support liveable and resilient communities (1.3.1c).  The 
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recommended amendment will provide additional employment uses within the existing 
building and expand the range of use in the future buildings thereby ensuring a compact, 
mixed-use development is maintained as well as contributing to, and supporting, a livable 
and resilient community. 

The London Plan 
 
The London Plan provides a new vision for how Shopping should develop and how those 
forms of development should address the street, provide for transit-oriented design and 
integrate themselves with the public realm. The intent of these form policies is to facilitate 
pedestrian, cycling and transit-supportive design through building orientation, location of 
entrances, clearly marked pedestrian pathways, widened sidewalks, cycling infrastructure 
and general site layout that reinforces pedestrian safety and easy navigation (Form 
879_,2,4,5,7,8).  

All planning and development applications in the Shopping Area Place Type are to 
conform to the general City Design policies in The London Plan (*Policy 879_1.). The 
form policies that apply specifically to the Shopping Area Place Type contemplate smaller 
street-orientated pads within large commercial blocks to create to a pedestrian-oriented 
street wall, Sites should be designed such that these street-oriented pads serve to screen 
any large fields of parking from the street (*Policy 879_3. and 4.). Site plan approval is 
required for the redevelopment of the site, it is reasonable to allow for a modest expansion 
to the range of permitted uses within the existing and proposed buildings to add to the 
vitality of the site. 
 
1989 Official Plan 
 
The existing and future form of development is consistent with the 1989 Official Plan and 
existing Southwest Area Secondary Plan provides context in regards to how these forms 
of development should occur. Section 20.5.6.1 vi) Built form may be of a low to mid-rise 
height, however minimum height and setbacks may be established in the Zoning By-law 
to ensure that development will result in a strong, street-related built edge and achieve 
other design objectives for this area. In particular, development will be encouraged in a 
“main street” format where buildings are oriented to a public street. Permitted uses are 
encouraged in mixed use developments or buildings. Development shall be designed to 
be pedestrian and transit friendly from the outset.  

In particular, development shall be generally oriented to the street where possible and 
designed to promote a vital and safe street life and to support early provision of transit. 
However, where large scale stores are permitted, given that they are often not conductive 
to a pedestrian oriented street setting, design alternatives to address this issue will be 
utilized. These may include locating these stores in the interior of a commercial or mixed 
use development block with small-scale stores and other buildings oriented to the 
surrounding major roads to create a strong street presence. Alternatively, the frontage of 
the building facing a major road could be lined with small-scale stores and/or have 
multiple entrances. The Urban Design policies of Section 20.5.3.9 of this Plan shall apply. 
The existing and proposed form of development is still considered appropriate and in 
keeping with certain Wonderland Road Community Enterprise Corridor (WRCEC) 
development. Low to mid-rise built form is contemplated in the WRCEC designation and 
development is encouraged in a “main-street” format where buildings are oriented to a 
public street (Policy 20.5.6.1 vi) a)). It is anticipated that intensification will occur in the 
WRCEC designation in the future; and development within the WRCEC should not be 
located where it may inhibit future phases of development. Development is to be designed 
to be pedestrian and transit friendly at the outset; and should be oriented to the street 
where possible and support the early provision of transit (Policy 20.5.6.1 vi c)). The 
existing form and future development is still considered appropriate as it provides limited 
access along the arterial road, and maintains a low, single storey form of development in 
keeping with the intent of the SWAP that helps to ensure it is compatible within its 
surrounding context. 

More information and detail is available in Appendix B and C of this report. 



File: Z-9107 
Planner: S. Meksula 

 

5.0 Conclusion 

The requested amendment to add an Associated Shopping Area Commercial Special 
Provision (h-17*ASA1/ASA2(_)/ASA3(_)) Zone to permit additional commercial uses to 
the subject site is considered appropriate as the recommended zoning is consistent with 
the PPS 2014 and conforms to the City of London 1989 Official Plan and future London 
Plan. The recommended zone provides additional uses that are appropriate and 
compatible with the surrounding area and provides an increased opportunity to effectively 
utilize the proposed new building. The future buildings and on-site parking are capable of 
supporting the requested uses without resulting in any negative impacts on the abutting 
lands. 
 

 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from Development Services. 

December 16, 2019 
cc: Michael Tomazincic, MCIP, RPP, Manager, Current Planning 

Y:\Shared\DEVELOPMENT SERVICES\11 - Current Planning\DEVELOPMENT APPS\2019 Applications 9002 
to\9107Z - 1830 Wharncliffe Rd S (SM)\PEC Report and Decision\PEC-Report-9107Z_1830 Wharncliffe Rd S.docx 
 

  

Prepared by: 

 Sean Meksula, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Planner, Development Services 

Recommended by: 

 Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE  
Director, Development Services  

Submitted by: 

George Kotsifas, P.ENG 
Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief building Official 
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Appendix A 

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

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-20   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located at 1830 
Wharncliffe Road South. 

  WHEREAS 2594722 Ontario Inc. has applied to rezone an area of land 
located at 1830 Wharncliffe Road South, 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 1830 Wharncliffe Road South, as shown on the attached map 
comprising part of Key Map No. (A111), from a Holding Restricted Service 
Commercial (h-17*RSC1/RSC4) Zone, to a Holding Associated Shopping Area 
Commercial Special Provision (h-17*ASA1/ASA2(_)/ASA3(_)) Zone. 

2) Section Number 24.2 of the Associated Shopping Area Commercial ASA2 Zone is 
amended by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) ASA2(   ) 1830 Wharncliffe Road South  

a) Additional Permitted Uses: 
 

i) Automobile rental establishments; 
ii) Automobile sales and service establishments;  
iii) Automobile supply stores;  
iv) Bake shops; hardware stores;  
v) Home and auto supply stores;  
vi) Home improvement and furnishing stores;  
vii) Eat in, fast food and take out restaurants 

 
3) Section Number 24.2 of the Associated Shopping Area Commercial ASA3 Zone is 

amended by adding the following Special Provision: 

       )  ASA3(   ) 1830 Wharncliffe Road South 
 

a) Additional Permitted Uses: 
 

i) Support offices; 
 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 
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 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
       
      Ed Holder 

Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020



File: Z-9107 
Planner: S. Meksula 

 

  



File: Z-9107 
Planner: S. Meksula 

 

Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On September 4, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to 10 property 
owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on September 5, 2019. A 
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site. 

Nature of Liaison: The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to permit an increased 
range of uses on the subject site. Possible change to Zoning By-law Z.-1 FROM a Holding 
Restricted Service Commercial (h-17*RSC1/RSC4) Zone, TO a Holding Associated 
Shopping Area Commercial Special Provision (h-17*ASA1/ASA2(_)/ ASA3(_)) Zone to 
permit additional commercial uses on the subject site and the proposed buildings. 
 
Responses: 0 inquiries were received.   

Agency/Departmental Comments 

UTRCA – November 27, 2019 

The UTRCA has no objections to this application. 

London Hydro – September 16, 2019 

London Hydro has no objection to this proposal or possible official plan and/or zoning 
amendment.  Any new or relocation of the existing service will be at the expense of the 
owner. 
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Appendix C – Policy Context  

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

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

Provincial Policy Statement 

1.1 Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient Development 
and Land Use Patterns 

 1.1.1 a, b, c,  

 1.1.2 

1.1.3 Settlement Areas 

1.3 Employment  

 1.3.1 

1.7 Long-Term Economic Prosperity  

 1.7.1  

1989 Official Plan/Southwest Area Secondary Plan 

4.2.1. Planning Objectives  
20.5.3.9 Urban Design 
20.5.6.1 ii) Permitted Uses 
20.5.6.1 iv) Compatibility Between Land Uses 
20.5.6.1 v) Intensity 
20.5.6.1 vi) Built form 
 
London Plan 

Shopping Area 
Use – 877_ 
Intensity – 878_ 
Form - 879_ 
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Appendix D – Relevant Background 

Additional Map 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 1830 Wharncliffe Road 

South (Z-9107) 

 

• Councillor Cassidy:  Before I do that I will look to the Gallery to see if anyone is 

here for this item?  Mr. Kirkness, anyone else?  Any members of the public here to 

hear about 1830 Wharncliffe Road South?  I’m not seeing any so Committee are you 

interested – Councillor Turner. 

 

• Councillor Turner:  Thank you Madam Chair.  I am interested mostly specifically 

vis a vis the commercial cap and a bit more explanation so perhaps the presentation 

could focus on that.  That would be helpful. 

 

• Councillor Cassidy:  Wonderful.  So we will go to Mr. Meksula for a brief 

presentation with specific focus on the cap there if you don’t mind.  Go ahead. 

 

• Laverne Kirkness, Kirkness Consulting Limited – Yes I would Madam Chair.  

Only to say that the owner is a gentleman by the name of Ayman Shanaa who is not in 

the country at this point; he will be coming back from vacation, Christmas vacation, he 

wanted to be here, he wanted to also have me thank the Planning Committee or the 

planning staff for putting this positive report, basically responds a hundred percent of 

what we applied for.  We were really just trying to catch the zoning up to other 

properties to the north and to the northeast to this A.S.A. zone as opposed to the more 

restricted Restricted Service Commercial zone, so really it is a catch up on the zoning.  

I suppose if the City’s  new Zoning By-law was in hand we'd be getting something very 

similar any way but that's quite a few months off I expect so we would hope that the 

Planning Committee would accept the planning staff supported recommendation to 

our application and  I would be glad to try and answer any questions you might have.  

Thank you. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

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

Chief Building Official 
Subject: Dalmar Motors Volkswagen 
 1297 Wharncliffe Road South 
Public Participation Meeting on: January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, with respect to the 
application of Dalmar Motors Volkswagen relating to the property located at 1297 
Wharncliffe Road South, the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A" BE 
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting on January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning 
By-law No. Z.-1, in conformity with the Official Plan, to change the zoning of the subject 
property FROM Holding Office (h*h-11*h-63*h-95*h-100*h-104*h-138*OF7) Zone TO 
Restricted Service Commercial Special Provision (RSC1(__)/RSC2/RSC3/RSC4/RSC5) 
Zone; 

IT BEING NOTED THAT Site Plan matters identified during the public process include: 
use of decorative pavers for new vehicle display areas abutting the street; landscape 
buffers between parking areas and abutting residential development; noise; site access; 
lighting; and stormwater servicing. 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The requested amendment will change the nature of the intended land use from office 
to restricted service commercial and will permit the proposed automobile sales and 
service establishment use. The Restricted Service Commercial zones regulate a range 
of moderate intensity commercial uses which require significant amounts of land for 
outdoor storage or interior building space. 

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of the recocmmended amendment is to permit an automobile 
sales and service establishment. Special provisions would permit reduced front and 
exterior side yard depths of 5.5 metres and 2 metres, respectively, and a 1.2 metre 
setback from the daylight triangle. Additional special provisions would prohibit parking 
between the building façade and the street and require parking to be located a minimum 
of 6 metres from Bradley Avenue West. The recommended amendment will also 
remove existing holding provisions. 

Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The recommended amendment is consistent with the policies of the Provincial 
Policy Statement, 2014; 

2. The recommended amendment is in conformity with the in-force and effect 
policies of The London Plan, including but not limited to the Commercial 
Industrial Place Type; 

3. The recommended amendment is in conformity with the in-force and effect 
policies of the 1989 Official Plan, including but not limited to the Auto-oriented 
Commercial Corridor designation; 

4. The recommended amendment in conformity with the in-force and effect policies 
of the Southwest Area Secondary Plan. 
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Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 

The subject lands are located in the Bostwick Planning District on the west side of 
Wharncliffe Road South. Surrounding land uses include low rise residential to the west, 
an automobile sales and service establishment (under construction) north, undeveloped 
land to the south, and undeveloped land to the south. The subject lands are irregularly 
shaped and currently undeveloped. 

 
Figure 1: Subject Site (view from Bradley Avenue West) 

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 Southwest Area Secondary Plan – Commercial  

 Official Plan Designation – Auto-Oriented Commercial Corridor 

 The London Plan Place Type – Commercial Industrial Place Type 

 Existing Zoning – Holding Office (h*h-11*h-63*h-95*h-100*h-104*h-138*OF7) 
Zone 

1.3  Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – Undeveloped 

 Frontage – 95 metres (312 feet) 

 Depth – 125 metres (410 feet) 

 Area – 13,890 square metres (149,166 square feet)) 

 Shape – Irregular 

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – Automobile Sales and Service Establishments (Under Construction) 

 East – Undeveloped 

 South – Undeveloped 

 West – Low Rise Residential
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1.5  Location Map
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The applicant has requested to rezone the subject lands to permit a proposed 
automobile sales and service establishment, as depicted on the site concept plan and 
conceptual rendering in Figures 2 and 3.  

 
Figure 2: Site Concept Plan 

  
Figure 3: Conceptual Rendering (view from corner of Wharncliffe Road South and 
Bradley Avenue West) 

3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
The Bostwick East Area Plan was initiated by the City of London and Sifton Properties 
Ltd. in 2003 as a developer-led community plan for the easterly portion of the Bostwick 
area bounded by Southdale Road West, Wharncliffe Road South and Wonderland Road 
South. The Bostwick East Area Plan resulted in City Council adopting Official Plan 
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Amendment (OPA) No. 358 in June 2005 for a portion of the area. Remaining lands in 
the Area Plan area, including the subject lands, were deferred by Council pending 
resolution of a number of issues including collector road connections, woodlot 
designations, and park and school locations. An amendment to the Official Plan (OPA 
No. 380) for the balance of the lands was passed by City Council on February 27, 2006, 
and approved with modifications by the Ontario Municipal Board on December 11, 
2007. This amendment had the effect of re-designating the subject lands to Office Area. 

The subject lands were later subject to a Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-law 
Amendment (39T-05509/Z-6915) and were rezoned to the current Holding Office (h*h-
11*h-63*h-95*h-100*h-104*h-138*OF7) Zone. At that time, the City had recently 
undertaken the 5-year Official Plan review, of which the commercial land use 
designations were a major focus and resulted in a new hierarchy of commercial 
designations. Through this review, the subject lands were re-designated to the current 
Auto-Oriented Commercial Corridor designation, however as the new policies and 
designations were not in full force and effect, the Office Area designation was relied on 
for the review of the Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment applications. It 
should also be noted that since that time, the Southwest Area Secondary Plan was 
initiated and is now in-force and effect which designated the lands Commercial, 
consistent with the designation applied through the 5-year Official Plan review. 

3.2  Requested Amendment 
The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject lands to a Restricted Service 
Commercial Special Provision (RSC1(__)/RSC2/RSC3/RSC4/RSC5) Zone to permit the 
proposed automobile sales and service establishment. Special provisions would permit 
reduced front yard depth of 5.5 metres, whereas 8 metres is required, a reduced 
exterior side yard depth of 2 metres, whereas 8 metres is required, and a 1.2 metre 
setback from the daylight triangle.The requested amendment would also remove 
existing holding provisions. 

3.3  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
Staff received one (1) written response from a neighbouring property owner, which will 
be addressed later in this report. The primary concerns were related to lighting, noise, 
installation of traffic lights at the intersection of Wharncliffe Road South and Bradley 
Avenue West, and traffic speeds along Wharncliffe Road South. 

3.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 

The Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014, provides policy direction on matters of 
provincial interest related to land use planning and development. All decisions affecting 
land use planning matters shall be “consistent with” the policies of the PPS. Section 1.1 
of the PPS encourages healthy, livable and safe communities which are sustained by 
accommodating an appropriate range and mix of residential, employment and 
institutional uses to meet long-term needs. 

The London Plan 

The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority of which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk throughout 
this report. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report for 
informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative for 
the purposes of this planning application. 

The subject site is in the Commercial Industrial Place Type of The London Plan at the 
intersection of a Civic Boulevard and an Urban Thoroughfare, in accordance with *Map 
1 and *Map 3. The Commercial Industrial Place Type is where commercial uses will be 
directed that do not fit well within commercial and mixed-use place types due to the 
planning impacts they may generate (1112_). 
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1989 Official Plan 

The subject site is designated Auto-Oriented Commercial Corridor in the 1989 Official 
Plan in accordance with Schedule ‘A’. Areas designated Auto-Oriented Commercial 
Corridor provide locations for a broad range of commercial uses that, for the most part, 
are not suited to locations within Commercial Nodes or Main Street Commercial 
Corridors because of their building form, site area, access or exposure requirements. 
Generally, permitted uses cater to vehicular traffic and single purpose shopping trips. 
Depending on the nature of the use, customers are drawn from passing traffic or a wide-
ranging market area (4.4.2). The site is also subject to Policy 10.1.3cxix), which 
establishes specific policies for lands included in the Bostwick East Area Plan area. 

The Southwest Area Secondary Plan 

Both The London Plan and the 1989 Official Plan recognize the need and role of a 
Secondary Plan to provide more detailed policy guidance for a specific area that goes 
beyond the general policies. The Southwest Area Secondary Plan (SWAP) forms part of 
The London Plan and the 1989 Official Plan, and its policies prevail over the more 
general Official Plan policies if there is a conflict (1556_ and *1558_). The Secondary 
Plan serves as a basis for the review of planning applications, which will be used in 
conjunction with the other policies of the Official Plan.  

The subject site is designated Commercial in the North Longwoods Neighbourhood of 
SWAP. Some areas of SWAP are subject to existing Area Plans, including the Bostwick 
East Area Plan. If a conflict arises between the SWAP policies and existing Area Plan 
policies, the Area Plan policies of the Official Plan shall prevail (20.5.1.5). This policy 
applies specifically to Section 10.1.3 cxix) of the 1989 Official Plan. 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1  Issue and Consideration # 1: Use 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 

Section 1.1 Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient 
Development and Land Use Patterns of the PPS encourages healthy, livable and safe 
communities which are sustained by accommodating an appropriate range and mix of 
residential, employment (including commercial), and institutional uses to meet long-term 
needs. It promotes cost-effective development patterns and standards to minimize land 
consumption and servicing costs. The PPS encourages settlement areas to be the main 
focus of growth and their vitality and regeneration shall be promoted (1.1.3). Appropriate 
land use patterns within settlement areas are established by providing appropriate 
densities and mix of land uses that efficiently use land and resources, are appropriate 
for, and efficiently use, the infrastructure and public service facilities which are planned 
or available, and avoid the need for their unjustified and/or uneconomical expansion 
(1.1.3.2). 

The proposed automobile sales and service establishment contributes to a mix of land 
uses and facilitates development of a vacant, underutilized site within a settlement area. 
No new infrastructure or public service facilities are required to support the 
redevelopment. As such, the recommended amendment is consistent with the 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014. 

The London Plan 

The subject lands are within the Commercial Industrial Place Type of The London Plan. 
The Commercial Industrial Place Type is located in automobile and truck dominated 
environments, away from neighbourhoods and pedestrian-oriented streetscapes 
(1112_). Commercial uses that do not fit well within the commercial and mixed-use 
place types, due to the planning impacts that they may generate, are directed to the 
Commercial Industrial Place Type. Permitted commercial uses will have a tolerance for 
planning impacts created by a limited range of light industrial uses which may also be 
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located within this place type. These commercial uses tend to have a quasi-industrial 
character, whereby they may be designed with large outdoor storage areas, impound 
areas with high fences, heavy equipment on-site, or large warehouse components that 
don’t integrate well within streetscapes and neighbourhoods. They may also generate 
noise, vibration, emissions and other planning impacts beyond those that would be 
expected within a commercial or mixed-use context (1118_).  

An automobile sales and service establishment is considered a commercial use that 
generally does not fit well within the commercial or mixed-use place types. These 
establishments typically require large amounts of parking to display new and used 
vehicles, as well as parking for customers and vehicles being serviced on site. 
Automobile sales and service establishments typically experience regular truck traffic 
through the delivery of vehicles and may also generate other impacts such as noise. As 
such, staff is satisfied the proposed use is in conformity with The London Plan. 

1989 Official Plan 

The subject lands are designated Auto-Oriented Commercial Corridor in the 1989 
Official Plan and are subject to Chapter 10 Specific Policy 10cxix). Areas designated 
Auto-Oriented Commercial Corridor are primarily intended for commercial uses that 
cater to the commercial needs of the traveling public. Uses considered to be appropriate 
include automotive uses and services, therefore the proposed use is in conformity with 
the 1989 Official Plan (4.4.2.4).   

Policy 10.1.3cxix), establishes specific policies for lands included in the Bostwick East 
Area Plan area. These policies relate largely to the technical review of site access for 
properties fronting on Wharncliffe Road South, servicing, and traffic 
capacity/management on Southdale Road West. It should be noted that since this policy 
was adopted, Southdale Road West has been widened to provide additional capacity.  

Southwest Area Secondary Plan 

The subject lands are designated Commercial in the North Longwoods Neighbourhood 
of SWAP. No Neighbourhood-specific policies apply to the Commercial designations 
within this Neighbourhood (20.5.11.i)), therefore the permitted uses of The London Plan 
and the 1989 Official Plan is relied on to determine the range of permitted uses. As 
such, the proposed use is in conformity with SWAP. 

4.2  Issue and Consideration # 2: Intensity & Form 

The London Plan 

The intensity policies for all industrial place types apply a maximum permitted height of 
two storeys in the Commercial Industrial Place Type (1124_3). Form policies require 
sites to be large enough to accommodate on-site truck movements for loading, unless it 
is deemed appropriate to utilize streets where there are no viable alternatives (1125_7). 
The requested amendment will facilitate the development of a two-storey building, which 
is in conformity with the maximum intensity permitted by The London Plan. Further, the 
subject site is large enough to accommodate on-site loading and truck movements, and 
the detailed design would be formalized at the Site Plan Approval stage. 

1989 Official Plan 

Several form policies exist to guide new development in the Auto-Oriented Commercial 
Corridor designation. Minimum lot frontage, depth, and area requirements ensure sites 
are of a suitable size to accommodate appropriate setbacks, parking, and landscaping 
(4.4.2.6.1). Development shall have a low-rise form and appropriate rear yard setbacks, 
buffer strips, privacy screening, and other measures to buffer new development from 
adjacent residential areas are to be applied through the Zoning By-law and site plan 
control process (4.4.2.6.4 and 4.4.2.6.5). Further, access points to arterial roads are to 
be limited to the minimum number required for the commercial use to function and 
common parking areas and driveways are encouraged. In areas with a large amount of 
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vacant commercial land, consideration may also be given to the creation of a service 
road to provide access for future development (4.4.2.6.2). Urban design policies also 
exist in the Auto-Oriented Commercial Corridor designation which encourage a high 
standard of building design, including massing, siting, and exterior access (4.4.2.8). 

The proposed two-storey building takes on a low-rise form and is sited close to the 
intersection of two arterial roads, located as far as possible from the low rise residential 
development to the rear. The site is large enough to support appropriate setbacks, 
parking, fencing, and landscaping, all of which will be formalized at the Site Plan 
Approval stage. A City-owned pedestrian walkway exists to the northeast to connect 
Wharncliffe Road South and Castle Rock Place, separating the subject site from the 
adjacent commercial properties currently under construction. As such, a shared access 
or service road is not feasible without bisecting this walkway. 

Southwest Area Secondary Plan 

In the North Longwoods Neighbourhood, it is expected that redevelopment and new 
development will reflect the existing character of the neighbourhood, provide a walkable 
environment with a pedestrian scale, and the built form will be primarily street-oriented 
on all public rights-of-way (20.5.11.ii)). Buildings on corner lots at the intersections of 
arterial and collector roads shall be sited and massed toward the intersection 
(20.5.3.9.iii)c)). Rear and side building elevations of all buildings on corner lots shall be 
designed to take advantage of their extra visibility (20.5.3.9.iii)d)). Urban design policies 
in SWAP direct off-street parking to be designed to reduce the visual impact to the 
adjoining streetscape and users of the site. This goal is to be achieved by locating 
parking to the side or rear of the building and by permitting little to no parking in front of 
the building (20.5.3.9iii)g)). 

The proposed building height is generally consistent with existing building heights along 
Wharncliffe Road South, as well as the approved automobile sales and service 
establishments currently under construction. The building has been positioned and 
massed towards the corner of Bradley Avenue West and Wharncliffe Road South with 
the principle entrance on Wharncliffe Road South. Staff recommends additional special 
provisions to prohibit parking between the building façade and the street and to ensure 
that no part of any parking area is located closer than 6 metres from Bradley Street 
West. These regulations will prevent parking to be located in front of the building along 
both street frontages, as well as beyond the main building façade along Bradley Avenue 
West. The intent of these regulations is not to prohibit a new vehicle display between 
the building and Wharncliffe Road South, but rather to prevent a large asphalted parking 
area. However, staff encourage the use of decorative pavers within this area should it 
be used for the display of new vehicles.  

4.3  Issue and Consideration # 3: Zoning 

4.3.1 Removal of Holding Provisions 

The site is currently subject to the following holding provisions which the applicant has 
requested be removed: 

h: To ensure the orderly development of lands and the adequate provision of municipal 
services, the “h” symbol shall not be deleted until the required security has been 
provided for the development agreement or subdivision agreement, and Council is 
satisfied that the conditions of the approval of the plans and drawings for a site plan, or 
the conditions of the approval of a draft plan of subdivision, will ensure a development 
agreement or subdivision agreement is executed by the applicant and the City prior to 
development. Permitted Interim Uses: Model homes are permitted in accordance with 
Section 4.5(2) of the Bylaw; (Z.-1-122078) (Z.-1-142245) 
 
h-11: To ensure the orderly development of lands and the adequate provision of 
municipal services, the "h-11" symbol shall not be deleted until a development 
agreement associated with a site plan which provides for appropriate access 
arrangements to the satisfaction of Council is entered into with the City of London. 
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Permitted Interim Uses: Existing uses. (O.M.B. File #R 910387 - Appeal #3004 May 19, 
1994)(Z.-1-92066) 

h-63: To ensure there are no land use conflicts between the commercial and residential 
land uses, the “h- 63” symbol shall not be deleted until the owner agrees to implement 
all noise attenuation and design mitigating measures as recommended in noise 
assessment reports, acceptable to the City of London. (Z.-1-061467) 

Both the h and h-11 holding provisions relate to the execution of a development 
agreement, which would occur through a future Site Plan application, at which time 
access location and design would also be reviewed and formalized. It should be noted 
that there is an existing reserve along the Bradley Avenue West which must be 
removed through the Site Plan process to enable access on this frontage, if appropriate. 
A noise assessment report to satisfy the requirements of the h-63 holding provision 
would also be required at Site Plan. Any recommendations for noise attenuation and 
mitigation measures would be required to be implemented on site and captured in the 
development agreement, if necessary. 

h-95: To ensure that the urban design concepts established through the Official Plan 
and/or Zoning amendment review process are implemented, a development agreement 
will be entered into which, to the satisfaction of the General Manager of Planning and 
Development, incorporates these concepts and addresses identified Urban design 
issues. Permitted Interim Uses: Existing Uses (Z.-1-081711) 

The urban design concepts established through the amendment process are consistent 
with policy and positively received by staff and the Urban Design Peer Review Panel. 
Refinement of the building design, including approval of elevation drawings, would 
occur at a future Site Plan stage. Execution of the development agreement to 
implement these urban design concepts, as had been intended by the h-95 holding 
provision, would also occur at that time. As well, additional special provisions to regulate 
the location of off-street parking will ensure the urban design concepts established 
through the Zoning amendment process are implemented at Site Plan. 

h-100: To ensure there is adequate water service and appropriate access, a looped 
watermain system must be constructed and a second public access must be available 
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, prior to the removal of the h-100 symbol. 
Permitted Interim Uses: A maximum of 80 residential units (Z.-1-081786) (Z.-1-122078) 

h-104: To ensure that a comprehensive storm drainage and stormwater management 
report prepared by a consulting engineer is completed to address the stormwater 
management strategy for all lands within the subject plan and external lands where a 
private permanent on-site storm drainage facility is proposed for any block or blocks not 
serviced by a constructed regional stormwater management facility. The "h-104" symbol 
shall not be deleted until the report has been accepted to the satisfaction of the General 
Manager of Planning and Development and City Engineer. (Z.-1-091860) 

The matters outlined in the h-100 and h-104 holding provisions will be addressed at a 
future Site Plan stage as part of standard practice and review. 

h-138: To ensure that commercial development in draft plan 39T05509 does not exceed 
a maximum interim floor area threshold of 12,868 m2, the h-138 symbol shall not be 
deleted until a Traffic Impact Study is prepared, which demonstrates that the 
transportation infrastructure in Bostwick East is adequate to accommodate forecast 
traffic volumes. Permitted Interim Uses: Permitted uses up to a maximum total floor 
area of 12,868 m2 on the commercial & office lands in draft plan 39T05509. (Z.-1-
112024) 

Two other commercial blocks exist within 39T-05509 and are municipally addressed as 
1229 and 1265 Wharncliffe Road South. Both blocks are to be developed with 
automobile sales and service establishments with gross floor areas of 1,615 square 
metres and 2,483.64 square metres, respectively, in accordance with the approved Site 
Plans. The proposed building on the subject site has a gross floor area of approximately 
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4,005 square metres. This would result in a total gross floor area for all three sites of 
approximately 8,103.64 square metres, which is within the maximum interim floor area 
of 12,868 square metres currently permitted by the h-138 holding provision. As the 
development of this site will result in full build-out of the commercial lands in 39T-05509, 
staff has no concerns with the removal of this holding provision. 

4.3.2 Special Provisions 

Through the circulation of this application, Transportation staff commented that road 
widening dedications along Wharncliffe Road South and Bradley Avenue West would be 
required at Site Plan to an ultimate road allowance of 24 metres from centreline. 
Dedication of a 6x6 metre daylight triangle taken from the new property lines post-
dedication, would also be required. While the dedications are conveyed at Site Plan, 
regard must be given at the rezoning stage to ensure the proposed development will 
comply with minimum setback requirements post-dedication. Accordingly, a front yard 
depth of 5.5 metres along Bradley Avenue West, an exterior side yard depth of 2 metres 
from Wharncliffe Road South, and a 1.2 metre setback to the daylight triangle have 
been requested.  

As the proposed setbacks facilitate a street-oriented design at the corner of Bradley 
Avenue West and Wharncliffe Road South, staff has no concerns with the requested 
reductions. Further, the reduced setbacks would result in the building being positioned 
further away from the low rise residential development to the rear and alternatively, 
closer the intersection of two arterial roads. As the 6x6 metre daylight triangle will 
ensure visibility is maintained at the intersection, staff has no concerns with the 
requested 1.2 metre setback.  

To ensure parking is not located in front of the building, special provisions are 
recommended to prohibit parking between the building façade and the street and to 
ensure no part of any parking area, excluding a driveway access, is located closer than 
6 metres from Bradley Street West. The intent of these special provisions is not to 
prohibit the use of these areas as new car display, but rather to prevent large amounts 
of off-street parking from dominating the streetscape. It should be noted that these 
additional special provisions will also ensure the urban design concepts established 
through the Zoning By-law Amendment process are implemented at Site Plan, as 
required by the h-95 holding provision. 

More information and detail is available in the appendices of this report. 
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5.0 Conclusion 

The recommended amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, 
and is in conformity with the in-force and effect policies of The London Plan, including 
but not limited to the Commercial Industrial Place Type, the 1989 Official Plan, and the 
Southwest Area Secondary Plan. The recommended amendment will facilitate the 
development of an underutilized parcel of land with a use and built-form that is 
consistent with that of neighbouring properties.  

 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from Development Services. 

 
cc: Michael Tomazincic, MCIP, RPP, Manager, Current Planning 

Y:\Shared\ADMIN\1- PEC Reports\2020 PEC Reports\1 -Jan 6 

  

Prepared by: 

 Catherine Lowery, MCIP, RPP 
Planner II, Development Services 

Recommended by: 

 Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE  
Director, Development Services  

Submitted by: 

George Kotsifas, P.ENG 
Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief building Official 
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Appendix A 

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

(2020) 

By-law No. Z.-1-20   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located at 1297 
Wharncliffe Road South. 

  WHEREAS Dalmar Motors Volkswagen has applied to rezone an area of 
land located at 1297 Wharncliffe Road South, 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 1297 Wharncliffe Road South, as shown on the attached map 
comprising part of Key Map No. A111, from a Holding Office (h*h-11*h-63*h-95*h-
100*h-104*h-138*OF7) Zone to a Restricted Service Commercial Special Provision 
(RSC1(__)/RSC2/RSC3/RSC4/RSC5) Zone. 

2) Section Number 28.4a) of the Restricted Service Commercial (RSC1) Zone is 
amended by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) RSC1(  ) 1297 Wharncliffe Road South  

a) Regulations 
 
i) Front Yard Depth 5.5 metres (18 feet) 

(Minimum) 

ii) Exterior Side Yard  2 metres (6.5 feet) 
Depth   
(Minimum) 

iii) Setback from  1.2 metres (3.9 feet) 
Daylight Triangle 
(Minimum) 

iv) No parking spaces, excluding a maximum of two (2) 
accessible parking spaces, shall be permitted 
between the building façade and the street 

v) No part of any parking area, other than a driveway, 
shall be located closer than 6 metres from Bradley 
Avenue West  

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
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Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On September 4, 2019, a Notice of Application was sent to 178 property 
owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on September 5, 2019.  

On November 20, 2019, a Revised Notice of Application was sent to 178 property 
owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on November 21, 2019. 

On December 12, 2019, a Revised Notice of Planning Application and Notice of Public 
Meeting was sent to 178 property owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application 
was also published in the Public Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The 
Londoner on December 11, 2019. 

One (1) reply was received 

Nature of Liaison: The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to permit an 
automobile sales and service establishment. Possible change to Zoning By-law Z.-1 
FROM a Holding Office (h*h-11*h-63*h-95*h-100*h-104*h-138*OF7) Zone TO a 
Restricted Service Commercial Special Provision (RSC1(_)/RSC2/RSC3/RSC4/RSC5) 
Zone to permit a range of commercial uses, including the proposed automobile sales 
and service establishment. Special provisions would permit a reduced front yard depth 
of 5.5 metres, whereas 8 metres is required; a reduced exterior side yard depth of 2 
metres, whereas 8 metres is required; and a 1.2 metre setback from the daylight 
triangle.  

Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following: 
Concern for: 
Parking Adjacent to Residential: 
Concern that lighting from the rear parking lot will spill onto adjacent residential 
properties.  

Noise: 
Concern regarding noise from the service bays and car wash. 

Traffic: 
Concerns regarding timing of traffic light installation and the number of near collisions at 
this intersection. Also concerns regarding traffic speeds along Wharncliffe Road South.  

Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner” 

Telephone Written 

 Rob Hamilton 
3400 Castle Rock Place Suite 24 
London, ON 
N6L 0E4 
 

 
From:  
Sent: Saturday, September 7, 2019 7:46 PM 
To: Van Meerbergen, Paul <pvanmeerbergen@london.ca>; Lowery, Catherine 
<clowery@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] File#Z-9106/1297 Wharncliffe Road South / 

Dear Ms Lowery and Mr Paul Van Meerbergen, I’m writing both of you in reference to 
an application for a zoning by laws amendment made by Dalmar Motors Volkswagen. 
I’m a board member of the Rembrandt townhouses phase 2/3 and have some concerns 
to be answered regarding the above said application. 
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1. Back parking lot located adjacent to the border fencing 
- concern about the lighting and how it will affect our back facing building and 

decks. 
- Will there be provisions made so that the positioning of these lights DO NOT 

beam down on our property? 

2. Noise 
- Not to have excessive noise from the service bays and car wash facilities. 

3. Traffic Lights 
- when will these be installed? 
- we have witnessed many near collisions at this intersection of Wharncliff and 

Bradley. 
- also traffic along Wharncliff has attracted many drivers who think that it the 

autobahn with speeds on excessive of 90-100 km per hour. 

I will be adding the above application request on our next board meeting agenda for 
further feedback and will forward these to both of your attention. 

Best regards 

Rob Hamilton 
Director- MSCC #896 

Agency/Departmental Comments 

September 17, 2019: London Hydro 

Servicing the above proposal should present no foreseeable problems. Above-grade 
transformation is required.  
Note: Transformation lead times are minimum 16 weeks.  
Contact Engineering Dept. to confirm requirements & availability. 

London Hydro has no objection to this proposal or possible official plan and/or zoning 
amendment. Any new or relocation of the existing service will be at the expense of the 
owner. 

October 4, 2019: Transportation 

 Road widening dedication of 24.0m from centre line required on Wharncliffe Road 
South  

 Road widening dedication of 24.0m from centre line required on Bradley Avenue  

 The applicant will need to lift the 1 ft reserve along Bradley Avenue to allow for a 
restricted right in/ right out access  

 The applicant is required to extend the existing median on Wharncliffe Road South 
approximately 25.0m northerly in accordance with the City’s Access Management 
Guidelines to restrict the access to right in right out  

 Detailed comments regarding external works, and access location and design will be 
made through the site plan process.  

 

October 4, 2019: Sewers Engineering 

 The sanitary sewer available for the subject lands (Commercial Block 85 in 
Westbury Subdivision 33M-641) is the 200mm sanitary sewer in Block 89 that goes 
westerly through the bulb of Castle Rock Place, and to Singleton Avenue.  

 A sanitary inspection maintenance hole will be required and is to be located wholly 
on private lands and as close to the said outlet as possible, all to City Standards and 
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  
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October 4, 2019: Stormwater Engineering 

1. The subject lands are located in the Dingman Creek Subwatershed subject to the 
ongoing Dingman Creek EA. The City is currently finalizing phases 3 and 4 of the 
Dingman Creek Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) by Aquafor Beech  
(City’s Dingman Creek EA Consultant) that may include but not be limited to, 
quantity/quality control, erosion, water balance, stream morphology, etc. and therefore, 
to be able to advance this development the Owner shall be required to provide a 
comprehensive Water Balance analysis which shall include water balance 
recommendation to be implemented (e.g. LID solutions, etc.).  

2. As per attached as-constructed 25131, the site at Q=67.0l/s is tributary to the 675mm 
storm sewer crossing the existing municipal easement via the existing MH R11.  

3. Considering the number of surface level parking spaces indicated in the application, the 
owner shall be required to have a consulting Professional Engineer addressing water 
quality to the standards of the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
(MECP) with a minimum of 70% TSS removal to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
Applicable options could include, but not be limited to the use of oil/grit separators, LID 
filtration or infiltration solutions, etc.  

4. To manage stormwater runoff quantity and quality, the applicant’s consulting engineer 
may also consider implementing infiltration devises in the parking area in the form of 
“Green Parking” zones as part of the landscaping design. This would include directing a 
portion of stormwater runoff to landscaped areas before catchbasins.  

5. Any proposed LID solution should be supported by a Geotechnical Report and/or 
hydrogeological investigations prepared with focus on the type of soil, its infiltration rate, 
hydraulic conductivity (under field saturated conditions), and seasonal high ground 
water elevation.  

6. The Owner agrees to promote the implementation of SWM Best Management Practices 
(BMP's) within the plan, including Low Impact Development (LID) where possible, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. It may include water balance.  

7. The owner is required to provide a lot grading plan for stormwater flows and major 
overland flows on site and ensure that stormwater flows are self-contained on site, up to 
the 100 year event and safely conveys up to the 250 year storm event, all to be 
designed by a Professional Engineer for review.  

8. The Owner shall allow for conveyance of overland flows from external drainage areas 
that naturally drain by topography through the subject lands.  

9. Stormwater run-off from the subject lands shall not cause any adverse effects to 
adjacent or downstream lands.  

10. Additional SWM related comments will be provided upon future review of this site.  

October 23, 2019: Urban Design Peer Review Panel Memo – Applicant’s Response 

Comment: 

The Panelists support the revised layout of the site to provide the building massing 
near the intersection with parking to the rear and side of the building. 

Applicant Response: 

Noted 

Comment: 

The Panelists support the high proportion of glazing near the intersection and the 
provision of main entrances to the building facing the street. 

Applicant Response: 

Noted 

Comment: 

The Panelists encourage the applicant to consider refinement of the blank wall 
elevation facing Wharncliffe Road, either through the introduction of increased 
openings along this façade, greater façade articulation, an art feature and/or the 
incorporation of landscaping near the base of the building to soften the blank wall.  
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Applicant Response: 

Agree, and will look to get some fenestration, more articulation of building envelope 
materials, low landscaping and/or wall graphic inserted to this location of the building.  

Comment: 

The Panelists support the provision of bicycle parking and encourages the applicant to 
consider relocating the bike parking nearer to the front of the building and main building 
entrance. 

Applicant Response: 

Owner not convinced that this improves their operations or be a practical location for 
bicycles but will pilot a bicycle rack at this location to see if it gets any use.  

Comment: 

The Panelists encouraged the applicant to provide tree plantings along the perimeter of the 
parking area (including along the interior lot lines) to buffer from adjacent properties. 

Applicant Response: 

Will consider. 

December 3, 2019: Urban Design Comments 

Urban design staff have been working closely with the applicant through the rezoning process to 
address many of the design concerns that have been raised by the Urban Design Peer Review 
Panel (UDPRP), and City staff.  
 
The applicant is commended for incorporating the following into the design; Providing a building 
with a 2-storey volume located close to the intersection of Bradley Avenue and Wharncliffe 
Road S.; Providing for an active street edge at the intersection by orienting the building to the 
adjacent streets with the primary entrance facing Wharncliffe Road S and large amounts of clear 
glazing along both street frontages ; providing for a display forecourt between the building and 
the street; and, Incorporating all parking in the rear and side yards, behind the street facing 
façades of the building; All of which is in keeping with the vision of the current Official Plan, The 
London Plan, and the Southwest Area Secondary Plan. 

Appendix C – Policy Context 

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

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

1.1.1, 1.1.3.1, 1.1.3.2 

The London Plan 

(Policies subject to Local Planning Appeals Tribunal, Appeal PL170100, indicated with 
asterisk.) 

112_, 1118_, 1119_, 1124_ 

The 1989 Official Plan 

4.4.2, 4.4.2.4, 4.4.2.6, 4.4.2.6.1, 4.4.2.6.2, 4.4.2.6.3, 4.4.2.6.4, 4.4.2.6.5, 4.4.2.6.8, 
4.4.2.8, 10.1.3cxix) 

The Southwest Area Secondary Plan 

20.5.1.5, 20.5.11.i), 20.5.11.ii), 20.5.3.9 
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Appendix D – Relevant Background 

Additional Maps 
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Additional Reports 

39T-05509/Z-6915: May 6, 2009 – Report to Planning Committee: request for a Plan of 
Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment for 1311 Wharncliffe Road South 

 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.4 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Application – 1297 Wharncliffe Road 

South (Z-9106) 

 

• Councillor Cassidy:   Before I do that I will look to the Gallery to see if anyone is 

here for this item?  Is there anyone in the Gallery here for – yes – are you the 

applicant?  You are the applicant.  Anybody else to hear 1297 Wharncliffe Road 

South?  I’m not seeing any.   So I am looking to Committee, do we want a full staff 

report or presentation on this item?  I’m not seeing that so Ms. Lowery if you could just 

do a brief one or two minute introduction that would be great. 

 

• Councillor Turner:   You’ll get it eventually.  Thank you Madam Chair.  My 

question was just around the vehicle loading and unloading areas and the second 

question was with respect to having a new auto corridor, this was a holding office area 

before.  I'm recognizing further to the northeast there's a number of auto retailers, 

have we designated auto retail strips? There's one, there's a few of them in the city, 

this one seems to be the most recent one and I don't know if we contemplate the 

length or the extent to which those expand or can pose any limits on those. 

 

• Mr. Tomazincic, Manager, Current Planning:   Thanks Madam Chair.  I just want 

to get a history of the Office zoning, it was, it was almost a fleeting zone, it was zoned 

Office under the Area Plan and then through the five year review prior to SWAP it was 

then rezoned to restrict, it was redesignated, I'm sorry, to restrict the service 

commercial but that zone still applied although the designation had changed so we 

had a non-conforming issue.  So, in fact, the change in zoning now was more 

consistent with a longer term vision for this corridor.  There was, there was no 

intention to create a golden auto mile on this specifically for that with the exception 

that the designation would permit that and there's some the agglomeration of 

economies, that's my Economics degree kicking in, where some of these competitors 

who locate near each other actually have benefits and that's what we have food courts 

as well with everyone gathering in one area and I think that's just what's being 

sustained here through the market is, is this agglomeration of auto dealers but none 

tend to be just solely an auto dealer golden auto mile. 

 

• Councillor Turner:   Thank you.  Yeah I guess I was wondering if there were 

limits I would imagine at some point you want to say that's kind of the end in terms of 

the perimeter of what that, that Auto Commercial would be.  We've got the further 

south, er, further north on Wharncliffe now for East London on Dundas East there’s 

one as well.   This almost bounds, if you were to continue over to Hully Gully at 

Wharncliffe and Wonderland so the potential there is to continue doing that type of  

use recognizing there is only so many brands of cars but.  Okay, the second question 

was with respect to, to car carrying trucks, I know, through experience I recognize that 

there's fairly significant traffic impact and visibility impacts associated with those 

commercial haulers unloading on the street itself.  Will there be any contemplation of 

where the loading and unloading of vehicles will happen?   Will it happen on the street 

or does it end up going around on to Bradley and then taking up a fair amount of 

street?  Will be have traffic conditions in place to restrict where that operation can 

occur? 

 

• Ms. C. Lowery, Planner II:   Through you Madam Chair, the site is large enough 

to accommodate that kind of activity on site, that said, that's more of a site planning 

matter than the rezoning stage; however, perhaps the applicant has, has plans in mind 

for how that will function on site and could speak to that a little better than I could.  

 



• Councillor Cassidy:   Actually it's a good segue, I'll go to the applicant.  Do you, 

do you wish to comment on this application?  Do you have an answer to the Councillor 

regarding the loading and offloading of vehicles? 

 

• Applicant:   At this time that hasn't been determined but the intent would be to 

do it on site not on Bradley or Wharncliffe. 

 

• Councillor Cassidy:   Thank you.  Any other technical questions?  Any members 

of the public looking to speak, provide comments, ask questions about this 

application?  I'm not seeing any so I need a motion to close the public participation 

meeting. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

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

Chief Building Official 
Subject: LIUNA 1059 Training Fund Management Inc. 
 635 Wilton Grove Road 
Public Participation Meeting on: January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, with respect to the 
application of LIUNA 1059 Training Fund Management Inc. relating to the property 
located at 635 Wilton Grove Road, the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix 
“A” BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council Meeting January 14, 2020 to amend 
Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, in conformity with the Official Plan, to change the zoning of the 
subject property FROM a Light Industrial (LI1) Zone, TO a Light Industrial Special 
Provision (LI4(_)) Zone.  

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The requested action is to rezone the subject property to permit a limited range of uses 
within the existing building which are intended to serve the needs of the surrounding 
industrial area. 

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of the recommended amendment is to permit a broader range of 
non-industrial uses that are identified as secondary permitted uses, within the existing 
building, which cater to the needs of the local industrial area, and add a business office 
with accessory meeting rooms to the requested zone. 

Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The recommended amendment is consistent with the PPS, 2014; 
2. The recommended amendment conforms to the in-force policies of The London 

Plan, including but not limited to the Light Industrial Place Type; 
3. The recommended amendment conforms to the in-force policies of the 1989 

Official Plan, including but not limited to the Light Industrial designation; and 
4. The recommended amendment conforms to the Southwest Area Secondary 

Plan. 

Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
 
The subject property is located in the northeast corner of the intersection of Wilton 
Grove Road and Roxburgh Road. The site is currently occupied by an existing building 
previously utilized for the purpose of offices, warehousing, and various commercial uses 
by existing tenants. It being noted that portions of the existing building have been 
vacant for an extended period of time.  
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Figure 1: Subject Site (Corner of Wilton Grove Road and Roxburgh Road) 
 

Figure 2: Subject site (view off of Wilton Grove Road) 
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1.2 LOCATION MAP 
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1.3  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 Official Plan Designation  – Light Industrial  

 The London Plan Place Type – Light Industrial  

 Existing Zoning – Light Industrial (LI1) Zone  

1.4  Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – Existing industrial building 

 Frontage – 132.94 metres (436.15 feet) 

 Depth – 233.03 metres (764.53 feet) 

 Area – 2.80 hectares (6.94 acres) 

 Shape – Irregular 

1.5  Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – Light Industrial Uses 

 East – Vacant Parcel/Light Industrial Uses 

 South – Commercial Plaza 

 West – Commercial 

2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
 
The applicant is requesting to rezone the property at 635 Wilton Grove Road to allow 
the LIUNA 1059 Training Fund Management Inc. to operate on the subject lands within 
the existing building. The applicant is proposing to rezone the subject property to add 
the use of a medical/dental and support office. Other uses permitted within the Light 
Industrial (LI4) Zone, through the requested rezoning, include restricted automotive 
uses, clinics, convenience service establishments, convenience stores, day care 
centres, financial institutions, personal service establishments and restaurants. The 
intent of the uses permitted by the requested Light Industrial (LI4) Zone is to serve the 
surrounding light industrial community and their employees. The applicant is also 
requesting special provisions to add the use of a business office and meeting rooms, 
accessory to the business office use, by way of a special provision to the requested 
zone. No external changes are proposed. 

 
Figure 3: Site concept plan, existing conditions.  
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3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
 
In 2004, a Minor Variance Application (A.029/04) was granted conditionally to permit the 
location of loading docks in the front yard, whereas loading docks are permitted in the 
rear and side yards under Twp. By-law 2000. The associated conditions included 
obtaining a building permit prior to the commencement of construction and that there be 
no storage of transport trucks or trailers in the front yard.  
 
An Application for Consent (B.013/13) was approved in 2013 for the severance of 
approximately 13,254 square metres from 635 Wilton Grove Road for future light 
industrial uses and to retain approximately 50,767 square metres for existing light 
industrial uses. A Certificate of Consent was issued on July 4, 2013 which resulted in 
the creation of the abutting property, 2810 Roxburgh Road. 
 
3.2  Requested Amendment 
 
The applicant is requesting to rezone 635 Wilton Grove Road from a Light Industrial 
(LI1) Zone to a Light Industrial Special Provision (LI4(_)) Zone to add a medical/dental 
office and support office uses. Special provisions are requested to add a business office 
as a permitted use and meeting rooms, accessory to the business office use. The 
requested amendment would facilitate the LIUNA 1059 Training Fund Management Inc. 
to operate within the existing building.  
 
3.3  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
 
Staff received two written responses from members of the public; one seeking further 
clarification and the other supporting the subject application, addressed in Appendix “B” 
of this report. 
 
3.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 
 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
 
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014, provides policy direction on matters of 
provincial interest relating to land use planning and development. All decisions affecting 
land use planning matters shall be “consistent with” the policies of the PPS. 
 
Section 1.3 of the PPS, Employment, encourages planning authorities to promote 
economic development and competitiveness by providing for an appropriate mix and 
range of employment and institutional uses to meet long-term needs (1.3.1.a)). 
Furthermore, Section 1.1 of the PPS, Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve 
Efficient and Resilient Development and Land Use Patterns encourages planning 
authorities to promote cost-effective development patterns and standards to minimize 
land consumption and servicing costs (1.1.1.e)).  
 
The London Plan 

The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority of which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk throughout 
this report. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report for 
informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative for 
the purposes of this planning application. 

The subject property is located in the Light Industrial Place Type of The London Plan, in 
accordance with *Map 1, with frontage along a Civic Boulevard, in accordance with 
*Map 3. The intent of the Light Industrial Place Type is to allow for industries generating 
minimal planning impacts as it is appropriate to separate these uses from heavier 
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industrial uses in order to avoid land use conflicts, and to allow for positive industrial 
environments (1110_). The vision of the Light Industrial Place Type is to attract and 
establish facilities and industrial-related centres that create a competitive industrial 
advantage and support the growth of industrial sectors (1113_7). Within all Industrial 
Place Types, industrial uses are encouraged to utilize land efficiently with high building 
coverage ratios and high employment densities, wherever possible (1124_1).  

1989 Official Plan  

The subject property is designated Light Industrial in the (1989) Official Plan, in 
accordance with Schedule A. The objectives of the Light Industrial designation is to 
provide for the development, and use of lands, for a range of activities which are likely 
to have minimal impacts on surrounding uses (7.1.3.i)). The designation is intended for 
industries which have a limited impact on the surrounding environment and are 
frequently small in scale (7.3.). The Light Industrial designation identifies uses permitted 
by site-specific zoning which includes the use of medical/dental offices subject to a 
Planning Impact Analysis, as identified in Section 7.8.  

Section 7.8 of the (1989) Official Plan outlines criteria for a Planning Impact Analysis to 
evaluate applications for an Official Plan amendment and/or Zoning By-law amendment, 
to determine the appropriateness of a proposed change in land use and identify ways of 
reducing any adverse impacts on surrounding uses (7.8.1.). Throughout the review of 
the submitted application, all criteria were evaluated however, as the building and site 
layout are existing, the most applicable criteria are as follows:  

(a) Compatibility of proposed uses with surrounding land uses, and the likely impact 
of the proposed development on present and future land uses 

 The requested uses proposed to be added through the amendment, including a 
medical/dental office, support office, business office and meeting rooms 
accessory to the business office use, at the subject property are compatible with 
the existing light industrial uses surrounding the subject property. As no 
development is proposed no impacts to present and future land uses in the area 
are expected to occur. 

(f) For non-industrial uses within industrial designations the potential of the proposed 
uses to deter future industrial development  

 The recommended medical/dental and support office are uses permitted as-of-
right by the Light Industrial (LI4) Zone, which permits a range of secondary uses 
within the industrial designation. The requested special provision to add the 
additional uses of a business office and meeting rooms accessory to the 
business office use, are uses of similar nature to the as-of-right permitted uses.  

Southwest Area Secondary Plan  

The subject site is located within the Southwest Area Secondary Plan, specifically within 
the Brockley Industrial Neighbourhood. The function and purpose of the Brockley 
Industrial Neighbourhood is to promote opportunities for a limited range of compatible 
industrial land uses that support the City’s long-term industrial strategy and promote the 
development of employment lands (20.5.14.i)). Located within the west portion of the 
Brockley Industrial Neighbourhood, the intent of this location is to accommodate a broad 
range of light industrial uses but discourages light industrial uses that emit noise, dust or 
odour (20.5.14.i)).  

  



File: Z-9110 
Planner: M. Vivian 

 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1  Issue and Consideration # 1: Permitted Uses 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 
 
The PPS states that planning authorities shall promote economic development and 
competitiveness by providing for an appropriate mix and range of employment and 
institutional uses to meet long-term needs (1.3.1.a)). The PPS further states that planning 
authorities shall promote economic development and competitiveness by providing 
opportunities for a diversified economic base, including maintaining a range and choice 
of suitable sites for employment uses which support a wide-range of economic activities 
and ancillary uses, and take into account the needs of existing and future businesses 
(1.3.1.b)). Furthermore, the PPS identifies that planning authorities shall promote land 
use patterns within settlement areas which shall be based on densities and a mix of land 
uses which are appropriate for, and efficiently use, the infrastructure and public service 
facilities which are planned or available, and avoid the need for their unjustified and/or 
uneconomical expansion (1.1.3.2.a).2.). As the requested amendment would broaden the 
range of permitted uses on the subject property, facilitate the adaptive reuse of a building 
that has experienced extended vacancies, and in effect, diversify the existing industrial 
area, the proposed uses provide for an efficient range of uses. As the requested 
amendment is proposed to be within the existing industrial building, infrastructure and 
public service facilities would not be expanded.  

The London Plan 

The subject property is located within the Light Industrial Place Type where the overall 
vision of the Place Type is to promote a broad industrial land base in the City through 
the provision of a wide choice of locations, lot sizes, services, and street and rail access 
in order to accommodate a wide range of target industrial sectors and industrial uses 
(1113_3). The Light Industrial Place Type permits a broad range of industrial uses 
which are unlikely to impose significant impacts on surrounding light industrial land uses 
due to their emissions such as noise, odour, particulates and vibration (1115_1). The 
permitted uses in the Light Industrial Place Type further identify accessory office uses of 
any scale to be permitted as well as service trades and contractor shops, which may 
also be permitted (1115_4 and 1115_8).  

The permitted uses, as-of-right, within the requested Light Industrial (LI4) Zone include 
uses such as clinics; medical/dental offices; personal service establishments; 
convenience stores; day care centres; restaurants; support offices; warehouse 
establishments; bakeries; paper and allied products industries excluding pulp and paper 
and asphalt roofing industries; service trade; and custom workshops, among others. 
The requested added uses of a business office, and meeting rooms accessory to the 
business office use, are uses that are complementary to the as-of-right uses permitted 
by the LI4 zone and are keeping with the intent of the Light Industrial Place Type. As 
such, the proposed uses on site are not anticipated to have significant impacts and 
would complement the existing light industrial uses within the surrounding area.  

1989 Official Plan 

The subject property is designated Light Industrial in the (1989) Official Plan which 
permits uses that are located within enclosed buildings, and unlikely to cause adverse 
effects with respect to air, odour, water pollution, or excessive noise levels (7.3.1.).Uses 
permitted within the Light Industrial designation include uses which are likely to have 
minimal adverse effect on surrounding uses in terms of noise, smoke, odour or visual 
appearance (7.3.3.). Notwithstanding the above, the Light Industrial designation also 
contemplates office uses as a permitted use, subject to policy 7.5.3., ancillary to any of 
the main permitted uses. Policy 7.5.3. identifies area and site design criteria which 
contemplate, buffering, traffic, compatibility and limited access. As the subject site 
contains an existing building with no proposed exterior works, office uses within the 
existing building are considered to be appropriate at this location. Furthermore, office 
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development which is not ancillary and incidental to a main permitted use is restricted to 
a small scale within the Light Industrial designation (7.3.6.). The (1989) Official Plan 
identifies office development of less than 2,000 square metres of gross floor area to 
normally be considered as “small scale” (5.2.4.). As the total amount of existing leasable 
office space within the existing building is 1,763.6 square metres, the existing and 
recommended uses are small in scale and compatible with surrounding land uses.  

The subject property is located within an existing, established industrial area where the 
renovation and rehabilitation of older industrial buildings for new industrial uses, which 
are compatible with surrounding land uses, are encouraged (7.9.2.). In this scenario, the 
existing building had not been operating to its full capabilities with a large amount of 
leasable space underutilized. The added uses to the subject property will allow for the 
rehabilitation of an existing building to be fully utilized with uses compatible and 
complementary to the surrounding area.   

Southwest Area Secondary Plan 

The subject site is located within the Southwest Area Secondary Plan, specifically within 
the Brockley Industrial Neighbourhood. As the subject site is located east of Wellington 
Road, light industrial uses located within enclosed buildings, require no outdoor storage 
and are unlikely to cause adverse effects with respect to matters such as air, odour, 
water pollution, dust, excessive vibration and noise levels may be permitted 
(20.5.14.1.i)). The Brockley Industrial Neighbourhood also identifies office uses, 
ancillary to any of the permitted uses, are also permitted (20.5.14.1.i)). Based on the 
identified permitted uses, the added uses to the subject property are keeping within the 
intent of the Southwest Area Secondary Plan. 

More information and detail is available in Appendix B and C of this report. 
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5.0 Conclusion 

The recommended amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
and conforms to the in force policies of The London Plan and the (1989) Official Plan. 
The recommended amendment will allow the LIUNA 1059 Training Fund Management 
Inc. to operate out of an existing industrial building, in a desired location, effectively 
providing services to more trades within the City of London. The added uses allows for 
a broader range of uses on the lands that are considered compatible with the 
surrounding land uses.  

 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from Development Services. 

December 16, 2019 
cc: Michael Tomazincic, MCIP, RPP, Manager, Current Planning 

Y:\Shared\ADMIN\1-PEC Reports\2020 PEC Reports\1-January 6 
  

Prepared by: 

 Melanie Vivian, 
Planner I, Development Services 

Recommended by: 

 Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE  
Director, Development Services  

Submitted by: 

George Kotsifas, P.ENG 
Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief building Official 
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Appendix A 

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

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-20   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located at 635 
Wilton Grove Road. 

  WHEREAS LIUNA 1059 Training Fund Management Inc. has applied to 
rezone an area of land located at 635 Wilton Grove Road, 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 635 Wilton Grove Road, as shown on the attached map comprising 
part of Key Map No. A112, from a Light Industrial (LI1) Zone to a Light Industrial 
Special Provision (LI4(_)) Zone. 

2) Section Number 40.4 of the Light Industrial (LI4) Zone is amended by adding the 
following Special Provision: 

 ) LI4( ) 635 Wilton Grove Road  

a) Additional Permitted Use[s]  
i) Office, business  
ii) Meeting rooms, accessory to the business office  
 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020 
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Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On September 18, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to 15 property 
owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on September 19, 2019. A 
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site. 

Two (2) replies were received with one seeking clarification and one in support of the 
application. 

Nature of Liaison: Zoning Amendment to allow a range of non-industrial uses that 
cater to the needs of the local industrial area, to permit a business office use and 
meeting rooms accessory to the business office use. 
 
Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following: 

Concern for: 
 
Question regarding the intended use of the lands as to whether the applicant was 
building offices or proposing a training centre. The member of the public was provided 
with further information regarding the proposal and had no further questions. 
 
Letter of support received from the neighbouring property stating the proposed uses 
were appropriate for the area.  

Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner” 

Written 

Atinar Atinar   

Brian Gibson  

 
From: atinar atinar [mailto:atinar@sympatico.ca]  
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2019 1:18 PM 
To: Vivian, Melanie <mvivian@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 635 Wilton Grove Road Zoning Bylaw Amendment File Z 9110 

 

Good Afternoon Melanie Vivian 

We own the 3.2 Acre property, 2810 Roxburgh Road, that abuts the 635 Wilton Grove 
Road to the east.  

We are encouraged that Liuna 1059 Training are planning to locate in this location.  

We are in support of the application. Based on information provided. we agree that the 
proposed uses are appropriate to the area given its proximity to Wellington Road and to 
the nearby existing commercial, retail and industrial uses.  

 We request to be advised of meetings or any additional submissions.  

 

With thanks 

 

J Manocha 
Atinar Properties Limited 
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From: Brian Gibson [mailto:gibson.bc@outlook.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 3:24 PM 
To: Vivian, Melanie <mvivian@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning By-Law Amendment File: Z-9110 
 
Hi Melanie, 
 
I have a brief question about Zoning By-Law Amendment File: Z-9110 proposed by 
LIUNA 1059 Training Fund Management Inc. I am curious as to what the intended use 
of the lands are. Are they building offices as noted in the special provision of the Zoning 
Amendment? Are they proposing a Training Centre? Or both? 
 
Thanks! 
 
Cheers, 
 
Brian Gibson 
 
Agency/Departmental Comments 
 
September 24, 2019 – London Hydro Engineering 

The site is presently serviced by London Hydro. Contact the Engineering Dept. if a 
service upgrade is required to facilitate these changes. Any new and/or relocation of 
existing infrastructure will be at the applicant’s expense. Above-grade transformation is 
required. London Hydro has no objection to the proposal of a possible official plan 
and/or zoning amendment. Any new or relocation of the existing service will be at the 
expense of the owner. 

October 10, 2019 – Upper Thames River Conservation Authority  

The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) has reviewed this 
application with regard for the policies in the Environmental Planning Policy Manual for 
the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (June 2006). These policies include 
regulations made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, and are 
consistent with the natural hazard and natural heritage policies contained in the 
Provincial Policy Statement (2014). The Upper Thames River Source Protection Area 
Assessment Report has also been reviewed in order to confirm whether these lands are 
located in a vulnerable area. The Drinking Water Source Protection information is being 
disclosed to the Municipality to assist them in fulfilling their decision making 
responsibilities under the Planning Act. 

CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT 
Dingman Creek Stormwater Servicing Class Environmental Assessment (EA) 
The subject lands are situated in the Dingman Creek Subwatershed which is the focus 
of an ongoing Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate Stormwater Servicing and 
includes an update to existing flood plain modeling by the Conservation Authority. In 
order to capture those areas within the watershed which may be impacted by revised 
floodline information (which is still being refined by the UTRCA), a Dingman 
Subwatershed Screening Area Map has been developed to help guide planning 
decisions as an interim measure until the EA has been completed. 
 
DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION 
Clean Water Act 
The subject lands have been reviewed to determine whether or not they fall within a 
vulnerable area (Wellhead Protection Area, Highly Vulnerable Aquifer, and Significant 
Groundwater Recharge Areas). Upon review, we can advise that the subject lands are 
not within a vulnerable area. For policies, mapping and further information pertaining to 
drinking water source protection, please refer to the approved Source Protection Plan 
at: https://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/approved-source-protection-plan/  
 

https://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/approved-source-protection-plan/
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COMMENTS & RECOMMENDATION 
The subject lands are located within the Dingman Subwatershed Screening Area. The 
UTRCA has no objections to the rezoning application, however we remind the applicant 
that should any additional development (building, structures, grading, etc.) be proposed 
on these lands, a Section 28 permit application will be required. Please contact the 
UTRCA prior to undertaking any future works.  
 
October 18, 2019 – Engineering 

Below are the only comments received for the re-zoning. It is our understanding that no 
exterior changes are proposed.  

September 24, 2019 – Transportation  

Please find below Transportation comments regarding the Zoning Application for 635 
Wilton Grove Road, Z-9110: 

 Road widening dedication of 18.0m from the centreline required along Wilton 
Grove Road 

 Road widening dedication of 13.0m from the centreline required along Roxburgh 
Road 

 6.0m x 6.0m daylight triangle required  
 

Through further correspondence with Transportation Engineering, it has been 
determined that the road widening dedication along Wilton Grove Road, Roxburgh Road 
and the day light triangle, have been transferred to the City.  
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Appendix C – Policy Context  

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

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
 
1.1.1.e) Healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by promoting cost-
effective development patterns and standards to minimize land consumption and 
servicing costs 
 
1.1.3.2.a) 2. Land use patterns within settlement areas shall be based on densities and 
a mix of land uses which are appropriate for, and efficiently use, the infrastructure and 
public service facilities which are planned or available, and avoid the need for their 
unjustified and/or uneconomical expansion 
 
1.3.1.a) Planning authorities shall promote economic development and competitiveness 
by providing for an appropriate mix and range of employment and institutional uses to 
meet long-term needs 
 
1.3.1.b) Planning authorities shall promote economic development and competitiveness 
by providing opportunities for a diversified economic base, including maintaining a 
range and choice of suitable sites for employment uses which support a wide range of 
economic activities and ancillary uses, and take into account the needs of existing and 
future businesses 
 
The London Plan  

Light Industrial Place Type 

1110_ The Light Industrial Place Type is where industries generating more minimal 
planning impacts will be permitted. It is appropriate to separate these uses from heavier 
industrial users, to avoid land use conflicts and to allow for positive industrial 
environments. It may also be necessary to separate some uses within the Light 
Industrial Place Type from sensitive land uses on adjacent lands 

How will we realize our vision? 

We will realize our vision for the Industrial Place Types by implementing the following in 
all the planning we do and the public works we undertake: 

1113_3 Promote a broad industrial land base in the City of London through the 
provision of a wide choice of locations, lot sizes, services, and street and rail access in 
order to accommodate a wide range of target industrial sectors and industrial uses 

1113_7 Attract and establish facilities and industrial-related centres of excellence that 
create a competitive industrial advantage for London and support the growth of 
industrial sectors 

Permitted Uses in the Light Industrial place Type 

1115_1 A broad range of industrial uses that are unlikely to impose significant impacts 
on surrounding light industrial land uses due to their emissions such as noise, odour, 
particulates and vibration, may be permitted. 

1115_4 Small-scale service office uses may be permitted  

1115_8 Service trades and contractors shops may be permitted 

Intensity policies for all Industrial Place Types 
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1124_1 Industrial uses will be encouraged to utilize land efficiently. High building 
coverage ratios and high employment densities will be sought wherever possible 

1989 Official Plan  

Scale of Development 

5.2.4. For the purpose of this Plan, office development of less than 2,000 square metres 
(21,529 sq. ft.) gross floor area will normally be considered “small scale”, and office 
development between 2,000 square metres (21,529 sq. ft.) and 5,000 square metres 
(53,921 sq. ft.) gross floor area will normally be considered “medium scale”.  

Light Industrial Objectives 

7.1.3.i) Provide for the development and use of industrial lands for a range of activities 
which are likely to have a minimal impact on surrounding uses. 

Light Industrial  

7.3 This designation is intended for industries which have a limited impact on the 
surrounding environment and which are frequently small in scale. Such industries can 
normally be located in closer proximity to other land uses without significant conflicts if 
appropriate site planning techniques are utilized. Uses permitted in the Light Industrial 
designation will be required to meet higher development and operating standards when 
located near residential areas and major entryways to the City. Certain non-industrial 
uses may also be permitted, provided that they are complementary to, and supportive 
of, the surrounding industrial area. 

Main Permitted Uses  

7.3.1. Main permitted uses in the Light Industrial category include: industrial uses that 
involve assembling, fabricating, manufacturing, processing and/or repair activities; are 
located within enclosed buildings; require only a limited amount of outdoor storage; and 
are unlikely to cause adverse effects with respect to air, odour or water pollution, or 
excessive noise levels. Other types of permitted uses include research and 
communication facilities; printing and publishing establishments; warehouse and 
wholesale outlets; technical, professional and business services such as architectural, 
engineering, survey or business machine companies; service trades; and contractor's 
shops that do not involve open storage; and, residential and other source recycling 
facilities subject to the provisions of Section 17.5. Office uses and retail outlets subject 
to policy 7.5.3. which are ancillary to any of the above uses are also allowed. Zoning on 
individual sites may not allow for the full range of permitted uses 

Operation Criteria  

7.3.3. Permitted uses in the Light Industrial designation shall include those uses which 
are likely to have a minimal adverse effect on surrounding uses in terms of noise, 
smoke, odour or visual appearance, and which can be located in relatively close 
proximity to other land uses and entryways into the City. 

Scale of Development 

7.3.6. The Zoning By-law may specify maximum building heights and site coverages so 
that the scale of new industrial development will have a minimal impact on any non-
industrial uses in the surrounding area. Office development which is not ancillary and 
incidental to a main permitted use, as listed in Section 7.3.1. or 7.3.2. of this Plan, will 
be restricted to a small scale Light Industrial designation.  

Location  

Area and Site Design Criteria  

7.5.3. Buffering  
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 i) The Zoning and Site Plan Control By-laws may specify higher standards for 
setbacks, the location of parking and loading areas, signage, landscaping along 
major entryways to the City and adjacent to residential areas. 

Traffic 

ii)  Industrial traffic should be directed away from, and not through, residential 
areas 

Compatibility  

iii) Separation, buffering, and landscaping may be required to provide visual 
compatibility among adjacent land uses  

Limited Access 

iv) The number of access points from Transitional Industrial sites to arterial or 
primary collector roads should be limited to minimize disruption to traffic flows 

Planning Impact Analysis 

Purpose 

7.8.1. Planning Impact Analysis will be used to evaluate applications for an Official Plan 
amendment and/or zone change, to determine the appropriateness of a proposed 
change in land use and to identify ways of reducing any adverse impacts on 
surrounding uses. Planning Impact Analysis is intended to document the majority of 
criteria reviewed by municipal staff through the application review process to assess an 
application for change. Depending on the situation, other criteria may be considered. 

Scope of Planning Impact Analysis  

7.8.2. Planning Impact Analysis will be undertaken by municipal staff and will provide for 
participation by the public in accordance with the provisions for Official Plan 
amendments and/or zone change applications as described in Section 19.12. of this 
Plan. Proposals for changes in the use of land which require the application of Planning 
Impact Analysis will be evaluated on the basis of criteria relevant to the proposed 
change. Other criteria may be considered through the Planning Impact Analysis to 
assist in the evaluation of the proposed change.  

 i) Where an Official Plan amendment and/or zone change application is for a general 
change in land use and does not relate to a specific development proposal, or where 
site specific information on the future development of the site is not required, all or some 
of the following criteria may be considered:  

(a) compatibility of proposed uses with surrounding land uses, and the likely 
impact of the proposed development on present and future land uses; 

 (b) the size and shape of the parcel of land on which a proposal is to be located, 
and the ability of the site to provide adequate services for industrial 
development;  

(c) the supply of vacant land in the area which is already designated and/or 
zoned for the proposed use;  

(d) the location of any proposal for industrial development where there is good 
access to arterial roads and/or rail lines; 

 (e) impacts of the proposed change on the transportation system, including 
transit; and  

(f) For non-industrial uses within industrial designations the potential of the 
proposed uses to deter future industrial development; and, (OPA 578) (g) 
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Secondary uses which may be considered as sensitive land uses are not to be 
located within 300m of an area designated General Industrial and are located 
on either a primary collector or arterial road.  

Preservation of Older Industrial Buildings  

7.9.2. In established industrial areas the renovation and rehabilitation of older industrial 
buildings for new industrial uses which are compatible with surrounding land uses shall 
be encouraged. Council may consider amendments to the Zoning By-law on a site 
specific basis to allow for developments which improve the efficiency and character of 
the industrial building and area, but which would not otherwise be permitted. 

Southwest Area Secondary Plan  

Brockley Industrial Neighbourhood 

20.5.14.i) It is intended that the Brockley Industrial Neighbourhood will promote 
opportunities for a limited range of compatible industrial land uses that support the 
City’s long-term industrial strategy, promote the development of employment lands, and 
capitalize on the importance of the proximity of Highway 401 and the Canadian National 
Railway. The Brockley Industrial Area is to accommodate a range of light industrial uses 
that have a high standard of site design that take advantage of the areas in proximity to 
Highway 401. The west portion of the Brockley Industrial Area is to accommodate a 
broad a range of light industrial uses. Light industrial uses that emit noise, dust or odour 
are discouraged. The east portion of the Brockley Industrial Neighbourhood is directly 
adjacent to the residential development in the Brockley Rural Settlement 
Neighbourhood. To minimize the impacts of the expansion of existing, or development 
of new industrial uses on the Brockley Rural Settlement Neighbourhood, specific land 
use, mitigation and design policies apply in this area. The Brockley Industrial 
Neighbourhood will accommodate a reduced range of light industrial uses with a focus 
on logistics type of industrial uses that involve the movement and transfer of goods. 
Secondary uses permitted in the Light Industrial land use designation are encouraged. 

Permitted Uses  

20.5.14.1.i) On lands west of Wellington Road, the primary permitted uses in the “Light 
Industrial” designation of the Official Plan will be permitted. Existing Industrial uses are 
recognized as permitted uses within the Industrial designation of this Secondary Plan 
and may be recognized as permitted uses in the Zoning By-law. Proposals for the 
expansion of Industrial uses that are not permitted in the Light Industrial designation 
shall require an amendment to the Official Plan to redesignate the lands on Schedule A 
to a General Industrial designation. Such applications will be evaluated on the basis of 
the potential for an increase in any adverse impacts on adjacent and nearby sensitive 
land uses, and the policies of Section 7.6 – Planning Impact Analysis, of the Official 
Plan. On lands east of Wellington Road, light industrial uses that are located within 
enclosed buildings, require no outdoor storage; and are unlikely to cause adverse 
effects with respect to such matters as air, odour or water pollution, dust, or excessive 
vibration and noise levels may be permitted. These include such uses as warehousing, 
research and communication facilities; laboratories; printing and publishing 
establishments; warehouse and wholesale outlets; technical, professional and business 
services such as architectural, engineering, survey or business machine companies; 
commercial recreation establishments; private clubs; private parks; restaurants; hotels 
and motels; service trades; and contractor’s shops that do not involve open storage. 
Office uses and retail outlets subject to policy 7.5.3 of the Official Plan, which are 
ancillary to any of the above uses, are also permitted. All uses adding, emitting, or 
discharging a contaminant into the natural environment must obtain a Certificate of 
Approval from the Ministry of the Environment as required by the Environmental 
Protection Act and associated Regulations are discouraged. Uses permitted in this 
category will also be required to comply with additional requirements as set out in this 
Section of the Plan and in the City of London’s Waste Discharge By-law. 
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Appendix D – Relevant Background 

Additional Maps 
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Additional Reports 

A.029/04 – Report to Committee of Adjustment: granted conditionally to permit the 
location of loading docks in the front yard.  
 
B.013/13 – Report to the Consent Authority: Certificate of Consent issued July 4, 2013 
for the severance of 13,254 square metres for the purpose of future industrial 
development and to retain 50,767 square metres for the purpose of existing light 
industrial uses.  
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee 
From: George Kotsifas, P. Eng. 
 Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and 
 Chief Building Official 
Subject: Colin McClure (Norquay Developments) 

Lots 50, 51 and 61 & Lots 62 through 89, inclusive, Registered 
Plan 33M-768 (formerly 810 Westdel Bourne) 

 Zoning By-law Amendment 
 
Public Participation Meeting on: January 6, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, based on the 
application by Colin McClure (Norquay Developments), relating to lands described as 
Lots 50, 51 and 61 & Lots 62 through 89, inclusive, Registered Plan No. 33M-768 
(formerly 810 Westdel Bourne), the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix ‘A’ 
BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on January 14, 2020 to 
amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, in conformity with the Official Plan, to change the zoning 
of the subject lands FROM a Residential R1 (R1-4) Zone TO a Residential R1 Special 
Provision (R1-4(  )) Zone, and FROM a Residential R1 (R1-8) Zone TO a Residential 
R1 Special Provision (R1-8(  )) Zone. 
 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The request is to change the zoning on Lots 50, 51 and 61 from a Residential R1 (R1-4) 
Zone to a Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-4( )) Zone, and to change the zoning on 
Lots 62 to 89, inclusive from a Residential R1 (R1-8) Zone to a Residential R1 Special 
Provision (R1-8( )) Zone with special provisions to permit a lot coverage (maximum) of 
45%, and interior side yard depth (minimum) of 1.2 metres (3.9 feet) except that, where 
no private garage is attached to the dwelling, one side yard shall be 3.0 metres (9.8 
feet). 

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to allow single detached 
dwellings with increased lot coverage and decreased side yard setbacks on selected 
lots.  
 
Rationale of Recommended Action 

1. The recommended zoning amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy 
Statement (PPS), 2014, as it promotes efficient development and land use 
patterns; accommodates an appropriate range and mix of land uses, housing 
types, and densities to meet projected needs of current and future residents; and 
minimizes land consumption and servicing costs. 

2. The recommended zoning amendment conforms to the in-force polices of The 
London Plan, including but not limited to the Neighbourhoods Place Type, Our 
Strategy, City Building and Design, Our Tools, and all other applicable London 
Plan policies. 
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3. The recommended zoning amendment conforms to the policies of the (1989) 
Official Plan, including but not limited to the Low Density Residential designation. 

4. The recommended special zone provisions are appropriate and compatible with 
character of existing and planned low density residential development in the 
surrounding neighbourhood. 

 

Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
The subject site consists of vacant lots within a registered plan of subdivision (Lots 50 
and 51, Lot 61, and Lots 62 through 89, inclusive of Registered Plan 33M-768). This 
subdivision is known as Eagle Ridge - Phase 2, consisting of the future extension of 
Kains Road through to Oxford Street West, and the extension of Linkway Boulevard, 
west of Westdel Bourne. The lots which are the subject of this application have frontage 
on Kains Road and Gatenby Street. 

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D) 

 The London Plan Place Type – Neighbourhoods 

 (1989) Official Plan Designation – Low Density Residential 

 Zoning: 
o Residential R1 (R1-4)  - Lots 50, 51 and 61 
o Residential R1 (R1-8) - Lots 62 – 89, inclusive 

 
1.3 Site Characteristics 

 Current 
Land Use 

Frontages 
 

Depths 
 

Area 
(approx.) 

Lots 50, 51 
and 61 

Vacant  15 m to 19 m 28 m to 30 m 470 sq. m. 

Lots 62 - 89 Vacant 
 

18 m to 23 m 33 m to 42 m  620 sq. m. 

 
1.4 Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – future residential and open space lands 

 East – existing single detached homes and future residential development 

 South – agriculture and rural residential 

 West – rural residential, future residential development, and open space 
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1.5 Location Map 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lots 62 - 89 

Lot 61 

Lot 50 - 51 
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1.6 Registered Plan No. 33M-768 
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The proposal will facilitate current market demand for the construction of 1-storey, 
single detached dwellings as permitted by the zoning with a slightly larger building 
coverage and reduced side yards on select lots within the subdivision. 
 
2.2 Sample Building Plan - Lot 73 
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3.0 Revelant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
On September 6, 2017, the Approval Authority for the City of London issued draft-
approval for the Eagle Ridge – Phase 2 draft plan of subdivision comprising an area of 
approximately 13 hectares located north of Oxford Street West, west of Westdel Bourne. 
Phase 2 will provide for the extension of Kains Road through to Oxford Street West, as 
well as a connection to Gatenby Street. The draft-approved plan consisted of 89 single 
detached dwelling lots, 1 medium density residential block, 2 open space blocks, 3 park 
blocks, and 7 part blocks for future development. Final approval was granted by the 
Approval Authority on October 1, 2019 and the plan was subsequently registered as Plan 
33M-768. Zoning for the various lots and blocks within the subdivision plan was approved 
by Municipal Council on July 25, 2017. 

The Residential R1 (R1-4) Zone permits single detached dwellings on lots with a minimum 
lot frontage of 12 metres and minimum lot area of 360 square metres. This zone was 
applied to the single detached lots fronting portions of Linkway Boulevard and the west 
side of Kains Road, south of the park and open space blocks, and a stormwater 
management facility; and includes the subject Lots 50, 51 and 61. The Residential R1 
(R1-8) Zone permits single detached dwellings on lots with a minimum lot frontage of 15 
metres and minimum lot area of 600 square metres. This zone was applied to the single 
detached lots fronting Kains Road north of Gatenby Street, and two lots fronting the south 
side of Gatenby Street (Lots 62 – 89, inclusive). 

 
3.2 Requested Amendment 
Amendment to the Zoning By-law to change the zoning on Lots 50, 51 and 61 from a 
Residential R1 (R1-4) Zone to a Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-4( )) Zone, and to 
change the zoning on Lots 62 to 89, inclusive from a Residential R1 (R1-8) Zone to a 
Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-8( )) Zone with special provisions to permit a lot 
coverage (maximum) of 45%, and interior side yard depth (minimum) of 1.2 metres (3.9 
feet) except that, where no private garage is attached to the dwelling, one side yard 
shall be 3.0 metres (9.8 feet). 
 
3.3 Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B) 
Comments/concerns received from the community are summarized as follows: 

 Is this permission to construct larger homes on the same size lots?  

 Will it affect the current side yard restriction, or just permit construction of a 
deeper home?     

 
3.4 Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C) 
 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 
The proposal must be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) policies 
and objectives aimed at: 
 

1. Building Strong Healthy Communities; 
2. Wise Use and Management of Resources; and, 
3. Protecting Public Health and Safety. 

 
The PPS contains polices regarding the importance of promoting efficient development 
and land use patterns, accommodating an appropriate range and mix of land uses, 
housing types, and densities to meet projected needs of current and future residents, 
and minimizing land consumption and servicing costs (Sections 1.1 and 1.4). There are 
various policies for promoting healthy, livable and safe communities, including the goal 
of improving accessibility for persons with disabilities and older persons by identifying, 
preventing and removing land use barriers which restrict their full participation in society 
(Section 1.1.1 (f)). To meet housing requirements of current and future residents, the 
housing policies also provide direction to Planning Authorities to permit and facilitate: 1. 
All forms of housing required to meet the social, health and well-being requirements of 
current and future residents, including special needs requirements (Section 1.4.3(b)). 
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The polices for Public Spaces, Recreation, Parks, Trails and Open Space promote 
healthy and 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 (Section 1.5.1).  
 
The London Plan 
The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, 
approved by the Ministry with modifications, and the majority or which is in force and 
effect). The London Plan policies under appeal to the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal 
(Appeal PL170100) and not in force and effect are indicated with an asterisk* 
throughout this report. The London Plan policies under appeal are included in this report 
for informative purposes indicating the intent of City Council, but are not determinative 
for the purposes of this planning application. 
 
The subject lands are located within the Neighbourhoods Place Type as shown on Map 
1 – Place Types* in The London Plan, and have frontage on a Neighbourhood 
Connector. The range of primary permitted uses include single detached, semi-
detached, duplex, triplex,  townhouses, and small-scale community facilities. The 
application has been reviewed with the applicable policies of the Our Strategy, City 
Building and Design, Neighbourhoods Place Type, and Our Tools sections. An excerpt 
from The London Plan Map 1 – Place Types* is found at Appendix ‘D’. 

(1989) Official Plan 
These lots are designated as Low Density Residential on Schedule A – Land Use Map 
permitting single detached, semi-detached, and duplex dwellings as the primary 
permitted uses. An excerpt from Land Use Schedule ‘A’ is found at Appendix D. 

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

4.1  Use 

The range of permitted uses does not change from what the current zoning permits. The 
recommended zoning will continue to permit single detached dwellings. Such residential 
uses are appropriate and compatible with existing and planned development in the 
surrounding area, are consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, and conform with 
the in-force policies of The London Plan and the (1989) Official Plan. 
 
4.2  Intensity 

The requested special provisions for increased lot coverage and reduced interior side 
yard setback regulations will allow construction of one-storey homes with more floor 
area to meet the needs of home builders and purchasers. For lots 50, 51 and 61 within 
the R1-4 Zone, a 45% coverage represents a buildable area of approximately 212 
square metres on a typical lot having an area of 470 square metres. For Lots 62 - 89 
within the R1-8 Zone, a buildable area of 279 square metres could be achieved on a 
typical lot having an area of 620 square metres. The first phase of the Eagle Ridge 
subdivision is fully built out and consists of large homes on similarly sized lots to those 
in Phase 2.  Development Services staff have no concerns regarding lot-intensification 
or potential impacts on the character of the neighbourhood, or the ability of lots to 
provide adequate rear yard amenity space. The applicant’s conceptual lot plans indicate 
the proposed new 1-storey dwellings will be able to meet or exceed minimum front and 
rear yard depths, and minimum landscaped open space requirements of the Zoning By-
law. There were also no concerns from a grading or servicing perspective. Updated 
stormwater area plans and revised calculation sheets have been provided and have 
been accepted by the City. Potential impacts on existing and future stormwater 
management, drainage and storm sewer infrastructure have been reviewed and no 
issues are anticipated. The recommended zoning amendments provide for an efficient 
use of land and infrastructure, and are considered appropriate. 
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4.3  Form 

The Thames Valley Parkway multi-use trail will be constructed as part of this subdivision 
development, and eventually will provide a link between Oxford Street West to a point 
where the trail currently terminates at Westdel Bourne and Kains Road. A section of the 
trail passes through a park block located immediately adjacent Lots 50 through 51. 
During the detailed subdivision design, adjustments were made to the size and 
configuration of Lots 50, 51 and 61 in order to accommodate the park block, and 
alignment and grading for the TVP trail. As a result, these lots are somewhat 
constrained by their size and configuration; therefore, the proposed increase in lot 
coverage is considered appropriate recognizing the presence of abutting open space 
lands. The northerly link of the trail alignment will be completed as part of a future phase 
of the Eagle Ridge subdivision. 
 
Lots 62 – 89, inclusive front on to Kains Road and Gatenby Street and are located in the 
northerly part of the subdivision. The applicant indicated their builders expressed a 
strong desire for slightly larger lot coverage to accommodate the demand for larger one- 
storey homes. Making further adjustments to the lots in terms of increasing their width 
and depth would not be practical at this point as the alignment of Kains Road is now 
fixed and installation of trunk sewer services has been completed. Based on our review, 
staff are satisfied that the increased lot coverage and reduced side yard depths are 
appropriate and will maintain a building form and scale that is in keeping with character 
of homes in the neighbourhood. 
 
4.4  Public Comments 

 Is this permission to construct larger homes on the same size lots?  

 Will it affect the current side yard restriction, or just permit construction of a 
deeper home?     

 
The requested increase in lot coverage allows for increased buildable area on the same 
size lot, as illustrated by the applicant’s sample building plans. For example, the plan for 
Lot 73 shows a building footprint for a new 1-storey, brick dwelling with two car garage 
on a lot with 18.8 metres of frontage and lot depth of 33 metres having a lot coverage of 
43% and minimum 1.3 metre side yards. The request affects the current side yard 
restriction of lots within the R1-8 Zone where the side yard setback regulation increases 
with building height (ie. minimum 1.2 metres side yard, plus 0.6 metres for each storey 
above the first storey). The requested special provision is to apply the standard 1.2 
metres interior side yard setback regardless of height, consistent with the R1-4 zone 
regulations. Typically, these one floor homes have a higher profile and are designed 
with more ceiling height and a steeper pitched roof, which often gives the perception of 
1.5 to 2-storey structure from the street. 
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5.0 Conclusion 

The recommended zoning amendments are appropriate and consistent with the 
Provincial Policy Statement, conform to The London Plan and the (1989) Official Plan. 
The recommended special provision Zones are considered appropriate and compatible 
with the character of existing and planned low density residential development in the 
surrounding neighbourhood. 

Prepared by:  

 

 

Larry Mottram, MCIP, RPP 

Senior Planner, Development Planning 

Recommended by:  

 

 

 

Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE  
Director, Development Services  

Submitted by:  

 

 

 

George Kotsifas, P. Eng. 

Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief Building Official 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons qualified to 
provide expert opinion.  Further detail with respect to qualifications can be obtained 
from Development Services. 

 
CC:  Matt Feldberg, Manager, Development Services (Subdivisions) 
 Lou Pompilii, Manager, Development Planning 
 Ted Koza, Manager, Development Engineering 
 
December 16, 2019 
GK/PY/LM/lm 
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Appendix A 

Appendix “A” 
 

Bill No. (number to be inserted by 
Clerk's Office) 
(2020) 

By-law No. Z.-1-20   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone lands described as Lots 50, 51 
and 61 & Lots 62 through 89, inclusive, 
Registered Plan No. 33M-768. 

  WHEREAS Colin McClure (Norquay Developments) has applied to rezone  
lands described as Lots 50, 51 and 61 & Lots 62 through 89, inclusive, Registered Plan 
No. 33M-768, 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 described as Lots 50, 51 and 61 & Lots 62 through 89, inclusive, Registered 
Plan No. 33M-768, as shown on the attached map, FROM a Residential R1 (R1-4) 
Zone TO a Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-4( )) Zone, and FROM a 
Residential R1 (R1-8) Zone TO a Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-8(  )) Zone. 

2) Section Number 5.4 of the Residential R1 Zone is amended by adding the following 
special provisions: 

  R1-4(  ) 

a) Regulations: 
 

i) Lot Coverage   45% 
(Maximum) 
 
 

R1-8(  ) 

a) Regulations: 
 

i) Interior Side Yard  1.2 metres (3.9 feet); 
Depth      except that, where no 
 (Minimum)     private garage is attached 
       to the dwelling, one side 
       yard shall be 3.0 metres 
       (9.8 feet) 
 

ii) Lot Coverage   45% 
(Maximum) 
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This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

 
 
Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020 
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Appendix B – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On October 11, 2019, Notice of Application was sent to 188 property 
owners in the surrounding area. Notice of Application was also published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on October 24, 2019. Notice 
of Application was posted on the City of London’s website. 

Responses:   1 reply received 
 
Nature of Liaison: To allow single detached dwellings with increased lot coverage and 
decreased side yard setbacks on select lots. Possible amendment to Zoning By-law Z.-
1 to change the zoning on Lots 50, 51 and 61 from a Residential R1 (R1-4) Zone to a 
Residential R1-4 Special Provision (R1-4( )) Zone, and to change the zoning on Lots 62 
to 89 from a Residential R1 (R1-8) Zone to a Residential R1-8 Special Provision (R1-8( 
)); together with special provisions to permit a lot coverage (maximum) of 45%, and 
interior side yard depth (minimum) of 1.2 metres (3.9 feet); except that, where no private 
garage is attached to the dwelling, one side yard shall be 3.0 metres (9.8 feet). 

Responses: A summary of the comments received include the following: 

 Is this permission to construct larger homes on the same size lots?  

 Will it affect the current side yard restriction, or just permit construction of a 
deeper home?     

Response to Notice of Application and Publication in “The Londoner” 

Telephone Written 

 Greg Woodworth – 2445 Gatenby Street 

 
Agency/Departmental Comments: 

1. Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) –  November 6, 2019 
 

The lots which are the subject of this application are located outside of the regulated 
area and therefore, the UTRCA has no concerns or permit requirements for Lots 50-
51, Lot 61 and Lots 62-89.  

  

Appendix C – Policy Context  

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

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
 
The proposal must be consistent with Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) policies and 
objectives aimed at: 

 1. Building Strong Healthy Communities;  
 2. Wise Use and Management of Resources; and,  
 3. Protecting Public Health and Safety.  
 
The PPS contains polices regarding the importance of promoting efficient development 
and land use patterns, accommodating an appropriate range and mix of land uses, 
housing types, and densities to meet projected needs of current and future residents, 
and minimizing land consumption and servicing costs (Sections 1.1 and 1.4). There are 
several policies directed at promoting healthy, livable and safe communities, including 
the goal of improving accessibility for persons with disabilities and older persons by 
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identifying, preventing and removing land use barriers which restrict their full 
participation in society (Section 1.1.1 (f)). To meet housing requirements of current and 
future residents, the housing policies also provide direction to Planning Authorities to 
permit and facilitate: 1. All forms of housing required to meet the social, health and well-
being requirements of current and future residents, including special needs 
requirements (Section 1.4.3(b)). 
 
The recommended zoning amendment applies to specific lots within a previously 
approved plan of subdivision. Development of these lots for larger, one-level single 
detached dwellings will make efficient use of land, services and municipal infrastructure. 
The recommended zoning will allow for a wider range of single detached homes, and 
enable home builders to respond to purchaser preferences suitable to a growing 
population of older persons, promotes aging-in-place, and accessibility for persons with 
disabilities. 
 
The polices for Public Spaces, Recreation, Parks, Trails and Open Space promote 
healthy and 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 (Section 1.5.1). The mix of uses in this 
subdivision includes passive recreation, parks and open spaces, and a multi-use trail 
(Thames Valley Parkway) promoting active transportation and community connectivity. 
Several of the subject lots as part of this application are directly adjacent the public 
open space and trail system. 
 
The 2014 PPS was considered in its entirety during the approval process for the draft 
plan of subdivision. Based on our review, Development Services staff are satisfied that 
the recommended Zoning By-law Amendment remains consistent with the Provincial 
Policy Statement. 
 
The London Plan 
 
The Our Strategy, City Building and Design, Place Types, and Our Tools policies in the 
London Plan have been reviewed and consideration given to how the proposed zoning 
by-law amendment contributes to achieving those policy objectives, including the 
following specific policies: 
 

Our Strategy 

Key Direction #5 – Build a mixed-use compact city 

5. Ensure a mix of housing types within our neighbourhoods so that they 
are complete and support aging in place. 

7. Build quality public spaces and pedestrian environments that support 
walking. 

Key Direction #7 – Build strong, healthy and attractive neighbourhoods for 
everyone 

1. Plan for healthy neighbourhoods that promote active living, provide 
healthy housing options, offer social connectedness, afford safe 
environments, and supply well distributed health services. 

2. Design complete neighbourhoods by meeting the needs of people of all 
ages, incomes and abilities, allowing for aging in place and accessibility to 
amenities, facilities and services. 

These strategic directions are generally reflected in the the approved subdivision plan 
for Eagle Ridge Phase 2. The subdivision provides a mix of low density single detached 
dwellings, as well as a block for medium density cluster housing and townhoushousing. 
The recommended special zone provisions for selected single detached dwelling lots 
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further refines these directions for building strong, healthy, attractive and complete 
neighbourhoods.          

City Building and Design Policies 

220_* Neighbourhoods should be designed with a diversity of lot patterns and sizes to 
support a range of housing choices, mix of uses and to accommodate a variety of ages 
and abilities. 

253_ Site layout should be designed to minimize and mitigate impacts on adjacent 
properties. 

The subdivison plan does provide for a diversity of lot sizes in compliance with the 
minimum standards for lot area and frontage in the Zoning By-law. Lots 50, 51 and 61 
are currently zoned R1-4 with a minimum lot frontage of 12 metres and minimum lot 
area of 360 square metres, and Lots 62-89 are zoned R1-8 with a minimum lot frontage 
of 15 metres and minimum lot area of 600 square metres. Lots 50, 51 and 61 have 
frontages ranging from 15 to 19 metres and have on average 470 square metres lot 
area. Lots 62-89 have frontages ranging from 18 to 23 metres and the average lot area 
is approximately 620 square metres. The subject lots are well above the minimum lot 
size requirements of the zoning. The applicant’s stated intent is to construct homes that 
are generally consistent with the size and architectural design of existing homes in the 
neighbourhood (Eagle Ridge Subdivision - Phase 1).   

Place Type Policies 
 
The subject lots are located within the Neighbourhoods Place Type, and have frontage 
on a Neighbourhood Connector. The range of primary permitted uses include single 
detached, semi-detached, duplex, triplex, townhouses, and small-scale community 
facilities. 

916_3.* A diversity of housing choices allowing for affordability and giving people the 
opportunity to remain in their neighbourhoods as they age if they choose to do so. 
 
935_3.* Zoning will be applied to ensure an intensity of development that is appropriate 
to the neighbourhood context, utilizing regulations for such things as height, density, 
gross floor area, coverage, frontage, minimum parking, setback, and landscaped open 
space. 

The proposed special zone provisions for increased maximum lot coverage and 
reduced minimum interior side yard setbacks maintains appropriate levels of intensity 
within the neighbourhood context, and are in keeping with the Place Types policies 
noted above. 

Our Tools 

Evaluation Criteria for Planning and Development Applications 

1578_ 6.*  Potential impacts on adjacent and nearby properties in the area and the 
degree to which such impacts can be managed and mitigated. Depending upon the type 
of application under review, and its context, an analysis of potential impacts on nearby 
properties may include such things as: 
a. Traffic and access management. 
b. Noise. 
c. Parking on streets or adjacent properties. 
d. Emissions generated by the use such as odour, dust, or other airborne emissions. 
e. Lighting. 
f. Garbage generated by the use. 
g. Loss of privacy. 
h. Shadowing. 
i. Visual impact. 
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j. Loss of views. 
k. Loss of trees and canopy cover. 
l. Impact on cultural heritage resources. 
m. Impact on natural heritage features and areas. 
n. Impact on natural resources. 
The above list is not exhaustive. 
 
- Kains Road is classified as a Neighbourhood Connector. The proposed development 
is not expected to contribute significantly to traffic volumes. 
- Parking will be required as per the Zoning By-law standard (minimum 2 spaces per 
dwelling lot). 
- The proposed development is not expected to generate excessive noise and 
emissions. 
- There are no concerns with respect to lighting, garbage or loss of privacy impacts. 
- Shadowing is not expected to impact nearby properties. 
- Natural view corridors in the form window streets to open spaces have been preserved 
through the plan of subdivision. 
- Natural heritage features have been preserved and protected through a previously 
accepted Environmental Impact Study. There are no concerns for cultural heritage or 
natural resources. 
   
1578_7.* The degree to which the proposal fits within its context.  It must be clear that 
this not intended to mean that a proposed use must be the same as development in the 
surrounding context.  Rather, it will need to be shown that the proposal is sensitive to, 
and compatible with, its context.  It should be recognized that the context consists of 
existing development as well as the planning policy goals for the site and surrounding 
area.  Depending upon the type of application under review, and its context, an analysis 
of fit may include such things as: 

a. Policy goals and objectives for the place type. 
b. Policy goals and objectives expressed in the City Design chapter of this Plan. 
c. Neighbourhood character. 
d. Streetscape character. 
e. Street wall. 
f. Height. 
g. Density. 
h. Massing. 
i. Placement of building. 
j. Setback and step-back. 
k. Proposed architectural attributes such as windows, doors, and rooflines. 
l. Relationship to cultural heritage resources on the site and adjacent to it. 
m. Landscaping and trees. 
n. Coordination of access points and connections. 
 
The proposed increased to 45% maximum lot coverage is not considered overly-intense 
for the lots given their average lot size and area to accommodate sufficient landscaped 
open space. The minimum front, exterior side, and rear yard setback regulations do not 
change, while an adjustment has been made to the interior side yard regulation under 
the R1-8 Zone to facilitate 1-storey dwellings with slightly larger building footprints, and 
with at least a one or two car garage. Building massing, height, architectural design for 
the homes to be developed in Phase 2 are considered appropriate, and the 
recommended amendments maintain compatibility and fit within the context of existing 
and future development. Therefore, based on Staff’s review of The London Plan 
policies, this proposal is found to be in keeping and in conformity with the Key 
Directions, City Building and Design, Place Type, and Our Tools policies. 
 
(1989) Official Plan 
These lots are designated as Low Density Residential on Schedule A – Land Use Map 
permitting single detached, semi-detached, and duplex dwellings as the primary 
permitted uses. The recommended zoning amendments conform with the Official Plan 
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permitted use and density policies, and implements objectives for supporting the 
provision of a choice of dwelling types according to location, size, affordability, tenure, 
design, and accessibility so that a broad range of housing requirements are satisfied 
(Section 3.1.1.(ii)). 

Requested Special Provisions 
 

Current Zoning 
Regulations 

Requested 
Special 

Provisions 
 

 Lots 50, 51 & 61 
Residential R1 
(R1-4) 

Lots 62 – 89 
Residential R1 
(R1-8) 

Lots 50, 51 & 61 
Lots 62 – 89 
 

Lot Coverage 
(maximum) 
 

40% 35% 45% 

Interior Side Yard 
Depth (minimum) 

1.2 metres (3.9 
feet); except that, 
where no private 
garage is attached 
to the dwelling, one 
side yard shall be 
3.0 metres (9.8 
feet) 

1.2 metres (3.9 
feet) plus, for any 
portion of the side 
yard adjacent to a 
part of the building 
exceeding one 
storey in height, 0.6 
metre (2.0 feet) for 
each storey or part 
thereof above one 
storey; except that, 
where no private 
garage is attached 
to the dwelling, one 
side yard shall be 
3.0 metres (9.8 
feet) 

1.2 metres (3.9 
feet); except that, 
where no private 
garage is attached 
to the dwelling, one 
side yard shall be 
3.0 metres (9.8 
feet) 

 
A portion of the Thames Valley Parkway trail passes through a park block located 
immediately adjacent Lots 50 through 51. Through the detailed subdivision design, 
adjustments were made to the size and configuration of Lots 50, 51 and 61 in order to 
accommodate the park block, and alignment and grading for the trail. As a result, these 
lots are somewhat constrained by their size and configuration; therefore, the proposed 
increase in lot coverage is considered appropriate recognizing the presence of abutting 
open space lands. Lots 62 – 89, inclusive have frontage on Kains Road and Gatenby 
Street and are located in the northerly part of the subdivision. The applicant indicated a 
growing need by their builders for slightly larger lot coverage to accommodate the 
demand for larger one storey homes. Adjusting the width and depth of these lots would 
not be practical as the alignment for Kains Road is fixed and installation of trunk sewer 
services has been completed.  
 
The special provisions to increase lot coverage and reduced interior side yard setbacks 
will allow construction of one-storey homes with more floor area to meet the needs of 
home builders and purchasers, while maintaining compatibility with future adjacent 
development. The applicant’s conceptual lot plans indicate the proposed new 1-storey 
dwellings will be able to meet or exceed minimum front and rear yard, and minimum 
landscaped open space requirements of the Zoning By-law. There were no concerns 
from a grading or servicing perspective. Updated stormwater area plans and revised 
calculation sheets have been provided and have been accepted by the City. Potential 
impacts on existing and future stormwater management, drainage and storm sewer 
infrastructure have been reviewed and no issues are anticipated. The proposed zoning 
amendment provides for an efficient use of land and infrastructure, and is considered 
appropriate. 
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Appendix D – Relevant Background 

The London Plan Map Excerpt 
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Official Plan Map Excerpt 
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Zoning By-law Map Excerpt 
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Additional Reports 
 
July 17, 2017 – Planning and Environment Committee – Application by Developro Land 
Services on behalf of West Kains Land Corp. and Liahn Farms Limited, regarding Eagle 
Ridge Subdivision - Phase 2, for approval of Draft Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-
law Amendments for lands located at 810, 1055 and 1079 Westdel Bourne, and 1959 
and 1997 Oxford Street West (Agenda Item #17). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.6 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Lots 50, 51 and 61 and Lots 62 through 

89, inclusive, Registered Plan 33M-768 (Formerly 810 Westdel Bourne) (Z-9123) 

 

• Councillor Cassidy:   And before we begin are there any members of the public 

here for this item?  Yes.  Are you the applicant?  You are the applicant.   Any other 

members of the public here?  So I look to Committee do we need a full presentation 

on this item?  I see a lot a lot of shaking heads.   So Mr. Mottram, if you could just give 

one or two minute brief synopsis of this thing.  Thanks very much Mr. Mottram.  Any 

technical questions?  Councillor Hopkins. 

 

• Councillor Hopkins:   Yes, a quick technical question through you Madam Chair 

to staff about the construction route.  I noticed Kains Road looks like it appears to be 

opening up and if there's going to be any changes to the construction route I know 

there's a number of people that live in this area too and the challenges of living in a 

construction area is always challenging but if you could add a little bit more if there are 

going to be different routes opening up? 
 

• Larry Mottram, Senior Planner:   The public road access is currently available 

now, it has opened up at the intersection of Oxford Street West and Kains Road.   This 

is a limited access with rights in and rights out so it does provide for a construction 

access.  The designated construction access for the entire Phase 2 subdivision was 

always intended to be Linkway Boulevard at Westdel Bourne, that would, that is now 

also opened up and the contractors and the sub-trades have been instructed by 

Norquay to use those routes, they're not to use a cut through route through the Kains 

Road Phase 1 subdivision. 

 

• Councillor Hopkins:   Thank you for that clarification. 

 

• Councillor Cassidy:   Any other technical questions?  No.  To the applicant, do 

you wish to speak or are you good with the staff recommendation?  Oh, go ahead to 

the microphone.  If you could state your name and if you're comfortable your address 

and you'll have 5 minutes max. 

 

• Colin McClure:   I work for Norquay Developments and made this application on 

behalf of West Kains Land Corp., our address is 300 Wellington Street South.  Just 

wanted to say thank you to staff and of course I agree with their recommendation and 

my first Zoning By-law Amendment and Larry was helpful in answering all of my 

plethora of questions so thank you very much.  

 

• Councillor Cassidy:   Thank you.   So I’ll go to members of the public to see if 

anybody would like to comment on this application?  I'm not seeing any indications of 

interests so I will go back to Committee to close the public participation meeting. 
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: John M. Fleming 
 Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 
Subject: The Corporation of the City of London 
 Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study 
Public Participation Meeting on: January 6, 2020 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
amendment application of the Corporation of the City of London relating to the 
properties located near the Hamilton Road Corridor, generally between Bathurst Street 
and Highbury Avenue, as identified in Appendix “A”:  

(a) The proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting on January 14, 2020 to amend Chapter 10 of the 
Official Plan (1989) TO ADD a Specific Area Policy for the lands along the 
Hamilton Road Corridor as identified in Appendix “B”; 

(b) The proposed by-law attached hereto as “Appendix “C” BE INTRODUCED at a 
future Municipal Council meeting to amend the Official Plan (The London Plan, 
2016) at such time as Map 1 and Map 7 are in full force and effect, TO ADD a 
Specific Policy to the Neighbourhood Place Type and to Map 7 – Specific Policy 
Areas. 

(c) The proposed by-laws attached hereto as Appendix "D" BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting on January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-
1, in conformity with the Official Plan as amended in parts (a) and (b), to amend 
the existing zoning of the properties identified in Appendix “D” which includes a 
variety of zones, TO the zoning as identified in Appendix “D” to allow for an 
expanded range of permitted uses, an increase in permitted height, to make it 
easier to combine lots to create larger parcels, and to require certain design 
elements to ensure fit.  

(d) The proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "E" BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting on January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-
1, in conformity with the Official Plan as amended in parts (a) and (b), to amend 
the existing Parking Standard Area of the properties identified in Appendix “E” 
which includes properties in Parking Standard Area 2 and Parking Standard Area 
3, TO Parking Standard Area 1, as identified in Appendix “E”.  

(e) The proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "F" BE INTRODUCED at the 
Municipal Council meeting on January 14, 2020 to amend Zoning By-law Z-1 to 
ADD a definition for “façade openings”, as identified in Appendix “F”. 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The recommended amendments are intended to implement recommendations from the 
Hamilton Road Community Improvement Plan (CIP) by amending the Zoning By-law for 
properties fronting Hamilton Road to reduce parking requirements, modify the range of 
permitted uses, and make it easier to combine lots to create larger parcels. Provisions 
have also been added to the Zoning By-law to ensure that, with more permissive as-of-
right zoning, new buildings constructed include certain design elements to ensure fit and 
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to encourage the development of certain portions of Hamilton Road as a main street. An 
increase in permitted height is also requested, as well as urban design provisions to 
address ground floor glazing, stepbacks, and transition to low-rise neighbourhoods.  

Amendments are also requested to add Specific Policies to The London Plan and the 
1989 Official Plan to implement these changes.   

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to reduce parking requirements, 
to expand the range of permitted uses, to streamline processes, to eliminate and reduce 
the need for variances and zoning by-law amendments when trying to fill existing vacant 
spaces, and to make it easier to consolidate lots to allow the lot depth needed to 
redevelop underutilized and vacant land. An increase in permitted height has also been 
recommended in order to allow for the development of buildings up to 4 storeys with 
commercial uses at-grade. Provisions have also been added to require a building 
stepback above 3 storeys to ensure new buildings fit with their context, and a 
requirement for openings (windows and entrances) on the ground floor in certain 
locations to encourage the continued development of portions of Hamilton Road as a 
commercial main street.  

Amendments are also requested to add specific policies to The London Plan and the 
1989 Official Plan to implement these changes by making it possible for certain 
properties to the rear of properties fronting Hamilton Road to join with properties fronting 
Hamilton Road, allowing for the creation of larger development sites fronting onto 
Hamilton Road without amending the Official Plan and/or Zoning By-law. 

Rationale for Recommended Action 

The recommended action is intended to encourage the continued revitalization of the 
Hamilton Road Corridor, making it easier for property owners to use existing buildings 
or redevelop properties. The recommended action implements several 
recommendations from the Hamilton Road CIP, and addresses many of the challenges 
property owners have identified that make it difficult to use their properties. Certain 
urban design requirements have also been added to ensure that future development fits 
with its context and supports the development of portions of Hamilton Road as a main 
street.  

Analysis 

2.0 Background 

2.1  Planning History 
At its meeting of March 27, 2018, Municipal Council adopted a CIP for the Hamilton 
Road area following extensive community consultation to guide redevelopment and 
improvements. City Planning began the Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study in 
Spring, 2019 in an effort to implement the following four actions from the CIP: 

- Reduce and/or remove parking requirements; 

- Reduce how far buildings need to be set back from property lines; 

- Allow for an expanded range of land uses; and 

- Make it easier to consolidate properties into larger parcels.  

The recommendations from the Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study seek to 
implement these actions through the recommended Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
Amendments.  
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2.2  Study Area 
The study area for the Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study was concentrated along 
Hamilton Road, generally from Bathurst Street to Highbury Avenue, and considered the 
properties that are generally north and south of the Hamilton Road for opportunities for 
potential future lot consolidations.  A map of the area that is subject to the 
recommended Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments can be found in Appendix 
A. 

The lands along the Hamilton Road Corridor have generally developed as 1, 2 and 3 
storey buildings, many of which are house-form buildings which have evolved over time 
to commercial uses. Certain light industrial uses exist near Bathurst Street, with the vast 
majority of the corridor having been developed as commercial or residential uses, 
including a concentration of purpose-built commercial or mixed-use buildings creating a 
commercial main street between Rectory Street and Egerton Street. Along much of the 
Hamilton Road Corridor buildings have been constructed parallel to Hamilton Road with 
minimal front yard setbacks; however, large portions of the corridor also have buildings 
constructed in a “sawtooth” pattern, with buildings addressing the street obliquely. 

Properties north and south of the Hamilton Road Corridor are generally single-detached 
dwellings. 

2.3  Community Engagement 
City Planning Staff held two community information meetings, informal “office hours” for 
individuals to discuss the study with Staff, attended BIA meetings, and went door-to-
door to businesses along the Hamilton Road Corridor to discuss the study. A “Get 
Involved” website has also been used to allow individuals to submit feedback 
electronically. Over 50 people were identified as interested parties for this study. 

The first community information meeting was held on the evening of May 1, 2019 at the 
London Public Library – Crouch Branch, 550 Hamilton Road. This meeting was 
attended by approximately 65 people. The purpose of this meeting was to introduce the 
Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study to the community, provide information on 
timelines and process, existing conditions in the area, and the topics that would be 
considered in the study. This meeting consisted of a presentation by Staff followed by a 
question and answer period. After the question and answer period, meeting attendees 
could participate in breakout tables led by Staff or review panels seeking input on the 
study in an open house format. While participants were generally supportive of CIP 
action items being implemented through this Study, the following comments were 
expressed: 

- Many participants favoured reducing building setbacks, however some 
expressed a preference for greater setbacks with wider right-of-ways to allow 
space for programming in front of stores. 

- Participants expressed a desire to see more businesses move into the Hamilton 
Road Corridor, with preferred uses including artisanal uses, retail uses, banks, 
restaurants, coffee shops, salons, barber shops, pubs, and grocery stores. The 
desire for a community centre was also identified. One participant spoke of his 
desire to relocate a machine shop to the Hamilton Road Corridor. 

- Participants were generally supportive of the idea of making it easier to 
consolidate properties into larger parcels. 

- While participants were generally supportive of the idea to reduce parking 
requirements to make it easier for new businesses and new development to 
move into the Hamilton Road Corridor, there was a concern about where cars 
travelling to the area would park. Participants expressed a desire for a new 
municipal parking lot(s) in the area. Participants generally also expressed a 
preference for parking to be located to the rear of buildings rather than in front of 
buildings. 
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The second Community Information Meeting was held on November 13, 2019 at the 
BMO Centre, 295 Rectory Street. This meeting was attended by approximately 25 
people. At this meeting, Staff presented the draft Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
Amendments and explained what could be allowed based on these amendments. This 
meeting provided an opportunity for individuals to learn about the study and the draft 
amendments and to provide feedback. This meeting consisted of a presentation by Staff 
followed by a question and answer period. After the question and answer period, 
meeting attendees could participate in breakout tables led by Staff or review panels 
seeking input on the study in an open house format. While participants were generally 
supportive of the proposed amendments, the following comments were expressed: 

- Participants expressed that the proposed amendments would help to keep 
Hamilton Road vibrant and active.  

- The expanded range of uses was generally found by participants to be desirable, 
including the expanded range of residential uses.  

- While participants were generally supportive of allowing buildings up to 4 storeys 
to be constructed as-of-right, some participants expressed a desire to allow for 
buildings taller than 4 storeys in certain locations. 

- The addition of combined zoning to the properties to the rear of properties 
fronting Hamilton Road that would allow these properties to be developed with 
properties fronting Hamilton Road was generally identified by participants as 
being desirable. Participants also suggested certain other properties that were 
not included in the draft amendments where this combination zoning could also 
be applied.  

Planning Staff also held “office hours” at the London Public Library – Crouch Branch on 
May 9, May 21, June 20, and June 22, 2019. These “office hours” provided an informal 
opportunity for individuals to learn about the study and provide feedback. Approximately 
20 people visited during these “office hours”. 

Planning Staff went door-to-door along the Hamilton Road Corridor to engage with 
business owners about the study on October 9 and 10, 2019.  This provided business 
owners with an opportunity to ask questions about the study and share their opinions 
and experiences.  

Meetings were also held with members of the Hamilton Road Corridor BIA on February 
20, 2019, September 5, 2019, and November 26, 2019 to discuss the study. At these 
meetings business owners identified many of the challenges associated with operating 
businesses and reusing vacant buildings and parcels of land on Hamilton Road.  This 
feedback helped to inform the recommended Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
amendments.  

A Get Involved website (www.getinvolved.london.ca/hamiltonroad) also provided an 
opportunity for people to learn more about the study and provide feedback. 

2.4  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix H) 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) provides policy direction on matters of provincial 
interest related to land use planning and development, setting the policy foundation for 
regulating the development and use of land. The subject site is located in a settlement 
area, as identified by the PPS. The PPS identifies that settlement areas shall be the 
focus of growth and development, however this intensification is not intended to be 
uniform (Policy 1.1.3.1, 1.1.3.2). The PPS also identifies that municipalities should 
support long-term economic prosperity by promoting opportunities for economic 
development and community investment-readiness and by maintaining and enhancing 
the vitality and viability of downtowns and main streets (Policy 1.7.1).  Policy 4.7 states 
that the Official Plan is the most important vehicle for implementing the PPS. 

http://www.london.ca/getinvolved
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All decisions by Council affecting land use planning matters are required to be 
consistent with the PPS. 

The London Plan 

The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London and has been adopted 
by City Council and approved by the Ministry with modification. The majority of The 
London Plan is in-force and effect, and the remainder of the Plan continues to be under 
appeal at the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal. 

The properties fronting Hamilton Road in the Study Area are generally in the Urban 
Corridor Place Type, with the exception of the properties between Egerton Street and 
Rectory Street which are in the Main Street Place Type. The properties located to the 
rear of the properties fronting the Hamilton Road Corridor are generally in the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type.  

Properties in the Urban Corridor Place Type are intended to develop into vibrant, mixed-
use, mid-rise communities (Policy 828). The London Plan includes policies that 
encourage lot consolidation to create viable development parcels, by allowing the depth 
of the Urban Corridor Place Type to be subject to interpretation for the purposes of 
creating a viable development site (Policy 833). The London Plan identifies that lot 
depths between 50 and 150 metres along these Urban Corridors may be appropriate, 
subject to other policies in The London Plan (Policy 834). 

The Main Street Place Type envisions both the creation of new Main Streets and the 
regeneration of historic Main Streets throughout the City (Policy 905).  The Main Street 
Place Type allows for appropriate forms of intensification at suitable locations to support 
the sustainability of Main Streets (Policy 907).  The Main Street Place Type permits a 
broad range of residential, retail, service, and office uses (Policy 908). 

The properties to the rear of properties fronting onto Hamilton Road are in the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type located on a Neighbourhood Street. The range of primary 
permitted uses include single-detached dwellings, semi-detached dwellings, duplexes, 
converted dwellings, townhouses, secondary suites, home occupations and group 
homes. Based on the policies in The London Plan, certain properties that are 
designated in the Neighbourhoods Place Type to the rear of the properties fronting 
Hamilton Road may instead be interpreted as being part of the Urban Corridor Place 
Type in order to create viable development parcels for those properties in the Urban 
Corridor Place Type fronting on Hamilton Road.  

City of London 1989 Official Plan  

The City of London 1989 Official Plan implements the policy direction of the PPS and 
contains objectives and policies that guide the use and development of land within the 
City of London. The Official Plan assigns specific land use designations to lands, and 
the policies associated with those land use designations provide for a general range of 
permitted uses. 

The majority of the Hamilton Road Corridor is designated Main Street Commercial 
Corridor, however certain portions are designated Neighbourhood Commercial Node, 
Light Industrial or Low Density Residential. 

Main Street Commercial Corridors take the form of either long-established, pedestrian-
oriented business districts or newer mixed-use areas.  Uses are encouraged that 
provide for and enhance the pedestrian nature of the Main Street Commercial Corridor 
(Policy 4.4.1.2). Main Street Commercial Corridors are intended to provide for the 
redevelopment of vacant, underutilized or dilapidated properties within Main Street 
Commercial Corridors with one or more of a broad range of permitted uses at a scale 
which is compatible with adjacent development (Policy 4.4.1.1).The range of permitted 
uses in Main Street Commercial Corridors include small-scale retail uses; service and 
repair establishments, food stores; convenience commercial uses; personal and 
business services; pharmacies; restaurants; financial institutions; small-scale offices; 
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small-scale entertainment uses; galleries; studios; community facilities such as libraries 
and day care centres, correctional and supervised residences; residential uses 
(including secondary uses) and units created through the conversion of existing 
buildings, or through the development of mixed-use buildings (Policy 4.4.1.4). 
 
Neighbourhood Commercial Nodes are intended to provide for the daily or weekly 
convenience shopping and service needs of nearby residents and, to a lesser extent, 
passing motorists. Uses are intended to be convenience-oriented and unlikely to draw 
customers beyond the local area (Policy 4.3.8.1). 
 
Light Industrial designations are intended to be developed as industrial uses with a 
range of activities that are likely to have a minimal impact on surrounding uses. One of 
the objectives of the Light Industrial designation is to guide the development of older 
industrial areas in close proximity to residential neighbourhoods for industries which can 
meet appropriate operation, design and scale criteria (Policy 7.1.3). 
 
Low Density Residential designations are primarily developed with low-rise, low density 
housing forms including detached, semi-detached, and duplex dwellings. Residential 
intensification may be permitted in certain locations subject to certain criteria. Certain 
secondary uses of a non-residential nature which are integral to, and compatible with, a 
neighbourhood environment, are also permitted (Policy 3.2). 
 
City of London Zoning By-law Z.-1 

The properties fronting Hamilton Road from Bathurst Street to Highbury Avenue are 
primarily zoned Arterial Commercial (AC) Zone, which generally permits a mixture of 
small scale retail, office, personal service, and automotive uses. Certain other 
properties have Community Facility (CF) and Neighbourhood Facility (NF) zoning, which 
generally permit institutional-type uses such as schools or places of worship. Certain 
properties also have Residential zoning, allowing a variety of dwelling types and 
intensities depending on the specific Residential zoning that applies to a given property. 
Select properties near the intersection of Bathurst Street and Hamilton Road have Light 
Industrial (LI) zoning, allowing for a range of light industrial uses. Properties zoned 
Automobile Service Station (SS), permitting automotive uses, Convenience Commercial 
(CC), permitting commercial uses, Highway Service Commercial (HS), permitting 
commercial and service uses, and Open Space (OS), permitting parks and other open 
space uses, also exist along the corridor.  

The properties fronting Hamilton Road between Bathurst Street and Highbury Avenue 
are generally in Parking Standard Area 2 in the Zoning By-law, with certain properties in 
Parking Standard Area 3.  

Properties to the rear of the properties fronting Hamilton Road are generally zoned 
Residential R2 (R2-2) Zone, which permits low density residential development in the 
form of single-detached dwellings, semi-detached dwellings, duplex dwellings, and two 
unit converted dwellings. The majority of these properties are in Parking Standard Area 
2, with certain properties in Parking Standard Area 3. 

3.0 Key Issues and Considerations  

The following provides an overview of the challenges to redevelopment along the 
Hamilton Road Corridor and how permissions on properties would change based on the 
recommended Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments to address these 
challenges: 

3.1  Issue and Consideration # 1: Reducing and/or removing parking 
requirements 

Existing Provisions: 

The Zoning By-law divides the City of London into three Parking Standard Areas. 
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Parking Standard Area 3 requires the greatest quantity of parking for each type of use, 
while Parking Standard Area 1 requires the least amount of parking for each type of 
use. Most of the Hamilton Road Corridor is currently in Parking Standard Area 2, with 
certain properties in Parking Standard Area 3.  

Property owners in the area have identified challenges with the requirements of Parking 
Standard Area 2, being unable to accommodate the required parking on the existing 
properties. This has proven particularly difficult when reusing an existing building, as 
many of these existing buildings have limited or no parking on the lot and do not have 
the space to accommodate new parking.  This requires owners to get a minor variance 
or Zoning By-law Amendment to reduce the required parking to allow for a use, which is 
otherwise permitted by the Zoning By-law, to occupy the building. This is a significant 
disincentive to the reuse of many of these vacant properties. 

Recommended Changes: 

The recommended amendments would change the Hamilton Road Corridor from an 
area that is generally in Parking Standard Area 2, with limited sections in Parking 
Standard Area 3, to a Parking Standard Area 1. Parking Standard Area 1 includes a 
provision that does not require new parking spaces for existing square footage in 
buildings, making it easier to tenant vacant buildings. This reduction in required parking 
will give property owners more flexibility in how they are able to use their properties, and 
encourages the reuse of vacant buildings. 

Hamilton Road is well-serviced by public transit, with service from routes 3 and 5. There 
is also on-street parking on Hamilton Road and on adjacent streets. These factors help 
to justify the proposed reduction in parking along the Hamilton Road Corridor. 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

The PPS identifies that settlement areas should have densities and a land use mix that 
support active transportation and are transit supportive (Policy 1.1.3.2). It also 
encourages maintaining and enhancing the vitality and viability of downtowns and main 
streets (Policy 1.7.1). 

The recommended reduction in required parking from Parking Standard Area 2 and 
Parking Standard Area 3 to a Parking Standard Area 1 is consistent with the PPS, as 
this provision would make it easier for property owners to make use of vacant 
properties, enhancing the vitality and viability of the Hamilton Road main street, and 
also encourages intensification that supports active transit and is transit supportive. 

1989 Official Plan 

Much of the Hamilton Road Corridor is in the Main Street Commercial Corridors 
designation in the 1989 Official Plan. The Main Street Commercial Corridors 
designation encourages the redevelopment of vacant, underutilized or dilapidated 
properties within Main Street Commercial Corridors (Policy 4.4.1.1). The recommended 
reduction in required parking conforms to the 1989 Official Plan as it helps to implement 
this objective by making it easier for property owners to use vacant properties. 

The London Plan 

The London Plan identifies that lower parking requirements may be appropriate in areas 
of the city that have high access to transit (Policy 271*). The Hamilton Road Corridor 
conforms to this as it is well-serviced by transit.  

The London Plan also encourages regeneration to stimulate the repurposing of existing 
building stock, where the previous use of such buildings is no longer viable (Policy 153). 
The recommended reduction in parking helps to achieve this objective. 
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3.2  Issue and Consideration # 2: Allowing for an expanded range of land uses  

Existing Provisions: 

The existing zoning permissions along the Hamilton Road Corridor vary, however most 
properties are within the Arterial Commercial (AC) Zone. AC Zoning generally permits a 
wide range and mix of small scale retail, office, personal service, and automotive uses. 
While this zoning supports many of the uses that have been identified as desirable 
through consultation and investigation along the Hamilton Road Corridor, there are 
certain additional uses, such as low-rise apartment buildings, which are not permitted by 
the AC Zone and would be desirable along the Hamilton Road corridor. 

Recommended Changes: 

The recommended Zoning By-law Amendment would change the zoning along the 
Hamilton Road Corridor to Business District Commercial (BDC) zoning. BDC zoning 
generally permits a similar range of uses as are permitted in the AC Zone, however also 
allows uses such as apartment buildings, commercial parking structures/lots, converted 
dwellings, day cares, grocery stores, animal clinics, convenience stores, post offices, 
and antique stores. 

The recommended zoning changes would make the permitted uses generally consistent 
along the Hamilton Road Corridor, with a slight modification to require commercial uses 
at grade for the portion of the buildings fronting Hamilton Road for the section between 
Rectory Street and Egerton Street, recognizing this as the commercial main street for 
the area.  An urban design provision has also been added to the recommended Zoning 
By-law amendment for properties along this section of the Hamilton Road Corridor that 
requires a minimum 60% façade openings (i.e. windows and entrances) along the 
Hamilton Road frontage of new buildings in order to encourage the continued 
development of this area as a pedestrian-oriented, retail main street. 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

The PPS encourages promoting efficient development and land use patterns which 
sustain the financial well-being of the Province and municipalities over the long term 
(Policy 1.1 a)). It also identifies that Settlement Areas should have a density and mix of 
land uses that make efficient use of land and resources, and support opportunities for 
intensification and redevelopment where these opportunities can be accommodated 
(Policy 1.1.3). Promoting opportunities for economic development and community 
investment-readiness is also encouraged (Policy 1.7.1).  

Allowing a wider range of uses along the Hamilton Road Corridor helps to implement 
these directions by making it easier to use properties fronting Hamilton Road. The reuse 
of vacant properties along Hamilton Road encourages efficient development and land 
use patterns as these lands are serviced and are located in the Primary Transit Area, 
and also helps perpetuate the sense of place along the Hamilton Road Corridor (Policy 
1.7.1).  

The PPS also encourages maintaining and enhancing the vitality and viability of 
downtowns and main streets (Policy 1.7.1). The section of Hamilton Road from Rectory 
Street to Egerton Street is identified as a main street will help to foster the continued 
viability of this section as a main street. 

1989 Official Plan 

Much of the Hamilton Road Corridor is in the Main Street Commercial Corridor 
designation in the 1989 Official Plan.  The Main Street Commercial Corridor designation 
encourages the redevelopment of vacant, underutilized, or dilapidated properties within 
Main Street Commercial Corridors for a broad range of permitted uses (Policy 4.4.1.1). 
Expanding the range of permitted uses through the recommended Zoning By-law 
Amendment conforms to the policy direction in the 1989 Official Plan. 
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Certain properties along Hamilton Road are not in the Main Street Commercial Corridor 
designation, but the adoption of a Chapter 10 Specific Area Policy is recommended for 
these properties to bring the policies into alignment with the policies in The London 
Plan, which would be supportive of the expanded range of uses and intensities 
contemplated by the BDC zone. This Chapter 10 Specific Area Policy would also apply 
to certain properties that are generally north and south of Hamilton Road, if they are 
joined with properties fronting Hamilton Road, to allow for larger development sites. 

The London Plan 

Properties fronting Hamilton Road in the Hamilton Road Corridor are in the Urban 
Corridor Place Type, with the exception of properties generally between Rectory Street 
and Egerton Street which are in the Main Street Place Type.   

The Urban Corridor Place Type allows for a range of residential, retail, service, office, 
cultural, recreational and institutional uses (Policy 837*). The permitted uses in the 
recommended BDC Zone conform to this range of permitted uses. 

The Main Street Place Type allows for a broad range of residential, retail, service and 
office uses and encourages retail and service uses to be located at grade (908). The 
range of permitted uses in the recommended BDC Zone conforms to this range of 
permitted uses. The requirement for commercial at grade for the properties generally 
between Rectory Street and Egerton Street also conforms to the Main Street Place 
Type policies in The London Plan.   

Properties to the rear of properties that front Hamilton Road that are in the Urban 
Corridor Place Type are able to be interpreted as being part of this Place Type, and as 
such could allow for the expanded range of uses that would be permitted by the 
recommended BDC Zone without an amendment to The London Plan. Properties to the 
rear of properties that front Hamilton Road located in the Main Street Place Type would 
not be permitted to allow for the expanded range of uses that would be permitted by the 
Main Street Place Type, therefore a Specific Policy is recommended to be added to The 
London Plan based on the unique characteristics of these properties including their 
adjacency to properties fronting Hamilton Road. 

3.3  Issue and Consideration # 3: Make it easier to consolidate properties into 
larger lots  

Existing Provisions: 

Many of the lots along Hamilton Road are shallow, allowing limited space for 
expansions of existing buildings, additional on-site parking provision, or redevelopment 
along the Hamilton Road Corridor. If a property owner along Hamilton Road were to 
acquire the property to the rear in order to create a larger lot to add additional parking, 
expand their building, or redevelop their property, they would often be required to make 
amendments to the Official Plan and Zoning By-law as the properties to the rear are 
generally designates and zoned to allow for low-density residential uses.  

Recommended Changes: 

The recommended amendments would add provisions that would make it easier for the 
properties to the rear of properties fronting Hamilton Road to be consolidated with the 
properties fronting Hamilton Road. The existing zoning permissions that apply to the 
properties to the rear of Hamilton Road would remain, however a combination zone 
would be added so that the Business District Commercial Special Provision Zone that 
applies to the properties along Hamilton Road could also apply to these properties but 
these permissions could only be realized if these properties were joined with a property 
fronting Hamilton Road. This makes it so if the owner of a property fronting Hamilton 
Road purchased properties to the rear to expand the existing building, add additional 
parking, or redevelop the site, they would not be required to undergo a Zoning By-law 
Amendment to allow for the use of a larger lot. 
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An Official Plan Amendment is required to the 1989 Official Plan to amend Chapter 10 
to add a Specific Area Policy to certain properties located to the rear of properties 
fronting Hamilton Road, in order to allow for zoning permission to be added to these 
properties so that they can be developed as part of a larger site with properties fronting 
Hamilton Road. This amendment is required as these properties are in the Low Density 
Residential designation which would not allow for the range of uses that would be 
permitted by the proposed BDC Zone if these properties were combined and developed 
as part of a larger site with properties fronting Hamilton Road.  

An Official Plan Amendment is also required to The London Plan to add a Specific 
Policy to certain properties located behind properties fronting Hamilton Road, generally 
between Rectory Street and Egerton Street. These properties are in the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type, while the properties fronting Hamilton Road between 
Rectory Street and Egerton Street are in the Main Street Place Type. This amendment 
is required in order to allow these properties in the Neighbourhoods Place Type to be 
consolidated and developed with the properties fronting Hamilton Road, as the uses 
that would be permitted by the proposed BDC Zone if these properties were developed 
with the properties fronting Hamilton Road would not be permitted by the 
Neighbourhood Place Type. The properties to the rear of properties fronting Hamilton 
Road west of Rectory Street and east of Egerton Street would not require an 
amendment to The London Plan, because the properties fronting Hamilton Road in 
these locations are part of the Urban Corridor Place Type, which allows for greater 
flexibility in interpreting the designation of the properties to the rear of these sites. 

It is also recommended that a minimum of 1 metre of landscaped open space be 
provided from any lot lines abutting a Residential Zone for properties in Areas 3 and 4. 
This is intended to provide a transition to the other properties in the low-rise residential 
neighbourhood to the north and south of Hamilton Road. 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

The PPS encourages allowing for opportunities for intensification and redevelopment 
where they can be accommodated (1.1.3). The Hamilton Road Corridor presents a 
desirable location for intensification, however many of the lots are shallow which makes 
intensification challenging.  Allowing opportunities for lot consolidation in a way that is 
sensitive to the surrounding context conforms to the policy direction in the PPS. 

1989 Official Plan 

Most of the properties along the Hamilton Road Corridor are in the Main Street 
Commercial Corridor designation the 1989 Official Plan. Allowing opportunities for lot 
consolidation helps to implement the policy direction that encourages the 
redevelopment of vacant, underutilized, or dilapidated properties within Main Street 
Commercial Corridors (Policy 4.4.1.1). Many of these lots are shallow so present limited 
opportunities for redevelopment.  

The properties to the rear of these lots are designated Low Density Residential in the 
1989 Official Plan. Low Density Residential designations do not allow the permissions of 
the recommended BDC Zone. An amendment to Chapter 10 of the 1989 Official Plan is 
recommended to add a Specific Area Policy that would allow certain properties in the 
Low Density Residential designation to allow the BDC permissions if they were 
developed with a property fronting Hamilton Road. This amendments meets the tests of 
the Planning Impact Analysis, and the provisions that require the BDC Zone to only be 
realized if the lot is joined with a property fronting Hamilton Road will ensure the 
continued stability of the surrounding Low Density Residential neighbourhood.   

The London Plan 

Much of the Hamilton Road Corridor, with the exception of the lands generally located 
between Rectory Street and Egerton Street, are within the Urban Corridor Place Type. 
The Urban Corridor Place Type allows for the interpretation of the place type boundary 
to allow for the consolidation of lots to create a viable development parcel (Policy 834). 
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The recommended Zoning By-law Amendment that would allow for the BDC Zone to be 
applied to the properties to the rear of Hamilton Road if developed with the properties 
fronting Hamilton Road is consistent with the London Plan. 

The section of Hamilton Road generally from Rectory Street to Egerton Street is in the 
Main Street Place Type. The London Plan does not allow properties behind properties 
in the Main Street Place Type to have the same interpretation of Place Type boundaries 
that can be applied to Urban Corridor Place Types. As such, a Specific Policy is 
recommended to allow for the properties to the rear of the Main Street Place Type 
properties on Hamilton Road to be developed with the properties fronting Hamilton 
Road. This is recommended based on the unique relationship of these properties to the 
Hamilton Road Corridor, and the provisions that require the BDC Zone to only be 
realized if the lot is joined with a property fronting Hamilton Road protects the stability of 
the surrounding Neighbourhood. 

3.4  Issue and Consideration # 4: Supporting intensification  

Existing Provisions: 

While the existing zoning permissions along the Hamilton Road Corridor are varied, 
most properties are in the Arterial Commercial Zone, and would allow heights up to 10 
metres (2 or 3 storeys), with certain locations allowing heights up to 12 metres (3 or 4 
storeys).  

Recommended Changes: 

The recommended Zoning By-law Amendment would increase the permitted height for 
all properties along the Hamilton Road Corridor to 13 metres. Allowing a height of 13 
metres along the Hamilton Road Corridor would allow for the development of 4 storey 
buildings as-of-right along the entire Hamilton Road Corridor.  A height permission of 13 
meters would allow for a 4 storey building to be constructed with a ground floor that has 
enough height to accommodate commercial uses. Commercial uses generally require 
more height than residential uses. This recommended height allowance would make it 
easier for people to use their properties along the Hamilton Road Corridor, and would 
encourage the construction of additional residential units along the corridor.  

A 3 metre stepback above the 3rd storey is recommended for any new 4 storey building 
to help ensure new development fits with the existing context and to develop a 
consistent streetwall height along Hamilton Road.  

Certain sites may be able to accommodate additional intensification beyond 4 storeys. 
This report does not recommend allowing as-of-right heights beyond 4 storeys, as this 
additional intensification would benefit from an additional review on a site-by-site basis 
to assess compatibility and fit with the surrounding context. Requiring proposals to 
develop buildings taller than 4 storeys to go through Zoning By-law Amendment 
applications also allows an opportunity for the community to provide feedback in the 
review of these proposals for higher levels of intensification.   

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

The PPS encourages intensification and redevelopment, where it can be 
accommodated. This helps to make efficient use of land and resources (Policy 1.1.3). 
The Hamilton Road Corridor presents a desirable location for intensification, as such the 
recommended Zoning By-law Amendment provisions that would allow for the 
development for 4-storey buildings as-of-right helps to implement this objective.  

1989 Official Plan 

The Main Street Commercial Corridor designation generally allows heights that are 
compatible with the surrounding land uses (Policy 4.4.1.7). The existing context along 
Hamilton Road is generally low-rise, as such heights up to 4 storeys are compatible with 
this context.  
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The Specific Area Policy that is recommended for properties that are not in the Main 
Street Place Type would allow for the development of buildings up to 4 storeys in 
height. 

The London Plan 

The range of permitted heights in The London Plan for the Urban Corridor Place Type is 
2 to 6 storeys, with up to 8 storeys permitted through bonusing. In the Main Street Place 
Type, the range of permitted heights is 2 to 4 storeys, with up to 6 storeys permitted 
through bonusing. The recommended height of 4 storeys conforms to this range of 
permitted heights for both the Urban Corridor Place Type and the Main Street Place 
Type. Taller buildings may also be appropriate, however would require a site specific 
Zoning By-law Amendment to ensure fit with the surrounding context. 

4.0 Other Reviews Underway 

The recommended Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments resulting from the 
Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study, help to implement several of the directions in 
the CIP. There are also other parallel initiatives that are occurring that are intended to 
make it easier for property owners to user their properties along the Hamilton Road 
Corridor, and add additional clarity about the existing context. 
 
4.1 Archaeology 
Much of the Hamilton Road CIP Area, generally bounded by Adelaide Street, the 
Thames River, Highbury Avenue, and the CN Rail line, and extending west along 
Hamilton Road to Bathurst Street, has been identified as having archaeological potential 
by the Archaeological Management Plan (2017). If a property is identified as having 
archaeological potential, archaeological assessments are a required submission 
material for any planning or development applications. 
 
A consultant archaeologist, ASI, has been hired and is currently undertaking a Stage 1 
Archaeological Assessment in the Hamilton Road CIP Area. This archaeological 
assessment is scheduled to be completed in Spring, 2020. Completing a Stage 1 
Archaeological Assessment will provide a more detailed overview of where 
archaeological resources may be located in the area, and will identify which properties 
will require further archaeological assessment (e.g. Stage 2) as party of any future 
planning or development application, and which properties will not require these studies. 
This is in an effort focus the requirement for further archaeological assessment in areas 
which demonstrate high potential for the recovery of archaeological resources. 
 
4.2 Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
At its meeting of August 28, 2019, Municipal Council adopted “Heritage Places 2.0: A 
Description of Potential Heritage Conservation Districts in the City of London” as a 
guideline document which identifies potential heritage conservation districts. The 
Hamilton Road area, generally bounded by Adelaide Street North, the CN railway 
tracks, Highbury Avenue North, and the Thames River, has been identified as a 
potential Heritage Conservation Districts. Evaluation of the Hamilton Road area as a 
potential Heritage Conservation District is outside of the scope of the Hamilton Road 
Corridor Planning Study.  
 
A heritage consultant, ASI, has been hired to undertake a Cultural Heritage Assessment 
Report (CHAR) of the Hamilton Road Corridor to identify recognized (e.g. heritage listed 
and designated properties) and potential cultural heritage resources in the area. This 
Cultural Heritage Assessment Report is scheduled to be completed in Spring, 2020. 
 
4.3 Review of the Hamilton Road Required Road Allowance 
One of the directions from the Hamilton Road CIP was to reduce how far buildings need 
to be setback from property lines, in order to help facilitate development along the 
Hamilton Road Corridor, particularity from Rectory Street to Egerton Street. The existing 
Arterial Commercial zoning that applies to most of the properties along the Hamilton 
Road Corridor has very limited front yard setback requirements, with most of the Arterial 
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Commercial Zone variations having a minimum front yard setback of 0 metres. This 
would continue to be the minimum required front yard setback with the proposed BDC 
Zone. As such, there is limited opportunity to reduce the required front yard setbacks to 
make it easier for landowners to develop their properties, as it is already 0 metres in 
most cases. 
 
When property owners redevelop properties they are often required to dedicate land to 
the municipality for future road allowances. The future road allowance requirements for 
the Hamilton Road Corridor that are outlined in The London Plan, the 1989 Official Plan, 
and the Zoning By-law are being reviewed to see if reductions can be made to the 
current dedication requirements which could make it easier for property owners to use 
their properties on Hamilton Road by requiring less land be dedicated for future road 
allowance purposes. 

5.0 Conclusion 

The recommended amendments to The London Plan, the 1989 Official Plan, and the 
Zoning By-law, are intended to implement many of the actions of the Hamilton Road 
Area CIP to encourage the continued revitalization of the Hamilton Road Corridor. 
These recommended amendments are consistent with the PPS, and, with the 
recommended Official Plan Amendments, would conform to the 1989 Official Plan and 
The London Plan. The recommended amendments would allow for a reduction in 
required parking, an expanded range of permitted uses, an increase in permitted height, 
and would make it easier to consolidate properties. The recommended amendments 
also include special provisions to ensure new development fits with the surrounding 
context and to encourage the continued development of the portion of Hamilton Road 
from Rectory Street to Egerton Street as a commercial main street. These actions 
collectively would make it easier for property owners along the Hamilton Road Corridor 
to use vacant properties and would encourage intensification and the continued 
revitalization of the Hamilton Road Corridor. 
 
 

 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from Planning Services 
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Appendix B – Amendment to the 1989 Official Plan 

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

(2020) 

By-law No. C.P.-1284- 
A by-law to amend the Official Plan for 
the City of London, 1989 relating to an 
area of land located along the Hamilton 
Road Corridor, and lands north and south 
of the Hamilton Road Corridor. 

  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 January 14, 2020. 

  Ed Holder 
  Mayor 

  Catharine Saunders 
  City Clerk  

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020  
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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 add a policy to Chapter 10 of the Official Plan for the City of London 
to allow select properties in the Low Density Residential, 
Neighbourhood Commercial Node, and Light Industrial designations to 
be developed for uses permitted in the Main Street Commercial 
Corridor designation, provided the development fronts Hamilton Road. 

B. LOCATION OF THIS AMENDMENT 

1. This Amendment applies to lands located at 1-31, 60-76, 181-201, 
218-282, 330-342, 608-642, 722, 798-940, 809-945 Hamilton Road, 10 
Elm Street, 580 Grey Street, 453 Bathurst Street, 245, 265 Maitland 
Street, 152 Pine Lawn Avenue, 123 East Street, 162 Adelaide Street 
North, 150-156, 165 Dreaney Avenue, 689-695 Little Grey Street, 1-5 
Pearl Street, 126-128 Inkerman Street,  128-138, 149 Mamelon Street, 
11-15 Hyatt Avenue, 747-753 Little Hill Street, 31 Redan Street, 184-
190 Egerton Street, 54-60, 63-65 Hydro Street, 1023-1057 Trafalgar 
Street, 130-138, 145, 167-173, 164-174 Price Street, 134-142, 145 
Arundell Street, 19-21 Elm Street, 44-50, 53 Tennyson Street, 15-23 
Hyla Street, 158-166, 167 Brisbin Street, 157-159, 180-182, 191-193 
St. Julien Street, 6-8, 15 Hume Street, 156 Madison Avenue, 150, 151 
Pine Lawn Avenue, 110, 119 East Street, 108-112, 117, 140, 157-159 
Sanders Street, 78-82, 95, 136, 139-143 Elgin Street, 92, 101-109, 
129-137 Giles Street, 111-113, 90-92 Rectory Street, 845-871 Stedwell 
Street, 73-81 Chesley Avenue, 86 Anderson Avenue, 22, 36, 37 Pegler 
Street, 119-121 Smith Street, 63-69 Sackville Street, 898-914 Trafalgar 
Street, 961-983 Ormsby Street, 197, and 217-227 Egerton Street in the 
City of London. 

C. BASIS OF THE AMENDMENT 

This recommended amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy 
Statement, 2014. This amendment will facilitate the continued revitalization 
of the Hamilton Road Corridor so that properties to the rear of properties 
fronting Hamilton Road can be developed with properties fronting Hamilton 
Road if these lots are consolidated. It also allows flexibility for properties 
fronting Hamilton Road in the Low Density Residential designation the 
ability to be used for commercial purposes, as over time this area has 
developed as a primarily commercial corridor.  

D. THE AMENDMENT 

 The Official Plan for the City of London is hereby amended as follows: 

1. Section 10.1.3 cxxv) of the Official Plan for the City of 
London is amended by adding the following: 
 
1-31, 60-76, 181-201, 218-282, 330-342, 608-642, 722, 798-
940, 809-945 Hamilton Road, 10 Elm Street, 580 Grey 
Street, 453 Bathurst Street, 245, 265 Maitland Street, 152 
Pine Lawn Avenue, 123 East Street, 162 Adelaide Street 
North, 150-156, 165 Dreaney Avenue, 689-695 Little Grey 
Street, 1-5 Pearl Street, 126-128 Inkerman Street,  128-138, 
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149 Mamelon Street, 11-15 Hyatt Avenue, 747-753 Little Hill 
Street, 31 Redan Street, 184-190 Egerton Street, 54-60, 63-
65 Hydro Street, 1023-1057 Trafalgar Street, 130-138, 145, 
167-173, 164-174 Price Street, 134-142, 145 Arundell Street, 
19-21 Elm Street, 44-50, 53 Tennyson Street, 15-23 Hyla 
Street, 158-166, 167 Brisbin Street, 157-159, 180-182, 191-
193 St. Julien Street, 6-8, 15 Hume Street, 156 Madison 
Avenue, 150, 151 Pine Lawn Avenue, 110, 119 East Street, 
108-112, 117, 140, 157-159 Sanders Street, 78-82, 95, 136, 
139-143 Elgin Street, 92, 101-109, 129-137 Giles Street, 
111-113, 90-92 Rectory Street, 845-871 Stedwell Street, 73-
81 Chesley Avenue, 86 Anderson Avenue, 22, 36, 37 Pegler 
Street, 119-121 Smith Street, 63-69 Sackville Street, 898-
914 Trafalgar Street, 961-983 Ormsby Street, 197, and 217-
227 Egerton Street 
 
In the Low Density Residential, Neighbourhood Commercial 
Node, and Light Industrial designations on the lands known 
municipally as 1-31, 60-76, 181-201, 218-282, 330-342, 608-
642, 722, 798-940, 809-945 Hamilton Road, 10 Elm Street, 
580 Grey Street, 453 Bathurst Street, 245, 265 Maitland 
Street, 152 Pine Lawn Avenue, 123 East Street, 162 
Adelaide Street North, 150-156, 165 Dreaney Avenue, 689-
695 Little Grey Street, 1-5 Pearl Street, 126-128 Inkerman 
Street,  128-138, 149 Mamelon Street, 11-15 Hyatt Avenue, 
747-753 Little Hill Street, 31 Redan Street, 184-190 Egerton 
Street, 54-60, 63-65 Hydro Street, 1023-1057 Trafalgar 
Street, 130-138, 145, 167-173, 164-174 Price Street, 134-
142, 145 Arundell Street, 19-21 Elm Street, 44-50, 53 
Tennyson Street, 15-23 Hyla Street, 158-166, 167 Brisbin 
Street, 157-159, 180-182, 191-193 St. Julien Street, 6-8, 15 
Hume Street, 156 Madison Avenue, 150, 151 Pine Lawn 
Avenue, 110, 119 East Street, 108-112, 117, 140, 157-159 
Sanders Street, 78-82, 95, 136, 139-143 Elgin Street, 92, 
101-109, 129-137 Giles Street, 111-113, 90-92 Rectory 
Street, 845-871 Stedwell Street, 73-81 Chesley Avenue, 86 
Anderson Avenue, 22, 36, 37 Pegler Street, 119-121 Smith 
Street, 63-69 Sackville Street, 898-914 Trafalgar Street, 961-
983 Ormsby Street, 197, and 217-227 Egerton Street, the 
uses, intensity and form permitted in the Main Street 
Commercial Corridor designation may be permitted if the 
property is combined with a property fronting Hamilton Road.  
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Appendix C – Amendment to The London Plan 

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

  2020  

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

A by-law to amend The London Plan for 
the City of London, 2016 relating to land 
located along Hamilton Road, and lands 
north and south of the Hamilton 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(38) of 
the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13. 

  PASSED in Open Council on XXXX. 

  Ed Holder 
  Mayor 

  Catharine Saunders 
  City Clerk  

First Reading –  
Second Reading –  
Third Reading –  
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AMENDMENT NO. 
 to the 

 THE LONDON PLAN FOR THE CITY OF LONDON 

A. PURPOSE OF THIS AMENDMENT 

 The purpose of this Amendment is: 

1. To add new policies to the Specific Policies for the Neighbourhoods 
Place Type and adding the subject lands to Map 7 –Specific Policy 
Areas – of The London Plan. 

B. LOCATION OF THIS AMENDMENT 

1. This Amendment applies to lands located at 90-92, 111-113 Rectory 
Street, 821-871 Stedwell Street, 60, 75-81 Chesley Avenue, 86 
Anderson Avenue, 119 Smith Street, 63-69 Sackville Street, 898-914 
Trafalgar Street, 961-983 Ormsby Street, 197, 217-227 Egerton Street 
in the City of London. 

C. BASIS OF THE AMENDMENT 

This recommended amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy 
Statement, 2014. This amendment will facilitate the continued revitalization 
of the Hamilton Road Corridor so that properties generally north and south 
of properties fronting Hamilton Road can be developed with properties 
fronting Hamilton Road that are designated in the Main Street Place Type if 
these lots are consolidated.  

D. THE AMENDMENT 

 The London Plan for the City of London is hereby amended as follows: 

1. (_) In the Neighbourhoods Place Type located at 90-92, 111-113 Rectory Street, 
821-871 Stedwell Street, 60, 75-81 Chesley Avenue, 86 Anderson Avenue, 119 
Smith Street, 63-69 Sackville Street, 898-914 Trafalgar Street, 961-983 Ormsby 
Street, 197, 217-227 Egerton Street, the uses, intensity and form permitted in the 
Main Street Place Type may be permitted if the property is combined with a 
property fronting Hamilton Road. 

2. Map 7 – Specific Policy Areas, to The London Plan for the City of London 
Planning Area is amended by adding a specific policy for the lands located to the 
north and south of Hamilton Road in the City of London, as identified in “Schedule 
1” attached hereto. 
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Appendix D – Amendments to Zoning By-law Z-1 

Area 1 in Appendix “A” 

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

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located along the 
Hamilton Road Corridor. 

  WHEREAS The Corporation of the City of London applied to rezone an area 
of land located along the Hamilton Road Corridor, as shown on the maps attached to this 
by-law, as set out below; 

   
  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 1-399, 60-384, 603-945, 610-940 Hamilton Road, 453 Bathurst 
Street, 245, 265 Maitland Street, 495 Horton Street, 580 Grey Street, 170 Adelaide 
Street North, 10 Elm Street, 152 Pine Lawn Avenue, and 123 East Street, as shown 
on the attached maps, comprising part of Key Map Nos. A107 and A108, from the 
existing zoning (various) to a Business District Commercial Special Provision Zone 
(BDC(_)H13). 

2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 
by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13   

a) Permitted Uses 
i) Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone  

  variations. 
 

b) Regulations 
i) An additional 3 metres of front yard and exterior side 

yard setback are required for all portions of the 
building above 3 storeys. 
 

ii) Building  A building entrance will  
Entrances    be located on Hamilton Road. 

iii) The lot line abutting Hamilton Road shall be interpreted 
as the front lot line. 

iv) Notwithstanding ii) and iii), for the property at 495 
Horton Street: 

a. A building entrance will be located on Horton Street, 
and a building entrance will not be required on 
Hamilton Road. 

b. The lot line abutting Horton Street shall be 
interpreted as the front lot line. 
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The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020
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Area 2 in Appendix “A” 

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

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located along the 
Hamilton Road Corridor. 

  WHEREAS The Corporation of the City of London applied to rezone an area 
of land located along the Hamilton Road Corridor, as shown on the maps attached to this 
by-law, as set out below; 

  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 407-601, 414-608 Hamilton Road, 109 Rectory Street, and 209 
Egerton Street, as shown on the maps attached to this by-law, comprising part of 
Key Map No. A108, from the existing zoning (various) to a Business District 
Commercial Special Provision Zone (BDC(_)H13). 

2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 
by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13   

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 407-601, 414-608 Hamilton Road, 109 Rectory Street, and 209 
Egerton Street, as shown on the attached maps, comprising part of Key Map No. 
A108, from the existing zoning (various) to a Business District Commercial Special 
Provision Zone (BDC(_)H13). 

2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 
by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13   

a) Permitted Uses 
i) Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone  

   variations 
 

b) Location of Permitted Uses  
i) Dwelling units, emergency care establishments, 

lodging house class 2 units, and accessory dwelling 
units may only be permitted on the rear portion of the 
ground floor or on the second floor or above  

 
c) Regulations 

i) An additional 3 metres of front yard and exterior side 
yard setback are required for all portions of the 
building above 3 storeys. 
 

ii) Building  A building entrance will  
Entrances    be located on Hamilton Road. 

iii) The lot line abutting Hamilton Road shall be interpreted 
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as the front lot line. 

iv) A minimum of 60% of the Hamilton Road building 
facade on the first storey of new buildings shall include 
façade openings. 

v) Notwithstanding ii), iii) and iv), for the property at 209 
Egerton Street: 

a. A building entrance will be located on Trafalgar 
Street, and a building entrance will not be required 
on Hamilton Road. 

b. The lot line abutting Trafalgar Street shall be 
interpreted as the front lot line. 

c. A minimum of 60% of the Trafalgar Street building 
façade on the first storey of new buildings shall 
include façade openings. 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020 
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Area 3 in Appendix “A” 
Bill No.(number to be inserted by Clerk's Office) 

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located north and 
south of the Hamilton Road Corridor. 

  WHEREAS the Corporation of the City of London has applied to rezone an 
area of land located to the north and south of the Hamilton Road Corridor, as shown on 
the maps attached to this by-law, as set out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 485 Horton Street, 162 Adelaide Street North, 150-156, 165 Dreaney 
Avenue, 689-695 Little Grey Street, 1-5 Pearl Street, 126-128 Inkerman Street,  128-
138, 149 Mamelon Street, 11-15 Hyatt Avenue, 747-753 Little Hill Street, 31 Redan 
Street, 184-190 Egerton Street, 54-60, 63-65 Hydro Street, 1023-1057 Trafalgar Street, 
130-138, 145, 167-173, 164-174 Price Street, 134-142, 145 Arundell Street, 19-21 Elm 
Street, 44-50, 53 Tennyson Street, 15-23 Hyla Street, 158-166, 167 Brisbin Street, 157-
159, 180-182, 191-193 St. Julien Street, 6-8, 15 Hume Street, 156 Madison Avenue, 
150, 151 Pine Lawn Avenue, 110, 119 East Street, 108-112, 117, 140, 157-159 
Sanders Street, 78-82, 95, 136, 139-143 Elgin Street, 92, 101-109, and 129-137 Giles 
Street, as shown on the attached maps, comprising part of Key Map Nos. A107 and 
A108, from the existing Residential R2 (R2-2) Zone to a Business District Commercial 
Special Provision Zone (BDC(_)H13). 
 
2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 

by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13  
a) Permitted Uses 

i) Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone  
  variations are permitted if the building fronts onto  
  Hamilton Road. 

 
b) Regulations 

i) An additional 3 metres of front yard and exterior side 
yard setback are required for all portions of the 
building above 3 storeys. 
 

ii) Building  A building entrance will  
Entrances    be located on Hamilton Road. 

iii) The lot line abutting Hamilton Road shall be interpreted 
as the front lot line. 

iv) A minimum of 1 metre depth of landscaped open space 
is required for all lot lines abutting a Residential Zone, 
with landscaped open space restricted to grass, 
flowers, shrubbery and other landscaping. 

v) Notwithstanding a) i), and c) ii) and iii), for the property 
at 485 Horton Street: 
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a. Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone 
variations are permitted if the building fronts onto 
Horton Street. 

b. A building entrance will be located on Horton Street, 
and a building entrance will not be required on 
Hamilton Road. 

c. The lot line abutting Horton Street shall be 
interpreted as the front lot line. 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any 
discrepancy between the two measures.  
 
This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020 
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Area 4 in Appendix “A” 
Bill No.(number to be inserted by Clerk's Office) 

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located north and 
south of Hamilton Road. 

  WHEREAS the Corporation of the City of London has applied to rezone an 
area of land located north and south of the Hamilton Road Corridor as shown on the 
maps attached to this by-law, as set out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 90-92, 111-113, Rectory Street, 821-871 Stedwell Street, 60, 73-81 
Chesley Avenue, 86 Anderson Avenue, 22, 36, 37 Pegler Street, 119-121 Smith Street, 
63-69 Sackville Street, 898-914 Trafalgar Street, 961-983 Ormsby Street, 197, 217-227 
Egerton Street, as shown on the attached maps comprising part of Key Map No. A108, 
from the existing zoning (various) to add a Business District Commercial Special 
Provision (BDC(_)H13) Zone to the existing zoning. 
 
2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 

by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13  
 

a) Permitted Uses 
i) Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone  
  variations are permitted if the building fronts onto  
  Hamilton Road. 

 
b) Location of Permitted Uses  

i) Dwelling units, emergency care establishments,  
 lodging house class 2 units, and accessory dwelling 
 units may only be permitted on the rear portion of the 
 ground floor or on the second floor or above.  

 
c) Regulations 

i) An additional 3 metres of front yard and exterior side 
yard setback are required for all portions of the 
building above 3 storeys. 
 

ii) Building  A building entrance will  
Entrances    be located on Hamilton Road. 

iii) The lot line abutting Hamilton Road shall be interpreted 
as the front lot line. 

iv) A minimum of 60% of the Hamilton Road building 
facade on the first storey of new buildings shall include 
façade openings. 
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v) A minimum of 1 metre depth of landscaped open space 
is required for all lot lines abutting a Residential Zone, 
with landscaped open space restricted to grass, 
flowers, shrubbery and other landscaping 

vi) Notwithstanding a) i), and c) ii), iii) and iv), for the 
properties at 197, 217-227 Egerton Street: 

a. Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone 
variations are permitted if the building fronts onto 
Trafalgar Street. 

b. A building entrance will be located on Trafalgar 
Street, and a building entrance will not be required 
on Hamilton Road. 

c. The lot line abutting Trafalgar Street shall be 
interpreted as the front lot line. 

d. A minimum of 60% of the Trafalgar Street building 
façade on the first storey of new buildings shall 
include façade openings. 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020 
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Appendix E - Amendments to Zoning By-law Z-1 

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

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land on Hamilton 
Road and north and south of Hamilton 
Road. 

  WHEREAS the Corporation of the City of London has applied to rezone an 
area of land located north and south of Hamilton Road as shown on the maps attached 
to this by-law, as set out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Schedule “B” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the Parking Standard 
for the area near Hamilton Road, as shown on the map attached to this by-law, to a 
Parking Standard Area 1. 
 
The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020 
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Appendix F - Amendments to Zoning By-law Z-1 

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

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
amend Definitions to add a definition. 

  WHEREAS the Corporation of the City of London has applied to rezone an 
area of land located north and south of Hamilton Road as shown on the map attached 
to this by-law, as set out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Section 2 to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by adding the following definition: 
 
“Façade Openings – means any window on a building façade which provides clear, 
unobstructed visibility to goods, exhibits, or the interior spaces of a building through the 
use of transparent glazing; or any public entrance on a building façade which provides 
clear access from the outside to the interior spaces of a building, but does not include 
entrances to any stairwell, boiler room, maintenance room, mechanical or electrical or 
utility room.” 
 
The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 
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Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020
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Appendix G – Public Engagement 

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On December 5, 2019 Notice of Application and Notice of Public 
Meeting was sent to over 3,300 property owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of 
Application was also published in the Public Notices and Bidding Opportunities section 
of The Londoner on December 5, 2019.  

Two Community Information Meetings were also held prior to the issuance of the Notice 
of Application and Notice of Public Meeting.  These meetings were held on May 1, 2019 
and November 13, 2019. Notices for these Community Information Meetings were 
distributed using the Canada Post Neighbourhood Mail program, where they were 
distributed as flyers to all addresses in the identified area. Over 7,000 notices were 
distributed to residents in the Hamilton Road area for each meeting. 

16 replies were received, and approximately 55 individuals identified themselves as 
interested parties through the Community Information Meetings and through the public 
liaison associated with the Notice of Application and Notice of Public Meeting.  

Nature of Liaison: The purpose and effect of the proposed amendments to the 1989 
Official Plan and The London Plan, and the proposed zone changes is to allow for an 
expanded range of uses, to require new development to front onto Hamilton Road, to 
make it easier to combine lots in certain locations to create larger parcels, to increase 
the maximum permitted height to 13 metres, and to require certain design features to 
ensure fit. Amendments are also proposed to Schedule “B” in Zoning By-law Z-1 to 
allow for reduced parking requirements. An amendment is also proposed to Section 2, 
Definitions, in Zoning By-law Z-1 to add a definition for “façade openings”.  
 
The notice also included detailed descriptions of the possible amendments to the 1989 
Official Plan, The London Plan, and the Zoning By-law Z-1 and identified the subject 
properties. 
 
Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following: 
Concern for: 
Traffic on Hamilton Road: 

Individuals identified that there were concerns about the volume and speed of traffic on 
Hamilton Road.  

Accessibility of parking on Hamilton Road: 

While there was support for the proposed reduction in parking requirements, there were 
concerns identified that locations for public parking should be more identifiable and that 
the area could benefit from a municipal parking lot. 

Desire to make it easier to use vacant properties: 

Many people were supportive of the recommended amendments, as they believed it 
would make it easier to use vacant properties and help to revitalize the Hamilton Road 
Corridor. 

Desire for allowing taller as-of-right heights: 

Some individuals indicated a desire for the Zoning By-law amendment to allow as-of-
right heights that were taller than 13 metres (4 storeys). Others identified that the 
recommended height permission was appropriate. 
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Preference for additional properties that are north and south of Hamilton Road to be 
included in the amendments: 

In response to public feedback, certain properties were added to Areas 3 and 4, beyond 
what was presented at the November 13 Community Information Meeting.  

Concern from property owners that they would be forced to sell their homes located to 
the rear of properties fronting Hamilton Road, so that these properties could be 
redeveloped with properties fronting Hamilton Road 

Property owners will not be forced to sell their properties so that they can be 
redeveloped with properties fronting Hamilton Road.   

Agency/Departmental Comments 
Housing Development Corporation 

RE: HAMILTON ROAD CORRIDOR PLANNING STUDY 
NOTICE OF PLANNING APPLICATION AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 
 
Housing Development Corporation, London (HDC) has reviewed the City’s Notice of Planning 
Application and Notice of Public Meeting (Notice) for the Hamilton Road Corridor Planning 
Study (the Study), and fully supports the City’s strategic approach to advance development 
along the Hamilton Road Corridor, noting that: 
• The purpose of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments is to implement 
recommendations of the Hamilton Road Community Improvement Plan (HR-CIP) to support 
local businesses and the development of a vibrant, healthy and mixed-use area; and, 
• The proposed amendments pertain primarily to lands fronting the Hamilton Road Corridor. 
 
In completing this review, HDC recognizes the potential to similarly advance parking, land-use, 
setbacks, building height, land assembly permissions, and other recommended actions of the 
HR-CIP, to strengthen the community and incent development beyond the Hamilton Road 
Corridor Study area to other strategic land opportunities located within HR-CIP area. 
In response to the Notice, HDC requests that, within the context of the Study, City Planning 
review the City’s Neighbourhood School Strategy; the Surplus School Site Evaluation and 
Acquisition Policy; the Closed School Sites Evaluation and Approach; the (anticipated) 
Affordable Housing Development Toolkit; and, the Housing Stability for All Plan to determine 
how the Study may also help to advance other areas of the HR-CIP; specifically, Section 6: 
Implementation, Item 6.9: 
“Explore opportunities to construct purpose-built well-designed affordable housing 
projects that will contribute to the revitalization of the neighbourhood.” 
Recognizing that HDC is identified in the HR-CIP to lead this initiative with Planning Services - 
Urban Design, and others, HDC would welcome the opportunity to advance this work with City 
Planning through this approach and with the support of the City’s municipal housing champions 
table. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Stephen Giustizia, CEO 
 
c. John M. Fleming, Managing Director of Planning and City Planner Kimberly Wood, HDC 
Development Manager Brian Turcotte, HDC Development Manager 

Upper Thames River Conservation Authority 
Re: File No. OZ-8997- Application to Amend the Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
Applicant: The Corporation of the City of London 
The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) has reviewed this 
application with regard for the policies in the Environmental Planning Policy Manual for 
the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (June 2006). These policies include 
regulations made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, and are 
consistent with the natural hazard and natural heritage policies contained in the 
Provincial Policy Statement (2014). The Upper Thames River Source Protection Area 
Assessment Report has also been reviewed in order to confirm whether the subject 
lands are located in a vulnerable area. The Drinking Water Source Protection 
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information is being disclosed to the Municipality to assist them in fulfilling their decision 
making responsibilities under the Planning Act. 
 
PROPOSAL 
The applicant is proposing Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments within the 
Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study area to allow for: 

Expanded range of uses; 

Reduction in parking requirements; 

Require new development to front on Hamilton Road; 

Make it easier to combine lots in certain locations to create larger parcels; 

Increase in maximum permitted height to 13 metres; 

Require certain design features for new development to ensure fit; and, 

The addition of definitions to the Zoning By-law is being considered to implement the 
above. 
 
CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT 
As shown on the enclosed mapping, numerous properties within the Hamilton Road 
Corridor Planning Study area are regulated by the UTRCA in accordance with Ontario 
Regulation 157/06 made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act. 
The UTRCA has jurisdiction over lands within the regulated area and requires that 
landowners obtain written approval from the Authority prior to undertaking any site 
alteration or development within this area including filling, grading, construction, 
alteration to a watercourse and/or interference with a wetland. 
 
DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION: Clean Water Act 
Properties within the Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study area fall within a 
vulnerable area (Wellhead Protection Area, Highly Vulnerable Aquifer, and Significant 
Groundwater Recharge Areas). For policies, mapping and further information pertaining 
to drinking water source protection, please refer to the approved Source Protection Plan 
at: https://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/approved-source-protection-plan/ 
RECOMMENDATION 
The UTRCA has no objections to this application. Should any development or site 
alteration be proposed within the regulated area as a result of this amendment, the 
owner will be required to obtain the necessary Section 28 permit from the UTRCA. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact 
the undersigned at extension 430. 
Yours truly, 
UPPER THAMES RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
Stefanie Pratt 
Land Use Planner 
  



File: OZ-8997 
Planner: M. Knieriem 

 

Appendix H – Policy Context  

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

PPS 
 
1.1 – Managing and directing land use to achieve efficient and resilient development 
and land use patterns 
1.1.3 – Settlement Areas 
1.4 – Housing  
1.7 – Long Term Economic Prosperity 
4.0 – Implementation and Interpretation  
 
1989 Official Plan 
Chapter 3 – Residential Land Use Designations – 3.1, 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.2 
Chapter 4 – Commercial Land Use Designations – 4.2, 4.3.8, 4.4.1 
Chapter 7 – Industrial Land Use Designations - 7.1.3, 7.3 
Chapter 10 – Policies for Specific Areas – 10.1.1, 10.1.2 
 
The London Plan 
Our Strategy 
Policy 55 (in-force) 
Policy 57 (in-force) 
Policy 59 (in-force) 
Policy 61 (in-force) 
Policy 62 (in-force) 
Our City 
Policy 79 (in-force) 
Policy 80 (in-force) 
Policy 84 (in-force)  
Policy 85 (in-force) 
Policy 90* (under appeal) 
Policy 91* (under appeal) 
Policy 92* (under appeal) 
Policy 131 (in-force) 
Policy 132 (in-force) 
Policy 133 (in-force) 
Policy 153 (in-force) 
Policy 154 (in-force) 
City Building Policies 
Policy 193* (under appeal) 
Policy 197* (under appeal) 
Policy 252 (in-force) 
Policy 253 (in-force) 
Policy 256 (in-force) 
Policy 259* (under appeal) 
Policy 269 (in-force) 
Policy 270* (under appeal) 
Policy 271* (under appeal) 
Policy 272* (under appeal) 
Policy 278* (under appeal) 
Policy 284* (under appeal) 
Policy 285* (under appeal) 
Policy 286* (under appeal) 
Policy 291* (under appeal) 
Policy 506 (in-force) 
Policy 508 (in-force) 
Place Type Policies 
Policy 826 (in-force) 
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Policy 828* (under appeal) 
Policy 830* (under appeal) 
Policy 832* (under appeal) 
Policy 833* (under appeal) 
Policy 834* (under appeal) 
Policy 835 (in-force) 
Policy 837* (under appeal) 
Policy 839* (under appeal) 
Policy 840* (under appeal) 
Table 9* (under appeal) 
Policy 841* (under appeal) 
Policy 905 (in force) 
Policy 906 (in force) 
Policy 907 (in-force) 
Policy 908 (in-force) 
Policy 910 (in-force) 
Policy 911 (in-force) 
Policy 912 (in-force) 
Policy 916 (in-force) 
Policy 921* (under appeal) 
Policy 922* (under appeal) 
Policy 923 (in-force) 
Policy 924 (in-force) 
Policy 961* (under appeal) 
Our Tools 
Policy 1577* (under appeal) 
Policy 1578* (under appeal) 
Policy 1635 (in-force) 
Policy 1636* (under appeal) 
Policy 1729 (in-force) 
Policy 1730 (in-force) 
Policy 1731 (in-force) 
Policy 1732 (in-force) 
Policy 1733 (in-force) 
Policy 1734 (in-force) 
 
Note: Policies under appeal are identified in the report with an “*”  
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Appendix I – Relevant Background 

Additional Maps 
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Additional Reports 

Planning and Environment Committee – June 18, 2018 – City of London Hamilton Road 
Area CIP Forgivable Loan Program  
 
Planning and Environment Committee – March 19, 2018 – Application By: City of 
London - Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement Plan (File: O-8866) 
 
Planning and Environment Committee – December 4, 2017 – City of London Draft 
Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement Plan 
 
Planning and Environment Committee – August 22, 2016 – Hamilton Road Area 
Community Improvement Plan Proposed Study Area and Terms of Reference 
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Appendix D – Amendments to Zoning By-law Z-1 

Area 1 in Appendix “A” 

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

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located along the 
Hamilton Road Corridor. 

  WHEREAS The Corporation of the City of London applied to rezone an area 
of land located along the Hamilton Road Corridor, as shown on the maps attached to this 
by-law, as set out below; 

   
  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 1-399, 60-384, 603-945, 610-940 Hamilton Road, 453 Bathurst 
Street, 245, 265 Maitland Street, 495 Horton Street, 580 Grey Street, 170 Adelaide 
Street North, 10 Elm Street, 152 Pine Lawn Avenue, and 123 East Street, as shown 
on the attached maps, comprising part of Key Map Nos. A107 and A108, from the 
existing zoning (various) to a Business District Commercial Special Provision Zone 
(BDC(_)H13). 

2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 
by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13   

a) Permitted Uses 
i) Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone  

  variations. 
 
ii) Apartment buildings, including dwelling units on all 

portions of the ground floor. 
 

b) Regulations 
i) An additional 3 metres of front yard and exterior side 

yard setback are required for all portions of the 
building above 3 storeys. 
 

ii) Building  A building entrance will  
Entrances    be located on Hamilton Road. 

iii) The lot line abutting Hamilton Road shall be interpreted 
as the front lot line. 

iv) Notwithstanding ii) and iii), for the property at 495 
Horton Street: 

a. A building entrance will be located on Horton Street, 
and a building entrance will not be required on 
Hamilton Road. 
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b. The lot line abutting Horton Street shall be 
interpreted as the front lot line. 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020
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Area 2 in Appendix “A” 

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

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located along the 
Hamilton Road Corridor. 

  WHEREAS The Corporation of the City of London applied to rezone an area 
of land located along the Hamilton Road Corridor, as shown on the maps attached to this 
by-law, as set out below; 

  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 407-601, 414-608 Hamilton Road, 109 Rectory Street, and 209 
Egerton Street, as shown on the maps attached to this by-law, comprising part of 
Key Map No. A108, from the existing zoning (various) to a Business District 
Commercial Special Provision Zone (BDC(_)H13). 

2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 
by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13   

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 407-601, 414-608 Hamilton Road, 109 Rectory Street, and 209 
Egerton Street, as shown on the attached maps, comprising part of Key Map No. 
A108, from the existing zoning (various) to a Business District Commercial Special 
Provision Zone (BDC(_)H13). 

2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 
by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13   

a) Permitted Uses 
i) Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone  

   variations 
 

b) Location of Permitted Uses  
i) Dwelling units, emergency care establishments, 

lodging house class 2 units, and accessory dwelling 
units may only be permitted on the rear portion of the 
ground floor or on the second floor or above  

 
c) Regulations 

i) An additional 3 metres of front yard and exterior side 
yard setback are required for all portions of the 
building above 3 storeys. 
 

ii) Building  A building entrance will  
Entrances    be located on Hamilton Road. 

iii) The lot line abutting Hamilton Road shall be interpreted 
as the front lot line. 
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iv) A minimum of 60% of the Hamilton Road building 
facade on the first storey of new buildings shall include 
façade openings. 

v) Notwithstanding ii), iii) and iv), for the property at 209 
Egerton Street: 

a. A building entrance will be located on Trafalgar 
Street, and a building entrance will not be required 
on Hamilton Road. 

b. The lot line abutting Trafalgar Street shall be 
interpreted as the front lot line. 

c. A minimum of 60% of the Trafalgar Street building 
façade on the first storey of new buildings shall 
include façade openings. 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020 
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Area 3 in Appendix “A” 
Bill No.(number to be inserted by Clerk's Office) 

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located north and 
south of the Hamilton Road Corridor. 

  WHEREAS the Corporation of the City of London has applied to rezone an 
area of land located to the north and south of the Hamilton Road Corridor, as shown on 
the maps attached to this by-law, as set out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 485 Horton Street, 162 Adelaide Street North, 150-156, 165 Dreaney 
Avenue, 689-695 Little Grey Street, 1-5 Pearl Street, 126-128 Inkerman Street,  128-
138, 149 Mamelon Street, 11-15 Hyatt Avenue, 747-753 Little Hill Street, 31 Redan 
Street, 184-190 Egerton Street, 54-60, 63-65 Hydro Street, 1023-1057 Trafalgar Street, 
130-138, 145, 167-173, 164-174 Price Street, 134-142, 145 Arundell Street, 19-21 Elm 
Street, 44-50, 53 Tennyson Street, 15-23 Hyla Street, 158-166, 167 Brisbin Street, 157-
159, 180-182, 191-193 St. Julien Street, 6-8, 15 Hume Street, 156 Madison Avenue, 
150, 151 Pine Lawn Avenue, 110, 119 East Street, 108-112, 117, 140, 157-159 
Sanders Street, 78-82, 95, 136, 139-143 Elgin Street, 92, 101-109, and 129-137 Giles 
Street, as shown on the attached maps, comprising part of Key Map Nos. A107 and 
A108, from the existing Residential R2 (R2-2) Zone to a Business District Commercial 
Special Provision Zone (BDC(_)H13). 
 
2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 

by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13  
a) Permitted Uses 

i) Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone  
  variations are permitted if the building fronts onto  
  Hamilton Road. 

 
ii) Apartment buildings, including dwelling units on all 

portions of the ground floor are permitted if the 
building fronts onto Hamilton Road. 

 
b) Regulations 

i) An additional 3 metres of front yard and exterior side 
yard setback are required for all portions of the 
building above 3 storeys. 
 

ii) Building  A building entrance will  
Entrances    be located on Hamilton Road. 

iii) The lot line abutting Hamilton Road shall be interpreted 
as the front lot line. 

iv) A minimum of 1 metre depth of landscaped open space 
is required for all lot lines abutting a Residential Zone, 
with landscaped open space restricted to grass, 
flowers, shrubbery and other landscaping. 
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v) Notwithstanding a) i), and c) ii) and iii), for the property 
at 485 Horton Street: 

a. Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone 
variations, are permitted if the building fronts onto 
Horton Street. 

b. Apartment buildings, including dwelling units on all 
portions of the ground floor, are permitted if the 
building fronts onto Horton Street. 

c. A building entrance will be located on Horton Street, 
and a building entrance will not be required on 
Hamilton Road. 

d. The lot line abutting Horton Street shall be 
interpreted as the front lot line. 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any 
discrepancy between the two measures.  
 
This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020 
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Area 4 in Appendix “A” 
Bill No.(number to be inserted by Clerk's Office) 

2020 

By-law No. Z.-1-18   

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 
rezone an area of land located north and 
south of Hamilton Road. 

  WHEREAS the Corporation of the City of London has applied to rezone an 
area of land located north and south of the Hamilton Road Corridor as shown on the 
maps attached to this by-law, as set out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number 
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan; 

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

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to 
lands located at 90-92, 111-113, Rectory Street, 821-871 Stedwell Street, 60, 73-81 
Chesley Avenue, 86 Anderson Avenue, 22, 36, 37 Pegler Street, 119-121 Smith Street, 
63-69 Sackville Street, 898-914 Trafalgar Street, 961-983 Ormsby Street, 197, 217-227 
Egerton Street, as shown on the attached maps comprising part of Key Map No. A108, 
from the existing zoning (various) to add a Business District Commercial Special 
Provision (BDC(_)H13) Zone to the existing zoning. 
 
2) Section Number 25.2 of the Business District Commercial (BDC) Zone is amended 

by adding the following Special Provision: 

 ) BDC( )H13  
 

a) Permitted Uses 
i) Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone  
  variations are permitted if the building fronts onto  
  Hamilton Road. 

 
b) Location of Permitted Uses  

i) Dwelling units, emergency care establishments,  
 lodging house class 2 units, and accessory dwelling 
 units may only be permitted on the rear portion of the 
 ground floor or on the second floor or above.  

 
c) Regulations 

i) An additional 3 metres of front yard and exterior side 
yard setback are required for all portions of the 
building above 3 storeys. 
 

ii) Building  A building entrance will  
Entrances    be located on Hamilton Road. 

iii) The lot line abutting Hamilton Road shall be interpreted 
as the front lot line. 

iv) A minimum of 60% of the Hamilton Road building 
facade on the first storey of new buildings shall include 
façade openings. 
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v) A minimum of 1 metre depth of landscaped open space 
is required for all lot lines abutting a Residential Zone, 
with landscaped open space restricted to grass, 
flowers, shrubbery and other landscaping 

vi) Notwithstanding a) i), and c) ii), iii) and iv), for the 
properties at 197, 217-227 Egerton Street: 

a. Any uses permitted in the BDC1 or BDC2 zone 
variations are permitted if the building fronts onto 
Trafalgar Street. 

b. A building entrance will be located on Trafalgar 
Street, and a building entrance will not be required 
on Hamilton Road. 

c. The lot line abutting Trafalgar Street shall be 
interpreted as the front lot line. 

d. A minimum of 60% of the Trafalgar Street building 
façade on the first storey of new buildings shall 
include façade openings. 

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the 
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy 
between the two measures.  

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with 
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage 
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section. 

 PASSED in Open Council on January 14, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Holder 
Mayor 

Catharine Saunders 
City Clerk 

First Reading – January 14, 2020 
Second Reading – January 14, 2020 
Third Reading – January 14, 2020 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS 

 

3.7 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING – Hamilton Road Corridor Planning Study 

(OZ-8997) 

 

• Councillor Cassidy:   And we will have a staff presentation on this item.  

Welcome Mrs. Knieriem.  Go ahead.  Thank you.  Mrs. O’Hagan, I believe you wanted 

to speak.  Go ahead. 

• B. O’Hagan:   Thank you Madam Chair.  I just wanted to provide a little bit of 

context for one of the by-laws.  While the report and the policy intent in the Urban 

Corridor section, so area 1 and 3 is to permit but not require commercial on the 

ground floor of those buildings.  I understand the by-law itself is not as clear on that so 

we would be looking to do a very minor revision to the by-law before it comes to 

Council to clarify that the intent is to also allow standalone residential apartment 

buildings. 

• Councillor Cassidy:   Thank you.  Any technical questions from Committee?  

Okay, any members of the public wish to speak to this item?  Step forward, come to 

the microphones, state your name and your address and you will have five minutes to 

address the Committee. 

• Jim O’Connor, 10 Hyatt Avenue:   We believe it is more important and logical to 

preserve the pleasant industrial or the pleasant residential and well planned historic 

street than it is to expand an industrial area.  Jim Hyatt and Company planned and 

built this enduring and adequate residential street around the turn of the century.  We 

believe that the configuration of the lots and buildings should conform to what has 

endured and survived here for more than a century.  Thus we object to the destruction 

of our street by having part of it attached to one part of a planning area and another 

part of it attached to a different planning area.  This maneuver would destroy our 

street.  We object to the destruction of our street by this maneuver.  When our house 

was built in 1904 there were few autos used and needed parking.  Now there is a 

tremendous number of cars in this area and passing through the area so we need 

more parking not less.  Thus we oppose the planning of less parking in the area.  

There is presently a shortage of parking places and we oppose a reduction in parking 

requirements which would make a bad problem worse.  We believe the existing 

smaller plots are more appropriate for a residential area.  Thus we are opposed to 

making it easier to combine lots to create large parcels.  We are being asked to 

approve four storey buildings or higher without knowing exactly what they will be used 

for in this residential area.  Some possible uses could be detrimental to others in the 

area.  This brings up the question: should those harmed be compensated and how? 

• Chris Haldane, Area Four:   I come here today representing Ormsby Street.  

Back in May, Councillor Michael van Holst explained in one of the meetings that 

Ormsby Street would not be affected; however, we are all the properties that back 

onto Hamilton Road and that's not true.  I talked to Michael van Holst Friday and he 

said that they envisioned it being like Wortley Road, Wortley Road doesn't have over 

twenty thousand cars going down it, it dead ends into York, it dead ends into many, 

many stop signs before it gets into Commissioners.   It, you can, there's ample 

parking, there's a grocery store there, everybody can walk and use the small 

businesses.   We don't know what kind of businesses are going to go in here that the 

City Planner was talking about the frontage looking like three story, I'll be backing on 

to four storeys if there's something there.  Currently I back on to three residential 

properties and there is businesses on our block which is about half and half on 

Hamilton Road that are businesses, most of them are one storey.  There's many, 

many rentals and also what the Planner said wasn't true, there will be access to the 

back, there's currently access to the Playtime Cafe further down towards Rectory, 

people park there, it affects the neighbours there.  These are houses that are still up 

and coming that are turning over and over they are many people's first time houses, 

they are many people's houses that they finish with.  The cycle is over and over and 

over and with the housing crisis if a lot of these get pushed over and developed a lot 



of people are going to be out, there's a lot of duplexes down Egerton, there are 

duplexes down across from the Tim Horton’s, down Hamilton Road.  Thus this 

housing is needed if there's apartments that are coming in five years the rents not 

going to be the same, there's not going to be the same parking.  Carrying the existing 

reduced parking which serves our neighborhood needs now will negatively affect in 

the future growth and development surrounding residential neighbors in the future.   

We currently have a parking lot by-law that suits the present needs but will not be 

good for the future development.  You know we don't know if it's going to be bars or 

medical centers or three or four story walk-ups.   Could be, you know, the way to the 

developers develop now they put the bottom basement half in the ground so if you 

look at the developments like across from Pete’s Sports there's a four story there that 

towers over a one story house; right beside that was all family at one point and that is 

across from the Barracks and Pete’s Sports.   You know, what kind of development 

are you guys looking for?  It's not specified.  The, it's such a broad rezoning and all the 

properties are unique.  My neighbor at the end, you know, his backyard is about thirty 

feet where the other, the last neighbour, he’ll have over one hundred feet.  If you have 

a four storey apartment that's behind the first neighbour how is that fair?  They are 

towering over the one story house with a thirty foot backyard, they will never see the 

sun again, you'll never have a garden, your kids will play in darkness, it's not a fun 

area.   I've got a young family, I've got a young family next to me on the other side, I 

have seniors and they've got a four year old granddaughter that comes over and plays 

on the weekend and stays frequently.   They look after her a lot, their son still stays, 

her father still stays at home.  People are staying in the area longer they really need 

the way it is to be preserved and developed accordingly.  Office space is great, we 

want small business, we want the businesses to do well, having parking lots in the 

back, to the side is, you know, it's inviting more problems, there's going to be more 

homeless looking for places, more dumpsters, more machines come.   Can you 

imagine having a waste management machine coming right beside your house at 

whatever time in the morning to pick up the bin to dump the recycling or garbage 

because there's a four storey walk-up now that's right beside you.  Two properties 

front to back.  People will move out of the area, it'll make it really hard on your 

property values, it's going to make it even harder if you want to move on, if you don't 

want to stay there for the rest your life.  I most likely will be, we live in an affordable 

area. Most of the residents will be.  [Councillor Cassidy:  You have thirty seconds left 

sir.]  When we moved in they are retired, a lot of them are still there. I have, everybody 

I've talked to on Ormsby Street has signed and put, today, has signed and put their 

address they oppose the reduction in parking requirements, increasing the maximum 

building height behind them to thirteen meters and combining lots front to back, not so 

much side to side but front to back that will really affect the street across and our 

neighbors across they're going to have lights shining in the windows from people 

going in and out.  We don't want to divide our block, we want proper zoning block by 

block.  Each block is unique, some are shallow some are longer but.  Thank you for 

your time and consideration. 

• Stan Goss, 762 Little Hill Street:   If you look at item four on the young lady’s 

presentation you will see that our street is completely blanked out on the mapping but 

its there on the one picture.  This gentleman lives on Hyatt Avenue which runs off 

Little Hill Street, it is a very short street.  Try and use our street on Friday afternoons 

when the Mosque has their thing, try and use Hamilton Road at Inkerman Street when 

Tim Horton's has its morning rush where everybody has to get their fix.   These are 

some of the places where you want to reduce the parking?   These are places where 

parking should be more required in our neighborhood.   Secondly, the door to door 

investigation that the City did was all on Hamilton Road which is not even fifty percent 

of the area that's affected.  It's fine to run along Hamilton Road where it's mainly 

businesses or rentals at this point knocking on the doors.   What about places like my 

street, Little Hill Street, Inkerman, Little Grey, which is totally off the map on your 

pictures, right?  These are all the streets that are going to be affected by this reduced 

parking.  We have an example, the corner of Little Hill Street and Hamilton Road, we 

have our beautiful, which was once a variety store, then just before marijuana became 



legal, it was a beautiful drive through for illegal drugs. We can’t get them to clean up.  

Mr. van Holst had calls from my wife on Mother's Day at six o'clock in the morning 

because we couldn't walk down the street for garbage, it was all over from they just 

throw it out the window, literally they were throwing in a building that was condemned, 

they were living there throwing it out and now you want to make more of these 

industrial buildings taking up the backstreets cutting us off.  It doesn't seem realistic to 

me.  Now I know eventually progress will bring bigger buildings and there will be 

reduced homes in our neighborhood but I don't see why our neighborhood has to be 

set up to be like this when nobody's come around to us.  I mean it's like I say, its fine 

going down Hamilton Road, knocking on a few doors but what about the houses that 

are behind where you want to tear down and build these new buildings.  I know this is 

not a year planner or nothing.  I understand that, right.  What I'm looking at some of 

the little streets like Stedwall Street, Ormsby Street, when you go along Little Grey 

Street, Little Simcoe is not affected because it's all industrial down the north side 

anyways and I think they're down to three homes on the whole street but there is the 

building, the assisted living building along there.  I mean all this has to be factored in 

rather than just going down the street and saying well we went along the street and 

there was a few houses on the street or a few homes and they thought it was a good 

idea.   I think we should look further.   I think we should look at what the cost is down 

the road for the homes that are backing on these streets.  I know because I've been to 

some of these meetings before and we are looking at building and, I forget, 

infrastructure build up stuff, and that's great but we also have to rebuild the kids that 

are going to Trafalgar and Aberdeen; you make more these traffic or reduce parking 

areas, we're going to have more traffic on the street.  We’ve got kids going to school 

for nine o'clock in the morning, coming home at three o'clock in the afternoon and 

already if you go and I think some of the times when I'm listening to this, the Planners 

never come out and actually look at the street.   Come stand at the corner of Adelaide 

and Hamilton Road and watch as there is five lanes there, as the traffic guard is trying 

to get the kids across the street safely.  You build more, less parking.  I mean and 

that's a corner where there's parking for every business that's there already has good 

parking, the Sunny’s Variety has parking for four, the Daisy Mart parking has parking 

for eighteen cars, the new med center has parking for twelve cars, Stu Craft’s Auto 

has parking for over twenty cars, International Bakery has parking for twenty cars and 

yet, even there, it's crowded.  You take down at Inkerman Street and you start building 

four storey walk-ups there or four storey buildings, where are you going to put these 

cars?   Its fine to say well, let them park on the street but there is no parking on the 

street.  Right.  Like I say come out and look at the street during the times of operation.  

Tim Horton’s in the morning it backs up from Inkerman Street some mornings almost 

to half way between Mamalon Street and Redan Street with people trying to turn in to 

get a coffee.  I just don't see where there's been a lot of foresight or forethought for 

this type of application when you are going to reduce parking.  [Councillor Cassidy:   

You have about twenty seconds left.]   Okay.   Thank you. 

• Lesley Martelle, 142 Dreaney Avenue:   All I want to say is, I agree with 

everybody else with what they’ve been saying.  The area that I live is just like a little, 

it’s a homey area, there’s people, I know my neighbours, we all interact.  You start 

bringing things in that will interfere into our neighbourhood but I don’t think it, I think it 

needs to be looked at a lot further before you do it.  I know the gentleman mentioned 

that cleaning up Hamilton Road, I think that would be a big start.  There is, it costs 

money, I understand and maybe a lot of the people don’t have the money, the 

landlords and things but it needs to be cleaned up, it is kind of grungy walking down 

Hamilton Road so that might be a place to start and maybe things will blossom from 

there.  The four storey walk-ups isn’t going to be the answer and I don’t go to Tim 

Horton’s in the morning because it’s scary.  Thank you. 

• Andrea Johnson, 36 Pegler:   I am directly behind 497 Hamilton Road which is 

the Mobil gas station.  When I purchased the property three years ago it was adjacent 

to Bart’s Used Cars which was open for eight hours a day, six days a week.  I am now 

next to a twenty-four hour gas and convenience store.  This is an area that has 

chronic issues with street prostitution, drug dealing, petty crime and drug houses.  



Now I think it's really great that this area of Hamilton Road will be redeveloped, like I 

think that's a really positive thing for residents; however, as a resident who is adjacent 

to a commercial entity there's nothing in the by-laws or city code which protects me.  

There are no light pollution by-laws in the City of London so as a consequence, the 

gas station next to me, because Bart’s Used Cars had previously sold gas which, with 

two small pumps, there's now six pumps, there's a large canopy and there's excessive 

lighting.  Because the building was renovated it wasn't a new development they were 

exempt from any kind of site plan review.   As a result  half of my house is flooded with 

light from dusk until dawn, there's issues with garbage, there's issues with noise, 

there's issues with traffic, there's issues with this being  a twenty-four hour business in 

this area becomes a plausible deniability for the johns and drug buyers in the area, it's 

a real problem.   Another issue which, unfortunately, is not even part of the City 

jurisdiction, is that when the gas station was renovated the vent pipes for the gas 

station were moved to a location that had been by my industrial neighbor which is 

Enerzone at 22 Pegler, it had been by their parking lot so the vent pipes for the gas 

station are now four feet from my property line and I have had numerous infiltrations of 

gasoline vapors into my house even with the doors and windows closed and I have 

been in contact with the TSSA, I've been in contact with the Ministry of Environment, 

I've been contact with all levels of municipal and federal and provincial governments 

and everyone defers to the TSSA.   Now I think that developing Hamilton Road so it's 

a better community and it makes it, it should raise everyone's property values and 

pleasure in their neighbourhood to have a functional, more attractive, safer and better 

area to live; however, this development should not have a negative impact on the 

residences that are adjacent to commercial property.  I have no recourse at this point.  

The actions of my neighbor have created a serious defect that I cannot remedy and it 

is so bad that since the gas station has been opened I've had five cats that have 

become acutely ill, three of which have been so sick that I've had to euthanize them 

and this is never happened in my life, thirty years of having cats.  I just want to speak 

up and say that, again, residential neighbors who are adjacent to commercial or 

industrial properties require the same protection.  I should have the same rights as a 

residence anywhere.  At this point the City of London prohibits smoking within nine 

meters of the openings of recreational buildings or municipal buildings but there's not 

even code to prevent my neighbor from polluting my air space within my own home.  

There needs to be some remedies and some updates and some scrutiny about things 

like grandfathering in old businesses that should no longer be in residential 

neighborhoods.  I understand this is a real smorgasbord of complaint but these are the 

issues that I've been personally experiencing that, you know, I, there's nothing, there's 

nothing on the books, there's no laws that can prevent those lights from shining in my 

windows for, you know, from five at night until seven in the morning during the winter.  

This needs to be better, this to me, this, this plan needs to make it better for everyone 

not just businesses.  That's all I have to say.  Thank you. 

• Councillor Cassidy:   So generally the rules of decorum for a public participation 

meeting are no cheering or booing and that’s so because there may be, I don’t think 

it’s the case in this situation, but there may be a situation where people have opposing 

views so we don’t want to have any kind of a conflict there where people are 

intimidated from stating their point of view and that is why the rules are the way they 

are but I recognize that you are being fairly restrained and I appreciate that. 

• Shahid, 976 Ormsby Street:  One year before I bought home 976 Ormsby Street 

and  I will  really oppose the construction of the building which is the plan has been 

proposed and  I think that it will be a great match for the all the residents all in a 

peaceful street and ultimately have thirty to forty apartments will be constructed in that 

area and a lot of people will come in that surrounding and ultimately undue car parking 

problems will start and  in front of my home there will be a less space and more traffic 

and most of the houses and my neighbors having the parents and children and 

ultimately if such type of future building will come over here and it will create a lot of 

problem for every family and this is not making ease by constructing the building, in 

fact, it is making a problem for everyone in the surrounding neighbourhood.  Thanks. 



• Rick Salhani, 770 Little Hill Street:   I can’t give it to them or I will start swearing 

and I don’t want to do that.  I have almost five hundred calls to the City of London with 

complaints over the years.  I’m not sure why everybody is surprised about all the 

complaint you're getting.  Hamilton Road does not need more people.  I do understand 

that we need to clean up some of the buildings. I actually live on Little Hill Street, 770 

Little Hill.  Mr. van Holst doesn't even answer my calls anymore although I vote for him 

because he is sick of hearing from me.  I was also the one that reported the grow-op.  

You’ve got landlords, absentee landlords, so to have these buildings built four storeys 

high now overlooking our homes is ridiculous.  You've driven all the hookers out of 

Dundas Street over there, I at least twice a week have to wait five minutes to get 

around the hookers on Hamilton Road to go to work.  You've got the building at the 

end of Little Hill Street and Ham, the old Hub Variety, which was right across from the 

church, a United Church, Hyatt Avenue United Church is a disaster, an absolute 

disaster, and nothing has been done, they have been burned down twice and rebuilt 

without permits and I know that for a fact.  You know, you've let standards go horribly 

so increasing people you move the coffee house from Dundas over there but the 

police don't come they take their time but you've never given anything, it's like moving 

your free injection site somewhere, you might as well put it on Hamilton Road and just 

tell them to do whatever, they steal, they steel our central air units, the crack heads.  

So I am in favor of Hamilton Road being rezoned.  [Councillor Cassidy:  Excuse me 

Sir.  Go ahead Councillor Turner.  Councillor Turner:  I thank you Madam Chair.   My 

apology, sir, if I could just ask that to that we refer to people with the most respectful 

tone, terms like “crack head” are not appropriate for the Chamber.] Well my apologies 

I'm just trying to be basic. Sorry.  Anyhow it's pretty bad there, your central air units 

disappear we know.  I've even reported to the Police where they sell them right near 

the Adelaide Street overpass.  We have a business there takes scrap in because you 

can't go to Zubik’s anymore without a driver's license on a car like a plate on a car but 

nobody does nothing.  You can see the scrappers what they're, and they're called 

scrappers it's not, they have a bicycle with a cart behind them but we don't need more 

people along that corridor, you don't need these big buildings that overlook the 

residential homes behind.  You need to actually just clean it up and people will 

develop a lot of those properties but when they don't have windows, they don't have 

anything, the garbage is all go to Hamilton Road and Little Hill Street with the building 

there, the Hyatt Ave church at the corner and take a look today, you'd be shocked.  

You can't trust the City to maintain any standards and I could go on for hours but I'll 

get all upset and start screaming and I lived there and I have owned the house since 

1952.  I’m the fourth generation to own it.  We purchased the home in 1952 and on 

Little Hill Street almost seventy percent of the people are all family people that owned 

it and I like the area.  I own eight houses, I can afford to live somewhere else, I choose 

to live there but when you don’t do anything about decrepitating buildings and stuff like 

that who's going to build what there.  Businesses won't come, not until you clean it up. 

• Brian Lacey, 829 Stedwell Street:   I just want to sum up by saying I agree with 

what most people have said here tonight.   There’s a real problem with drugs and 

prostitution in the area and I'm very much against the four storey walk-ups.  I'm just on 

the south side of Hamilton Road and as it is right now I, I have half my day blocked by 

a tall building near me.  I really wouldn't want to have the rest of the sunlight whipped 

out. That's about all I have to say.  Thank you. 

• Bonnie Robinson, 821 Stedwell:   Which is just right at the sort of the corner of 

Hamilton Road and Rectory and there’s a building behind me that he has built to the 

property line and he has tenants in there and if I said what I thought of them I would 

likely be criticized so I won’t, but I find drug paraphernalia in my backyard.   They use 

the window that overlooks my backyard as their back door and go constantly through 

my backyard.  I'm afraid to go into my backyard.  My niece, who lives with me and her 

daughter, are afraid to go into the backyard it's just, and the garbage, they throw the 

garbage out into my backyard and it's just not right.  I've, my, this has been the family 

home, my mother, who died a couple years ago at a hundred and two went to high 

school from this house so it's been the family home for over eighty years and the 

neighbourhood used to be nice, now it's trash and, like, I just I don't want to see any 



more housing like putting people in that are like the people that are back there 

because, yeah, I have confronted people in my backyard before.  I've called the Police 

and tried to have been charged with trespassing and was told that it's kind of pointless 

because they have nothing so they'll just get a ticket but they'll tear up and nothing will 

be done so I am fed up and disgusted with the area after living in that area for 80 

years the family. 

• Jane Dearmo:   I've lived on Hamilton Road for forty-five years.  Can you hear 

me OK?  [Councillor Cassidy: Yes. Can we get your name too, please?]  Jane 

Dearmo.  I've watched a lot of transition over the forty-five years.  I just don't think 

we're ready for three floor or four floor walk-ups.  I have to call the City three, four 

times a year to come for my garbage because we live in the area on Hamilton Road 

between industrial and residential.  I think our leaves were there for 5, 6 weeks this 

year waiting and waiting and were being rained on and everything and I agree with 

these gentlemen I know what that corner looks like, that V corner, it's the worst corner 

in the city for garbage and junk.   Why doesn't the City enforce their by-laws to get this 

stuff out of the way?   I'm sorry I'm pretty nervous.  We are built, we have a builder 

that's beside us, an owner that sits beside us who has a building on that, on the 

property line.  We have a huge thing of PSB’s hanging over on our property.  We have 

spoken to Hydro, we've spoken to everybody, oh yes we're going to get that out of 

there.   It's still hanging there and one of these days it's going to fall and I don't know 

whether it's empty or whether it's full.  I don't know who to go to to get the answer from 

we, we’ve been from this floor to that floor to next door to out at the end of London and 

back again and everybody, well you better go here, you better call there, and we've 

never gotten it resolved in all the years we've been there.  I just don't think we need 

this three floor walk-ups.  We have a young lady in our area who looks after the 

prostitutes for us this if they're out on the street or their hitchhiking or anything she just 

yells and screams until she gets rid of them but of course they come back and I was a 

letter carrier and I'll tell you three floor walk-ups do not do well and that's all I have to 

say. 

• George Carrigan, East Side Bar and Grill, 750 Hamilton Road:   I was born and 

raised here in London in Old South and I had an opportunity to pick up a business out 

in Hamilton Road, formerly J.R.’s Country Parlour and all the stories that kind of go 

along with that establishment.  It had a reputation of being a rough and tough kind of 

neighbourhood but what I found was you have got a lot of people with a lot of pride 

about their homes and where they live and where their children grow up so after 

twelve years you know you see this day in and day out.  You see all the bad and you 

see all the good.  I don’t, as far as the high rises go, I mean I have an establishment 

that I have been thinking maybe I should go higher now listening to more people I am 

thinking that is the wrong thing to do.   We’re fortunate where I am that the women of 

the evening that maybe we should take a European stab at this thing and get it 

indoors and get it controlled and get them off the street.  The drug issues are all city-

wide, it’s just the nature of the beast and it’s unfortunate whether you’re Old South or 

West end or East end the problems are the same.  Unfortunately, we along this 

corridor, you know, which the façade part of it of the beautification of Hamilton Road 

would be absolutely the best thing that can happen.  We are unique.  We are a 

neighbourhood pub, we are a music venue.  In twelve years, you know, we were 

recognized for the first time back in 2017 of being Venue of the Year with the Jack 

Richardson Music Awards.  Accolades for us, you know the pride that came in with it 

and the people that frequent us that keep us in business and we police our own so to 

speak there to be very honest.  I don’t know what else to say.  We definitely need 

some help there for sure.  I don’t think that, you know, people are born and raised and 

haven’t left or maybe left and have always come back and that is just the way it is.  It 

is very much a residential as much as that front piece is all commercial or mix-

matched, you know, it is just unfortunate that there isn’t more landlords that would 

take, you know, do the things that they need to do to make it right.  I appreciate your 

time. Thank you. 



From: ANDREA JOHNSON  
Sent: Thursday, January 02, 2020 12:53 PM 
To: PEC <pec@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hamilton Road Corridor Project Concerns 

 

 

I am the owner (Oct. 2016) and residential occupant (Nov. 2016) of 36 Pegler Street. This is 

directly behind the Mobil Gas Station, at 487 Hamilton Road. This is the second house I have 

owned, the first as the sole owner. My address is currently under review for heritage designation. 

 

I am concerned about several of the proposals in the current plan. The City must address 

deficiencies in the current bylaws and code, as they are relevant to this project, as well as for 

other residences beside or behind a commercial lot. within the City of London 

 

Residents who live adjacent to commercial property should have 

the same rights as other residential addresses to freedom FROM 

their commercial neighbour’s activities. This includes a right to 

quiet enjoyment, privacy, safety, clean air, sanitation. At present 

the City of London’s bylaws and code do not protect residential 

addresses that are adjacent to a commercial entity. 
 
Proposed Height of Buildings:  
 

There are currently NO 4 story buildings on Hamilton Road between Adelaide and Clarke Rd. 

The only buildings which approach this height are the church steeples and the waterpark 

structures. While the city desperately needs more affordable housing units - apartments in 

particular - 4 story buildings are out of scale with the existing late 19th and early 20th century 

buildings on Hamilton Road between Adelaide and Highbury. The inventory of heritage 

buildings with original features must be protected, and there should be incentives for their 

sympathetic upkeep and preservation. If the existing lots are too small to build 

commercial/apartment buildings on this corridor, well, there are plenty of vacant buildings on 

large lots (ie former Roast Buffet building at Hamilton Rd and Gore) where a larger 4 story 

commercial/apartment building would be a better and easier fit. 

 

I lived on busy streets in major cities for a long portion of my adult life - Broadway and Vine in 

Vancouver, B.C (1993 - 98), King St. West and Strachan in Toronto (1998 - 2005) and St. Clair 

West and Oakwood in Toronto (2015 - 2016).  

 

The traffic noise on Hamilton Road is exceptional, the loudest 

and worst of anywhere I have ever lived. 
 

Is this due to the particular accoustics of the angled road, the building materials used, or the lack 

of enforcement for modified vehicles and aggressive driving ? The sound level is much worse in 

mailto:pec@london.ca


summer, including blasting stereos and racing motorcycles. Developers may discover that they 

are unable to get a good return on their investment due to the extremely unpleasant aspects of 

living on or adjacent to Hamilton Road. Are there remedies for the noise, including strict 

enforcement, timed traffic lights that make street racing difficult, photo radar with fines, 

plantings and building materials that deaden and absorb sound ? Taller buildings with large 

windows will amplify and project the sound issues. 

 

Residential neighbours who live adjacent to the proposed 

buildings will lose privacy in their homes and yards with several 

stories of windows(and balconies ?) over looking them. 
 

New Zoning as it Pertains to Residences: 
 

My address was inexplicably designated as Residential AND AC 4 and AC5 sometime in the 

1990’s.This house had never been the site of a business. To apply to get this zoning changed is 

cost prohibitive ( $ 12,000 !) and I have been told that changing this zoning designation is not 

relevant to the current plan or project. I am unclear as to whether the new zoning designation for 

residential addresses behind Hamilton Road commercial addresses will automatically receive the 

new BDC designation or if this only occurs if/when a Hamilton Road commercial property 

acquires the adjacent residential property. I have spoken with a variety of real estate appraisal 

professionals. For a residential address with dual commercial zoning, the fee for an appraisal 

jumps from about $ 400.00 (for a house with only residential zoning) to about $ 2400.00 for a 

house in my situation.  This has negative implications for any residential property owner who 

needs an appraisal due to things like divorce, refinancing, being the executor of an estate, etc. 

 

The proposed changes in zoning should not create headaches 

and extra expenses for the owners of modest homes in the the 

Hamilton Road Corridor.There are more residences than 

businesses in this corridor. 
 

Pedestrian Safety: 
 

The City of London appears to favour the rights of vehicles over the safety of pedestrians. An 

afternoon of observation and documentation would quickly reveal the amount of people who are 

running into traffic to cross Hamilton Road.  

 

The large distances between signal crosswalks is challenging for 

anyone but an able bodied adult.  
 

Demographics show this area has a large amount of people living at or below the poverty line. 

Many of these people do not have cars. There are schools in the area but no speed limits posted. 

Many pedestrians have young children, strollers, bundle buggies. There are pedestrians who are 



elderly with walkers, are in wheelchairs or use mobility scooters. Most bus stops between 

Adelaide and Highbury do not have a crosswalk with a signal within a block of the stop. The 

lack of signal timing on traffic lights creates very dangerous and nearly impossible conditions for 

pedestrians to cross, even at corners. Aggressive driving in this corridor makes this even more 

dangerous. 

 

The grading on Hamilton Road is terrible. Every local pedestrian can recount a time they were 

soaked by a large volume of standing water driven through at a high rate of speed by an 

oblivious driver. Trying to avoid this while carrying many pounds of groceries home from the 

bus stop is an unpleasant challenge. 

 

The nearest grocery store on a bus route is located at Hamilton and Highbury. This is an 

extremely unsafe intersection for pedestrians at all of the corners. 

 

The gas station at Pegler and Hamilton Rd is extremely dangerous for pedestrians. There are no 

raised curbs to direct the traffic flow. As many as six vehicles may be at the pumps at a time, all 

of which face out onto the sidewalk on Hamilton Road. The pump design, with the red lit bars, 

obstructs driver’s visibility of pedestrians and oncoming traffic. There are advertising signs 

which further clutter the visual field. As there is no crossing signal at this corner, vehicles 

quickly pull into and out of traffic at a high rate of speed on Hamilton Road. Many gas station 

customers are not looking for pedestrians. There have been many fender benders and near misses 

at this corner. This is a tragedy waiting to happen. 

 

 

Lack of Site Plan Review for Existing Buildings (My Case History as an Unfortunate 

Example): 
 

When I purchased this home, it was next to Bart’s Used Cars. Bart’s sold a small amount of gas 

with two old fashioned pumps. They were open six days a week, 8 hours a day. The lot was sold 

and flipped by a gas station developer. Because the existing building was not demolished - only 

renovated - and there was no change of use, it was exempt from ANY site plan approval or 

review. I now live next to a 24 hour gas station with SIX pumps, with a convenience store. There 

are serious safety, light infiltration, noise, pedestrian safety, pollution, privacy, structural, crime, 

garbage and rodent poison concerns as a result of this development. These issues have an 

extremely negative effect on my property, and there is nothing I can do to mitigate them. 

 

The City of London offers NO PROTECTION for a residence 

adjacent to a commercial property. This residential address 

predates any commercial development at 487 Hamilton Rd by at 

least 50 years. A visit and subsequent review from Site Planners 

prior to the site’s renovation would have identified most or all of 

the issues before any redevelopment took place. 
 



The lack of Site Planning Review permits a development like 

this - which was grandfathered in - to be exempt from 

requirements like buffer zones, raised curbs to direct traffic, 

locked enclosures for dumpsters, shielded lighting, etc.. This 

exemption affects area residents and other commercial 

operations by lowering permissible standards. This is egregious 

in already “blighted” areas. 
 

While the station’s signage identifies it as a Mobil station, when I contacted Esso - who owns 

Mobil in Canada - I was told that Esso does not operate any Mobil stations. They are the 

responsibility of the “branded wholesaler” - the owner/operator of the station and convenience 

store. Therefore Esso/Mobil does not take part in any of the design or layout of the station, 

canopy, pump location, etc. It is my understanding that the entity who owns/operates this station 

is from Brampton. The owners have only an economic investment in the station but are not 

participants or residents within this community. 

 

These are the issues which affect my property, and potentially any other residential property 

adjacent to a commercial address within the City of London: 

 

Light Infiltration: 
 

487 Hamilton Rd is on a higher elevation than Pegler street, which has a slight slope down, 

southwards. Due to the gas station’s higher elevation, my property has a severe amount of light 

infiltration from a lit canopy which is oriented towards Pegler Street - a very short residential 

street. An SUV or truck that enters from Hamilton Rd has headlights which directly shine into 

the living room windows of several residences, due to the pump orientation. This is 

unacceptable, and would have been avoided with professional layout and site planning. There are 

very bright unshielded lights over the tire compressor. Their glare makes visibility in my yard 

much LESS safe. My house is lit from my commercial neighbour’s excess and misdirected 

lighting from dusk to dawn every single night. It is bright enough to light the north rooms to the 

interior far south wall. When I attempted to address my concerns with the previous gas station 

manager, he told me that I should get “thicker curtains”.  

 

At present London does not have any light pollution or nuisance 

lighting bylaws or code.  
 

Fig. 1. The north side of my property showing the extent of the light infiltration from my 

commercial neighbour: 

 



 
 

Fig 2 shows the headlights from an SUV at the gas station sweeping across my neighbour’s 

windows, at 35 Pegler Street: 

 



 
 

Privacy, Fencing and Structural Issues:  
 

There is no bylaw which compels a commercial operation to 

erect an opaque and structurally sound fence, when they are 

located adjacent to a residence.  

 

During the gas station’s redevelopment I spoke to the workers and inquired about a fence. I was 

shrugged off and told there was no fence in the plans. I passed on my contact information to be 

given to the owner, but no one ever contacted me. When the gas station opened, there was the 

pre-existing 4’ chain link fence, on top of a cement retaining wall. I hung canvas on this fence 

for some privacy during construction. Since there was no parking delineated, customers parked 

however. When they parked nose in, their headlights shone through the canvas privacy cloth, and 

directly through my dining room and kitchen windows (with opaque curtains). The gas station 

property is on an elevation approximately 48” higher than my backyard. Anyone in their parking 

area could easily see into my yard. After I contacted Esso regarding my concerns - the gas station 

manager banged on my door, and was angry that I had contacted Esso. He claimed that a taller 

fence would be erected. However - he suggested that I contribute $ 2500.00 towards this fence ! I 

was never consulted about fence quotes. The manager hired a handyman type, not a professional 

carpenter, to build a 6’ wood fence. The fence is very poorly built, crooked, and the posts are not 

even set. Some are attached to brackets, others to the previous chain link posts. Due to the 

concrete retaining wall being full of gravel and rebar, these brackets are not securely bolted. 



During a wind the fence creaks and flaps. Despite my property being visibly much lower, there 

are no bollards to prevent a vehicle from backing through the fence and down into my yard. I 

contacted City of London’s Property Standards and Building Code Division regarding the fence 

but received no reply to my emailed concerns. 

 

 - To build my own privacy fence I would either need to apply for a minor variance or 

break the City of London’s Fence Bylaw to create a fence tall enough (10 feet measured from my 

yard) so gas station customers could not look over it. The current fence bylaw permits a tall 

privacy fence - but this must be 48” from the property line, which eats up a significant portion of 

my yard. 

 

A residence next to a 24 hour business with vehicle traffic 

should NOT have to bear the costs for an opaque privacy fence. 

This should be the sole responsibility for the commercial 

neighbour. The City of London’s Fence Bylaw does not even 

have a clause which addresses structural stability. 
 

 - The terrible fence was visible through my dining room, kitchen, back porch and (former 

bedroom) windows. It was very seasick looking. I spent hours cutting and sewing opaque covers 

for it, which are attached on my side of the fence. Even black plastic tarp is less awful to look at. 

 

Fig.3 - the fence my commercial neighbour erected, viewed from my back yard: 

 

 



 
 

Fig.4, the fence adjacent to my driveway, built by my commercial neighbour, after 6 months: 

 



 
 

Garbage and Sanitation Issues:  
 

Old Google streetview images show where Bart’s Used Cars stored their garbage - in a small 

enclosure to the left of their mechanic’s garage.  

 

It can only be presumed - since the City told me they do not 

have Site Plans for this address since it was done prior to the 

1970’s - that this is where the Site Plan approved garbage bins to 

be located. The current dumpster location is in violation of this 

plan. 
 

The Mobil station has a dumpster in plain view of area residents, visible from my front yard, 

within a few feet of the sidewalk, blocking the corner visibility triangle, in a location that is far 

from where it had been. This is particularly unpleasant in the summer when the contents STINK. 

Often the dumpster gets too full, then staff piles up bags of garbage BESIDE the dumpster. Gas 

station clients and other passers by also routinely dump trash here. Gas station staff have ignored 

these piles of trash for more than a week. Area residents and business owners have gone to the 

gas station to complain directly, and complaints have been made to the city. Other local 

businesses with dumpsters, like Tile Town and Enerzone do not have these dumping or 

maintenance issues. 



 

While Site Planning requires dumpsters at places like the Argyle 

Mall to have locked 6’ enclosures for their dumpsters - even 

though there are no adjacent residences within sightlines - there 

are no code or bylaw requirements for my gas station neighbour 

to have a locked enclosure - even with documentation of 

ongoing issues related to the dumpster and sanitation. 
 

If there is no Site Plan on record for an older address, a new one 

should be created, including documentation including photos of 

the address as it was(available on Google Streetview). ALL Site 

Plans on record should be periodically reviewed for 

unauthorized changes by the owner/occupant. 
 

Fig. 5: Stinking Garbage piled beside dumpster in Aug.2019 

 

 
 

Fig 6: Garbage strewn around dumpster then frozen to the ground, March 2019 



 

 
 

 

Fig. 7 : 2015 Streetview of 487 Hamilton Road. Garbage storage is to the left of the mechanic’s 

bay, in the inset area: 

 



 
 

Rodent Control and Sanitation: 

 

This spring, the gas station installed rodent bait stations directly adjacent to my backyard patio 

area. I contacted Health Canada and discovered the bait stations contain Bromadiolone. This is a 

powerful anti-coagulant. Rodents that consume it can live for up to five days before dying a cruel 

death by internally bleeding to death. Any other creature - like an owl, hawk, cat, dog that 

consumes a contaminated mouse will also suffer an agonizing death without prompt and 

aggressive veterinary treatment. A commercial user is not required to post any signs warning 

area residents with poison identification. IF the gas station is having rodent issues - selling only 

pre-packaged foods in sealed containers - then this suggests that the issues lie with their handling 

of their clientele's garbage and station sanitation. As a pet owner, the poison bait stations make it 

unsafe for my pets to be in my own back yard. This is also very close to forested parkland area.  

 

The City of London should not permit rodent bait stations to be 

used by a business adjacent to a residence. They should not be 

permitted close to parkland and areas with creeks and rivers, 

where wildlife live. 
 

Chronic Noise Issues: 
 



While the City of London has a noise bylaw, the lack of Site 

Plan Review offers no protection for a residential address next to 

a commercial operation.  
 

A residential address is prohibited from using power tools from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (9:00 

a.m. on Sunday). My commercial neighbour installed a tire compressor approximately 6 feet 

from the property line. This is audible in all of my rooms that face north. I contacted the City 

with regards to this, and was told that I would need to fill out a noise log with the times and dates 

when the sound was occurring before my complaint would be investigated. This is absurd.  

 

A 24 hour business adjacent to a residential address should be 

legally compelled to observe residential noise bylaws. 
 

Any exterior device that create noise - ie tire compressors, vacuum cleaners, etc.should either be 

shut off between 10:00 p.m. until 7:00 a.m. or be located where they cannot disturb adjacent 

residences. 

 

While I do not hear the sounds from the gas pumps or convenience store, their customers and 

suppliers create ongoing noise. Loud stereos, arguments in the parking lot, idling delivery trucks, 

the thunking sound from the portals for the gasoline storage tank when they are driven over, 

angry shouts from tire compressor users, loud modified vehicles are all predictable sources of 

noise from a 24 hour gas station. A 1m buffer zone with plantings is not enough to dampen these 

issues. 

 

The ongoing noise (and light infiltration) disturbed my sleep many times. In the middle of the 

night I had to open my window to shout at the gas station manager - having a loud conversation 

at 4:00 a.m. by the tire compressor - to SHUT UP. Eventually I moved my bedroom. In a house 

with limited space what this actually meant was that I had to move three rooms around, pay 

movers, hire an electrician, do extensive plaster repairs then paint these three rooms. In a house 

with sloped ceilings there are only a few places that things like tall bookcases will physically fit. 

 

Hours of Operation, Social Issues and Crime: 
 

The City of London needs an application and community review 

process for any commercial business that wants to operate 24/7 

near residential property.  
 

There should not be 24 hour commercial businesses in areas with known issues with crime, drug 

dealing and street prostitution. 24 hour businesses like call centers, dispatch operations, 

commercial bakeries, etc. do not have counter sales, constant vehicle or foot traffic. 24 hour 

manufacturing should only be permitted in areas where the sounds, vibration, odours, etc. will 

not affect area residents. 24 hour convenience stores, etc. create an attitude of “plausible 



deniability” for johns who cruise the neighbourhood and pester girls and women, even those in 

their own front yards. Drug dealers, drug buyers and at least one drug house are also a problem 

in this vicinity.  

 

I would have never purchased property next to a 24 hr gas and 

convenience store. The previous business at this location was 

open 8 hours a day. 
 

Air Pollution Issues: 
 

Before I purchased this property I did some research about gas stations next to residences. There 

wasn’t much information that was easily found.  

 

The way that the 2016 lot was situated was with two old fashioned pumps close to Hamilton 

Road. Streetview Images of the address prior to 2018 show one vent pipe for the underground 

gasoline storage tank, situated to the northeast corner, very close to the parking lot for Enerzone. 

In the time I occupied my house, while the car lot was operating next door (Dec. 2016 - Jan. 

2018), I smelt gasoline ONCE during a tanker refueling. This was on a day that renovations were 

happening in my kitchen, so we were in and out of the back door many times. 

 

Fig 8: Vent location (single pipe sticking over roofline) in 2015: 

 



 
 

 

The station was renovated in the spring of 2018. A new underground storage tank was installed. 

The vent pipes - three times as many - were now located 4 feet from my property line.  

 

Fig.9 : New vent location (silver pipes to the left) in relation to my property: 

 



 
 

Fig. 10 : Vent pipe location shown in relation to my doors and windows. Two doors and five 

windows face north. Four windows face west, as does the front door 

 



 
 

While other municipalities have Gas Station Design Guidelines, 

London does not. I assumed there were laws or code that would 

protect a residence located near a gas station from negative 

issues, including air pollution. I was wrong. 
 

 

The gas station opened at the beginning of July, 2018. I did not smell gas around the vent pipes 

(at this time I did not understand how the underground storage system worked) so I assumed this 

location was not a problem. During a tanker fill at the beginning of August I experienced my first 

serious gas vapour infiltration. I do not have AC, my windows were open. Suddenly in the 

afternoon, my 2nd floor began to strongly smell like gasoline. I looked out the window and 

photographed the tanker - who was not even using the vapour recovery system which is required 

by law. I photographed the fill, got the license plate and reported this to the TSSA and the 

Ministry of the Environment. My eyes burned and my house stunk for at least an hour. I could 

not open more windows to let out the vapours as they were coming FROM outside. I ran around 

and checked on all my pets to see what was happening to them. This was horrible. The vent pipes 

are there to alleviate excess vapour pressure within the underground storage tank during a tanker 

fill.The vapours are supposed to be recovered back to the tanker truck, but it can’t when there is 

too large a volume. 

 



The TSSA (Technical Standards and Safety Association) is solely responsible for matters 

pertaining to fuel handling. When I contacted the TSSA with questions about their code, they 

were unhelpful to the point of being obstructive. I was told that it would cost $ 120.00, and take 

120 days for my questions to be answered. I was told that I could purchase my own copy of the 

Liquid Fuel Handling Code, for $ 135.00 plus HST. This code is not available online, not 

accessible through the library system, not even through University library collections. I managed 

to acquire a couple of excerpts from the code. I was shocked to discover that the TSSA code had 

NO GUIDELINES whatsoever for a gas station or other fuel handling facility located next to a 

residence ! NONE ! I was even more shocked to discover that the distance an underground 

gasoline storage tank was permitted to be from a property line was 1.5 m - a little over 59” ! 

 

Relevant Excerpts from the TSSA “Liquid Fuel Handling Code”: 

 

2 
 
.2.1. Location of tanks 
An underground storage tank shall not be installed 
(a) inside or under any building; 
(b) less than 1 m from a building; 
(c) less than 1.5 m from a property line; 
(d) less than 60 cm from an adjacent underground storage tank; 
(e) less than 15 m from drilled water wells; 
(f) less than 30 m from a dug water well or waterway; and 
(g) where the loads carried by a building foundation or supports could be 
transmitted to the tank. 
  
According to TSSA’s own code, the vent pipe location was in violation as the gasoline vapours 

were entering my house. There were visible wavy lines from the top of the vents during a fill and 

a strong gas smell in my house and yard. Anyone looking at my property from the gas station 

side could easily see that the vents were in close proximity to my front door, and most of my 

windows. Gas vapours are heavier than air and sink. The lower elevation of my property is also 

obvious. 

 

After numerous reports to the Ministry of the Environment and the TSSA, the TSSA sent an 

inspector. This inspector was the same TSSA employee who APPROVED this new vent location 

during the renovation. How he had the authority to inspect his own work is incomprehensible. 



He claimed that the vents were within the TSSA’s code. At no time did he or the representative 

from the Ministry of the Environment gather any air quality or soil samples, or use any type of 

testing equipment. I was told that to prove the gasoline vapours were entering my property, that I 

would need to hire my own Environmental Consultant to take samples and write a report. I spoke 

to several consultants and was told that this sample gathering, and report writing would cost $ 

2200.00 plus HST. There are no grants for a homeowner in my situation. 

 

I have had an average of one gasoline vapour infiltration per month. Some months had several 

infiltrations.These are the infiltrations I KNOW ABOUT - and don’t include the ones that 

happened while I was at work or doing errands.This is dependent on the wind direction. When 

there is a strong west or northwest wind, the vapours are blown into my house through the cracks 

around the doors and windows. I have storm windows on most of the windows, and weather 

stripping on my doors. The vapour infiltrations happen even with all of my doors and windows 

closed. 

 

I have reached out to all possible sources, including my local councillor, Michael Van Holst - 

who could not be bothered to personally respond, or visit my location to observe the issues. His 

assistant, who composed the reply to my emails, suggested I contact my member of Parliament 

regarding this matter. I have contacted the Department of Public Health, Health Canada,various 

departments within the City of London, numerous Petroleum contractors, the Petroleum 

Contractor’s Association, Environmental Consultants and labs, the Fire Department, the Ontario 

Fire Marshall’s office, numerous real estate agents and property appraisors. I am concerned that 

due to the neighbour’s vent location, that this created a serious defect that I would need to 

disclose to any potential buyer. What buyer - residential or commercial - would purchase or 

occupy a property that has a chronic issue with gasoline vapours infiltrating the property ? There 

is nothing I can do to mitigate or correct this problem, which is solely the result of the gas 

flipper’s renovation. 

 

Without exception - every government entity I contacted deferred to the TSSA and said that this 

was outside of their jurisdiction. 

 

While the City of London has a bylaw that prohibits smoking 

within 9 m of a Recreation Amenity or the entrance to a 

Municipally owned building 

( https://www.london.ca/city-hall/by-laws/Documents/smoking-

recreation-areas.pdf),  

there are NO bylaws to prevent a commercial entity from 

polluting the air space or soil of a neighbouring property .  
 

Gasoline vapour is volatile and explosive and can travel many meters low to the ground. Vapours 

settle in enclosed areas closest to the ground (note my elevation compared to the gas station's). 

 

https://www.london.ca/city-hall/by-laws/Documents/smoking-recreation-areas.pdf
https://www.london.ca/city-hall/by-laws/Documents/smoking-recreation-areas.pdf


A common additive to gasoline is benzene. Benzene is a known carcinogen. This has been 

proven for over 100 years. There have been many studies on the toxic effect of benzene on 

humans. Chronic benzene exposure leads to a certain type of leukemia (Acute Myleoid 

Leukemia), cardiovascular damage, neurological problems, among many other illnesses. Recent 

studies have shown that the soil contamination from the drips from a gas pump nozzle after a fill, 

is 10 times worse than previously thought.This leeches through the concrete into the soil and 

groundwater below. Several studies have proven a three to four fold increase in AML in children 

who live within 50 yards of a gas station: 

 

https://oem.bmj.com/content/61/9/773 

 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/dec/08/benzene-link-leukemia-children 

 

https://academic.oup.com/aje/article/185/1/1/2631401 

 

https://www.theglobeandmail.com/life/leukemia-rates-high-for-kids-living-near-gas-

stations/article20434890/ 

 

A Canadian study found clusters of AML near industries with high levels of 

benzene: https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/hamilton/cancer-study-1.5153973 

 

Since gasoline is an ordinary product, we have been conditioned to regard it as somewhat 

harmless and necessary. Gas stations are a commercial entity who should not be located 

anywhere near residences, schools, hospitals, etc. Locations within residential areas should be 

quickly phased out. A person who owns a vehicle is able to drive to a location that is not located 

near any residence. 

 

Since the gas station opened next door (July, 2018) I had five cats who became acutely ill with a 

variety of issues - from eye irritation and excruciating oral ulcers to acute liver failure. In a 10 

month period (Dec. 7, 2018 - Oct.22, 2019) I had to euthanize THREE cats, who were not 

responding to veterinary treatment. None of these cats were related. None of these cats were 

suffering from a contagious or food related illness. None of these cats had been previously ill 

from the conditions that led to their euthanasias. I am extremely concerned that the chronic 

exposure to a high concentration of gasoline vapours has seriously affected my pets health. I am 

seriously concerned for the implications for my own health. 

 

The City of London must acknowledge that certain businesses 

do not belong adjacent to a residence, or in a residential area 

under any circumstances. This must be considered with all 

proposed re-developments of an existing area, including the 

Hamilton Road Corridor. 
 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__oem.bmj.com_content_61_9_773&d=DwMFaQ&c=plocFfGzcQoU6AS_LUasig&r=6BVWfnjPbL0RbyBczBZRhA&m=cQ00tlplhiBJzGSEIYEWRr7ozkrlEguDKKadFZ9cRWc&s=whswVnL14V8Pm31rROu1yNygW8CanTye6lnBk9UtpVg&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.theguardian.com_environment_2014_dec_08_benzene-2Dlink-2Dleukemia-2Dchildren&d=DwMFaQ&c=plocFfGzcQoU6AS_LUasig&r=6BVWfnjPbL0RbyBczBZRhA&m=cQ00tlplhiBJzGSEIYEWRr7ozkrlEguDKKadFZ9cRWc&s=11aqFYUAnjNotGk5RJZTl6qMEQEmm_Q7jmF4Svrzz40&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__academic.oup.com_aje_article_185_1_1_2631401&d=DwMFaQ&c=plocFfGzcQoU6AS_LUasig&r=6BVWfnjPbL0RbyBczBZRhA&m=cQ00tlplhiBJzGSEIYEWRr7ozkrlEguDKKadFZ9cRWc&s=7lp4uemyVdonSpkrR_UhphWxlrawE8X0kunBQVzMH0I&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.theglobeandmail.com_life_leukemia-2Drates-2Dhigh-2Dfor-2Dkids-2Dliving-2Dnear-2Dgas-2Dstations_article20434890_&d=DwMFaQ&c=plocFfGzcQoU6AS_LUasig&r=6BVWfnjPbL0RbyBczBZRhA&m=cQ00tlplhiBJzGSEIYEWRr7ozkrlEguDKKadFZ9cRWc&s=kvklzj56N8qHw3DJuyNEPM7LTqtuwyzenU4ZJB0E7ow&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.theglobeandmail.com_life_leukemia-2Drates-2Dhigh-2Dfor-2Dkids-2Dliving-2Dnear-2Dgas-2Dstations_article20434890_&d=DwMFaQ&c=plocFfGzcQoU6AS_LUasig&r=6BVWfnjPbL0RbyBczBZRhA&m=cQ00tlplhiBJzGSEIYEWRr7ozkrlEguDKKadFZ9cRWc&s=kvklzj56N8qHw3DJuyNEPM7LTqtuwyzenU4ZJB0E7ow&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.cbc.ca_news_canada_hamilton_cancer-2Dstudy-2D1.5153973&d=DwMFaQ&c=plocFfGzcQoU6AS_LUasig&r=6BVWfnjPbL0RbyBczBZRhA&m=cQ00tlplhiBJzGSEIYEWRr7ozkrlEguDKKadFZ9cRWc&s=wzUJdZ3IV2N9o2OWRyDkHFyMSWTY-YG7IcbAugz-yqY&e=


Provincial government and local municipalities must challenge 

the TSSA to create code that ensures the safety of ALL residents 

and does not prioritize commercial interests. If the TSSA had 

adequate code and standards for residences, would the OEV 

explosion have happened ?  
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Advisory Committee on the Environment 

Report 

 
The 1st Meeting of the Advisory Committee on the Environment 
December 4, 2019 
Committee Room #4 
 
Attendance PRESENT: R. Sirois (Chair), J. Howell, K. May, M. Ross, K. 

Soliman, D. Szoller, A. Thompson and A. Tipping and J. Bunn 
(Committee Secretary) 
 
ABSENT: M. Bloxam and M.D. Ross 
 
ALSO PRESENT: S. Armstrong, T. Arnos, C. Parker, J. Stanford 
and M. Stone 
 
The meeting was called to order at 12:16 PM. 

 

1. Call to Order 

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed. 

1.2 Election of Chair and Vice Chair for the term ending November 30, 2020 

That it BE NOTED that the Advisory Committee on the Environment 
elected R. Sirois and M. Ross as Chair and Vice Chair, respectively, for 
the term ending November 30, 2020. 

 

2. Scheduled Items 

2.1 Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act Training 

That it BE NOTED that the attached presentation from M. Stone, 
Accessibility Specialist, with respect to Accessibility for Ontarians with 
Disabilities Act Training, was received. 

 

2.2 Manager, Sustainability and Resiliency – Introduction 

That the introduction of the Manager of Sustainability and Resiliency BE 
DEFERRED to the January 2020 meeting of the Advisory Committee on 
the Environment. 

 

3. Consent 

3.1 10th Report of the Advisory Committee on the Environment  

That it BE NOTED that the 10th Report of the Advisory Committee on the 
Environment, from its meeting held on November 6, 2019, was received. 

 

3.2 Municipal Council Resolution - 10th Report of the Advisory Committee on 
the Environment 

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution from its meeting 
held on November 26, 2019, with respect to the 10th Report of the 
Advisory Committee on the Environment, was received. 
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3.3 Notice of Planning Application - Official Plan Amendment - City-Wide 
Urban Design Guidelines   

That A. Lockwood, Urban Designer, BE ADVISED that the City of London 
Climate Change Action Plan should be incorporated into this and any 
future Urban Design Guidelines, specifically, taking advantage of public 
parking lot space to install solar panel canopies; it being noted that the 
Notice of Planning Application, dated November 21, 2019, from A. 
Lockwood, Urban Designer, with respect to an Official Plan Amendment 
related to the City-Wide Urban Design Guidelines, was received. 

 

3.4 Public Meeting Notice - Zoning By-law Amendment - 21 Norlan Avenue 

That it BE NOTED that the Public Meeting Notice, dated November 13, 
2019, from C. Parker, Senior Planner, with respect to a Zoning By-law 
Amendment related to the property located at 21 Norlan Avenue, was 
received. 

 

3.5 Allowing "Farm Gate Sales" on Lands Within the Urban Growth 
Boundary   

That it BE NOTED that the staff report dated November 18, 2019, as 
appended to the agenda, with respect to allowing "Farm Gate Sales" on 
lands within the Urban Growth Boundary, was received. 

 

3.6 Bird-Friendly Development Report and Working Group Representative   

That it BE NOTED that the staff report dated November 18, 2019 and the 
communication from L. Maitland, as appended to the agenda, with respect 
to Bird Friendly Development and the Bird Friendly Development Working 
Group, were received. 

 

3.7 Climate Change Emergency - Update  

That the staff report dated November 25, 2019, as appended to the 
agenda, with respect to an update on the Climate Change Emergency, BE 
REFERRED to the Energy Sub-Committee for a review and a report back 
to the Advisory Committee on the Environment in January 2020. 

 

3.8 Cycling Advisory Committee Cycling Master Plan Review Working Group 
Report 

That the "8.0 - Recommendations" section of the Cycling Master Plan 
Review Working Group Report of the Cycling Advisory Committee, as 
appended to the agenda, BE REFERRED to the Energy Sub-Committee 
for review and a report back to the Advisory Committee on the 
Environment in January 2020. 

 

4. Sub-Committees and Working Groups 

None. 

5. Items for Discussion 

5.1 Pollinator Friendly Gardens Flyer  

That the expenditure of up to $300.00 from the 2019 Advisory Committee 
on the Environment (ACE) budget BE APPROVED to print copies of the 
Pollinator Friendly Gardens flyer, as appended to the agenda; it being 
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noted that the ACE has sufficient funds in their 2019 budget to 
accommodate this expenditure. 

 

5.2 Zero Waste Conference 2019 

That the Zero Waste Conference update from R. Sirois BE DEFERRED to 
the January 2020 meeting of the Advisory Committee on the Environment. 

 

5.3 June Waste Conference 

That R. Sirois BE APPROVED to represent the Advisory Committee on 
the Environment at upcoming meetings of the planning committee for a 
Zero Waste Festival and Conference in London on June 13, 2020. 

 

5.4 Climate Action Presentation by D. Saxe at Green in the City Event 

That the Climate Action Presentation by D. Saxe at the Green in the City 
Event update BE DEFERRED to the January 2020 meeting of the 
Advisory Committee on the Environment. 

 

6. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 2:09 PM. 



Melanie Stone
Accessibility Specialist, HR & Corporate Services

Accessibility for Ontarians with Accessibility for Ontarians with 
Disabilities (AODA) Customer Disabilities (AODADisabilities (AODA
Service Training

AODA

•• Goal: To help make Ontario accessible for all 

Photo Caption: This photo is of a woman in a Canadian 
Sledge Hockey Team jersey, seated in an ice sledge, 
holding 2 sledge hockey sticks. She is facing the camera 
with a serious expression on her face. She is holding the 
sledge hockey sticks with large hockey gloves. 

AODA Components

• The AODA (Accessibility for Ontarians with 
Disabilities Act) and Integrated Accessibility 
Standards Regulation (IASR)

• Customer Service 
• Information & Communication Standard
• Design of Public Spaces 
• Transportation 
• Employment

Thinking about disability

The AODA uses the Ontario Human Rights definition of disability. 
which includes physical disabilities as well as vision, hearing, speech, 
developmental, learning and mental health disabilities. 

One in 7, to 1 in 5 Ontarians has a disability.
• Who are people with disabilities?
• Disabilities can be visible or non-visible. We can’t always tell who has a 

disability. A disability can be temporary or permanent, and many of us will 
experience a disability at some point in our lives.

• The Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005 uses the same 
definition of disability as the Ontario Human Rights Code

Who is a customer?
• The standards must be followed by:
• the Ontario Government and Legislative Assembly
• all designated public sector organizations, which include 

municipalities, universities, colleges, hospitals, school boards and 
public transportation organizations

• private businesses and not-for-profit organizations that have one 
or more employees in Ontario

• Who is a customer?
• A customer can be anyone who is accessing your organization’s 

goods, services or facilities. They may include paying and non-
paying members of the public, and individuals your organization 
might call customers, such as clients, members, patrons or 
patients. 

• Customers can also be other businesses or organizations (also 
referred to as third parties).

Ontario Human Rights 
Definition of Disability

• Defining disability is a complex, evolving matter. The term 
“disability” covers a broad range and degree of conditions. 

• A disability may have been present at birth, caused by an 
accident, or developed over time. 

• Section 10 of the Code defines “disability” as: (a) any degree 
of physical disability, infirmity, malformation or disfigurement 
that is caused by bodily injury, birth defect or illness and, 
without limiting the generality of the foregoing, includes 
diabetes mellitus, epilepsy, a brain injury, any degree of 
paralysis, amputation, lack of physical co-ordination, blindness 
or visual impediment, deafness or hearing impediment, 
muteness or speech impediment, or physical reliance on a 
guide dog or other animal or on a wheelchair or other remedial 
appliance or device, 



• (b) a condition of mental impairment or a 
developmental disability, 

• (c)a learning disability, or a dysfunction in one 
or more of the processes involved in 
understanding or using symbols or spoken 
language, 

• (d) a mental disorder, or 
• (e) an injury or disability for which benefits 

were claimed or received under the insurance 
plan established under the Workplace Safety 
and Insurance Act, 1997. “Disability” should be 
interpreted in broad terms.

Ableism

• Discrimination in favour of able bodied people. 

• Understanding that the world is built for particular 
bodies, and workplaces, policies, public spaces, 
buildings and their contents are often designed in 
favour of able-bodied people or people without 
disabilities 

• The Supreme Court of Canada — the highest court —
has also recognized that there is a social component to 
disability. It has called this social component “social 
handicapping.” What this means is that society’s 
response to persons with disabilities is often the cause 
of the “handicap” that persons with disabilities 
experience.

Who is required to take this 
training? 

• The following people must be trained on serving customers 
with disabilities:

• all employees and volunteers (paid and unpaid, full-time, 
part-time and contract positions)

• anyone involved in developing your organization’s 
policies (including managers, senior leaders, directors, 
board members and owners)

• anyone who provides goods, services or facilities to 
customers on your organization’s behalf (such as external 
contact centres or facilities management companies)

• Training must be completed as soon as possible after an 
employee or volunteer joins your organization.

• Training must also be provided when there are any changes 
to your organization’s accessible customer service policies.

Customer Service Policies

• The Corporation of the City of London has its 
own accessible customer service policies. 

• We provide information on how to use any 
equipment or devices available in your 
organization that can help to provide goods, 
services or facilities to people with disabilities 

Follow up training will be 
provided

• More detail on additional tools will be provided 
in the New Year as we roll out new policies and 
technology. 

• Each committee has different policy 
requirements under the AODA. Please review 
the sections applicable to you so that your 
policy work is informed by accessibility 
legislation. For example, if you are involved in 
advising about public spaces, be sure you 
review the details of the public space 
standards. 

Customer Service Standard

• Our job is to ensure better accessible 
structures, programs and services so that we 
aren’t the barrier that prevents people from 
participation

• The AODA requires commitment to providing 
quality goods, services and facilities that are 
accessible to all persons we serve

• We will continue to work with the community 
and allocate appropriate resources towards the 
elimination of accessibility barriers in customer 
service 



City of London Accessible 
Customer Service Policy

• All of our staff are trained during orientation 
about how to provide accessible customer 
service.

• We have a number of tools available for 
customers to communicate 

Common Mistakes

• Common mistakes 
• Leaning down inappropriately to talk to someone
• Speaking loudly and slowly without being asked to
• Being patronizing (good for you! You’re outside doing 

things!) 
• Having different expectations/making decisions on 

someone’s behalf 
• Speaking to a support person/partner only
• Assuming someone is a support person and not a 

partner/family member/spouse
• Offering unsolicited advice
• Sharing personal stories of disability
• Assessing someone’s disability and worthiness for an 

accommodation (bathrooms & parking spots are 
common)

• Describing people as their mobility aid “We need to 
move this wheelchair.” 

• Moving a mobility aid without direction or permission

Tips 

• Ask before you help. People with disabilities often 
have their own ways of doing things.

• Don’t touch or move a person’s equipment (for 
example, wheelchair or walker) without their 
permission.

• If you have permission to move a person’s 
wheelchair or mobility aid, don’t leave them in an 
awkward, dangerous or difficult position, such as 
facing a wall or in the path of opening doors or 
elevators. 

• If you need to have a lengthy conversation with 
someone who uses a wheelchair or scooter, 
consider sitting so you can make eye contact at the 
same level if appropriate or invited. 

Visible and invisible 

• There are visible and invisible disabilities. 
There are temporary and permanent 
disabilities and there are episodic disabilities. 

• Many people have disabilities that involve all 
three or different intersecting disabilities such 
as mental health and physical disability. 

• For this reason, ask how you can help. Needs 
change and what works one day may not work 
the next. 

Individuals with vision loss

• Vision loss can restrict someone’s ability to read 
documents or signs, locate landmarks or see hazards. 
Some people may use a guide dog, a white cane, or a 
support person such as a sighted guide, while others 
may not. 

• Tips: 
• When you know someone has vision loss, don't 

assume the person can’t see you. Not everyone with 
vision loss is blind. Many have some or fluctuating 
vision.

• Identify yourself and speak directly to your customer if 
they are with a companion.

• Ask if they would like you to read any printed 
information out loud to them, such as a policy or a bill 
or schedule of fees. Not everyone can read braille so 
ask how you can be of assistance.

• When providing directions or instructions, be 
precise and descriptive (for example, “two steps in 
front of you” or “a metre to your left”). Don’t say 
“over there” or point in the direction indicated.

• Offer your elbow to guide them if needed. If they 
accept, lead – don’t pull.

• Identify landmarks or other details to orient the 
person to the surroundings. For example, if you’re 
approaching stairs or an obstacle, say so.

• If you need to leave the customer, let them know 
by telling them you’ll be back or saying goodbye.

• Don't leave your customer in the middle of a room 
– guide them to a comfortable location.



People who are deaf/Deaf 
or hard of hearing

• People who have hearing loss may identify in 
different ways. They may identify as deaf/Deaf, 
oral deaf, deafened, or hard of hearing. These 
terms are used to describe different levels of 
hearing or the way a person’s hearing was 
diminished or lost. 

• A person with hearing loss might use a hearing 
aid, an amplification device or hearing ear dog. 
They may have preferred ways to communicate, 
for example, through sign language, by lip reading 
or using a pen and paper. 

• Once a customer has self-identified as having hearing loss, make 
sure you face the customer when talking and that you are in a 
well-lit area so the person can see you clearly. 

• As needed, attract the person’s attention before speaking. Try a 
gentle touch on the shoulder or wave of your hand. 

• Maintain eye contact. Use body language, gestures and facial 
expression to help you communicate.

• If the person uses a hearing aid, reduce background noise or if 
possible, move to a quieter area.

• Don’t assume that the customer knows sign language or reads 
lips.

• If necessary, ask if another method of communicating would be 
easier (for example, using a pen and paper).

• When using a sign language interpreter, look and speak directly 
to the customer, not the sign language interpreter. For example, 
say “What would you like?” not “Ask her what she’d like.”

Speech 
• Cerebral palsy, stroke, hearing loss or other medical conditions or 

disabilities may make it difficult for a person to pronounce words or 
express themselves. Some people who have severe difficulties may use a 
communication board or other assistive devices.

•
• Tips:
• Don’t assume that a person who has difficulty speaking doesn’t 

understand you. 
• Speak directly to the customer and not to their companion or support 

person.
• Whenever possible, ask questions that can be answered “yes” or “no.”
• If the person uses a communication device, take a moment to read 

visible instructions for communicating with them.  
• Be patient. Don’t interrupt or finish your customer’s sentences. 
• Confirm what the person has said by summarizing or repeating what 

you’ve understood and allow the person to respond – don’t pretend if 
you’re not sure.

• If necessary, provide other ways for the customer to contact you, such as 
email.

Learning Disabilities

• The term “learning disabilities” refers to a range of disabilities. 
One example of a learning disability is dyslexia, which affects how 
a person takes in or retains information. This disability may 
become apparent when the person has difficulty reading material 
or understanding the information you are providing. 

• People with learning disabilities just learn in a different way.
• Tips: 
• Be patient and allow extra time if needed. People with some 

learning disabilities may take a little longer to process information 
or to understand and respond. 

• Try to provide information in a way that works for your customer. 
For example, some people with learning disabilities find written 
words difficult to understand, while others may have problems 
with numbers and math.

• Be willing to rephrase or explain something again in another way, 
if needed. 

Mental Health 
• Did you know that one in five Canadians will experience a mental health disability at 

some point in their lives? 
• Mental health disability is a broad term for many disorders that can range in severity. A 

person with a mental health disability may experience depression or acute mood swings, 
anxiety due to phobias or panic disorder, or hallucinations. It may affect a person’s ability 
to think clearly, concentrate or remember things.

• You may not know someone has this disability unless you are told. Stigma and lack of 
understanding are major barriers for people with mental health disabilities.

• Tips: 
• If you sense or know that a customer has a mental health disability, treat people with 

the same respect and consideration you have for everyone else.
• Be confident, calm and reassuring. Ask the customer for what they need. 
• Listen carefully, and work with the customer to meet their needs. For example, 

acknowledge that you have heard and understood what the person has said or asked.
• Respect your customer’s personal space. 
• Limit distractions that could affect your customer’s ability to focus or concentrate. For 

example, loud noise, crowded areas and interruptions could cause stress. 

Developmental or 
intellectual disability

• Developmental disabilities (such as Down syndrome) or intellectual 
disabilities can mildly or profoundly limit a person’s ability to learn, 
communicate, do everyday physical activities or live independently. 
Supports, encouragement and inclusion 

•
Tips:

• Don’t make assumptions about what a person can or cannot do. 
• Don’t exaggerate your speech or speak in a patronizing way.
• Use plain language. 
• Provide one piece of information at a time. 
• If you’re not sure of what is being said to you, confirm by summarizing or 

repeating what was said, or politely ask them to repeat it – don’t pretend 
if you’re not sure.

• Ask the customer if they would like help reading your material or 
completing a form, and wait for them to accept the offer of assistance.

• Be patient and allow extra time if needed.



What creates disabling 
conditions? 

• Expectations of fast pace & quick travel
• Ignorance or dismissive attitudes
• Lack of appropriate support technology 
• Lack of creativity/problem solving 
• Structural inaccessibility (stairs, poor lighting, 

temperature fluctuations, flashing lights, lack of snow 
removal, etc…)  

• Inequitable funding 
• Fear of doing the “wrong” thing so doing nothing at all 
• Fear in the workplace 
• Distractions and loud noises 
• Not providing enough information for someone to 

request assistance ahead of time. 

Accommodations

• Support persons for customers with disabilities 
are common and welcome at all city facilities

• Consent is required if confidential information 
is going to be discussed

• Support person is free to enter City facilities at 
no charge

• Speak directly to the customer, not the support 
person unless you are directed to do so

Service animals

• Customers with disabilities are permitted to: 
• Enter all public City facilities with service animals
• Go anywhere customers normally have access 

unless excluded by law 
• Customer is responsible for the care and 

supervision of their service animal
• Avoid talking to, touching or making eye contact 

with the working animal
• Employees with disabilities are able to bring their 

service dogs into any area they are required to 
work with very few exceptions. 

Service Disruptions

• We are required by law to provide public facing 
information about all service disruptions.

• If a service/program or building is to be closed 
or cancelled you should post your service 
disruption information on your website and 
other areas easily accessible to patrons. 

This photo is an image of a person holding a 
temporary closure sign. The person’s hands 
are in the photo and their blue shirt is in the 
background. 

If you host an event or 
customers be sure to 
accessible details

• If it applies, inform your customer of the accessible 
features in the immediate area (such as automatic 
doors, accessible washrooms, elevators or ramps).

• Think ahead and remove any items that may cause a 
physical barrier, such as boxes left in an aisle.

• If the service counter at your place of business is too 
high for a person using a wheelchair to see over, step 
around it to provide service. Use a clipboard handy if 
filling in forms or providing a signature is required.

• Keep in mind that a person’s physical disability may 
not be visible or obvious. For example, a person may 
have difficulty standing for long periods of time and 
may ask to sit while waiting to be served. 

Additional Assistance 
Available

Visit www.london.ca/accessibility
• You can also call me! 
• Melanie Stone, Accessibility Specialist

ext. 2425 mstone@london.ca or 
accessibility@London.ca


