Council Agenda
Including Addeds

The 5th Meeting of City Council

March 23, 2021, 4:00 PM

2021 Meeting - Virtual Meeting during the COVID-19 Emergency

Please check the City website for current details of COVID-19 service impacts.
Meetings can be viewed via live-streaming on YouTube and the City website

The City of London is committed to making every effort to provide alternate formats and

communication supports for Council, Standing or Advisory Committee meetings and information,
upon request. To make a request for any City service, please contact accessibility@london.ca or

519-661-2489 ext. 2425.

1.  Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

2. Recognitions

3. Review of Confidential Matters to be Considered in Public
4, Council, In Closed Session

4.1.  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. (6.1/4/PEC)

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

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending acquisition of land by the
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose;
advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial
information, that belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or
potential monetary value and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or
instruction to be applied to any negotiations carried on or to be carried on
by or on behalf of the municipality. (6.1/4/CSC)

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

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending disposition of land by the
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose;
advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial
information, that belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or
potential monetary value and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or
instruction to be applied to any negotiations carried on or to be carried on
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5.

by or on behalf of the municipality. (6.2/4/CSC)

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

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending acquisition of land by the
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose;
advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial
information, that belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or
potential monetary value and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or
instruction to be applied to any negotiations carried on or to be carried on
by or on behalf of the municipality. (6.3/4/CSC)

45, Personal Matters/Identifiable Individual

A matter pertaining to personal matters about an identifiable individual
with respect to employment-related matters and advice and
recommendations of officers and employees of the Corporation including
communications necessary for that purpose. (6.1/6/SPPC)

Confirmation and Signing of the Minutes of the Previous Meeting(s)
5.1.  4th Meeting held on February 23, 2021
Communications and Petitions

6.1. Expropriation of Lands - Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond Street
Intersection Improvements Project (as the "Approving Authority")

6.2. Expropriation of Lands - Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond Street
Intersection Improvements Project (as the "Expropriation Authority")
(Relates to Bill No. 111)

6.3. Wharncliffe Road South Improvements: 100 Stanley Street Update

(Refer to the Civic Works Committee Stage for Consideration with Iltem
11 (2.3) of the 3rd Report of the Civic Works Committee)

1. Memo from K. Scherr, Managing Director, Environmental and
Engineering Services and City Engineer

6.4. Dundas Place - Temporary Bicycle Lanes and Revised Parking Limits

(Refer to the Civic Works Committee Stage for Consideration with Item
12 (2.8) of the 3rd Report of the Civic Works Committee)

1. J. Fisher

2. J.Riedstra

3. N. McCreery

4. M. Barry

5. D. Hall, London Cycle Hall
6. J. Eastabrook

7. S. Miller

8. S. Brooks
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6.5.

6.6.

9. J.Kerr
10. M. Wickett
11. J. Kortekaas, Rebel Remedy
12. S. Carr
13.  J. Weller

Blue Community Program

(Refer to the Civic Works Committee Stage for Consideration with Item
15 (3.1) of the 3rd Report of the Civic Works Committee)

1. Councillor M. van Holst
2. J. Robinson, London and District Labour Council

New Sidewalks in 2021 Infrastructure Reconstruction Projects

(Refer to the Civic Works Committee Stage for Consideration with ltem 2
(3.1) of the 4th Report of the Civic Works Committee

1. W. Hanisch

2. M.Cole

3.  W. Handler

4. E.andJ. Hoffman
5. L. Hooper

6. B. and V. Bradley

7. M. Box
8. M. Milne
9. S. Handler

10.  G. and R. Stoddart
11.  R.and|. Standish

12. W. and C. Gibson

13.  H.Post

14.  T. Hutchinson

15.  G. Alexander

16. D. and P. Hayman
17. L. Watt

18. L. Kari

102
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120
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6.7.

6.8.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

1. (ADDED) Petition Update
J. and A. Morrow
B. Glushko
D. O'Gorman
P. MacLennan
T. Potter
M. Mannering
R. and M. McDonald
S. and K. VanBerkel
B. Woodley
S. Adams
J. Madill
S. Connolly
L. Brooke
L. Dang
S. Skelton
P. and C. Canham
M. Levine
S. Mahipaul
(ADDED) S. Watt
(ADDED) N.D. Crawford

(ADDED) J. P. New

Application - 100 Fullarton Street

(Refer to the Planning and Environment Committee Stage for
Consideration with ltem 10 (3.4) of the 4th Report of the Planning and

Environment Committee)

1.

Demolition Request for Heritage Designated Property at 93-95 Dufferin

K. McKeating, ACO London

Avenue by Old Oak Properties

(Refer to the Planning and Environment Committee Stage for
Consideration with ltem 11 (3.5) of the 4th Report of the Planning and

Environment Committee)

1.

K. Rapson, Woodfield Community Association
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6.9.

6.10.

6.11.

6.12.

6.13.

6.14.

2. L. Whitney and M. Apthorp
3. S.ONeill

Application - 403 Thompson Road - File 0Z-9290

(Refer to the Planning and Environment Committee Stage for
Consideration with Item 13 (3.7) of the 4th Report of the Planning and
Environment Committee)

1. W. and C. Comrie

(ADDED) Application - 345 Sylvan Street - File OZ-9297

(Refer to the Planning and Environment Committee Stage for
Consideration with Item 14 (3.8) of the 4th Report of the Planning and
Environment Committee)

1. (ADDED) D. Gosnell

Core Area Community Improvement Plan (0O-9257) - Core Area
Community Improvement Plan Financial Incentive Program Guidelines

(Refer to the Planning and Environment Committee Stage for
Consideration with ltem 15 (3.9) of the 4th Report of the Planning and
Environment Committee)

1. A.M. Valastro

Vacant Buildings By-law Review

(Refer to the Community and Protective Services Committee for
Consideration with Item 13 (3.2) of the 5th Report of the Community and
Protective Services Committee)

1. A. Haines

Property Standards By-law Review

(Refer to the Community and Protective Services Committee for
Consideration with Item 14 (3.3) of the 5th Report of the Community and
Protective Services Committee)

1. Property Standards By-law Review: Request for Referral for
Stakeholder Consultation - J. Hoffer, Cohen Highley

2. Landlord Licensing: Request for Rejection of CAPS Committee
Motion to Expand Licensing - J. Hoffer, Cohen Highley

(ADDED) Tow Truck Business and Impound Yard Storage Business
Licence By-law Amendment

(Refer to the Community and Protective Services Committee Stage for
Consideration with Item 15 (3.4) of the 5th Report of the Community and
Protective Services Committee)

1. (ADDED) T. Wong, CAA South Central Ontario
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8.1.  3rd Report of the Civic Works Committee 233

1.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

2. (2.1) 1st Report of the Cycling Advisory Committee

3. (2.2) Dingman Drive Improvements - Appointment of Consulting
Engineer - Detailed Design and Tendering

4. (2.4) Highway 401 / Dingman Drive Bridge Replacement -
Agreement with Ministry of Transportation (Relates to Bill No.
90)

5. (2.5) Greenway and Adelaide Wastewater Treatment Plants
Climate Change Resiliency Class Environmental Assessment
Consultant Award

6. (2.6) Contract Award: 2021 Watermain Cleaning and Relining
Program, RFP 20-23

7. (2.7) Amendments to the Traffic and Parking By-law (Relates to
Bill No. 112)

8.  (2.9) Award of Consulting Services for Detailed Design and
Tendering for a New Landfill Gas Flaring Station

9. (2.12) Public Transit Infrastructure Fund (PTIF): Approval of
Amending Agreement (Relates to Bill No. 91)

10. (2.13) Street Renaming Portion of Darlington Place (Plan 33M-
773) (Relates to Bill No. 114)

11. (2.3) Wharncliffe Road South Improvements: 100 Stanley Street
Update

12.  (2.8) Dundas Place - Temporary Bicycle Lanes and Revised
Parking Limits (Relates to Bill No. 113)

13.  (2.10) Community Employment Benefits

14. (2.11) 2020 External Audit of London’s Drinking Water Quality
Management System and 2020 Management Review

15. (3.1) Blue Community Program

16. (3.2) New Sidewalks in 2021 Infrastructure Reconstruction
Projects

17. (5.1) Deferred Matters List

8.2.  4th Report of the Civic Works Committee 244

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

2. (3.1) New Sidewalks in 2021 Infrastructure Reconstruction
Projects

3. (5.1) Safe Restart Agreement - Phase 2 Municipal Transit
Funding - Transfer Payment Agreement (Relates to Bill No. 92)

8.3.  4th Report of the Planning and Environment Committee 248
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

(2.1) 1st Report of the Advisory Committee on the Environment
(2.2) Draft Masonville Secondary Plan

(2.3) Z-1 Zoning By-law - Holding Provision Review

(2.4) Application - 973 Gainsborough Road - Removal of
Holding Provision h-17 (Relates to Bill No. 124)

(2.5) Proposed Amendment to the Hamilton Road Business
Improvement Area By-law (Relates to Bill No. 105)

(3.1) 1st Report of the Environmental and Ecological Planning
Advisory Committee

(3.2) Application - 6019 Hamlyn Street (Relates to Bill No. 125)

(3.3) 1389 Commissioners Road East - Summerside
Subdivision (Relates to Bill No. 126)

(3.4) Application - 100 Fullarton Street

(3.5) Demolition Request for Heritage Designated Property at
93-95 Dufferin Avenue by Old Oak Properties

(3.6) Application - 3924 Colonel Talbot Road (Relates to Bill No.
127)

(3.7) Application - 403 Thompson Road - File 0Z-9290 (Relates
to Bill No's. 102 and 128)

(3.8) Application - 345 Sylvan Street - File 0Z-9297 (Relates to
Bill No's. 103 and 129)

(3.9) Core Area Community Improvement Plan (O-9257) - Core
Area Community Improvement Plan Financial Incentive
Program Guidelines (Relates to Bill No's. 101, 104, 106, 107,
and 108)

(3.10) Application - 122 Base Line Road West - File SPA21-005

(4.1) 2nd Report of the London Advisory Committee on Heritage

8.4.  5th Report of the Community and Protective Services Committee

1.

2.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
(2.1) 1st Report of the Animal Welfare Advisory Committee
(2.2) 1st Report of the London Housing Advisory Committee

(2.3) 1st Report of the Diversity, Inclusion and Anti-Oppression
Advisory Committee

(2.4) Upgrade the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) System 9.3
to 9.4 and Migrate to OnCall Analytics

(2.5) Sole Source Award for the Implementation of the
Giwetashkad Indigenous Homelessness Strategic Plan

7
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8.5.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

(2.6) 2021-2022 Homeless Prevention Program Funding
Allocations - Single Source Procurement (#5S21-09)

(2.7) A New Provincial-Municipal Vision for Social Assistance
(2.8) Suppressing Crime - Theft of Gasoline and Scrap Metal

(2.9) Property Standards Related Demolitions (Relates to Bill
No. 94)

(2.10) Back to Business By-law Extension

(3.1) Update on the United Nations Safe Cities and Safe Public
Spaces Initiative (Safe Cities London)

TRIGGER WARNING

This report examines the realities of violence against women
and girls and includes detailed descriptions of violence
experienced in our community. This subject matter may create
feelings of discomfort and may be triggering to survivors of
sexual assault or violence.

Please be advised that some descriptions of violence against
women and girls contained in this report include potentially
disturbing language that may not be appropriate for all
audiences.

It is important to practice self-care when engaging with this
material. If you or someone you know requires support or
information relating to violence, please call Anova’s 24/7 crisis
and support line at 519-642-3000.

(3.2) Vacant Buildings By-law Review (Relates to Bill No's. 96
and 97)

(3.3) Property Standards By-law Review (Relates to Bill No's.
95, 98, and 100)

(3.4) Tow Truck Business and Impound Yard Storage Business
Licence By-law Amendment (Relates to Bill No's. 99 and 109)

(5.1) Deferred Matters List

4th Report of the Corporate Services Committee

1.

2.

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
(2.1) 2021 Debenture Issuance

(2.4) Public Sector Salary Disclosure Act Report for Calendar
Year 2020

(2.5) 2020 Statement of Remuneration and Expenses for
Elected and Appointed Officials

(2.7) Demolition — City-Owned Properties - 92 Wellington Road,
686 Adelaide Street North and 688 Adelaide Street North

(2.8) Declare Surplus — Portion of City-Owned Property — 330
Thames Street

328



0.

10.

11.

12.

13.

8.6.

7. (2.10) Report on Association of Municipalities of Ontario Board
Advocacy

8. (2.2) Single Source Procurement SS21-08 Infrastructure
Managed Services and Core Upgrade for Emergency
Communications System

9. (2.3) 2020 Annual Update on Budweiser Gardens
10.  (2.6) 2021 Tax Policy Expectations
11. (2.9) Review of Ward Boundaries

12. (4.1) Application - Issuance of Proclamation - Sikh Heritage

Month
6th Report of the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 334
1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

2. (2.1) Transition Plan Progress Report - Housing Development
Corporation, London (HDC)

3. (2.2) 2021 Assessment Growth Funding Allocation

4. (5.1) Service Review: Audit and Accountability Fund
Applications and Single Source 21-14 Procurement Process
Assessment Review (Relates to Bill No. 93)

Added Reports

9.1.

5th Report of Council in Closed Session

Deferred Matters

Enquiries

Emergent Motions

By-laws

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

13.1.

13.2.

13.3.

Bill No. 89 By-law No. A.- - 337

A by-law to confirm the proceedings of the Council Meeting held on the
23rd day of March, 2021. (City Clerk)

Bill No. 90 By-law No. A.- - 338

A by-law to approve and authorize the Agreement between Her Majesty
the Queen in right of the Province of Ontario represented by the Minister
of Transportation for the Province of Ontario (the “Ministry”) and The
Corporation of the City of London (the “City”) for the construction of the
Dingman Drive bridge. (2.4/3/CWC)

Bill No. 91 By-law No. A.- - 349

A by-law to approve and authorize the execution of Amending
Agreement No. 2 to the Public Transit Infrastructure Fund (PTIF) Phase
One (Ontario) Transfer Payment Agreement between Her Majesty the
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13.4.

13.5.

13.6.

13.7.

13.8.

13.9.

13.10.

13.11.

Queen in Right of Ontario as represented by the Minister of
Transportation for the Province of Ontario and The Corporation of the
City of London. (2.12/3/CWC)

Bill No. 92 By-law No. A.- -

A by-law to approve and authorize the execution of the Transfer
Payment Agreement between Her Majesty the Queen in right of the
Province of Ontario, as represented by the Minister of Transportation for
the Province of Ontario and the City of London for the reimbursement of
funds under the Safe Restart Agreement — Phase 2 Municipal Transit
Funding. (5.1/4/CWC)

Bill No. 93 By-law No. A.- -

A by-law to approve and authorize the execution of two Ontario Transfer
Payment Agreements between Her Majesty the Queen in right of the
Province of Ontario, as represented by the Minister of Municipal Affairs
and Housing and the City of London for the provision of funding for two
projects under this intake of the Audit and Accountability Fund.
(5.1/6/SPPC)

Bill No. 94 By-law No. A.- -

A by-law to approve demolition of abandoned buildings with municipal
addresses of 152 Adelaide Street North, 10 Centre Street, and 1420
Hyde Park Road. under the Property Standards provisions of the
Building Code Act. (2.9/5/CPSC)

Bill No. 95 By-law No. A.-6653(__)-

A by-law to amend By-law A.-6653-121 being “A by-law to establish the
positions of Hearings Officer”. (3.3b/5/CPSC)

Bill No. 96 By-law No. A-35-21

A by-law to amend By-law No. A-35 being “A by-law to regulate vacant
buildings” (3.2a/5/CPSC)

Bill No. 97 By-law No. A-54-21

A by-law to amend By-law No. A-54, as amended, being “A by-law to
implement an Administrative Monetary Penalty System in London” to
designate By-law No. A-35 being “A by-law to regulate vacant buildings”
(3.2b/5/CPSC)

Bill No. 98 By-law No. A-54-21

A by-law to amend By-law No. A-54, as amended, being “A by-law to
implement an Administrative Monetary Penalty System in London” to
provide for an amended Penalty Schedule “A-6” for the Property
Standards By-law. (3.3¢/5/CPSC)

Bill No. 99 By-law No. A-54-21

A by-law to amend By-law No. A-54, as amended, being “A by-law to
implement an Administrative Monetary Penalty System in London” to
provide for an amended Penalty Schedule “A-5” for the Business
Licensing By-law for the categories of Tow Truck Business and Impound
Yard Storage Business. (3.4b/5/CPSC)
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13.12.

13.13.

13.14.

13.15.

13.16.

13.17.

13.18.

13.19.

13.20.

13.21.

13.22.

Bill No. 100 By-law No. CP-___

A by-law to provide standards for the maintenance and occupancy of
property and to repeal By-law CP-16 being “A by-law prescribing
standards for the maintenance and occupancy of property.”
(3.3a/5/CPSC)

Bill No. 101 By-law No. C.P.-1467(__ )

A by-law to amend C.P.-1467-175, as amended, being “A By-law to
establish financial incentives for the Downtown Community
Improvement Project Areas” by deleting in its entirety, Schedule 3 — The
Boulevard Café Grant Guidelines. (3.9e/4/PEC)

Bill No. 102 By-law No. C.P.-1512(_)-

A by-law to amend The London Plan for the City of London, 2016
relating to relating to 403 Thompson Road. (3.7a/4/PEC)

Bill No. 103 By-law No. C.P.-1512(_)-

A by-law to amend The London Plan for the City of London, 2016
relating to relating to 345 Sylvan (3.8a/4/PEC)

Bill No. 104 By-law No. C.P.-1512(_)-

A by-law to amend The London Plan for the City of London, 2016,
relating to Map 8 in Appendix 1 (Maps) and the Core Area Community
Improvement Project Area. (3.9b/4/PEC)

Bill No. 105 By-law No. C.P.-1528(__)-

A by-law to amend By-law C.P.-1528-486, as amended, being “A by-law
to designate an area as an improvement area and to establish the board
of management for the purpose of managing the Hamilton Road
Business Improvement Area” by amending the Board of Management
composition to provide for a Board comprised of six (6) to twelve (12)
directors. (2.5/4/PEC)

Bill No. 106 By-law No. C.P.- -

A by-law to designate the Core Area Community Improvement Project
Area. (3.9a/4/PEC)

Bill No. 107 By-law No. C.P.- -

A by-law to adopt the Core Area Community Improvement Plan.
(3.9¢/4/PEC)

Bill No. 108 By-law No.C.P.-__ -

A by-law to establish financial incentives for the Core Area Community
Improvement Project Area. (3.9d/4/PEC)

Bill No. 109 By-law No. L.-131(_)-_

A by-law to amend By-law No. L.-131-16 entitled “A by-law to provide for
the Licensing and Regulation of Various Businesses”. (3.4a/5/CPSC)

Bill No. 110 By-law No. L.S.P.-3476(__)-_

A by-law to amend By-law No. L.S.P.-3476-474, as amended, entitled,
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13.23.

13.24.

13.25.

13.26.

13.27.

13.28.

13.29.

13.30.

13.31.

13.32.

“A by-law to designate 660 Sunningdale Road East to be of cultural
heritage value or interest” to correct the legal description of the subject
property. (City Clerk)

Bill No. 111 By-law No. L.S.P.- -

A by-law to expropriate lands in the City of London, in the County of
Middlesex, for the Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street Intersection
Improvements Project. (City Engineer)

Bill No. 112 By-law No. PS-113-21

A by-law to amend By-law PS-113 entitled, “A by-law to regulate traffic
and the parking of motor vehicles in the City of London.” (2.7/3/CWC)

Bill No. 113 By-law No. PS-113-21

A by-law to amend By-law PS-113 entitled, “A by-law to regulate traffic
and the parking of motor vehicles in the City of London.” (2.8b/3/CWC)

Bill No. 114 By-law No. S.- -

A by-law to rename the portion of “Darlington Place” from Kettering
Place southward to Lot 9, Concession 1, Part 2 of Reference Plan 33R-
19902, within Registered Plan 33M-773 to “Barn Swallow Place”.
(2.13/3/CWC)

Bill No. 115 By-law No. S.- -

A by-law to permit 2745787 Ontario Inc. to maintain and use a
boulevard parking area upon the road allowance for 316 Horton Street
East, City of London. (City Clerk)

Bill No. 116 By-law No. S.- -

A by-law to assume certain works and services in the City of London.
(Foxwood Crossing Subdivision Phase 3; Plan 33M-709) (City Engineer)

Bill No. 117 By-law No. S.- -

A by-law to assume certain works and services in the City of London.
(Matthews Hall Subdivision; Plan 33M-595) (City Engineer)

Bill No. 118 By-law No. S.- -

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume lands in the City of
London as public highway. (as widening to Colonel Talbot Road south of
Pack Road; and as widening to Pack Road west of Colonel Talbot
Road) (Chief Surveyor - for road widening purposes on Colonel Talbot
Road, pursuant to Site Plan SPA20-021 and in accordance with Zoning
By-law Z.-1)

Bill No. 119 By-law No. S.- -

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume lands in the City of
London as public highway (as widening to Westmount Hills Drive north
of Tobin Court) (Chief Surveyor - for road widening purposes on Dundas
Street registered as Instrument No. ER1340931 pursuant to Consent
B.004/19 and in accordance with Zoning By-law Z.-1)

Bill No. 120 By-law No. S.- -
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14.

A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume lands in the City of
London as public highway. (as widening to Wellington Road south of
Bradley Avenue) (Chief Surveyor - for road widening purposes on
Wellington Road registered as Inst. No. ER1264609, pursuant to
SPA19-058 and in accordance with Zoning By-law Z.-1)

13.33.  Bill No. 121 By-law No. S.- -
A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume lands in the City of
London as public highway. (as widening to Oxford Street West, west of
Wharncliffe Road North) (Chief Surveyor - dedication as public highway)

13.34.  Bill No. 122 By-law No. S.- -
A by-law to lay out, constitute, establish and assume certain reserves in
the City of London as public highway. (as part of Blackwell Boulevard)
(Chief Surveyor - for unobstructed legal access throughout the
Subdivision)

13.35.  Bill No. 123 By-law No. W.-5654(__ )-
A by-law to amend by-law No. W.-5654-291 entitled, “A by-law to
authorize the 2019-2023 Active Transportation Project. (Project No.
TS173919).” (2.8/2/CWC)

13.36.  Bill No. 124 By-law No. Z.-1-21
A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to remove holding provisions from
the zoning for lands located at 973 Gainsborough Road. (2.4/4/PEC)

13.37.  Bill No. 125 By-law No. Z.-1-21
A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
6019 Hamlyn Street. (3.2/4/PEC)

13.38.  Bill No. 126 By-law No. Z.-1-21
A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
1389 Commissioners Road East. (3.3/4/PEC)

13.39.  Bill No. 127 By-law No. Z.-1-21
A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
3924 Colonel Talbot Rd. (3.6/4/PEC)

13.40. Bill No. 128 By-law No. Z.-1-21
A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
403 Thompson Road. (3.7b/4/PEC)

13.41.  Bill No. 129 By-law No. Z.-1-21
A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
345 Sylvan Street. (3.8b/4/PEC)

Adjournment
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London
CANADA
Council
Minutes
The 4th Meeting of City Council
February 23, 2021, 4:00 PM
Present: Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.

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

Also Present: M. Ribera, C. Saunders and B. Westlake-Power

Remote Attendance: L. Livingstone, A. Anderson, A. Barbon, G.
Barrett, B. Card, M. Daley, K. Dickins, G. Kotsifas, J.P.
McGonigle, K. Scherr, M. Schulthess, C. Smith, B. Somers, S.
Stafford, A. Thompson, B. Warner, R. Wilcox.

The meeting was called to order at 4:05 PM, with Mayor E.
Holder in the Chair and all Members participating; it being noted
that the following Members attended the meeting remotely: M.
van Holst, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga and S. Hillier.

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

Councillor S. Lehman discloses a pecuniary interest in Item 10 (2.8) of the 3rd
Report of the Planning and Environment Committee, having to do with the
London Community Recovery Network - Ideas for Action by Municipal Council as
it relates to Idea 2.5 - increase in grant funding/building code for fagade
upgrades, by indicating that he is a commercial tenant in downtown.

Councillor S. Turner discloses pecuniary interests on the following matters:

Item 14 (2.11) of the 2nd Report of the Civic Works Committee, having to do with
the 2020 Drinking Water Annual Report and Summary Report for the City of
London Drinking Water System, by indicating that he is an employee of the
Middlesex-London Health Unit.

Item 9 (2.1) of the 3rd Report of the Planning and Environment Committee,
having do with European Gypsy Month (EGM) Proposed Management Plan, by
indicating that he is an employee of the Middlesex-London Health Unit.

Councillor J. Helmer disclosed a pecuniary interest in Item 2 (3.1) of the 5th
Report of the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee, having to do with the City
of London Service Review: Recommended Closure of River Road Golf Course,
by indicating that his father is a member of the Golf Courses Owners Association,
whose members fees could be affected by the decision associated with this
matter.

Mayor E. Holder discloses a pecuniary interest in Item 16 (5.1) of the 2nd Report
of the Civic Works Committee, having to do with the Deferred Matters List as it
relates to the property located at 745 Waterloo Street, by indicating that his
spouse and daughter own and operate a business at this location.

2. Recognitions
None.
3. Review of Confidential Matters to be Considered in Public

Motion made by: S. Lehman
Seconded by: S. Lewis
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That pursuant to section 6.5 of the Council Procedure By-law, the following
changes in order BE APPROVED:

a) Stage 4 — Councill, In Closed Session be considered after Stage 13- By-
laws, with the exception of Bill No. 63, being a by-law to confirm the proceedings
of the Council Meeting held on the 23rd day of February 2021, which will be
considered, prior to Stage 14 — Adjournment; and

b) Stage 9 — Added Reports —Item 9.1 — 4th Report of Council, In Closed
Session be considered after Stage 4 — Council, In Closed Session.

Yeas: (15): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.
Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S.
Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (15 to 0)

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

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

That the Minutes of the 3rd Meeting held on February 2, 2021, BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (15): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.
Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S.
Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (15 to 0)

Communications and Petitions

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

That the communications included on the Added Agenda related to the matters
listed below, BE RECEIVED and BE REFERRED as noted on the public agenda:

6.1 London Community Recovery Network - Ideas for Action by Municipal
Council (Planning and Environment Committee Stage for Consideration with Item
10 (2.8) of the 3rd Report of the Planning and Environment Committee)

6.2 Paid Seek Leave Enhancements (Corporate Services Committee Stage for
Consideration with Item 10 (5.1) of the 3rd Report of the Corporate Services
Committee)

6.3 New Sidewalks in 2021 Infrastructure Reconstruction Projects (Civic
Works Committee Stage for Consideration with Item 12 (2.6) of the 2nd Report of
the Civic Works Committee)

6.4 City of London Service Review Recommended Closure of River Road Golf
Course (Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee Stage for Consideration with
Item 2 (3.1) of the 5th Report of the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee)

Yeas: (15): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.
Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S.
Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (15 to 0)

Motions of Which Notice is Given

None.



8.

Reports

8.1  3rd Report of the Planning and Environment Committee

Motion made by: P. Squire

That the 3rd Report of the Planning and Environment Committee,
excluding Items 9 (2.1) and 10 (2.8), BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (15): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer,
M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (15 to 0)

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
Motion made by: P. Squire

That Councillor S. Lehman disclosed a pecuniary interest in clause
2.8 of this Report, having to do with the London Recovery Network
- Ideas for Action by Municipal Council, as it relates to increase
grant funding/building code for fagade upgrades, by indicating that
he is a tenant in the downtown area under construction.

Motion Passed

(2.2) Application - 146 and 184 Exeter Road - Middleton
Subdivision Phase 3 - Special Provisions

Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development
Services, the following actions be taken with respect to entering
into a Subdivision Agreement between The Corporation of the City
of London and Sifton Properties Limited for the subdivision of land
over Part of Lots 34, Concession 2, (former Township of
Westminster) situated on the north side of Exeter Road, east of
Wonderland Road South, municipally known as 146 and 184 Exeter
Road:

a) the Special Provisions, to be contained in a Subdivision
Agreement between The Corporation of the City of London and
Sifton Properties Limited for the Middleton Subdivision - Phase 3
(39T-15501) appended to the staff report dated February 8, 2021
as Appendix “A”, BE APPROVED,;

b) the Applicant BE ADVISED that Development Finance has
summarized the claims and revenues appended to the staff report
dated February 8, 2021 as Appendix “B”; and,

c) the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute
this Agreement, any amending agreements and all documents
required to fulfill its conditions. (2021-D12)

Motion Passed



(2.3) Application - 335 Kennington Way, 3959 and 3964 Mia
Avenue - Removal of Holding Provision (Plan 33M-765) (H-9272)
(Relates to Bill No. 80)

Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development
Services, based on the application by 11031250 Ontario Inc.,
relating to lands located at 335 Kennington Way, 3959 and 3964
Mia Avenue, legally described as Part of Block 1, Plan 33M-765,
Designated as Part 2 and 3 Plan 33R-20777 and Block 2, 33M-765,
the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated February 8,
2021 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be
held on February 23, 2021 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in
conformity with the Official Plan), to change the zoning of the
subject lands FROM a Holding Residential R4 Special Provision/R5
Special Provision/R6 Special Provision (h*h-100*h-198* R4-
6(10)/R5-4(23)/R6-5(51) Zone TO a Residential R4 Special
Provision/R5 Special Provision/R6 Special Provision R4-6(10)/R5-
4(23)/R6-5(51) Zone to remove the h, h-100 and h-198 holding
provisions. (2021-D09)

Motion Passed

(2.4) Application - 2725 Asima Drive (33M-699, Block 53) (P-9220)
Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development
Services, the following actions be taken with respect to the
application by Rockwood Homes to exempt Block 53, Plan 33M-
699 from Part-Lot Control:

a) pursuant to subsection 50(7) of the Planning Act, R.S.O.
1990, c. P.13, the proposed by-law appended to the staff report
dated February 8, 2021 BE INTRODUCED at a future Council
meeting, to exempt Block 53, Plan 33M-699 from the Part-Lot
Control provisions of subsection 50(5) of the said Act; it being noted
that these lands are subject to registered subdivision agreements
and are zoned Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-5(2)) in Zoning
By-law No. Z.-1, which permits street townhouse dwellings; and,

b) the following conditions of approval BE REQUIRED to be
completed prior to the passage of a Part-Lot Control By-law for
Block 53, Plan 33M-699 as noted in clause a) above:

)] the applicant be advised that the costs of registration of the
said by-laws are to be borne by the applicant in accordance with
City Policy;

i)  the applicant submit a draft reference plan to the
Development Services for review and approval to ensure the
proposed part lots and development plans comply with the
regulations of the Zoning By-law, prior to the reference plan being
deposited in the land registry office;

iii)  the applicant submits to the Development Services a digital
copy together with a hard copy of each reference plan to be
deposited. The digital file shall be assembled in accordance with
the City of London's Digital Submission / Drafting Standards and be
referenced to the City’s NAD83 UTM Control Reference;



iv)  the applicant submit each draft reference plan to London
Hydro showing driveway locations and obtain approval for hydro
servicing locations and above ground hydro equipment locations
prior to the reference plan being deposited in the land registry
office;

v)  the applicant submit to the City Engineer for review and
approval prior to the reference plan being deposited in the land
registry office; any revised lot grading and servicing plans in
accordance with the final lot layout to divide the blocks should there
be further division of property contemplated as a result of the
approval of the reference plan;

vi)  the applicant shall enter into any amending subdivision
agreement with the City, if necessary;,

vii) the applicant shall agree to construct all services, including
private drain connections and water services, in accordance with
the approved final design of the lots;

viii) the applicant shall obtain confirmation from the Development
Services that the assignment of municipal numbering has been
completed in accordance with the reference plan(s) to be
deposited, should there be further division of property contemplated
as a result of the approval of the reference plan prior to the
reference plan being deposited in the land registry office;

ix) the applicant shall obtain approval from the Development
Services of each reference plan to be registered prior to the
reference plan being registered in the land registry office;

Xx)  the applicant shall submit to the City, confirmation that an
approved reference plan for final lot development has been
deposited in the Land Registry Office;

xi) the applicant shall obtain clearance from the City Engineer that
requirements iv), v) and vi) inclusive, outlined above, are
satisfactorily completed, prior to any issuance of building permits by
the Building Controls Division for lots being developed in any future
reference plan;

xii) the applicant shall provide a draft transfer of the easements to
be registered on title for the reciprocal use of parts 2, 4, 6, 8, 10,
12,14 and 16 by parts 1, 3,5, 7, 9, 11, 13 and 15; and,

xiii) that on notice from the applicant that a reference plan has been
registered on a Block, and that Part-Lot Control be re-established
by the repeal of the by-law affecting the Lots/Block in question.
(2021-D25)

Motion Passed



(2.5) Application - 3542 Emilycarr Lane (H-9281) (Relates to Bill
No. 81)

Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development
Services, based on the application by Goldfield Ltd., relating to the
property located at 3542 Emilycarr Lane, the proposed by-law
appended to the staff report dated February 8, 2021 BE
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on
February 23, 2021 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in conformity
with the Official Plan), to change the zoning of the subject lands
FROM a Holding Residential R5 (h*h-100*h-104*h-155*R5-7) Zone
TO a Residential R5 (R5-7) Zone to remove the “h, h-100, h-104
and h-155" holding provisions. (2021-D08)

Motion Passed

(2.6) Application - 1160 Wharncliffe Road South (P-9238) (Relates
to Bill No. 67)

Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development
Services, with respect to the application by Goldfield Ltd., the
proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated February 8,
2021 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be
held on February 23, 2021 to exempt Block 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7, Plan
33M-786 from the Part-Lot Control provisions of Subsection 50(5)
of the Planning Act, for a period not exceeding three (3) years.
(2021-D25)

Motion Passed

(2.7) 2020 Annual Development Report
Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Planning and City
Planner, the staff report dated February 8, 2021 entitled "2020
Annual Development Report" BE RECEIVED for information.
(2021-A23)

Motion Passed

(2.9) Building Division Monthly Reports - November 2020 and
December 2020

Motion made by: P. Squire

That the Building Division Monthly Report for November and
December 2020 BE RECEIVED for information. (2021-A23)

Motion Passed



11.

12.

(3.1) Application - 3195 White Oak Road (Z-9204) (Relates to Bill
No. 82)

Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development
Services with respect to the application by 2748714 Ontario Inc.,
relating to the property located at 3195 White Oak Road, the
proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated February 8,
2021 BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be
held on February 23, 2021 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 Urban Reserve Special Provision
(h-94*UR4(11)) and an Urban Reserve (UR4) Zone TO a
Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-3(21)) Zone;

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

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

* the recommended amendment is consistent with, and will
serve to implement the policies of the Provincial Policy Statement,
2020 which encourage infill and intensification and the provision of
a range of housing types, and efficient use of existing infrastructure;
* the proposed residential uses and scale of development are
consistent with the policies of the London Plan, the 1989 Official
Plan, the Southwest Area Secondary Plan and the North
Longwoods Area Plan policies; and,

* the subject lands are of a suitable size and shape to
accommodate the development proposed. (2021-D08)

Motion Passed

(3.2) Draft Plan of Vacant Land Condominium - 3087 White Oak
Road 39CD-20511

Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development
Services, the following actions be taken with respect to the
application by Whiterock Village Inc., relating to the property
located at 3087 White Oak Road:

a) the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that no issues were
raised at the public meeting with respect to the application for Draft
Plan of Vacant Land Condominium relating to the property located
at 3087 White Oak Road; and,

b) the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that no issues were
raised at the public meeting with respect to the Site Plan Approval
application relating to the property located at 3087 White Oak
Road;
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13.

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. (2021-D07)

Motion Passed

(3.3) Application - 185 Horton Street East (Relates to Bill No. 83)
Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development
Services, with respect to the application by 1524400 Ontario Inc.,
relating to the property located at 185 Horton Street East, the
proposed revised, attached, by-law BE INTRODUCED at the
Municipal Council meeting to be held on February 23, 2021 to
amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, (in conformity with the Official
Plan), to change the zoning of the subject property FROM an
Arterial Commercial Special Provision (AC4(11)) Zone TO an
Arterial Commercial Special Provision Bonus Zone (AC4(__)/B_ )
Zone;

the Bonus Zone shall be implemented through one or more
agreements to facilitate the development of a high quality mixed-
use commercial/residential apartment building with a maximum
density of 389 units per hectare and a maximum height of 51
metres (16-storeys) which substantially implements the Site Plan
and Elevations appended to the staff report as Schedule “1” to the
amending by-law in return for the following facilities, services and
matters:

i) a high quality development which substantially implements the
site plan and elevations as appended to the staff report as
Schedule “1” to the amending by-law:

Building Design

A)  high quality architectural design (building/landscaping)
including a common design theme for residential and commercial
elements; and provision of structured parking facilities and
screening for surface parking areas;

Underground Parking

A) underground parking structure parking provided to reduce
surface parking areas (a minimum of 27 subsurface spaces
provided);

Outdoor Amenity and Landscaping

A) common outdoor amenity area to be provided in the
northeast quadrant of the site; and rooftop terraces above the 7th,
12th and 16th floors;

B) landscape enhancements beyond City design standards,
including theme lighting; and,

C) landscape plans for common outdoor amenity areas to
incorporate hard landscape elements and drought resistant
landscaping to reduce water consumption;
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Sustainability

A)  provides a pedestrian-oriented environment along Horton
Street East, which facilitates passive surveillance of the streetscape
and, ultimately, safer streets;

B) fosters social interaction and facilitates active transportation
and community connectivity with Downtown; and,

C) the subject lands are close to public open space and
parkland in the area, particularly Thames Park, Charles Hunt Park,
and the Thames River Pathway system, which provides
recreational opportunities for residents (passive and active);

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 to Zoning By-law Z.-1 is
consistent with the 2020 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) which
encourages the regeneration of settlement areas and land use
patterns within settlement areas that provide for a range of uses
and opportunities for intensification and redevelopment. The PPS
directs municipalities to permit all forms of housing required to meet
the needs of all residents present and future;

» the recommended amendment conforms to the in-force
policies of The London Plan, including but not limited to the Key
Directions, Homelessness Prevention and Housing policies, and
City Design policies. The subject lands represent an appropriate
location for residential intensification, along a higher-order street at
the fringe of the downtown area, and the recommended
amendment would permit development at a magnitude that is
suitable for the site adding a connection between the downtown
and abutting neighbourhood;

* the recommended amendment conforms to the in-force
policies of the 1989 Official Plan including, but not limited to the
Policies for the Main Street Commercial Corridor designation. The
recommended amendment would permit development at an
intensity that is at the upper range of the maximum density for
residential intensification within the Main Street Commercial
Corridor designation but still ensures the nature of development is
suitable for the site and the immediate neighbourhood. The
recommended amendment would help to reach the objective of
supplying additional institutional housing choices and options for
students attending educational institutions in the downtown;

* the recommended Zoning By-law amendment is consistent
with the SoHo (South of Horton Street) Community Improvement
Plan with the redevelopment of the Mixed Use Mainstreet District
along Horton Street by facilitating development that complements
the Mainstreet District on Horton Street E one block east of the
subject site; and,

* the subject lands represent an appropriate location for
institutional and residential intensification, along Horton Street and
the recommended amendment would permit an
apartment/dormitory development at an intensity that is appropriate
for the site and the surrounding neighbourhood. (2021-D08)

Motion Passed
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10.

(2.1) 2021 European Gypsy Moth (EGM) Proposed Management
Plan

Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental & Engineering Services and City Engineer, the staff
report dated February 8, 2021 entitled "2021 European Gypsy Moth
(EGM) Proposed Management Plan" BE RECEIVED for
information. (2021-DO05)

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J.
Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins,
P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Recuse: (1): S. Turner

Motion Passed (14 to 0)
At 4:30 PM, Councillor S. Hillier leaves the meeting.

(2.8) London Community Recovery Network - Ideas for Action by
Municipal Council

Motion made by: P. Squire

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Development & Compliance Services and Chief Building Official,
the following actions be taken with respect to the London
Community Recovery Network:

a) the implementation plans for the following ideas for action
submitted from the London Community Recovery Network and
received by Municipal Council BE APPROVED:

- 2.5 Increase grant funding/building code for facade upgrades;
- 2.6 Appoint a downtown lead at City Hall;

- 2.7 Create a business concierge service;

- 2.8 Create a core area champion at senior level; and,

- 2.9 Create an integrated economic development blueprint;

b)  the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to execute the
implementation plans for ideas for action in support of London’s
community recovery from COVID-19 approved in a) above;

c) that $250,000 BE APPROVED to implement the ideas
approved in a) above and as set out in the business cases included
in Appendix A to the staff report, noting that Municipal Council
previously authorized $5 million to be contributed to the Economic
Development Reserve Fund to support social and economic
recovery measures;

d) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to waive the
requirement of having all City property taxes paid in full for property
owners eligible to receive grants in 2021 under the City’s Upgrade
to Building Code Loan, Facade Improvement Loan and
Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant Community
Improvement Plan programs, provided that all other requirements
have been met; it being noted that any grant funding will first be
applied against outstanding property taxes owing; and,

e) the staff report dated February 8, 2021 entitled "London
Community Recovery Network - Ideas for Action by Municipal
Council" BE RECEIVED for information;
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it being noted that the Planning and Environment Committee
reviewed and received the following communications with respect
to this matter:

a communication dated February 1, 2021 from D. Szpakowski,
CEO and General Manager, Hyde Park Business Improvement
Association; and,

the attached presentation. (2021-S08/S12)

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

That Item 10 (2.8) BE AMENDED by adding the following new part
d), with the remaining parts of the Item being renumbered
accordingly:

d) idea for action 3.5 “provide better market data to attract new
business” BE REFERRED back to the Civic Administration to
develop partnership agreements with Business Improvement Areas
(BIAs) and other community partners to provide for enhanced
opportunities through partnerships to access and gather existing
and new data that could be made available to all involved partners,
resulting in no new net cost to the municipality and to report back to
a future meeting of the Planning and Environment Committee on
this matter;

Yeas: (12): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, M.
Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, P. Van Meerbergen, S.
Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Nays: (2): J. Helmer, and A. Hopkins
Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (12 to 2)
At 4:42 PM, Councillor S. Hillier enters the meeting.

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

That part a) BE AMENDED, by approving Item 1.3 - A Break in the
Clouds.

Amendment:
Motion made by: J. Morgan
Seconded by: M. van Holst

That part a) of the proposed amendment BE AMENDED by adding
Ideas for Action Item 1.3 - A Break in the Clouds and including
eligibility to participate in the proposed programs to all Business
Improvement Areas (BIAS).

Yeas: (15): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J.
Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins,
P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S.
Hillier

Motion Passed (15 to 0)

Motion made by: J. Helmer
Seconded by: M. van Holst
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That the budget amount for Action Item 1.3 - A Break in the Clouds,
BE AMENDED by increasing the amount to $120,000.00.

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

Nays: (9): M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J.
Morgan, S. Lehman, P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, and S. Hillier

Motion Failed (6 to 9)

Motion made by: S. Turner
Seconded by: M. van Holst

That Item 10 (2.8,) as amended, by adding Action Item - 3.1 - A
Break in the Clouds for all Business Improvement Areas (BIAs), BE
APPROVED.

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

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

Motion Passed (12 to 3)

Motion made by: P. Squire

That part a), Action Item 2.5 - Increase grant funding/building code
for facade upgrades BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J.
Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Recuse: (1): S. Lehman

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

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

That Item 10 (2.8), as amended, excluding, Action Item 2.5 -
Increase grant funding/building code for fagade upgrades, BE
APPROVED.

Yeas: (15): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J.
Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins,
P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S.
Hillier

Motion Passed (15 to 0)

Item 10 (2.8), as amended, reads as follows:

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Development & Compliance Services and Chief Building Official,
the following actions be taken with respect to the London
Community Recovery Network:
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8.2

a) the implementation plans for the following ideas for action
submitted from the London Community Recovery Network and
received by Municipal Council BE APPROVED:

- 2.5 Increase grant funding/building code for fagade upgrades;
- 2.6 Appoint a downtown lead at City Hall;

- 2.7 Create a business concierge service;

- 2.8 Create a core area champion at senior level; and,

- 2.9 Create an integrated economic development blueprint;

o 3.1 A Break in the Clouds for all Business Improvement Areas
(BIAS)

b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to execute the
implementation plans for ideas for action in support of London’s
community recovery from COVID-19 approved in a) above;

c) that $350,000 BE APPROVED to implement the ideas
approved in a) above and as set out in the business cases included
in Appendix A to the staff report, noting that Municipal Council
previously authorized $5 million to be contributed to the Economic
Development Reserve Fund to support social and economic
recovery measures;

d) idea for action 3.5 "provide better market data to attract new
business" BE REFERRED back to the Civic Administration to
develop partnership agreements with Business Improvement Areas
(BIAs) and other community partners to provide for enhanced
opportunities through partnerships to access and gather existing
and new data that could be made available to all involved partners,
resulting in no new net cost to the municipality and to report back to
a future meeting of the Planning and Environment Committee on
this matter;

e) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to waive the
requirement of having all City property taxes paid in full for property
owners eligible to receive grants in 2021 under the City’s Upgrade
to Building Code Loan, Facade Improvement Loan and
Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant Community
Improvement Plan programs, provided that all other requirements
have been met; it being noted that any grant funding will first be
applied against outstanding property taxes owing; and,

f)  the staff report dated February 8, 2021 entitled "London
Community Recovery Network - Ideas for Action by Municipal
Council" BE RECEIVED for information;

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

a communication dated February 1, 2021 from D. Szpakowski,
CEO and General Manager, Hyde Park Business Improvement
Association; and,

the attached presentation. (2021-S08/S12)

4th Report of the Community and Protective Services Committee
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That the 4th Report of the Community and Protective Services Committee,
excluding Item 6 (2.2), BE APPROVED.
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Yeas: (15): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer,
M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (15 to 0)

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
Motion made by: J. Helmer

None.

Motion Passed

(2.1) 1st Report of the Accessibility Advisory Committee
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That the following actions be taken with respect to the 1st Report of
the Accessibility Advisory Committee from its meeting held on
January 28, 2020:

a) the following actions be taken with respect to the Memo dated
January 20, 2021, from the Director, Roads and Transportation,
related to the 2021 Neighbourhood Street Reconstruction Projects -
Complete Streets Sidewalk Assessments:

i)  the Civic Administration BE ADVISED that the Accessibility
Advisory Committee (ACCAC) supports the inclusion of sidewalks
on both sides of the streets listed within the above-noted Memo
except in circumstances that warrant sidewalks on only one side of
the street; and,

i) the Civic Administration BE ADVISED that the only instances
that call for zero sidewalks on a street should be situations where
the circumstances are insurmountable for the installation of
sidewalks and, in those cases, the ACCAC should be consulted;

it being noted that the above-noted Memo was received,;

b) the following actions be taken with respect to the Accessibility
Advisory Committee (ACCAC) Terms of Reference:

i)  the above-noted Terms of Reference, as appended to the
agenda, BE RECEIVED,; and,

i) the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to consider adding
additional provisions concerning ableism when drafting the updated
ACCAC Terms of Reference document;

c) Jay Menard BE APPOINTED as the Accessibility Advisory
Committee representative to the Community Diversity and Inclusion
Strategy (CDIS) Leadership Table; and,

d) clauses1.1,1.2,3.1,3.2,34,5.1,5.3,5.4and 5.5 BE
RECEIVED.

Motion Passed

(2.3) Sign By-law Amendment (Relates to Bill No. 69)
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That, the on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
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following actions be taken with respect to revisions to the Sign By-
law:

a) the staff report dated February 9, 2021, with respect to
amendments to allow for posters on City-controlled bike locker
frames as part of the introduction of bike lockers in and around
downtown BE RECEIVED; and,

b) the revised draft Sign By-law, as appended to the above-
noted staff report, BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council
meeting to be held on February 23, 2021 to enact the above-noted
changes. (2021-R06/T10)

Motion Passed

(2.4) Strategic Plan Variance Report
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That, on the recommendation of the Acting Managing Director,
Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home, the staff report
dated February 9, 2021, with respect to the Strategic Plan Progress
Variance, BE RECEIVED. (2021-C08)

Motion Passed

(2.5) Proposed Amendment - Eldon House By-law (Relates to Bill
No. 66)

Motion made by: J. Helmer

That, on the recommendation of the City Clerk, the proposed by-
law, as appended to the staff report dated February 9, 2021, BE
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on
February 23, 2021, to amend By-law A.-6825-162, as amended,
being “A By-law to establish a municipal service board for the
purpose of operating and Managing Eldon House” to amend the
Board composition to provide for the appointment of a past Chair of
the Board as a Director. (2021-R01)

Motion Passed

(4.1) Business Case for Lighting Dog Parks
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That the communication from Councillor M. van Holst, as appended
to the agenda, with respect to lighting one dog park per year, BE
RECEIVED. (2021-R04)

Motion Passed

(5.1) Deferred Matters List
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That the Deferred Matters List for the Community and Protective
Services Committee, as at February 1, 2021, BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed
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(5.2) Residential Rental Units Licensing By-law Review
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That the communication, dated February 8, 2021, from Councillors
A. Kayabaga and M. Salih, with respect to a review of the
Residential Rental Units Licensing By-law, BE REFERRED to the
March 2, 2021 meeting of the Community and Protective Services
Committee for consideration.

Motion Passed

(2.2) London Community Recovery Network - Ideas for Action by
Municipal Council

Motion made by: J. Helmer

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Neighbourhood, Children and Fire Services, the Acting Managing
Director, Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home, and the
Managing Director, Parks and Recreation, the following actions be
taken with respect to the staff report dated February 9, 2021 related
to the London Community Recovery Network and ideas for action
by Municipal Council:

a) the following actions be taken with respect to the ideas for
action submitted by the London Community Recovery Network and
received by Municipal Council, as contained within the above-noted
staff report:

i)  the implementation plans for the following ideas for action BE
APPROVED:

- 1.1 Christmas (Holiday) Market;

- 2.4 Create a regional holiday destination in downtown;

- 3.2 Self-employment exploration training for unemployed,;
- 4.1 Increase focus on addressing food insecurity;

- 4.4 Public toilets and sanitation;

- 4.7 Support for National Child Care Framework;

- 5.2 Outdoor concerts;

- 5.3 Interactive distanced festivals and events;

- 5.4 City of Lights: Public Art Projection Program;

- 5.5 London Mural and Art Walk;

- 5.6 Mural facade grant; and,

- 5.8 Develop an app with augmented reality for scavenger hunts;

i) the implementation plan for item #2.3 Downtown Recovery —
free transit to the downtown, as it relates to transit initiatives to the
downtown, BE REFERRED back to the Civic Administration to
continue working with the London Transit Commission on this
matter, with a report back to a future meeting of the Community and
Protective Services Committee (CPSC) when additional details are
available; and,

iii) implementation plan for item #2.3 Downtown Recovery — free
transit to the downtown, as it relates to parking initiatives in the
downtown BE REFERRED back to the Civic Administration with a
report back to a future meeting of the CPSC when additional details
are available;

b)  the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to execute the
implementation plans for the above-noted approved ideas for action
in support of London’s community recovery from COVID-19;
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c) the Federal Government BE REQUESTED, in partnership
with the provinces, to develop and implement a National Child Care
Framework to focus on accessibility, affordability, and equity for all
families, recognizing that licensed quality child care and qualified
Early Childhood Educators are essential to COVID-19 economic
and social recovery;

d) $1,980,000 BE APPROVED to implement the above-noted
approved ideas as set out in the business cases included in
Appendix A of the above-noted staff report; it being noted that
Municipal Council previously authorized $5 million to be contributed
to the Economic Development Reserve Fund to support social and
economic recovery measures; and,

e) the above-noted staff report BE RECEIVED. (2021-R08/S08)
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That Item 6 (2.2), excluding Ideas for Actions 2.4 - create a regional
holiday designation in the downtown, 5.4 - City of Lights: Public Art
Projection Program, 5.5 - London Mural and Art Walk and 5.6 -
Mural fagade and grant, of part a) i), BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (15): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J.
Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins,
P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S.
Hillier

Motion Passed (15 to 0)

At 5:56 PM, Mayor E. Holder places Deputy Mayor J. Morgan in the
Chair and takes a seat at the Council Board.

At 5:58 PM, Mayor E. Holder resumes the Chair and Deputy Mayor
J. Morgan takes his seat at the Council Board.

At 6:00 PM, Councillor S. Hillier leaves the meeting.
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That part a) i) Idea for Action 2.4 - Create a regional holiday
destination in downtown, BE APPROVED.

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

Nays: (8): M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J.
Morgan, S. Lehman, P. Van Meerbergen, and E. Peloza

Absent: (1): S. Hillier
Motion Failed (6 to 8)

At 6:04 PM, Councillor S. Hillier enters the meeting.
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That part a)i), Idea for Action 5.4 - City of Lights: Public Art
Projection Program, BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (7): M. van Holst, M. Salih, J. Helmer, S. Lehman, A.
Hopkins, S. Turner, and A. Kayabaga

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

Motion Failed (7 to 8)
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At 6:08 PM, Mayor E. Holder places Deputy Mayor J. Morgan in the
Chair and takes a seat at the Council Board.

At 6:10 PM, Mayor E. Holder resumes the Chair and Deputy Mayor
J. Morgan takes his seat at the Council Board.

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

That pursuant to section 13.2 of the Council Procedure By-law, part
a) i) Idea for Action 5.4 - City of Lights: Public Art Projection
Project, BE RECONSIDERED as a Member indicated that they
inadvertently voted incorrectly.

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

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

Motion Passed (13 to 2)

Motion made by: J. Helmer

That part a) i) Idea for Action 5.4 - City of Lights: Public Art
Projection Program BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (6): M. van Holst, M. Salih, J. Helmer, A. Hopkins, S. Turner,
and A. Kayabaga

Nays: (9): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J.
Morgan, S. Lehman, P. Van Meerbergen, E. Peloza, and S. Hillier

Motion Failed (6 to 9)

At 6:39 PM, Councillor A. Kayabaga leaves the meeting.
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That part a) i) Idea for Action 5.5 - London Mural and Art Walk, BE
APPROVED.

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

Nays: (3): S. Lehman, P. Van Meerbergen, and S. Hillier
Absent: (1): A. Kayabaga

Motion Passed (11 to 3)

At 6:43 PM, Councillor S. Hillier leaves the meeting.
Motion made by: J. Helmer

That part a) i) Idea for Action 5.6 - Mural facade grant, BE
APPROVED.
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Yeas: (7): M. van Holst, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, J.
Morgan, A. Hopkins, and S. Turner

Nays: (6): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, P. Squire, S. Lehman, P. Van
Meerbergen, and E. Peloza

Motion Passed (7 to 6)

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

That pursuant to section 13.2 of the Council Procedure By-law, part
d), BE RECONSIDERED, as the budget amount contained in part
d) does not reflect the deletion of certain Ideas for Action set out in
part a) i).

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

Absent: (2): A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (13 to 0)

Motion made by: J. Helmer
Seconded by: E. Peloza

That part d) BE AMENDED to read as follows:

d) $1,300,000 BE APPROVED to implement the above-noted
approved ideas as set out in the business cases included in
Appendix A of the above-noted staff report; it being noted that
Municipal Council previously authorized $5 million to be contributed
to the Economic Development Reserve Fund to support social and
economic recovery measures; and,

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

Nays: (2): S. Lehman, and P. Van Meerbergen
Absent: (2): A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (11 to 2)

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

That Item 6 (2.2) BE APPROVED, as amended.

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

Nays: (2): S. Lehman, and P. Van Meerbergen
Absent: (2): A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (11 to 2)
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Motion made by: E. Peloza
Seconded by: M. Cassidy

That Council RECESS at 6:52 PM.

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

Absent: (2): A. Kayabaga, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (13 to 0)

Council resumes at 7:18 PM, with Mayor E. Holder in the Chair and
all Members participating except Councillors S. Turner and S.
Hillier.

Motion made by: S. Lewis
Seconded by: S. Lehman

That pursuant to section 13.2 of the Council Procedure By-law, part
a) i) Idea for Action - 5.6 Mural Fagade Grant, BE
RECONSIDERED.

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

Absent: (2): S. Turner, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (13 to 0)

Motion made by: J. Helmer
Seconded by: M. van Holst

That part a) i) - Idea for Action - 5.6 - Mural facade grant, BE
APPROVED.

Yeas: (6): M. van Holst, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, A.
Hopkins, and A. Kayabaga

Nays: (7): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S.
Lehman, P. Van Meerbergen, and E. Peloza

Absent: (2): S. Turner, and S. Hillier

Motion Failed (6 to 7)
Item 6 (2.2) as amended, reads as follows:

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Neighbourhood, Children and Fire Services, the Acting Managing
Director, Housing, Social Services and Dearness Home, and the
Managing Director, Parks and Recreation, the following actions be
taken with respect to the staff report dated February 9, 2021 related
to the London Community Recovery Network and ideas for action
by Municipal Council:

a) the following actions be taken with respect to the ideas for
action submitted by the London Community Recovery Network and
received by Municipal Council, as contained within the above-noted
staff report:

i)  the implementation plans for the following ideas for action BE
APPROVED:
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8.3

- 1.1 Christmas (Holiday) Market;

- 3.2 Self-employment exploration training for unemployed,;

- 4.1 Increase focus on addressing food insecurity;

- 4.4 Public toilets and sanitation;

- 4.7 Support for National Child Care Framework;

- 5.2 Outdoor concerts;

- 5.3 Interactive distanced festivals and events;

- 5.5 London Mural and Art Walk; and,

- 5.8 Develop an app with augmented reality for scavenger hunts;

i)  the implementation plan for item #2.3 Downtown Recovery —
free transit to the downtown, as it relates to transit initiatives to the
downtown, BE REFERRED back to the Civic Administration to
continue working with the London Transit Commission on this
matter, with a report back to a future meeting of the Community and
Protective Services Committee (CPSC) when additional details are
available; and,

iii) implementation plan for item #2.3 Downtown Recovery — free
transit to the downtown, as it relates to parking initiatives in the
downtown BE REFERRED back to the Civic Administration with a
report back to a future meeting of the CPSC when additional details
are available;

b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to execute the
implementation plans for the above-noted approved ideas for action
in support of London’s community recovery from COVID-19;

c) the Federal Government BE REQUESTED, in partnership
with the provinces, to develop and implement a National Child Care
Framework to focus on accessibility, affordability, and equity for all
families, recognizing that licensed quality child care and qualified
Early Childhood Educators are essential to COVID-19 economic
and social recovery;

d) $1,200,000 BE APPROVED to implement the above-noted
approved ideas as set out in the business cases included in
Appendix A of the above-noted staff report; it being noted that
Municipal Council previously authorized $5 million to be contributed
to the Economic Development Reserve Fund to support social and
economic recovery measures; and,

e) the above-noted staff report BE RECEIVED. (2021-R08/S08)
3rd Report of the Corporate Services Committee
Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That the 3rd Report of the Corporate Services Committee BE
APPROVED, excluding Item 10 (5.1).

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

Absent: (2): S. Turner, and S. Hillier
Motion Passed (13 to 0)

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
Motion made by: M. Cassidy
That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.

Motion Passed
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(2.1) Recommendation to Award RFP 20-69 — Network Cabling and
Conduit Supply, Delivery, Installation, and Repair Services Vendor
of Record

Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Information
Technology Services, the following actions be taken with respect to
the network cabling and conduit supply, delivery, installation and
repair services appointment of a Vendor of Record, as per City of
London Procurement Policy Section 12.2 (b), requiring Committee
and City Council approval for Request for Proposal awards greater
than $100,000:

a) the proposal submitted by Netcheck Corporation, 177 Exeter
Road, Unit D London, ON N67 1A4 for cabling and conduit supply,
delivery, installation and repair services in the estimated annual
amount of $250,000 (exclusive applicable taxes), for a three (3)
year term, and an option to renew the contract for two (2) additional
one (1) year terms each at the sole discretion of the City, BE
ACCEPTED in accordance with section 12.0 of the Procurement of
Goods and Services Policy;

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

c) the approval hereby given BE CONDITIONAL upon the
Corporation entering into a formal contract, agreement or having a
purchase order relating to the subject matter of this approval.

Motion Passed

(2.2) Provincial Dedicated Gas Tax Funds for Public Transportation
Program 2020/2021 (Relates to Bill No. 64)

Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the proposed
by-law appended to the staff report dated February 8, 2021 as
Appendix “A” BE INTRODUCED at the Council meeting on
February 23, 2021 to approve the current and future Letters of
Agreement between Her Majesty the Queen in right of the Province
of Ontario, as represented by the Minister of Transportation for the
Province of Ontario and the City of London for the transfer of
Dedicated Gas Tax Funds for Public Transportation Program.

Motion Passed

(2.3) Municipal Transit Enhanced Cleaning Funding Program —
Transfer Payment Agreement and Authorizing By-law (Relates to
Bill No. 65)

Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the proposed
by-law as appended to the staff report dated February 8, 2021 as
Appendix “A” BE INTRODUCED at the Council meeting on
February 23, 2021 to approve and authorize the execution of the
Transfer Payment Agreement between Her Majesty the Queen in
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right of the Province of Ontario, as represented by the Minister of
Transportation for the Province of Ontario and the City of London
for the reimbursement of funds under the Municipal Transit
Enhanced Cleaning funding program.

Motion Passed

(2.4) Strategic Plan Variance Report
Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the staff report
dated February 8, 2021 on the Strategic Plan Progress Variance
BE RECEIVED for information.

Motion Passed

(2.6) Portion of City-Owned Huxley Street, Declare Surplus
Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, on the advice
of the Manager of Realty Services, with respect to a portion of City-
owned land, being part of the Huxley Street road allowance closed
and designated as Part 2, Plan 33R-20888, the following actions be
taken:

a) the subject property BE DECLARED SURPLUS; and,

b)  the subject property (“Surplus Lands”) BE TRANSFERRED to
the abutting property owner, in accordance with the City’s Sale and
Other Disposition of Land Policy.

Motion Passed

(2.7) 79 Glendon Drive, Middlesex Centre - Surplus Declaration
Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, on the advice
of the Manager of Realty Services, with respect to a portion of City-
owned land being 79 Glendon Drive located in the Municipality of
Middlesex Centre which is legally described as Part Lot 7 BF
Concession and Part Road Allowance Between BF Concession and
Concession 1 closed by by-law 38-84 registered as 680445 being
Parts 24 to 27 on Plan 33R-5930 together with 212600, 212601
and 212602 in the geographic Township of Lobo being all of PIN
085020014, the following actions be taken:

a) the subject property BE DECLARED SURPLUS; and,
b)  the subject property (“Surplus Lands”) BE TRANSFERRED to

the abutting property owner, in accordance with the City’s Sale and
Other Disposition of Land Policy.

Motion Passed
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10.

(2.5) London Community Recovery Network — Ideas for Action by
Municipal Council

Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That, on the recommendation of the City Manager and the
Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief
Financial Officer, the following actions be taken with respect to the
London Community Recovery Network:

a) the implementation plans for the following ideas for action
submitted from the London Community Recovery Network and
received by Municipal Council BE APPROVED:

» 1.7 - Buying Local for the Holidays

» 1.8 - Instagram takeovers in support of local businesses
* 3.3 - Group buying to lower the costs of PPE

» 3.4 - Creating a government funding data bank

b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to execute the
implementation plans for ideas for action in support of London’s
community recovery from COVID-19; and,

c) the staff report dated February 8, 2021, BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed

(4.1) Application - Issuance of Proclamation - Personal Support
Worker Day

Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That based on the application dated January 14, 2021, from the
Canadian PSW Network, May 19, 2021 BE PROCLAIMED
Personal Support Worker (PSW) Day.

Motion Passed

(5.1) Paid Sick Leave Enhancement
Motion made by: M. Cassidy

That the Federal and Provincial Governments BE ADVISED that
the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London
requests the two levels of government to work together, as soon as
possible, to enhance paid sick leave for all, in order to ensure that
individuals are not forced to attend their workplace when they are |ll
and therefore assisting in limiting the spread of COVID-19.

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

Nays: (2): P. Squire, and S. Lehman
Absent: (2): S. Turner, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (11 to 2)
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8.4

2nd Report of the Civic Works Committee
Motion made by: E. Peloza

That the 2nd Report of the Civic Works Committee, excluding Items 9
(2.12), 11 (2.5), 12 (2.6) and 16 (5.1), BE APPROVED.

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

Absent: (2): S. Turner, and S. Hillier

Motion Passed (13 to 0)

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
Motion made by: E. Peloza

Councillor S. Turner discloses a pecuniary interest in Iltem 2.11 of
the 2nd Report of the Civic Works Committee, having to do with the
2020 Drinking Water Annual Report and Summary Report for the
City of London Drinking Water System, by indicating that he is an
employee of the Middlesex London Health Unit.

Motion Passed

(2.1) 1st Report of the Transportation Advisory Committee
Motion made by: E. Peloza

That the following actions be taken with respect to the 1st Report of
the Transportation Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on
January 26, 2021:

a) the following actions be taken with respect to the
Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) Work Plan:

i)  the final 2020 TAC Work Plan BE RECEIVED; and,
i)  the revised draft 2021 TAC Work Plan, as appended to the
Report, BE APPROVED; and,

b) clauses1.1,1.2,3.1t0 3.3 and 5.1 to 5.4 BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed

(2.2) Mud Creek Phase 1B Channel Reconstruction: Consultant
Appointment for Tendering and Construction Administration

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to staff report dated
February 9, 2021, related to the Mud Creek Phase 1B Channel
Reconstruction and Consultant Appointment for Tendering and
Construction Administration:

a) the engineering fees for CH2M Hill Canada Limited
Consulting BE INCREASED to prepare a separate tender for the
Phase 1B works and to authorize the resident inspection and
contract administration for the said project in accordance with the
estimates, on file, to an upset amount of $352,370 (excluding HST)
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from $2,050,998 to a total of $2,403,368, in accordance with
Section 15.2 (g) of the Procurement of Goods and Services Policy;

b) the financing for this project BE APPROVED as set out in the
Sources of Financing Report, as appended to the above-noted staff
report;

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

d) the approval given, herein, BE CONDITIONAL upon the
Corporation entering into a formal contract or issuing a purchase
order for the work to be done relating to this project; and,

e) the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute
any contract or other documents, if required, to give effect to these
recommendations. (2021-T06)

Motion Passed

(2.3) Carling Creek Stormwater Servicing Master Plan
Environmental Assessment Consultant Appointment

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated
February 9, 2021 related to the Carling Creek Stormwater Servicing
Master Plan Environmental Assessment Consultant Appointment:

a) Ecosystem Recovery Inc. BE APPOINTED Consulting
Engineers to complete the Carling Creek Stormwater Servicing EA
in accordance with the estimate, on file, at an upset amount of
$169,334 including 10% contingency, (excluding HST), in
accordance with Section 15.2(d) of the City of London’s
Procurement of Goods and Services Policy;

b) the financing for the project BE APPROVED in accordance
with the Sources of Financing Report, as appended to the above-
noted staff report;

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

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

e) the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute
any contract or other documents, if required, to give effect to these
recommendations. (2021-E09)

Motion Passed
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(2.4) Metamora Stormwater Outfall Replacement Consultant
Appointment

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated
February 9, 2021, related to the Metamora Stormwater Outfall
Replacement Consultant Appointment:

a) Ecosystem Recovery Inc. BE APPOINTED Consulting
Engineers to complete the detailed design and construction
administration for the Metamora stormwater outfall replacement
works in accordance with the estimate, on file, at an upset amount
of $163,440.00 including 20% contingency, (excluding HST), in
accordance with Section 15.2(d) of the City of London’s
Procurement of Goods and Services Policy;

b) the financing for the project BE APPROVED in accordance
with the Sources of Financing Report as appended to the above-
noted staff report;

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

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

e) the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute
any contract or other documents, if required, to give effect to these
recommendations. (2021-D20)

Motion Passed

(2.8) Appointment of Consulting Engineer - Cycling Projects Design
Assignment 1

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated
February 9, 2021, related to the Appointment of a Consulting
Engineer for Cycling Projects Design Assignment 1:

a) IBI Group Professional Services (Canada) Inc. BE
APPOINTED Consulting Engineers to complete the Detailed
Design, and Tendering Services in the amount of $241,493.29,
(excluding HST), in accordance with Section 15.2 (e) of the
Procurement of Goods and Services Policy;

b) the financing for this appointment BE APPROVED as set out
in the Sources of Financing Report, as appended to the above-
noted staff report;

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

d) the approvals given, herein, BE CONDITIONAL upon the
Corporation entering into a formal contract with the Consultant for
the work; and,
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e) the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute
any contract or other documents, including rail agreements, if
required, to give effect to these recommendations. (2021-T10)

Motion Passed

(2.9) Appointment of Consulting Engineer - Cycling Projects Design
Assignment 2

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated
February 9, 2021, related to the Appointment of a Consulting
Engineer for Cycling Projects Design Assignment 2:

a) IBI Group Professional Services (Canada) Inc. BE
APPOINTED Consulting Engineers to complete the Detailed
Design, and Tendering Services in the amount of $257,179.67
(excluding HST), in accordance with Section 15.2 (e) of the
Procurement of Goods and Services Policy;

b)  the financing for this appointment BE APPROVED as set out
in the Sources of Financing Report, as appended to the above-
noted staff report;

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

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

e) the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute
any contract or other documents, including rail agreements, if
required, to give effect to these recommendations. (2021-T10)

Motion Passed

(2.10) RFP 20-61 Supply and Delivery of Combination Sewer
Cleaning Truck

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated
February 9, 2021 related to RFP 20-61 Supply and Delivery of
Combination Sewer Cleaning Truck:

a) the submission from Joe Johnson Equipment, 2521 Bowman
Street, Innisfil, ON, L9S 3V6, for the supply and delivery of one (1)
Combination Sewer Cleaning Truck at a total purchase price of
$589,883, (excluding HST), BE ACCEPTED in accordance with
Section 12.2 b) of the Goods and Services Policy which states that
“Awards under the RFP process require the following approval:
Committee and City Council must approve an RFP award for
purchases greater than $100,000”;
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13.

14.

b)  the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all
the administrative acts that are necessary in connection with these
purchases;

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

d) the funding for this purchase BE APPROVED as set out in the
Source of Financing Report, as appended to the above-noted staff
report. (2021-V01)

Motion Passed

(2.13) Strategic Plan Variance Report
Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director of
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
staff report dated February 9, 2021 related to the Strategic Plan
Progress Variance BE RECEIVED. (2021-C08)

Motion Passed

(2.7) Stopping and Parking Restrictions in Bicycle Lanes (Relates
to Bill No. 68)

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
proposed by-law, as appended to the staff report dated February 9,
2021, BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be
held on February 23, 2021, for the purpose of amending By-law
PS-113, being “a by-law to regulate traffic and the parking of motor
vehicles in the City of London” to improve motor vehicle restrictions
in reserved bicycle lanes. (2021-T08)

Motion Passed

(2.11) 2020 Drinking Water Annual Report and Summary Report for
the City of London Drinking Water System

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
staff report dated February 9, 2021 with respect to the 2020
Drinking Water Annual Report and Summary Report for the City of
London Drinking Water System BE RECEIVED. (2021-E13)

Motion Passed
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15.

(4.1) Fleet Electrification Analysis Report
Motion made by: E. Peloza

That the communication, dated January 28, 2021, from K.
Paleczny, London Transit Commission, with respect to the Fleet
Electrification Analysis Report, BE RECEIVED. (2021-T03)

Motion Passed
At 8:12 PM, Councillor S. Turner enters the meeting.

(2.12) London Community Recovery Network - Ideas for Action by
Municipal Council

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated
February 9, 2021 related to the London Community Recovery
Network Ideas for Action by Municipal Council:

a) the implementation plan Focus on actions that get people
moving around the core (Idea #2.1), submitted from the London
Community Recovery Network and received by Municipal Council
BE APPROVED,;

b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to execute the
implementation plan for this idea for action in support of London’s
community recovery from COVID-19;

c) $330,000 BE APPROVED, as set out in the business case
included in Appendix A of the above-noted Report; it being noted
that Municipal Council previously authorized $5 million to be
contributed to the Economic Development Reserve Fund to support
social and economic recovery measures; and,

d) the above-noted staff report BE RECEIVED. (2021-R08/S08)

Motion made by: S. Lewis
Seconded by: S. Lehman

That Item 9 (2.12) Idea for Action 2.1 - getting people moving
around the core, BE REFERRED back to the Civic Administration
for further consideration and redevelopment, with a report back to a
future meeting of the Civic Works Committee with the revised Idea
for Action 2.1, after the “Downtown Loop” construction has been
completed; it being noted that this Idea was not included in the
CORE Area Action Plan.

Yeas: (4): S. Lewis, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, and P. Van
Meerbergen

Nays: (10): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.
Cassidy, P. Squire, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A.
Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Failed (4 to 10)
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11.

At 8:24 PM, Mayor E. Holder places Deputy Mayor J. Morgan in the
Chair and takes a seat at the Council Board.

At 8:27 PM, Mayor E. Holder resumes the Chair and Deputy Mayor
J. Morgan takes his seat at the Council Board.

Motion made by: E. Peloza
That, Item 9 (2.12) BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (9): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.
Cassidy, A. Hopkins, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Nays: (5): S. Lewis, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, and P. Van
Meerbergen

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (9 to 5)

(2.5) Contract Award: Tender No. 21-01 - Downtown Loop and
Municipal Infrastructure Improvements Phase 1

Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated
February 9, 2021 related to Contract Award for Tender No. 21-01
for the Downtown Loop and Municipal Infrastructure Improvements
Phase 1:

a) the bid submitted by L82 Construction Ltd. at its tendered
price of $8,177,280.64 (excluding HST) for the Downtown Loop and
Municipal Infrastructure Improvements Phase 1 Project BE
ACCEPTED; it being noted that the bid submitted by L82
Construction Ltd. was the lowest of five bids received and meets
the City's specifications and requirements in all areas;

b) AECOM Canada Ltd., BE AUTHORIZED to carry out the
resident inspection and contract administration for the said project
in accordance with the estimate, on file, at an upset amount of
$849,690 (excluding HST) in accordance with Section 15.2 (g) of
the City of London’s Procurement of Goods and Services Policy;

c) the financing for this project BE APPROVED as set out in the
Sources of Financing Report as appended to the above-noted staff
report;

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

e) the approval given, herein, BE CONDITIONAL upon the
Corporation entering into a formal contract, or issuing a purchase
order for the material to be supplied and the work to be done,
relating to this project (Tender 21-01); and,
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12.

f)  the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute
any contract or other documents, if required, to give effect to these
recommendations. (2021-T10)

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

Nays: (2): M. van Holst, and P. Van Meerbergen
Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (12 to 2)

(2.6) New Sidewalks in 2021 Infrastructure Reconstruction Projects
Motion made by: E. Peloza

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated
February 9, 2021 related to New Sidewalks in 2021 Infrastructure
Reconstruction Projects:

a) the above-noted staff report BE RECEIVED;

b) the requests for delegation by the following individuals, with
respect to this matter, BE APPROVED for a future meeting of the
Civic Works Committee:

- R. Standish;

- D. O'Gorman;

- L. Dang;

- T. Hutchinson and P. Cobrin; and
- G. Pavlov and M. Goltsman

c) the communications from the following individuals, with
respect to this matter BE RECEIVED:

Quan-Haase;

Burns;

. Eastaugh;

. Grosvenor;

. and M. Sheedy;

. and D. McGee;

. Standish;

Brooke;

Hesketh;

. Cole;

Sandic;

. and V. Belecky;
O'Gorman,

Dang;

. Gibson;

. and M. Ryan;

. Glushko;

. and D. Hayman;
Wilk;

Hutchinson and P. Cobrin;
. Pavlov and M. Goltsman;
. Box;

.and L. Cao;

. and J. Savoy; and,

. Woodley (2021-T04)
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Motion made by: E. Peloza
Seconded by: P. Squire

That Item 12 (2.6) BE AMENDED to read as follows:

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the
following actions be taken with respect to the staff report dated
February 9, 2021 related to New Sidewalks in 2021 Infrastructure
Reconstruction Projects:

a) the above-noted staff report BE RECEIVED;

b) the requests for delegation by the following individuals, with
respect to this matter, BE APPROVED for a Special Meeting of the
Civic Works Committee to be held on March 15, 2021:

. Standish
. O’'Gorman
Dang
. Hutchinson and P. Corbin
. Pavlov and M. Goltsman
Menard, ACCAC
. Lewkowitz, Urban League of London
. Preston
Kari
. Cuthbert
Potter
. Post
. Hart
. Skelton
. Traylen
- A.M. Grantham
- J. and K. New
- D. and B. Gibbs
- R. Rudell
- F. and J. Lucente
- P. Hubert
- R. Tribe
- W. Handler

TNWUI~«COgr«n«emnm-Hdrox

c) the communications from the following individuals, with
respect to this matter BE RECEIVED:

. Quan-Haase,;
Burns;
. Eastaugh;
. Grosvenor;
. and M. Sheedy;
. and D. McGee;
. Standish;
Brooke;
Hesketh;
. Cole;
Sandic;
. and V. Belecky;
. O'Gorman;
Dang;
. Gibson;
. and M. Ryan;
. Glushko;
.and D. Hayman;
Wilk;
- T. Hutchinson and P. Cobrin;
- G. Pavlov and M. Goltsman;
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16.
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. Box;
.and L. Cao;
. and J. Savoy; and,
. Woodley
. and R. Stoddart
Kari
Noel
. MacLeod
. Pilkington
and F. Welshy
. Paik
. and R. Harris
. Ransom
. Roberts
. Dickinson
. and G. Forbes
. Chown and J. Brown
. and M. Hillman
. McGregor
.and G. Turpin
- J. Easton
- T. Daniele
- D.Abelson
. Grass
. Haydon
. Myles
. and J. Grover
.and C. Cozens
. and H. Lovenjak
. Cravwn
- W. Henke (2021-T04)

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J.
Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins,
P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

WOV MmOAUO

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

Motion made by: E. Peloza
Seconded by: P. Squire

That Item 12 (2.6), as amended, BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J.
Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins,
P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

(5.1) Deferred Matters List
Motion made by: E. Peloza

That the Civic Works Committee Deferred Matters List, as at
February 1, 2021, BE RECEIVED.
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8.5

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

Recuse: (1): Mayor E. Holder
Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (13 to 0)

5th Report of the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee
Motion made by: J. Morgan

That Items 1 and 3 (4.1) of the 5th Report of the Strategic Priorities and
Policy Committee meeting BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer,
M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
Motion made by: J. Morgan

Councillor J. Helmer discloses a pecuniary interest in Item 3.1 - City
of London Service Review: Recommended Closure of River Road
Golf Course, by indicating that his father is employed by the
National Golf Course Owners Association, whose member fees
could be affected by the decision associated with this matter.

Motion Passed

(4.1) Consideration of Appointment to the RBC Place London
Board

Motion made by: J. Morgan

That Garrett Vanderwyst (sustainability business), Class 2, BE
REAPPOINTED to the RBC Place London Board of Directors for a
two-year term ending November 15, 2022.

Motion Passed

(3.1) City of London Service Review: Recommended Closure of
River Road Golf Course

Motion made by: J. Morgan

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Parks and
Recreation and the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City
Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the following actions be taken:

a) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to cease golf
operations at the municipally operated River Road Golf Course,
effective immediately, to mitigate budget pressures on the
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municipal golf system;

b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to initiate the
disposition of property process in compliance with the Municipal
Council's Sale and Other Disposition of Land Policy; and,

c) notwithstanding the Municipal Council's Sale of Major Assets
Policy, the proceeds from any partial or full disposition of River
Road Golf Course lands BE ALLOCATED to the municipal golf
reserve fund;

it being pointed out that the Strategic Priorities and Policy
Committee reviewed and received the following communications
with respect to this matter:

a communication from J. Albin;

a communication from B. Byck;

a communication from B. Caldwell;

a communication from B. Campbell;
a communication from W. Campbell;
a communication from B. Dauvis;

a communication from R. Ferris;

a communication from C. Fieder;

a communication from K. Graham;

a communication from M. Graham;

a communication from T. Johnston;
a communication from T. Johnston;
a communication from D. W. Kostiuk;
a communication from T. MacDonald;
a communication from N. Macmillan;
a communication from M. O'Keefe;

a communication from D. Page;

a communication from R. Reimer;

a communication from D. Rowdon;

a communication from E. Sivilotti;

a communication from L. Smith;

a communication from J. Smythe;

a communication from J. B. Thompson,;
a communication from J. Wagner;

a communication from R. Wharry;

a communication from F. York;

a communication from J. York;

a communication from D. W. Shin;

a communication from R. Carruthers;
a communication from R. Kasprzak;
a communication from D. De Vries;

a communication from H. and L. Marienfeldt;
a communication from P. Jackson;

a communication from M. Klug;

a communication from D. Quantrill;

a communication from J. Bracken;

a communication from R. J. Austin;

a communication from S. Buccella;

a communication from R. McLarty;

a communication from G. Buckley;

a communication from J. Attard,

a communication from A. Johnson;

a communication from F. Lamontagne,;
a communication from D. McMullin;
a communication from J. Campos;

a communication from C. Beck;

a communication from B. Knowles;

a communication from F. Donovan;
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a communication from O. Rizzolo;

a communication from V. Clark;

a communication from J. Russell;

a communication from A. Lobsinger; and
a communication from P. Herbert;

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting
associated with this matter, the following individuals made oral
submissions regarding these matters:

- C. Loughry, Golf Ontario — speaking in favour of keeping River
Road Golf Course operational; and offering operational alternatives
for the Committee’s consideration; noting Golf Ontario’s recent
work with the City of Toronto;

- A. McGuigan — speaking in favour of keeping River Road Golf
Course operational as a public course; noting that demand for golf
and outdoor recreation expand with the growth of the city and likely
this is why the course was purchased by the City.

Motion made by: M. van Holst
Seconded by: P. Van Meerbergen

That the matter of a decision related to the future of River Road

Golf Course BE REFERRED to the next meeting of the Strategic
Priorities of Policy Committee to provide for the consideration of
additional models of operation and proposals.

Yeas: (3): M. van Holst, S. Lehman, and P. Van Meerbergen

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

Recuse: (1): J. Helmer

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Failed (3 to 10)

Motion made by: J. Morgan
That part a) of Item 2 (3.1), BE APPROVED:

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Parks and
Recreation and the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City
Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the following actions be taken:

a) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to cease golf
operations at the municipally operated River Road Golf Course,
effective immediately, to mitigate budget pressures on the
municipal golf system;

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

Nays: (4): M. van Holst, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, and P. Van
Meerbergen

Recuse: (1): J. Helmer
Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (9 to 4)
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Motion made by: A. Hopkins
Seconded by: P. Van Meerbergen

That part b) of Item 2 (3.1) BE AMENDED to read as follows:

b)  prior to the initiation of the disposition of property process in
compliance with the Municipal Council’'s Sale and Other Disposition
of Land Policy, the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to make the
necessary arrangements to hold a Public Participation Meeting
before a future meeting of the Strategic Priorities and Policy
Committee, to receive input with respect to potential options for use
of the land related to the River Road Golf Course, in order to
ensure that all options are evaluated through the disposition of
property process;

Yeas: (3): M. van Holst, A. Hopkins, and P. Van Meerbergen

Nays: (10): Mayor E. Holder, S. Lewis, M. Salih, M. Cassidy, P.
Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A.
Kayabaga

Recuse: (1): J. Helmer

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Failed (3 to 10)

Motion made by: J. Morgan
That part b) of Item 2 (3.1), BE APPROVED:

b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to initiate the
disposition of property process in compliance with the Municipal
Council's Sale and Other Disposition of Land Policy; and,

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

Nays: (4): M. van Holst, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, and P. Van
Meerbergen

Recuse: (1): J. Helmer

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (9 to 4)

Motion made by: J. Morgan
That part c) of Item 2 (3.1), BE APPROVED:

c) notwithstanding the Municipal Council's Sale of Major Assets
Policy, the proceeds from any partial or full disposition of River
Road Golf Course lands BE ALLOCATED to the municipal golf
reserve fund;

it being pointed out that the Strategic Priorities and Policy
Committee reviewed and received the following communications
with respect to this matter:

a communication from J. Albin;

a communication from B. Byck;

a communication from B. Caldwell,
a communication from B. Campbell;
a communication from W. Campbell;
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a communication from B. Dauvis;

a communication from R. Ferris;

a communication from C. Fieder;

a communication from K. Graham;

a communication from M. Graham;

a communication from T. Johnston;

a communication from T. Johnston;

a communication from D. W. Kostiuk;
a communication from T. MacDonald;
a communication from N. Macmillan;
a communication from M. O'Keefe;

a communication from D. Page;

a communication from R. Reimer;

a communication from D. Rowdon;

a communication from E. Sivilotti;

a communication from L. Smith;

a communication from J. Smythe;

a communication from J. B. Thompson,;
a communication from J. Wagner,

a communication from R. Wharry;

a communication from F. York;

a communication from J. York;

a communication from D. W. Shin;

a communication from R. Carruthers;
a communication from R. Kasprzak;
a communication from D. De Vries;

a communication from H. and L. Marienfeldt;
a communication from P. Jackson;

a communication from M. Klug;

a communication from D. Quantrill;

a communication from J. Bracken;

a communication from R. J. Austin;

a communication from S. Buccella;

a communication from R. McLarty;

a communication from G. Buckley;

a communication from J. Attard;

a communication from A. Johnson;

a communication from F. Lamontagne;
a communication from D. McMullin;

a communication from J. Campos;

a communication from C. Beck;

a communication from B. Knowles;

a communication from F. Donovan;

a communication from O. Rizzolo;

a communication from V. Clark;

a communication from J. Russell;

a communication from A. Lobsinger; and
a communication from P. Herbert;

it being pointed out that at the public participation meeting
associated with this matter, the following individuals made oral
submissions regarding these matters:

C. Loughry, Golf Ontario — speaking in favour of keeping River
Road Golf Course operational; and offering operational alternatives
for the Committee’s consideration; noting Golf Ontario’s recent
work with the City of Toronto;

A. McGuigan — speaking in favour of keeping River Road Golf
Course operational as a public course; noting that demand for golf
and outdoor recreation expand with the growth of the city and likely
this is why the course was purchased by the City.
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8.6

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

Nays: (1): S. Turner
Recuse: (1): J. Helmer

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (12 to 1)

1st Report of the Audit Committee
Motion made by: J. Morgan
That the 1st Report of the Audit Committee, BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer,
M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

(1.1) Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
Motion made by: J. Morgan

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.

Motion Passed

(1.2) Election of Vice Chair for the term ending November 30, 2021
Motion made by: J. Morgan

That Councillor Helmer BE ELECTED Vice Chair of the Audit
Committee for the term ending November 30, 2021.

Motion Passed

(4.1) Audit Planning Report for the Year Ended December 31, 2020
Motion made by: J. Morgan

That the KPMG LLP Audit Planning Report, for the year ending
December 31, 2020, BE APPROVED.

Motion Passed

(4.2) London Downtown Closed Circuit Television Program —
Report on Specified Auditing Procedures for the Year Ending
December 31, 2020

Motion made by: J. Morgan
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That the KPMG Report on Specified Auditing Procedures for the
London Downtown Closed Circuit Television Program, for the year
ending December 31, 2020, BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed

(4.3) Internal Audit Summary Update
Motion made by: J. Morgan

That the communication dated January 29, 2021, from Deloitte,
with respect to the internal audit summary update, BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed

(4.4) Revised 2020-2022 Audit Plan by Audit Universe Area
Motion made by: J. Morgan

That the revised 2020-2022- Audit Plan by Audit Universe Area
from Deloitte BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed

(4.5) Internal Audit Dashboard as at January 29, 2021
Motion made by: J. Morgan

That the communication from Deloitte, regarding the internal audit
dashboard as of January 29, 2021, BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed

(4.6) Audit Committee Observation Summary as at January 29,
2021

Motion made by: J. Morgan

That the Observation Summary from Deloitte, as of January 29,
2021, BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed

(4.7) Assumptions and Securities Review
Motion made by: J. Morgan

That the Internal Audit Report from Deloitte with respect to
Assumptions and Securities Review performed October 2020 to
December 2020, issued January 28, 2021, BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed
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10.

11.

12.

13.

10. (4.8) Class Replacement Project Post - Implementation
Reconciliation Process Review

Motion made by: J. Morgan

That the Internal Audit Report from Deloitte with respect to Class
Replacement Project Post - Implementation Reconciliation Process
Review performed October 2020 to December 2020, issued
January 27, 2021, BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed

Deferred Matters
None.
Enquiries

11.1 Statement of Claim - CLC Tree Services Ltd. - Councillors P. Squire and
S. Lewis

Councillor P. Squire indicated that given the issuance of the Statement of
Claim from CLC Tree Services Ltd., he asked for an update with respect
to the status of the Claim and asked that the following additional Closed
Session reason be approved to receive an update from the Civic
Administration regarding this matter:

“A matter pertaining to advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege,
including communications necessary for that purpose and pertaining to
personal matters about identifiable individuals, labour relations or
employee negotiations, including communications necessary for that
purpose with respect to the Statement of Claim from CLC Tree Services
Ltd.”

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

That pursuant to section 11.4 of the Council Procedure By-law leave BE
GIVEN to add the following Closed Session reason be added to the
Council Agenda:

“A matter pertaining to advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege,
including communications necessary for that purpose and pertaining to
personal matters about identifiable individuals, labour relations or
employee negotiations, including communications necessary for that
purpose with respect to the Statement of Claim from CLC Tree Services
Ltd.”

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer,
M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

Emergent Motions
None.
By-laws

Motion made by: P. Van Meerbergen
Seconded by: S. Lewis
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That Introduction and First Reading of Bill No’.s 64 to 83, inclusive, BE
APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.
Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S.
Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

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

That Second Reading of Bill No’.s 64 to 83, inclusive, BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.
Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S.
Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

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

That Third Reading and Enactment of Bill No’.s 64 to 83, inclusive, BE
APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.
Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S.
Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

Council, In Closed Session

Motion made by: M. Cassidy
Seconded by: M. van Holst

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

4.1  Solicitor-Client Privilege/Litigation or Potential Litigation

A 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. (6.1/3/PEC)

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

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending acquisition of land by the
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose; advice that is
subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial information, that
belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or potential monetary value
and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to be applied to any
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negotiations carried on or to be carried on by or on behalf of the municipality.
(6.1/3/CSC)

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

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending disposition of land by the
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose; advice that is
subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial information, that
belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or potential monetary value
and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to be applied to any
negotiations carried on or to be carried on by or on behalf of the municipality.
(6.2/3/CSC)

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

A matter pertaining to the proposed or pending disposition of land by the
municipality, including communications necessary for that purpose; advice that is
subject to solicitor-client privilege; commercial and financial information, that
belongs to the municipality and has monetary value or potential monetary value
and a position, plan, procedure, criteria or instruction to be applied to any
negotiations carried on or to be carried on by or on behalf of the municipality.
(6.3/3/CSC)

45 Personal Matters/ldentifiable Individuals

A matter pertaining to personal matters about identifiable individuals, labour
relations or employee negotiations, including communications necessary for that
purpose and, advice and recommendations of officers and employees of the
Corporation, including communications necessary for that purpose and for the
purpose of providing instructions and direction to officers and employees of the
Corporation. (6.1/5/SPPC)

4.6 (ADDED) Solicitor-Client Privilege/Personal Matters/Identifiable
Individuals /Labour Relations or Employee Negotiations

A matter pertaining to advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, including
communications necessary for that purpose and pertaining to personal matters
about identifiable individuals, labour relations or employee negotiations, including
communications necessary for that purpose with respect to the Statement of
Claim from CLC Tree Services Ltd.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M.
Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S.
Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

The Council convenes, In Closed Session, at 9:47 PM, with Mayor E. Holder in
the Chair and all Members participating, except Councillor S. Hillier.

At 10:20 PM, Council resumes in public session, with Mayor E. Holder in the
Chair and all Members participating, except Councillor S. Hillier.

Added Reports
9.1  4th Report of Council in Closed Session

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

1. Partial Property Acquisition — 3050 Dingman Drive — Dingman Drive
Road Improvements
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That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, with the concurrence
of the Director, Roads and Transportation and the Division Manager,
Transportation Planning and Design, on the advice of the Manager of
Realty Services, with respect to the partial acquisition of property located
at 3050 Dingman Drive, further described as Part Lot 16, Concession 3,
as in WU58299, 175026, subject to 157301 subject to an easement in
gross over Part 1, Plan 33R-18786 as in ER922719, City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Parts 10, 11, 12 and 13 on Draft
Reference Plan to be deposited as being part of PIN 08204-0198, being
0.30 acres as shown on the location map attached as Appendix “B”, for
the purpose of future road improvements to accommodate the Dingman
Drive road improvements project, the following actions be taken:

a) the offer submitted by Pamela Betterley (the “Vendor”), to sell the
subject property to the City, for the sum of $143,000.00, BE ACCEPTED,
subject to the following conditions:

i)  the City agreeing to pay the Vendor’'s reasonable legal fees, including
disbursements and applicable taxes, as incurred to complete this
transaction;

i)  the City, at its expense, agreeing to prepare and deposit on title, on
or before closing, a reference plan describing the subject property;

iii)  the City, agreeing to reimburse the Vendor for any reasonable costs
associated with rehabilitating the septic tile bed in the event the said tile
bed encroaches on property being acquired;

iv)  the City acknowledging the Vendor is entitled to all rights and
privileges, including total income with respect to a land lease with Bell
Mobility Inc.; and

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

2. Offer to Purchase Surplus Land — Bluestone Properties Inc., Part of
Huxley Street

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, on the advice of the
Manager of Realty Services, with respect to the City owned surplus land
being Part of HUXLEY ST (FORMERLY JOHN ST), PL 193, designated
as Part 2 on 33R-20888, being Part of PIN 08397-0040 (LT) and further
shown highlighted in red in Appendix “A” (“the Property”) in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, the offer submitted by Bluestone Properties
Inc. (the “Purchaser”), to purchase the subject Property from the City, at a
purchase price of $220,000.00, which agreement is attached hereto as
Appendix “B” BE ACCEPTED, subiject to the following conditions:

a) the Purchaser shall be allowed until 4:30 PM on March 31st, 2021
(Requisition Date) to examine title to the property and at its own expense
and to satisfy itself that there are no outstanding work orders or deficiency
notices affecting the Property, that its present use may be lawfully
continued and that the principal building may be insured against risk of
fire;

b)  this Agreement shall be completed by not later than 4:30 PM on
April 15th, 2021. Upon completion, vacant possession of the Property
shall be given to the Purchaser unless otherwise provided for in this
Agreement;

c) the Purchaser shall have until 4:00 PM on March 31st, 2021 to
satisfy itself in it sole and absolute discretion as to the soil, geotechnical,
archaeological and environmental condition of the Property;

d) the Purchaser acknowledges that the Property is being purchased
on an “as is” basis;
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e) the Purchaser and the Vendor agree to pay their own legal costs,
including fees, disbursements and applicable taxes, as required, to
complete this transaction;

f)  following the closing of this transaction, the Purchaser will grant to
the Vendor, for nominal consideration being Two Dollars ($2.00), servicing
easements as may be required over the entire Property, on the City’s
standard municipal services easement form. The Purchaser
acknowledges and agrees that the Vendor will be retaining a municipal
services easement for municipal infrastructure and will be conveying any
utility easements that may be required. This condition shall survive and
not merge on the completion of this transaction;

g) the Purchaser acknowledges and agrees that third party utility
easements will be registered by the Vendor on title to the Property prior to
the closing of this transaction;

h) this Agreement is conditional upon the proof to the Vendor that the
Purchaser is the registered owner of the abutting lands being 101
Baseline Road West and 107 Baseline Road West (the “Abutting Lands”)
by on or before 4:00 PM on March 31st, 2021 (the “Abutting Ownership”);
it being noted that as part of the original Municipal Council resolution
issued on April 17th, 2000, the sale of the Vendor’s Property is only
permitted to the rightful owner of the Abutting Lands and as such, the
Vendor requires proof of Abutting Ownership;

i)  both parties mutually agree that the Property will contain in
perpetuity, a 10 foot (3.03 metres) dedicated pedestrian public accessible
walkway (the “Public Walkway”) connecting Huxley Street to Baseline
Road to be provided by easement in the form attached in Schedule “D”
and as may be further described in any future development agreement
and/or site plan approval brought forward by the Purchaser for the
abutting Purchaser Land(s). All costs to relocate, reconstruct, or replace
the Public Walkway (the “Pathway Relocation”) as part of a future
development agreement and/or site plan approval shall be the sole
responsibility of the Purchaser. As part of the Pathway Relocation the
overall construction which shall include but not be limited to the size,
material, standards, grading, placement, and final location shall be
approved prior and in writing by the Vendor in its sole discretion; the
Purchaser further acknowledges and agrees that for any portion of the
Pathway Relocation onto the Purchaser’s abutting lands, the same rights
as described in Schedule “D” shall be granted to the Vendor at nominal
consideration. Once the Pathway Relocation is completed, all future
maintenance, operation, improvements, and repairs of the Public Walkway
on the Property portion of lands will remain the responsibility of the
Purchaser and, this condition shall survive and not merge on the
completion of this transaction; and,

])  this Agreement is conditional upon Municipal Council passing a by-
law permanently closing the portion of Huxley Road Located on the
property (the “Road Closing”) in accordance with the Municipal Act, 2001,
as amended, on or before 4:00 PM on March 31st, 2021; if within that
time, the Vendor has not given notice in writing to the Purchaser that this
condition has been satisfied or waived then this Agreement shall be null
and void and not further force or effect whatsoever and each party shall be
released from all of it liabilities and obligation under this Agreement and
the deposit shall be returned to the Purchaser forthwith, without interest or
deduction except as otherwise provide for herein; it being noted that this
condition is included for the benefit of the Vendor and may be waived at
the Vendor’s sole option by notice in writing to the Purchaser as aforesaid
within the time period stated herein.
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3.  Old Victoria Hospital Lands Phase Il Disposition RFT 21 — 09

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, with concurrence of
the Director, Planning and City Planner, and on the advice of the
Manager, Realty Services, with respect to the subject property known as
Old Victoria Hospital Lands Phase I, being approximately 6.25 acres and
further described as:

PARCEL 1 - Part of Lot 27 and all of Lots 26, 34 and 35, Registered Plan
172(E), designated as Part 1 on Plan 33R-17941, BEING ALL OF PIN
08315-0080 in the City of London and County of Middlesex;

PARCEL 2 - Lots 6, 7 and 8 South of Hill Street East and Lots 6, 7 and 8

North of South Street East on Crown Plan 30, Lots 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 37,
40 and Part of Lots 36, 38 and 39 on Registered Plan 172(E), designated
as Parts 1 and 2 on Plan 33R-17942 Save and Except Parts 1, 2, 3 and 4
on Plan 33R-20703, BEING ALL OF PIN 08329-0197 and PART OF PIN

08329-0198, in the City of London and County of Middlesex, (collectively

the “Property”);

the offer submitted by Vision SoHo Alliance consisting of: Indwell
Community Homes, Zerin Development Corporation, Homes Unlimited
(London) Inc., Chelsea Green Home Society, Italian Seniors’ Project to
purchase the subject properties from the City, for the sum of
$2,000,000.00 BE ACCEPTED, subject to the additional conditions
outlined in Schedule “D” of the Agreement of Purchase and Sale.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer,
M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

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

That Introduction and First Reading of Bill No. 63 and Added Bill No.’s 84
to 88, inclusive, BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer,
M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier
Motion Passed (14 to 0)

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

That Second Reading of Bill No. 63 and Added Bill No.’s 84 to 88,
inclusive, BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer,
M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)
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Motion made by: S. Lehman
Seconded by: A. Hopkins

That Third Reading and Enactment of Bill No. 63 and Added Bill No.’s 84
to 88, inclusive, BE APPROVED.

Yeas: (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer,
M. Cassidy, P. Squire, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, and A. Kayabaga

Absent: (1): S. Hillier

Motion Passed (14 to 0)

The following are By-laws of The Corporation of the City of London:
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Bill

By-law

Bill No. 63

By-law No. A.-8065-50 — A by-law to confirm the
proceedings of the Council Meeting held on the
23rd day of February, 2021. (City Clerk)

Bill No. 64

By-law No. A.-8066-51 — A by-law to approve and
authorize the execution of the current and future
Letters of Agreement between Her Majesty the
Queen in right of the Province of Ontario, as
represented by the Minister of Transportation for
the Province of Ontario and the City of London for
the transfer of Dedicated Gas Tax Funds for
Public Transportation Program. (2.2/3/CSC)

Bill No. 65

By-law No. A.-8067-52 — A by-law to approve and
authorize the execution of the Transfer Payment
Agreement between Her Majesty the Queen in
right of the Province of Ontario, as represented by
the Minister of Transportation for the Province of
Ontario and the City of London for the
reimbursement of funds under the Municipal
Transit Enhanced Cleaning funding program.
(2.3/3/CSC)

Bill No. 66

By-law No. A.-6825(b)-53 — A by-law to amend
By-law A.-6825-162, as amended, entitled “A by-
law to establish a municipal service board for the
purpose of operating and managing Eldon House”
to amend the Board composition to provide for the
appointment of a past Chair of the Board as a
Director. (2.5/4/CPSC)

Bill No. 67

By-law No. C.P.-1556-54 — A by-law to exempt
from Part-Lot Control, lands located at 1160
Wharncliffe Road South, legally described as
Block 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7 in Registered Plan 33M-
786. (2.6/3/PEC)

Bill No. 68

By-law No. PS-113-21059 — A by-law to amend
By-law PS-113 entitled, “A by-law to regulate
traffic and the parking of motor vehicles in the City
of London.” (2.7/2/CWC)

Bill No. 69

By-law No. S.-5868(a)-55 — A by-law to amend
By-law S.-5868-183 entitled “A by-law prohibiting
and regulating signs, and regulating the placing of
signs upon highways and buildings”. (2.3/4/CPSC)

Bill No. 70

By-law No. S.-6104-56 — A by-law to lay out,
constitute, establish and assume certain reserves
in the City of London as public highway. (as
widening to Richmond Street between College
Avenue and Grosvenor Street; and as widening to
St. George Street between College Avenue and
Grosvenor Street) (Chief Surveyor — pursuant to
SPA20-035 and in accordance with Zoning By-law
Z.-1)
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Bill No.

71

By-law No. S.-6105-57 — A by-law to lay out,
constitute, establish and assume certain reserves
in the City of London as public highway. (as
widening to Hyde Park Road, south of
Gainsborough Road) (Chief Surveyor —
registered as Instrument No. ER1338093
pursuant to SPA19-089 and in accordance with
Zoning By-law Z.-1)

Bill No.

72

By-law No. S.-6106-58 — A by-law to lay out,
constitute, establish and assume certain reserves
in the City of London as public highway. (as
widening to Upperpoint Boulevard, east of
Westdel Bourne) (Chief Surveyor — for the
purpose of unobstructed legal access to a public
highway pursuant to SP18-029 and in accordance
with Zoning By-law Z.-1)

Bill No.

73

By-law No. S.-6107-59 — A by-law to lay out,
constitute, establish and assume certain reserves
in the City of London as public highway. (as
widening to Grey Street, west of Maitland

Street) (Chief Surveyor - registered as Instrument
No. ER1332698, pursuant to Site Plan SPA20-
034 and in accordance with Zoning By-law Z.-1)

Bill No.

74

By-law No. S.-6108-60 — A by-law to permit
Megan Elizabeth Strachan to maintain and use a
boulevard parking area upon the road allowance
for 789 Lorne Avenue, City of London. (City Clerk)

Bill No.

75

By-law No. W.-5607(b)-61 — A by-law to amend
by-law No. W.-5607-237, as amended, entitled, “A
by-law to authorize the Southdale Road
Upgrades, Phase 2 Wickerson to Bramblewood
(Project No. TS1407-2).” (6.3/2/CSC)

Bill No.

76

By-law No. W.-5618(c)-62 — A by-law to amend
by-law No. W.-5618-64, as amended, entitled “A
by-law to authorize the Southdale Road Widening-
Farnham Road to Pine Valley (Project No.
TS1629-1)" (6.1/2/CSC)

Bill No.

77

By-law No. W.-5669-63 — A by-law to authorize
the Dingman Drive Road Improvements — HWY
401 to Wellington Road (Project No. TS1746).
(6.2/2/CSC)

Bill No.

78

By-law No. W.-5670-64 — A by-law to authorize
the 2020 Bus Purchase Replacement. (Project
No. MU104420). (2021-2023 Multi-Year Budget)

Bill No.

79

By-law No. W.-5671-65 — A by-law to authorize
the Oxford Street West and Gideon Drive
Intersection Improvements (Roundabout) (Project
No. TS1332). (2.5/1/CWC)
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Bill No. 80

By-law No. Z.-1-212905 — A by-law to amend By-
law No. Z.-1 to remove holding provisions from
the zoning for lands located at 335 Kennington
Way, 3959 and 3964 Avenue; legally described as
Part of Block 1, Plan 33M765, Designated as Part
2 and 3 Plan 33R-20777 and Block 2, 33M 765.
(2.3/3/PEC)

Bill No. 81

By-law No. Z.-1-212906 — A by-law to amend By-
law No. Z.-1 to remove holding provisions from
the zoning for lands located at 3542 Emilycarr
Lane. (2.5/3/PEC)

Bill No. 82

By-law No. Z.-1-212907 — A by-law to amend By-
law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
3195 White Oak Road. (3.1/3/PEC)

Bill No. 83

By-law No. Z.-1-212908 — A by-law to amend By-
law No. Z.-1 to rezone an area of land located at
185 Horton Street East. (3.3/3/PEC)

Bill No. 84

(ADDED) By-law No. A.-8068-66 — A by-law to
authorize and approve an Agreement of Purchase
and Sale between The Corporation of the City of
London and Pamela Betterley, for the partial
acquisition of a portion of the property located at
3050 Dingman Drive, in the City of London, for the
Dingman Drive Road Improvements Project, and
to authorize the Mayor and the City Clerk to
execute the Agreement. (6.1/3/CSC)

Bill No. 85

(ADDED) By-law No. A.-8069-67 — A by-law to
authorize and approve an Agreement of Purchase
and Sale between The Corporation of the City of
London and Bluestone Properties Inc., for the sale
of City owned lands, described as Part of
HUXLEY ST (FORMERLY JOHN ST), PL 193,
designated as Part 2 on 33R-20888, being Part of
PIN 08397-0040 (LT), in the City of London and
County of Middlesex and to authorize the Mayor
and City Clerk to executed this Agreement.
(6.2/3/CSC)

Bill No. 86

(ADDED) By-law No. A.-8070-68 — A by-law to
authorize and approve an Agreement of Purchase
and Sale between The Corporation of the City of
London and Vision SoHo Alliance consisting of:
Indwell Community Homes, Zerin Development
Corporation, Homes Unlimited (London) Inc.,
Chelsea Green Home Society, Italian Seniors’
Project, for the disposition of property located at
Old Victoria Hospital Lands Phase Il, in the City of
London, and to authorize the Mayor and the City
Clerk to execute the Agreement. (6.3/3/CSC)

Bill No. 87

(ADDED) By-law No. A-44-21003 — A by-law to
amend By-law No. A-44, as amended, being “A
by-law respecting the Civic Administration” to
reflect organizational changes.
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14.

Bill No. 88 (ADDED) By-law No. CPOL.-154(b)-69 — A by-law
to amend By-law No. CPOL.-154-406, as
amended, being “Appointments Requiring Council
Approval and/or Consultation” to delete and
replace Schedule “A” of the By-law to reflect
organizational changes

Adjournment

Motion made by: P. Van Meerbergen
Seconded by: P. Squire

That the meeting BE ADJOURNED.

Motion Passed

The meeting adjourns at 10:34 PM.

Ed Holder, Mayor

Catharine Saunders, City Clerk

52
65



Appendix B — Location Map

3050 Dingman Drive (Parent Parcel)
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Appendix A — Source of Financing

Appendix "A"
Confidential

#21013
February &, 2021
(Property Acquisition)

Chair and Members
Corporate Services Committee

RE: Partial Property Acquisition

3050 Dingman Drive - Dingman Drive Road Improvements

{Subledger LD200055)

Capital Project TS1745 - Dingman Drive - Hwy 401 Bridge to VWellington Road
Pamela Betterley - $143,000.00 (excluding HST)

Finance and Corporate Services Report on the Sources of Financing:

Finance and Corporate Services confirms that the cost of this purchase can be accommodated within the financing
available for it in the Capital Budget, and that, subject to the approval of Managing Director, Corporate Services and
City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, with concurrence of the Director, Roads and Transportation, and the Division
Manager, Transportation Planning and Design, on the advice of the Manager of Realty Services, the detailed source

of financing for this purchase is:

Approved Committed To This Balance for
Estimated Expenditures Budget Date Submission  Future Work
Engineering 1,155,113 112,284 Q 1,042,829
Land Acquisition 336,837 187,621 149 216 0
Construction 5,641,300 0 o 8,641,300
Utilities 783,000 0 o 783,000
City Related Expenses 50,000 0 0 350,000
Total Expenditures 510,966,250 $299,905 $149.218 $10,517,129
Sources of Financing
Capital Levy 9,215 9,215 0 0
Debenture Quota 879,051 18,077 12,086 851,887
Drawdown from City Services - Roads Reserve -
Fund (Development Charges) (Note 1) 2,136,629 275,613 137,130 1,723,887
Debenture Quota - Serviced through City
Services - Roads Reserve Fund (Development 7,941,355 0 Q 7,941,355
Charges) (Mote 1)
Total Financing $10,966,250 $299,905 $149 216 $10,517,129
Financial Note:
Purchase Cost $143,000
Add: Legal Fees etc. 2,500
Add: Land Transfer Tax 1,155
Add: HST @13% 18,915
Less: HST Rebate -16,354
Total Purchase Cost $149,216

Mote 1: Development charges have been utilized in accordance with the underlying legislation and the approved
2019 Development Charges Background Study and the 2021 Development Charges Background Study Update.

iy
i/
4 ~
//éﬁ &)

- Jason Davies
~Ianager of Financial Planning & Policy
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Appendix B — Agreement of Purchase and Sale

AGREEMENT OF PURCHASE AND SALE

PURCHASER: BLUESTONE PROPERTIES INC.

VENDOR: THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON

REAL PROPERTY:

Address Part of Huxley Road (Formerly John Street) LONDON, ONTARIO
Location SOUTH SIDE OF BASELINE ROAD WEST

Measurements approximately 19,440 square feet (subject to Final Survey).

Legal Description:  Part of HUXLEY ST (FORMERLY JOHN ST), PL 193, designated as Part
2 on 33R-20888, being Part of PIN 08397-0040 (LT) and further shown
highlighted in red in Schedule “A” (“the Property”) of this agreement in the
City of London, County of Middlesex.

1. OFFER TOQ PURCHASE: The Purchaser agrees to purchase the Property from the Vendor in accordance with
the terms and conditions as set out in this Agreement.

2. SALE PRICE: The purchase price shall be TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY THOUSAMD DOLLARS CDN
($220,000) payable as follows:

a) Deposit amount of Ten Thousand Dollars CON ($310,000.00) payable to the Vendor in Trust;

k) the balance of the sale price, subject to adjustments, in cash or by cheque on completion of this
Agreement.

3. ADJUSTMENTS: Any uneamed fire insurance premiums, rents, mortgage interest, realty taxes including local
improvements rates and unmetered public or private utility charges and unmetered cost of fuel, as applicable,
shall be apportioned and allowed to the day of completion, the day of completion itself to be apporticned to the
Purchaser.

4. SCHEDULE(S): The following Schedule{s) form(s) part of this Agreement:

Schedule “A”™ Description of the Property
Schedule “B” Additional Terms and Conditions
Schedule "C" Municipal Services Easement
Schedule “D” Public Pathway Easement

5. IRREVOCABILITY: This Offer shall be imevocable by the Vendor until considered by the Council of the
Corporation of the City of London at a mesting to be held no later than February 26%, 2021, after which date, if
not accepted, this Offer shall be null and void and the deposit shall be returned to the Purchaser in full without
interest or deduction.

6. TITLE SEARCH: The Purchaser shall be allowsd until 4:30 pom. on March 31° 2021 (Requisition Date) to
examine the title to the Property and at its own expense and to satisfy itself that there are no outstanding work
orders or deficiency notices affecting the Property, that its present use may be lawfully continued and that the
principal building may be insured against risk of fire.

T. COMPLETION DATE: This Agreement shall be completed by no later than 4:30 p.m. on April 15t 2021, Upon
completion, vacant possession of the Property shall be given to the Purchaser unless otherwise provided for in
this Agreement.

g. HOTICES: Any notice relating to or provided for in thiz Agreement shall be in writing.

9. HST: If this transaction is subject to Hamonized Sales Tax (HST) then such HST shall be in addition to and not
included in the sale price, and HST shall be collected and remitted in accordance with applicable legislation. If
this transaction is not subject to HST, the Vendor agrees to provide, on or before completion, to the Purchaszers
solicitor, a certificate in a form satisfactory to the Purchaser's solicitor centifying that the transaction is not subject
fo HST.

10. FUTURE USE: Vendor and the Purchaser agree that there is no representation or warranty of any kind that the
future intended use of the Property by the Purchaser is or will be lawful except as may be specifically provided
for in this Agreement.

11. TITLE: Provided that the title to the Property is good and free from all encumbrances. If within the specified times
referred to in paragraph & any valid objection to title or to any outstanding work order or deficiency nofice, or to
the fact the said present use may not lawfully be continued, or that the principal building may not be insured
against risk of fire is made in writing to the Vendor and which Vender is unable or unwilling to remove, remedy
or satisfy and which the Purchaser will not waive, this Agreement notwithstanding any intermediate acts or
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

14.

20.

21.

negotiations in respect of such objections, shall be at an end and any deposit paid shall be retumed without
interest or deduction and VYendor shall not be liable for any costs or damages. Sawve as to any valid objection so
made by such day and except for any chjection going to the root of the title, the Purchaser shall be conclusively
deemed to have accepted Vendor's title to the Property .

DOCUMENTS AND DISCHARGE: The Purchaser shall not call for the production of any title deed, abstract,
survey or other evidence of title to the Property except such as are in the possession or control of Vendor. If
requested by the Purchaser, Vendor will deliver any sketch or survey of the Property within Vendor's control to
the Purchaser as soon as possible and pricr to the Requisition Date. If a discharge of any Charge/Mortgage held
by a corporation incorporated pursuant to the Loan Companies Act (Canada), Chartered Bank, Trust Company,
Credit Union, Caisse Populaire or Insurance Company and which is not to be assumed by the Purchaser on
completion, iz not available in registerable form on completion, the Purchaser agrees to accept Vendor's lawyers
personal undertaking to obtain, cut of the closing funds, a discharge in registerable form and to register same on
fitle within a reasonable period of time after completion, provided that on or before completion VYendor shall
provide to the Purchaser a mortgage statement prepared by the mortgagee seffing out the balance reguired to
obtain the discharge, together with a direction executed by Yendor directing payment to the mortgages of the
amount required to obtain the discharge out of the balance due on completion.

DOCUMENT PREPARATION: The Transfer/Deed shall, save for the Land Transfer Tax Affidavit, be prepared
in registerable form at the expense of the Vendor.

RESIDEMNCY: The Purchaser shall be credited towards the Purchase Price with the amount, if any, necessary for
the Purchaser to pay to the Minister of Mational Revenue to satisfy the Purchaser's liability in respect of tax
payable by Vendor under the non-resident provisions of the Income Tax Act by reason of this sale. The Purchaser
shall not claim such credit if Vendor delivers on completion the prescrbed cedificate or a statutory declaraticn
that Vendor iz not a non-resident of Canada.

TIME LIMITS: Time zhall in all respects be of the essence hersof provided that the time for deoing or completing
of any matter provided for herein may be extended or abridged by an agreement in writing signed by Vendor and
the Purchaser or their respective lawyers who are hereby specifically authorized in that regard.

TENDER: Any tender of documents or money hereunder may be made upon Vendor or the Purchaser or their
respective solicitors on the day set for completion. Money may be tendered by bank draft or cheque by a
Chartered Bank, Trust Company, Province of Ontario Savings Office, Credit Union or Caisse Populaire.

FAMILY LAW ACT: Vendor wamants that spousal consent iz not necessary to this fransaction under the
provigions of the Family Law Act, R.5.0. 1990 unless Yendor's spouse has executed the consent provided.

PLANMNING ACT: This Agreement shall be effective to create an interest in the property only if the subdivision
control provisions of the Planning Act are complied with.

CLOSING ARRANGEMENTS: Where each of the Vendor and Purchaser retain a lawyer to complete the
Agreement of Purchase and Sale of the property, and where the transaction will be completed by electronic
registration pursuant to Part 1ll of the Land Registration Reform Act, R.5.0. |, Chapter L4, and any amendments
thereto, the Vendor and Purchaser acknowledge and agree that the delivery of documents and the release thereof
to the Vendor and Purchaser may, at the lawyers discretion: (a) not occur contemporanecushy with the registration
of the Transfer/Deed (and other registerable documentation) and (k) be subject to conditions whereby the lawyer
receiving documents andfor money will be required to hold them in trust and not release them except in
accordance with the terms of a written agreement between the lawyers..

AGREEMENT IN WRITING: This Agreement, including any Schedule attached, shall constitute the enfire
Agreement between the Purchaser and Vendor. There is no representation, warranty, collateral agreement or
condition, which affects this Agreement other than as expressed herein. This Agreement shall be read with all
changes of gender or number required by the context..

SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGHS: The heirs, executors, administrators, successors and assigns of the
underzigned are bound by the terms herein.
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The Corporation of the City of London hereby accepts the above Agreement of Purchase and Sale and agrees to carry
out the same on the terms and conditions herein contained.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF The Corporation of the City of London hereto has hereunto caused to be affixed its Corporate
Seal attasted by the hands of its proper signing officers pursuant to the authority contained in By-law Na.
of the Council of The Carperation of the City of London

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON

Ed Holder, Mayor

Catharine Saunders, City Clerk

GIVEN UNDER MY/QUR HAND AND SEAL, (OR, IN WITNESS WHEREDOF THE VENDOR HERETO HAS
HEREUNTO CAUSED TO BE AFFIXED ITS CORPORATE SEAL ATTESTER BY THE HANDS OF ITS PROPER
SIGNING OFFICERS, as the case may be) this _dayof __J Frembicy . 2020.

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED
In the Presence of BLUESTONE PROPER INC.

Per; -
/L_P/ W~

Mame: Colin Bierbaum S

Title: President

I"We Have the Authority to Bind the Corporation

VENDOR'S LAWYER: Sachit Tatavarti, Solicitor, 519-861-2489 (CITY] Ext. 5018 Fax: 519-661-0082

PURCHASER'S LAWYER: Chris Hamber. Solicitor, Harrison Pensa LLP 450 Talbot St., Londen, Ontario NEA 58
tel 510-661-6742 cell 519-670-6742 fax 51%-667-3362 chamber@harriscnpensa.com
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THE PROPERTY

SCHEDULE “A™
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SCHEDULE “B"
ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS

SOIL, GEQTECHNICAL, ARCHEQLOGICAL, AND ENVIRONMENTAL TESTS: The Purchaser shall have until
4:00PM on March 31st 2021 to satisfy itself in its scle and absclute discretion as to the soil, gectechnical,
archeclogical and environmental condition of the Property. The Purchasar may enter on the Property and have
soil, geotechnical, archaological and environmental tests conducted using qualified agents or sarvants. The
Purchaser agrees that all such tests shall be conducted using reasonable care and that the Property shall be
restored to a condition as close as reasonably possible to its condition prior to entry. The Purchaser agreas (o
indemnify and save harmless the Vendar from and against all claims, demands, costs, including reasanable lega!
costs, damages, expenses and liabilities whatsoever arising out of its entry on the Property and the conducting
of such test.

If the results of the soil, geotechnical, archeclogical, and envircnmental tests are not satisfactory to the Purchaser
in its sole and absolule discretion, it shall within the time limited deliver written notice to that effect to the YVendor
and the Agreement shall be terminated and the deposit immeadiately returned to the Purchaser without interest or
deduction; failing delivery of written natics, the condition shall be deemed to have been waived. This condition is
inserted for the benefit of the Purchaser and may be waived by it at any time during the time limited period.

AS 15, WHERE IS: The Purchaser acknowledges that pursuant to the terms hereof it will have an opportunity to
complete such inspections of the condition of the Proparty as it deems appropriate to be satisfied with regard
same. No representation, warranty or condition is expressed or can be implied as to title, zoning or building by-
law compliance, encumbrance, description, fitness for purpose, the existence or non-existence of contaminants,
hazardous materials, environmental compliance, condition, or in respect of any other matier or thing whatsoever
concarning the Property, save and except as expressly provided for in the Agresment,

The Purchaser acknowledges that the Property is being purchased on an "as is" basis. The Purchaser
acknowladges that the Vendor has not made, did not make and shall not be required to provide any
representations or warranties of any kind with respect to whether the Property and processes and undertakings
performed theraon have been and are in compliance with all applicable environmental laws, regulations and
orders and whether the Property is suitable for any specific usa including and without limitation to any construction
or development. The Purchaser acknowledges and agrees that the Vender shall nat be liable for any damages
of loss whatsoever arising out of or pursuant to any claims in respect to the foregoing.

LEGAL COSTS: The Purchasers and Vendor agree to pay their own legal costs, including fees, disbursemants
and applicable taxes, as reqguired, to complete this transaction.

MUNICIPAL SERVICES EASEMENT: Following the closing of this fransaction, the Purchaser will grant to the
Vendor, for nominal consideration being Two Dollars ($2.00), servicing easements as may be required over the
entire Property, on the City's standard municipal services easement form attached as Schedule “C". The
Purchaser acknowledges and agrees that the Vendor will be retaining a municipal services easement for
municipal infrastructure and will be conveying any utility easements that may be required. This condition shall
survive and not merge on the completion of this transaction.

THIRD PARTY UTILITY EASEMENTS: The Purchaser acknowledges and agrees that third party utility easements
will be registered by the Vendor an title to the Property prior to the closing of this transaction. The third party
utilities may include but not be limited to London Hydro, Enbridge, Bell, Rogers, and Start.ca. The Vendor shall
nol be liable for any third party ulility easements registered on litle and, in the event of a delay in the registration
of the third parly easements, the Purchaser shall agree to consent to a reasonable extension of the closing of this
transaction, without condition or compensation, to facilitate the registration of the outstanding utility easements.

PROOF OF ABUTTING LANDS OWNERSHIP: This Agreement is conditional upon the Purchaser providing
proof to the Vendor that the Purchaser is the registered owner of the abutting lands being 101 Base Line Road
West and 107 Base Line Road West (the “Abutting Lands") by on or before 4:00pm on March 31 2021 (the
“Abutting Ownership"). As part of the original Municipal Council resolution issued on April 17" 2000, the sale of
the Vendor's Property is only permitied to the rightful owner of the Abutting Lands and as such, the Vendor
requires proof of Abulting Ownership,

In the event the Purchaser fails to provide written proof to the Vendor of ownership to the Abutting Lands in
accordance with this section, this Agraement shall be declared void and of no force or effect and the deposit shall
be immediately returned to the Purchasar without interest or deduction,

This condition is inserted for the benefit of the Vendor and may be waived by it at any time during the time period
specified above. Notwithstanding any waiver of this condition by the Vendor, the Vender reserves the option to
immediately terminate this Agreement in the event that the Purchaser subsequently conveys, transfers or
otherwise disposes of any portion of the Abulling Lands prior Lo closing.

EXISTING WALKWAY TO BE RETAINED BY CITY: Both parties mutually agree that the Property will contain,
in perpetuity, a 10 foot (3.05 metres) dedicated pedestrian public accessible walkway (the “Public Walkway”)
connecting Huxley Street to Baseline Road to be provided by easement in the form attached in Scheduie "D and
as may be further described in any fulure development agreement andfor site plan approval brought forward by
the Purchaser for the abutting Purchaser land(s). All costs to relocate, reconstruct, or replace the Public Walkway
(the “Pathway Relocation™ as part of a future development agreement and/or site plan approval shall be the sole
responsibility of the Purchaser, As part of the Pathway Relocation the overall construction which shall include but
not be limited to the size, material, standards, grading, placement, and final location shall be approved prior and
in writing by the Vendar in its sole discretion. The Purchaser further acknowledges and agrees that for any portion
of the Pathway Relocation onto the Purchaser's abutting lands, the same rights as described in Schedule "0D°
shall be granted to the Vendor at nominal consideration. Once the Pathway Relocation is completed, all future
maintenance, operation, impravements, and repairs of the Public Walkway on the Property portion of lands will
remain the responsibility of the Purchaser. This condition shall survive and not merge on the completion of this
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transaction.

VENDOR PRE-CLOSING CONDITION — CLOSING OF ROAD: This Agresment is conditional upon Municipal
Council passing a by-law permanently closing the partion of Huxley Road located on the Property (the “Road
Closing™) in accordance with the Municioal Act, 2007, as amended, on or before 4:00pm on March 31% 2021, If,
within that time, the Vendor has not given notice in writing o the Purchaser that this condition has been satisfied
or waived, than this Agreement shall be null and void and of no further force or effect whatsoever and each party
shall be released from all of its liabilities and obligations under this Agreement and the deposit shall be returned
to the Purchaser forthwith, without interest or deduction except as otherwise provided for herzin. This condition
is included for the benefit of the Vendor and may be waived at the Vendor's sole optien by notice in writing to the
Purchaser as aforesaid within the lima period stated herein.
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SCHEDULE “C"
THIS EASEMENT made this _ day of , 2020,
BETWEERM:
BLUESTONE PROPERTIES INC.

(Hereinafter called the "Transfaror”)
OF THE FIRST PART
-and -

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON

{Hereinafter called the "Transferee”)
OF THE SECOND PART

WHEREAS the Transferor is seized of the lands and premises herein described, and has agreed to transfer to the
Transferee a multi-purposs easement for municipal servicas in, over and upon the said Lands;

AND WHEREAS Section 91(2) of the Municipal Act, 5.0. 2001, c. 25, as amended provides that an easement of 2
public utility provided by a municipality does not have to be appurtenant or annexed to or for the benefit of any specific
parcel of land to be valid;

MOW THEREFORE THIS INDENTURE WITNESSETH that in consideration of the sum of ONE DOLLAR (31.00}, of
lawful money of Canada now paid by the Transferee to the Transferor (the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby
acknowledged), the Transferor DOTH GRANT unto the Transferee, its successors and assigns, forever, the full, free
and uninterrupted right, linerty, privilege and easement in gross to install, construct, reconstruct, repair, clean, maintain,
inspect and use as part of the Municipal Services system of the City of London and as appurtenant thereta, and for all
times hereafter, sewers, watermains, electrical cables, communications cables, conduits, and othar municipal services
of such kind, size, type and number as the Transferee may from time to time determine necessary (the "Municipal
Services"), in, through, over, on and under that part of the lands of the Transferor more particularly described a3
[ DESCRIPTION__ ] (the “Lands™).

TOGETHER WITH the full right, liberty, privilege and easement unto the Transferee, its successors and assigns, and
its and their servanis, agents, work people, contractors and others designated by it and them, from time 1o time and at
all timas forever hergafter, to enter upon the said Lands, with or without tools, machinery, equipment and vehicles, for
the purposes aforesaid and to enter as aforesaid upon the adjoining lands of the Transferor in order to obtain access
to and from the said Lands.

AND TOGETHER WITH the full right, liberty. privilege and easement unto the Transferae, its successors and assigns,
and its and their servants, agents, work people, contractars and others designated by it and them, from time to time
and at all times forever hereafter, to enter upon the said Lands, with or without tools. machinery, equipment and
vehicles, for the purpose of obtaining access to abutting lands owned by the Transferee or to abutting lands in which
hMunicipal Services are installed.

IT SHALL BE LAWFUL for the Transferee and its successors and assigns to exercise and enjoy the rights, liberties
and privileges hereby granted without being liable for any interference, loss of use or loss of profit which shall or may
be thereby caused to the said lands or to the owners and occupiers thereof from time to time, and the Transferee shall
have the right to cut down or remove any brugh, trees, shrubs, fences, pavements, ramps, curbs and other objects or
structures as may be necessary or convenient in the exercise of the rights and privileges hereby granted and likewise
to excavate and remove the soil and surfacings for the purposes aloresaid.

THE TRANSFEREE COVENANTS with the Transferor that it will restore the said Lands to the approximate condition
which existed immediately prior to each and every entry upon the said Lands, excluding the replacement of brush and
trees and structures. Restoration of hard surfaces will be at the sole discretion of the Transferee unless the surface
predated the acquisition of this easement or was subsequently constructed as part of a development approved by the
Transferee.

THE TRANSFEROR COVENANTS that no buildings or other structures shall be erected on or over the Lands described
herein without the written consent of the Engineer of the Transferee or his designate.

THE TRANSFEROR FURTHER COVENANTS that it has the right to convey the rights, liberties, privileges and
easements hereby granted and will execute such further assurances as may be reguisite to give full effect to this
indenture.

IT IS HEREBY AGREED that the covenants and agreements on the part of the Transferor shall run with the Lands of
the Transferor, and these shall enure to the benefit of and be binding upon the respective successors, heirs, executars,
administrators and assigns of the parties hereto,

WHERE THE context requires, the masculine shall be construed as feminine ar neuter and the singular shall be
construed as plural.
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SCHEDULE “D”
TRANSFER OF EASEMENT, LANEWAY FOR PUBLIC ACCESS

Between

{Hereinalter called the "Transferor”)

- and -

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LOMDON
(Hereinafter called the "Transferee”)

WHEREAS the Transferor is seized of the lands and premises herein described, and has agreed to transfer to the
Transferee an easement for a permanent public pathway ovar the said lands;

NOW THEREFORE THIS INDENTURE WITNESSETH that in consideration of the sum of TWO DOLLARS (32.00),
of lawful money of Canada now paid by the Transferee to the Transferor {the receipt whereof is heraby by it
acknowledged), the Transferar DOTH TRANSFER unto the Transferee, its successors and assigns, forever, the full,
free and uninterrupted right, liberty, privilege and easement in gross to construct, reconstruct, repair, clean, maintain,
inspect and use as part of the highway system of the City of London and as appurtenant thereto, and to the highways
in the ownership of the Transferee, and for all times hereafter, a permanent public pathway of such construction and
size as the Transferee may from time fo time determine necessary, in, through, over and under the lands situate in
the City of London, County of Middlesex, described in the Transfer of Easement to which this Schedule is attached
(hereinafter referred to as the "easement lands”} for the purposes of a Laneway for public access and passage.

TOGETHER WITH the full right, liverty, privilege and easement unto the Transferee, its successors and assigns, and
its and their servants, agents, work people, contractors and others designated by it and them, including members of
the public, fram time to time and at all timas forever heraafler, 1o enter upon the said easement lands, with or without
tools, machinery, equipment and vehicles, for the purposes aforesaid.

IT SHALL BE LAWFUL for the Transferee and its successors and assigns to exercise and enjoy the rights, liberties
and privileges hereby transferred without being liable for any interfersnce, loss of use or loss of profit which shall or
may be thereby caused to the easement lands or to the owners and occupiers thereof from time fo time, and the
Transferea shall have the right to cut down or remove any brush, trees, shrubs, fences. pavements, ramps, curbs and
other objects as may be necessary or convenient in the exercise of the rights and privileges hereby transferred and
likewise to excavate and remave the soil and surfacings for the purposes aforesaid.

THE TRANSFEROR COVENANTS that no buildings or other structure shall be erected on or over the easement
lands described herein without the written consent of the Engineer of the City of London.

THE TRANSFEROR FURTHER COVEMNANTS that it has the right to transfer the rights, liberties, privileges and
sasements heraby lransferred and will execute such further assurances as may be requisite to give full effect to this
transfer.

IT IS HEREEY AGREED that the covenants and agreements on the part of the Transfaror shall run with the lands of
the Transferor, and these presents shall enure to the benefit of and be binding upon the respective successors,

executors, administrators and assigns of the parties hereto.

WHERE THE cantext requires, the masculine shall be construed as feminine or neuter and the singular shall be
construed as plural,
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Report to the Council of The Corporation of the City of London

To: Chair and Members
Council of The Corporation of the City of London

From: Kelly Scherr, P. Eng., MBA, FEC, Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services, City Engineer

Subject: Expropriation of Lands
Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond Street Intersection
Improvements Project

Date: March 23, 2021

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental and Engineering
Services and City Engineer, with the concurrence of the Director, Roads and
Transportation, on the advice of the Manager of Realty Services, the following actions
be taken with respect to the expropriation of land as may be required for the project
known as the Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond Street Intersection Improvements
Project:

a) the Council of The Corporation of the City of London as Approving Authority
pursuant to the Expropriations Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. E.26, as amended, HEREBY
APPROVES the proposed expropriation of land, as described in Schedule “A”
attached hereto, in the City of London, County of Middlesex, it being noted that
the reasons for making this decision are as follows:

)] the subject lands are required by The Corporation of the City of London for
the Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond Street Intersection
Improvements Project;

i) the design of the project will address the current and future transportation
demands along the corridor; and,

iii) the design is in accordance with the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment Study Recommendations for the Fanshawe Park Road and
Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project approved by
Municipal Council at the meeting held on September 25, 2018; and,

b) subject to the approval of a) above, a certificate of approval BE ISSUED by the
City Clerk on behalf of the Approving Authority in the prescribed form.

It being noted that no requests for Hearings of Necessity were received.

Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to seek Municipal Council approval for the expropriation of
lands required by The Corporation of the City of London for the Fanshawe Park Road
and Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project.

Twenty Three property requirements have been identified to accommodate the design
for improvements to the intersection at this location. Negotiations with all property
owners has been ongoing since spring 2019 and there are Eleven properties
outstanding.

In order to meet planned construction timelines for 2022, it is necessary to advance the
utility relocation contracts in Fall 2021. As legal possession of all property requirements
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will be needed to award the utility and construction contracts, the expropriation of all
outstanding property is necessary to be advanced.

Linkage to the Corporate Strategic Plan

The following report supports the Strategic Plan through the strategic focus area of

Building a Sustainable City by building new transportation infrastructure as London

grows. The improvements to the Corridor will enhance safe and convenient mobility
choices for transit, automobiles, pedestrians and cyclists.

Analysis
1.0 Background Information

1.1  Previous Reports Related to this Matter

Civic Works Committee - June 19, 2012 - London 2030 Transportation Master
Plan

Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee — June 23, 2014 — Approval of 2014
Development Charges By-Law and DC Background Study

Civic Works Committee — March 23, 2015 — Environmental Assessment Study
Appointment of Consulting Engineer

Civic Works Committee — September 25, 2018 — Environmental Study Report

Civic Works Committee — April 16, 2019 — Detailed Design and Tendering
Appointment of Consulting Engineer

Corporate Services Committee — October 19, 2020 — Expropriation of Land
Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project

2.0 Discussion and Considerations
2.1 Background

The subject properties are required to support the Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond
Street Intersection Improvements Project.

The Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project was
identified in the 2019 Transportation Development Charges Background Study with a
recommendation for construction in 2022. Due to the area’s strategic location, the
Smart Moves 2030 Transportation Master Plan (TMP) also identifies the need for traffic
capacity optimization and transit priority on this corridor.

Construction of this project is predominantly planned to take place in 2022/2023 with
commencement of utility relocations required in 2021 to facilitate the improvements. The
project has received approval for the Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street
Intersection Improvements Project Class EA and remains subject to property
acquisitions.

There were 23 property requirements, one of which is a full buyout, with the balance
requiring partial acquisitions. 5 of the requirements have been obtained via dedications
and 7 have been acquired amicably. Negotiations commenced in the spring of 2019
with the current outstanding requirements standing at 11. Negotiations are ongoing with
all remaining owners representing the remaining 11 property requirements.

The composition of the ownership interests in this area and more specifically along the
corridor is of an adept and sophisticated nature. The owners represent mainly large
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commercial shopping centre and multi-tenant commercial interests. There are several
businesses that will be impacted and some substantial landscaping and hardscaping
improvements will have to be re-established.

The Expropriation process has been initiated at the request of the Roads and
Transportation Division which is endeavouring to ensure property clearance is achieved
in order to support the project. As a result, it is necessary to start the appropriate
expropriation procedures for the outstanding properties in order for the project to
proceed and meet the prescribed timelines. Realty Services will continue to review
negotiations with the property owners in an effort to achieve acceptable outcomes to all
parties involved.

No Hearing of Necessity requests were received.

Anticipated Construction Timeline

Property requirements to be secured for 2021 construction to facilitate utility relocation
with road construction to follow thereafter.

Conclusion

The Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project was
identified in the 2019 Transportation Development Charges Background Study with a
recommendation for construction in 2022.

Construction of this project is predominantly planned to take place in 2022/2023 with
commencement of utility relocations required in 2021 to facilitate the improvements. The
project has received approval for the Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street
Intersection Improvements Project Class EA and remains subject to property
acquisitions.

Realty Services continues to negotiate with the outstanding property owners in parallel
with the Council approval to proceed with the expropriation process in order to meet the
project construction timelines.

Impacted Property Owner’s property compensation is protected through the
expropriation legislation and Council Property Acquisition policy. If negotiated property
compensation settlements can not be achieved on an amicable basis, the compensation
may be arbitrated through the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT).

Prepared by: Ron Sanderson, AACI, Manager Il, Realty Services
Submitted by: Bill Warner, AACI, Manager of Realty Services
Concurred by: Doug MacRae, P. Eng., Director, Roads and

Transportation

Recommended by: Kelly Scherr, P. Eng., MBA, FEC, Managing Director,

Environmental and Engineering Services, City Engineer
March 10, 2021
File No. P-2515
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Appendix A Location Maps
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Schedule “A”

Parcel 1: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 1 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of PIN 08084-
2248(LT)

Parcel 2: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 2 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of PIN 08084-
2248(LT)

Parcel 3: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 3 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of PIN 08084-
1056(LT)

Parcel 4: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 4 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of PIN 08084-
1056(LT)

Parcel 5: Part of Lot 16, Concession 4, Geographic Township of London, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 6 on Plan 33R-20496, being all of PIN 08083-0001(LT)

Parcel 6: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London, County of
Middlesex, designated as Part 1 on Plan 33R-20472, being part of PIN 08066-0033(LT)

Parcel 7: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London, County of
Middlesex, designated as Part 2 on Plan 33R-20472, being part of PIN 08066-0033(LT)

Parcel 8: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London, County of
Middlesex, designated as Part 3 on Plan 33R-20472, being part of PIN 08066-0183(LT)

Parcel 9: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London, County of
Middlesex, designated as Part 4 on Plan 33R-20472 being part of PIN 08066-0183(LT)

Parcel 10: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London, County of
Middlesex, designated as Part 5 on Plan 33R-20472 being part of PIN 08066-0183(LT)

Parcel 11: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London, County of
Middlesex, designated as Part 6 on Plan 33R-20472 being part of PIN 08066-0183(LT)
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Report to the Council of The Corporation of the City of London

To: Chair and Members
Council of The Corporation of the City of London

From: Kelly Scherr, P. Eng., MBA, FEC, Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services, City Engineer

Subject: Expropriation of Lands
Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond Street Intersection
Improvements Project

Date: March 23, 2021

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental and Engineering
Services and City Engineer, with the concurrence of the Director, Roads and
Transportation and on the advice of the Manager of Realty Services, the following
actions be taken with respect to the expropriation of land as may be required for the
project known as the Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street Intersection
Improvements Project:

a) the proposed bylaw attached as Appendix “A” being “A by-law to expropriate
lands in the City of London, in the County of Middlesex, the Fanshawe Park
Road / Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project: BE INTRODUCED
at the Municipal Council meeting to be held on March 23, 2021;

b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to take all necessary steps to prepare a
plan or plans showing the Expropriated Lands and to register such plan or plans
in the appropriate registry or land titles office, pursuant to the Expropriations Act,
R.S.0. 1990, c. E.26, within three (3) months of the Approving Authority granting
approval of the said expropriation;

C) the Mayor and City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to sign on behalf of the
Expropriating Authority, the plan or plans as signed by an Ontario Land Surveyor
showing the Expropriated Lands; and,

d) the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED AND DIRECTED to execute and serve the
notices of expropriation required by the Expropriations Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. E.26
and such notices of possession that may be required to obtain possession of the
Expropriated Lands.

Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to seek Municipal Council direction and approval of a By-
law to expropriate lands required by The Corporation of the City of London for the
Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project.

Twenty Three property requirements have been identified to accommodate the design
for improvements to the intersection at this location. Negotiations with all property
owners has been ongoing since spring 2019 and there are Eleven properties
outstanding.

In order to meet planned construction timelines for 2022, it is necessary to advance the
utility relocation contracts in Fall 2021. As legal possession of all property requirements
will be needed to award the utility and construction contracts, the expropriation of all
outstanding property is necessary to be advanced.
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Linkage to the Corporate Strategic Plan

The following report supports the Strategic Plan through the strategic focus area of

Building a Sustainable City by building new transportation infrastructure as London

grows. The improvements to the Corridor will enhance safe and convenient mobility
choices for transit, automobiles, pedestrians and cyclists.

Analysis

1.0 Background Information

1.1  Previous Reports Related to this Matter

Civic Works Committee — June 19, 2012 — London 2030 Transportation Master
Plan

Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee — June 23, 2014 — Approval of 2014
Development Charges By-Law and DC Background Study

Civic Works Committee — March 23, 2015 — Environmental Assessment Study
Appointment of Consulting Engineer

Civic Works Committee — September 25, 2018 — Environmental Study Report

Civic Works Committee — April 16, 2019 — Detailed Design and Tendering
Appointment of Consulting Engineer

Corporate Services Committee — October 19, 2020 — Expropriation of Land
Fanshawe Park Road and Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project

2.0 Discussion and Considerations

2.1 Background

The subject properties are required to support the Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond
Street Intersection Improvements Project.

The Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project was
identified in the 2019 Transportation Development Charges Background Study with a
recommendation for construction in 2022. Due to the area’s strategic location, the
Smart Moves 2030 Transportation Master Plan (TMP) also identifies the need for traffic
capacity optimization and transit priority on this corridor.

Construction of this project is predominantly planned to take place in 2022/2023 with
commencement of utility relocations required in 2021 to facilitate the improvements. The
project has received approval for the Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street
Intersection Improvements Project Class EA and remains subject to property
acquisitions.

There were 23 property requirements, one of which is a full buyout, with the balance
requiring partial acquisitions. 5 of the requirements have been obtained via dedications
and 7 have been acquired amicably. Negotiations commenced in the spring of 2019
with the current outstanding requirements standing at 11. Negotiations are ongoing with
all remaining owners representing the remaining 11 property requirements.

The composition of the ownership interests in this area and more specifically along the
corridor is of an adept and sophisticated nature. The owners represent mainly large
commercial shopping centre and multi-tenant commercial interests. There are several
businesses that will be impacted and some substantial landscaping and hardscaping
improvements will have to be re-established.

83



The Expropriation process has been initiated at the request of the Roads and
Transportation Division which is endeavouring to ensure property clearance is achieved
in order to support the project. As a result, it is necessary to start the appropriate
expropriation procedures for the outstanding properties in order for the project to
proceed and meet the prescribed timelines. Realty Services will continue to review
negotiations with the property owners in an effort to achieve acceptable outcomes to all
parties involved.

No Hearing of Necessity requests were received from any affected owners.

Anticipated Construction Timeline

Property requirements to be secured for 2021 construction to facilitate utility relocation
with road construction to follow thereafter.

Conclusion

The Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project was
identified in the 2019 Transportation Development Charges Background Study with a
recommendation for construction in 2022.

Construction of this project is predominantly planned to take place in 2022/2023 with
commencement of utility relocations required in 2021 to facilitate the improvements. The
project has received approval for the Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street
Intersection Improvements Project Class EA and remains subject to property
acquisitions.

Realty Services continues to negotiate with the outstanding property owners in parallel
with the Council approval to proceed with the expropriation process in order to meet the
project construction timelines.

Impacted Property Owner’s property compensation is protected through the
expropriation legislation and Council Property Acquisition policy. If negotiated property
compensation settlements can not be achieved on an amicable basis, the compensation
may be arbitrated through the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT).

Prepared by: Ron Sanderson, AACI, Manager Il, Realty Services
Submitted by: Bill Warner, AACI, Manager of Realty Services
Concurred by: Doug MacRae, P. Eng., Director, Roads and

Transportation

Recommended by: Kelly Scherr, P. Eng., MBA, FEC, Managing Director,
Environmental and Engineering Services, City Engineer

March 10, 2021
File No. P-2515
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Schedule “A”

Parcel 1: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 1 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of
PIN 08084-2248(LT)

Parcel 2: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 2 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of
PIN 08084-2248(LT)

Parcel 3: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 3 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of
PIN 08084-1056(LT)

Parcel 4: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 4 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of
PIN 08084-1056(LT)

Parcel 5: Part of Lot 16, Concession 4, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 6 on Plan 33R-20496, being all of PIN
08083-0001(LT)

Parcel 6: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 1 on Plan 33R-20472, being part of PIN
08066-0033(LT)

Parcel 7: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 2 on Plan 33R-20472, being part of PIN
08066-0033(LT)

Parcel 8: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 3 on Plan 33R-20472, being part of PIN
08066-0183(LT)

Parcel 9: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 4 on Plan 33R-20472 being part of PIN 08066-
0183(LT)

Parcel 10: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 5 on Plan 33R-20472 being part of PIN 08066-
0183(LT)

Parcel 11: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,

County of Middlesex, designated as Part 6 on Plan 33R-20472 being part of PIN 08066-
0183(LT)
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APPENDIX "A"

Bill No.
2020

By-law No. L.S.P.

A by-law to expropriate lands in the City of London, in the County of Middlesex, for the
Fanshawe Park Road / Richmond Street Intersection Improvements Project

WHEREAS the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of
London, as Approving Authority, pursuant to the Expropriations Act, R.S.0. 1990, c.
E.26, as amended, at its meeting held on March 23, 2021, approved the expropriation of
the lands and premises hereinafter described in attached Schedule “A” of this by-law:

AND WHEREAS the said Approving Authority has directed that its
Certificate of Approval be issued in the prescribed form;

AND WHEREAS The Corporation of the City of London, as Expropriating
Authority, at its meeting held on March 23, 2021, accepted the recommendation of
Approving Authority;

BE IT THEREFORE ENACTED by the Municipal Council of The
Corporation of the City of London, as follows:

1. The lands described in attached Schedule “A” of this bylaw be, and the same,
are hereby expropriated pursuant to the Expropriations Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. E. 26, and
the Municipal Act, 2001, as amended.

2. The appropriate municipal officials are authorized and directed to take all proper
and necessary steps and proceedings including the employment of valuators, to settle
by arbitration or otherwise, the amount of compensation to be paid in respect of the
expropriation of the said lands, providing that the amount of compensation shall not be
reached by agreement unless adopted and approved by the Municipal Council of The
Corporation of the City of London.

3. The appropriate municipal officials are authorized and directed to prepare a plan
or plans, as necessary, showing the lands to be expropriated for registration in the
appropriate Registry of Land Titles Office, and the Mayor and the Clerk are authorized
and directed to sign the plan of expropriation, all pursuant to the Expropriations Act.

4. The appropriate municipal officials are authorized and directed to execute and
serve the Notice of Expropriation and the Notice of Possession pursuant to the
Expropriations Act.

5. This by-law shall come into force and effect on the day it is passed.

PASSED in Open Council on March 23, 2021.

Ed Holder
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk
First reading — March 23, 2021

Second reading — March 23, 2021
Third reading — March 23, 2021
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Schedule "A"
To By-law L.S.P.-

DESCRIPTION OF LANDS TO BE EXPROPRIATED FOR THE FANSHAWE PARK
ROAD / RICHMOND STREET INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

The following lands are required in fee simple:

Parcel 1: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 1 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of
PIN 08084-2248(LT)

Parcel 2: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 2 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of
PIN 08084-2248(LT)

Parcel 3: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 3 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of
PIN 08084-1056(LT)

Parcel 4: Part of Lot 16, Concession 5, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 4 on Plan 33R-20485, being Part of
PIN 08084-1056(LT)

Parcel 5: Part of Lot 16, Concession 4, Geographic Township of London, in the City of
London, County of Middlesex, designated as Part 6 on Plan 33R-20496, being all of PIN
08083-0001(LT)

Parcel 6: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 1 on Plan 33R-20472, being part of PIN
08066-0033(LT)

Parcel 7: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 2 on Plan 33R-20472, being part of PIN
08066-0033(LT)

Parcel 8: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 3 on Plan 33R-20472, being part of PIN
08066-0183(LT)

Parcel 9: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 4 on Plan 33R-20472 being part of PIN 08066-
0183(LT)

Parcel 10: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,
County of Middlesex, designated as Part 5 on Plan 33R-20472 being part of PIN 08066-
0183(LT)

Parcel 11: Part of Lot 33, Registrar's Compiled Plan No. 1029, in the City of London,

County of Middlesex, designated as Part 6 on Plan 33R-20472 being part of PIN 08066-
0183(LT)

89



Memo

To: Council

From: Kelly Scherr, P. Eng., MBA, FEC,
Managing Director, Environmental and
Engineering Services and City Engineer

Date: March 18, 2021

Re: Wharncliffe Road South Improvements:
100 Stanley Street Update

1.0 Introduction

An information report was provided to Civic Works Committee on March 2, 2021 which
provided an update on the status of the 100 Stanley Street property as it relates to the
Wharncliffe Road South Improvements project. The report identified the process
required for the project team to continue with the mitigation recommendation identified
in the 2018 Environmental Assessment (EA) to relocate the heritage dwelling. The 2018
Environmental Assessment identified that the structure could not remain on site and the
only two technically feasible mitigation alternatives for the impacted heritage dwelling
were either relocation or demolition. Both options involve fulfilling the requirements
under the Heritage Act. The EA recommended to proceed with relocation as it offered
the best opportunity to protect the cultural heritage value of the dwelling.

At the March 2, 2021 Civic Works Committee, staff were asked to provide members of
Council with additional information regarding the cost, schedule, and risks associated
with relocation or demolition of the heritage dwelling at 100 Stanley Street.

2.0 Cost

It is estimated that the cost to relocate the heritage dwelling will be in the order of
$900,000 to $1,100,000 more than the estimated cost to demolish the dwelling. This
estimate includes the estimated revenue from the sale of the relocated dwelling.

The main reason for the range in the above noted costs is related to temporary utility
work which is required for the relocation and will be better defined as the final
construction schedule is developed.

This is one component of a larger project. This schedule implications of the 100 Stanley
Street options introduce the risk of additional construction cost for the overall project as
identified in the Conclusion section.

Environmental and Engineering Services | London ON | (519) 661-4570 | www.london.ca
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3.0 Schedule

The project schedule requires the 100 Stanley Street site to be clear by late Fall, 2021.
Both relocation and demolition may be able to achieve this, but each approach presents
schedule risks as detailed in the following sections.

3.1. Relocation Schedule Risks

The relocation process involves planning, heritage and engineering processes that were
detailed in the CWC report. As it relates to schedule risk, the relocation process
requires approval of a Minor Variance Application for the receiving site. As this process
is subject to public participation, an objection from the public would be referred to the
Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT). The likelihood of this is considered low;
however, it could delay relocation by over one year.

3.2. Demolition and Commemoration Schedule Risks

In response to the March 2, 2021 Civic Works Committee meeting, staff have engaged
with the Ministry of Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP) seeking their opinion
with respect to potential demolition of the heritage dwelling considering the approved
EA Study, the Part 2 Order requests and the Minister’'s Decision. MECP have requested
additional information regarding the Environmental Assessment study and have not
provided a final opinion at this time. Based upon MECP guidance, the City would pursue
any adjustments to the EA and associated Minister’s Decision. It is anticipated that
public engagement will be required and that objection from public or stakeholder groups
is likely to be encountered.

Based on recent changes to the EA process, it has been determined that the public
appeal mechanism associated with the public review period for EAs and EA
Addendums is now limited to concerns that deal with indigenous or treaty rights.
Therefore, this potential delay could be less than the typical year delay experienced on
previous projects. However, delays could still be experienced during the Ministry
determination of the nature of any objection since this is a recent change.

Additionally, there are other legal mechanisms available to individuals or groups who
are concerned with the demolition of the heritage dwelling at 100 Stanley Street. A legal
challenge may delay the project in the order of one year or more.

The process to demolish and commemorate would also require a Heritage Alteration
Permit application and report to the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH)
and Planning and Environment Committee (PEC). The commemoration aspects
associated with demolition would be developed through the Heritage process. The
City’s Heritage Planner and Director would not recommend approval of the application.
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4.0 Conclusion

The 2018 EA recommended the relocation of the heritage dwelling at 100 Stanley Street
as the preferred alternative to address heritage considerations. Under the EA process,
there were two Part 2 Order requests to the Minister related to this heritage issue and
requesting the project be subject to an individual EA. The Minister’s Decision
acknowledged the relocation recommendation and imposed a number of conditions
upon the City related to this recommendation.

The net cost difference between the relocation and demolition options is $900,000 to
$1,100,000 which includes the estimated resale value. Both approaches have public
touch points that introduce the potential for delays; however, this risk exposure is
significantly greater for the demolition alternative based on previous formal opposition.
Although MECP has not provided final advice regarding the EA process that would be
required to proceed with demolition of the heritage dwelling, there is significant risk that
this change would solicit opposition which could lead to delay from challenges either
through the EA process or other avenues. Additional project costs triggered by
objections to the demolition option would be expected due to construction delays and
additional professional fees. Construction cost escalation in recent years has been in
the order of 2 to 3% annually.
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From: Jarad Fisher

Sent: Monday, March 1, 2021 11:36 AM

To: CWC <cwc@london.ca>; Peloza, Elizabeth <epeloza@london.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Dundas Place

Hi,

| am writing to voice my concerns over the Dundas Place changes. While | appreciate
the city acknowledging how dangerous the current situation is for cyclists and
pedestrians, the proposed plan does little to solve these issues. Indeed, painted lanes
have been shown to increase risk to cyclists in numerous studies.

Permanent, separated, protected infrastructure is certainly the best option for
encouraging cycling and protecting cyclists and pedestrians. | understand that might be
(ironically) difficult to install on the bricked flex street. If that’s the case, | have the
following proposal to limit automobile speeds and traffic, while still preserving access
and parking: East-West automobile traffic should be banned at the Dundas intersections
of Ridout, Talbot, Richmond, Clarence, and Wellington. This can be achieved by
installing barriers (such as the ones in the attached image) along the centre line of the
North-South streets of these intersections. This will allow autos to turn into these blocks
for pick-up/drop-offs and parking, but limit speeds and traffic to keep pedestrians and
cyclists safe.

Thank you,

Jarad Fisher
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From: Justin R.

Sent: Monday, March 01, 2021 4:14 PM

To: Peloza, Elizabeth <epeloza@london.ca>; CWC <cwc@london.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Dundas Bike Lanes

Hi Elizabeth,
| wanted to share some concerns around the proposal for Dundas Street.

First, I'm thankful that the city is thinking about how to get cyclists moving through
downtown. It's a major gap and the fact that they are thinking of plans to close this gap
is very exciting.

| do see a great safety concern for this plan, however.

The cycle track needs to be protected. As the plan stands, cyclists are put in danger of
traffic and parking. The cycle lane, paint only, is in the door area of parking putting
cyclists in danger of both traffic crossing paint and driver's exiting their vehicles. This
could be solved easily with protected lanes, like the one we see in King Street (sadly for

only 31 more days.) Cyclists should have dedicated space that is safe for all riders from
traffic.

Could we not put the two way cycle track on one side and parking on the other? (I would
argue we don't even need parking, but | still believe we can do both safely.) This way
we could protect the cycle lanes and separate it completely from traffic.

What we have on King is brilliant. It's safe and it's effective. Why are we not replicating
it?

As designed, Dundas is unsafe and we can do better. We need to be better. We need
this cycling access, but we need it to be safe.

Please consider adding protected lanes to keep all Londoners safe.

Thanks,

Justin Riedstra
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From: Nancy McCreery

Sent: Monday, March 01, 2021 4:43 PM

To: CWC <cwc@london.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Staff Proposal for Bike Lanes on Dundas Street

Good afternoon,

I'm writing as a concerned cyclist and resident of London. After reviewing the proposal
my main concerns are that the bike lanes are not protected bike lanes. As someone
who has gone car-free and enjoys biking downtown, having Dundas Street designed in
such a way that would protect me and my family, including my daughter would be the
best case scenario.

The bike lanes need to be protected. The fact that cars would have to cross the bike
lanes to park is a catastrophe waiting to happen.

The fact that cyclists will be at risk to be doored and potentially pushed into traffic is a
very real possibility.

Why does there need to be parking on this street? There is parking all over the city,
removing parking on this street would vastly improve the safety for pedestrians and
cyclists.

Consider cement barriers whether curbs or planters to separate cyclists from drivers.

Thank you,

Nancy
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From: Matt Barry

Sent: Monday, March 01, 2021 4:12 PM

To: CWC <cwc@london.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Concerns for civic works committee about Dundas street and
proposed changes

Hi Elizabeth Berry-Peloza,

Thank you for taking the time to read this message. My name is Matthew Barry. I'm a
homeowner in central London, and | have concerns about Dundas street that | feel are
not being addressed by the proposed changes to the design of the street. My concerns
are very concisely summarized by this open letter penned by Ben

Cowie: https://docs.google.com/document/d/1l--nKhOI7M-
uvNnlklieJuBRK6w8jdaBlJaZt -SeWc/edit?usp=sharing.

| urge the committee to please consider the safety of members of our community before
prioritising the convenience of a subset of people in the design of Dundas Place. Flex
streets are generally built to serve as a public space that invites walking, biking, and
existing, and both the present design and proposed changes to Dundas Place are
clearly built around moving large numbers of cars quickly, which is not compatible with
inviting use of the downtown.

Thanks again for listening!

-Matt
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HELPING LONDONERS

LONDOR RIDE MORE

CYCLESLINK

Dear Civic Works Committee,

The proposal to improve safety for people on bikes on Dundas Place is a great starting point.
We are grateful to city staff for bringing this proposal forward and for acknowledging the
existing conditions of the street are not comfortable for cyclists of all ages and abilities.

The proposed plan for painted bike lanes on each side affords cyclists their own space, but does
not deter drivers from stopping in the bike lanes and adds potential for new conflicts with left-

side parking. We suggest three criteria that will ensure an improved design:

Slow vehicles down
The construction on King St will increase eastbound traffic on Dundas and it's important to

keep vehicles at or below the speed limit of 30. Whether for people on foot or people on bikes,

slower vehicles makes it a safer street for all.

Safe cycling for everyone
Cycling on Dundas Place should be available to everyone, including the commuter heading to

work or the family travelling to the market. With the cycle track on King St slated for removal,
we need a safe and convenient path for cyclists on Dundas.

Support local businesses
We want businesses to thrive on Dundas and are aware that businesses are sensitive to street

changes. Bringing more people on bikes to Dundas will enliven the street and produce an
economic boost. The proposed solution should acknowledge how the street functions in reality

and aim to serve business needs as well.

We ask that you direct staff to work with the cycling community to find a solution that meets
these criteria. We're eager to help and are confident there's a solution that benefits all users of
the street.

Kind regards,

Daniel Hall
Executive Director

on behalf of our Advocacy Committee

London Cycle Link
8-809 Dundas Street
London, ON, N5W 5P6

www.londoncyclelink.ca

info@londoncyclelink.ca




From: Julia Eastabrook

Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 7:56 AM

To: CWC <cwc@london.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Bike lane proposal for Dundas Place

Dear Councillor Peloza and Civic Works Committee,

I'm writing to express my concern over the proposal for Dundas Place. While | applaud
the attempt to include cyclists as part of the vision for this street, the painted lines
adjacent to traffic is a huge barrier for cyclists of all ages/experience. If there is no
physical barrier between the lane designated for cars and the lanes for the bikes, then it
is simply unsafe for any cyclist. Thank you Elizabeth, for sharing the proposal for this on
Twitter. | had a chance to read through the report and | didn't see anything which
suggested there would be a barrier. | really hope you'll reconsider this plan and come up
with a solution that includes a safe space for cyclists. | can tell you that myself and my
family would be frequent users of this route if it was implemented and kept us safe from
cars.

Thanks for your attention to this matter.

With gratitude,

Julia Eastabrook
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Dundas Place - Temporary Bicycle Lanes and Revised Parking
Limits

Dear members of Civic Works Committee

| am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed pilot project for Dundas
Place.

While | am a strong advocate of protected bike lanes across our city, the Dundas Place
proposal submitted for your approval raises a number of red flags for me as a person
who walks and a person who will be cycling a lot this summer with the delivery of my
new cargo bike. The proposed design does not adhere to safe transportation
infrastructure best practices, which is disappointing and inexplicable as there are so
many examples readily available. The proposed design puts everyone at increased risk
including people walking trying to avoid being hit by people cycling as they try to avoid
being ‘doored’ or hit by people driving. This high-conflict zone will do little to encourage
more people to bike and/or enjoy our flex street, it may even dissuade people from
visiting when our downtown businesses desperately need our support.

The recent investments in a re-designed Dundas Place have great potential, and | look
forward to shopping and seasonal patio dining sooner rather than later. Unfortunately its
design did not include safe, protected bike lanes for some unfathomable reason, despite
the fact that the King Street bike lanes were slated as temporary and the OEV Dundas
Cycle Track was presumably on the radar if not already in the planning stages. To the
public these ongoing issues of seeming disconnect between City projects/departments
and lack of cohesive, long-term vision are unsettling and do little to build faith in an
already strained view of government.

There are many thousands of parking spaces throughout the downtown core. | strongly
urge you to consider restricting parking on Dundas Place to handicap and temporary
loading zone only. This change will prioritize those who truly need parking in close
proximity to particular businesses/locations and will encourage people to explore other
Dundas Place shops as they walk to their desired destination. The flagrant, ongoing
parking violations on Dundas Place sidewalks needs to be addressed seriously through
rigorous enforcement and/or revision of the design through installation of more bollards
that clearly demarcate permitted parking space for people driving. Motor vehicle parking
incentives and additional subsidies should only be considered as a short-term post-
COVID / post-construction resource, not a costly long-term strategy.

Assuming this proposed pilot project is to help increase biking safety — which is
obviously desperately needed — it is disappointing that City staff did not begin this
initiative by consulting with the Cycling Advisory Committee first; get their support along
with Dundas Street merchants, and then bring forward a fully-vetted and fully-supported
pilot project to Civic Works Committee and City Council. The current strategy has simply
angered and frustrated a lot of people while wasting valuable time and resources. If this
is the only approved strategy for bringing forward new initiatives such as these then that
needs to be changed. Open and unbiased community outreach and engagement is the
key building block in creating resilient, flexible, and sustainable public policy.

Regards,

Sandra Miller

Member, Congress for the New Urbanism, Strong Towns, and Urban League of
London
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From: Sarah Brooks

Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 7:30 AM

To: CWC <cwc@london.ca>

Cc: Turner, Stephen <sturner@Ilondon.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] DUNDAS PLACE CYCLING CONFIGURATION

Hello,

As a resident who lives just west of the downtown | would like you to consider the
concerns raised by Ben Cowie about the proposed changes to Dundas. Since | have
easy access to the TVP | would prefer to bike rather than drive when | visit

downtown and my weekly trips to Western Fair Farmers Market. The plan is not safe for
cyclists

There are four considerations at play before thinking about what a design should look
like during the 2021 construction season and beyond:

1. Traffic on Dundas Place will increase substantially in 2021 due to the closure of
all eastbound lanes on King Street, and the resumption of usual activities toward
the end of the summer once Covid vaccines are widely available.

2. lllegal parking is a serious concern today. Many of the drivers parked illegally are
employees of food delivery services, which have increased dramatically in
number due to Covid-19. However, the concerns about illegal parking and illegal
stopping pre-date the pandemic, and were visible on opening day of the flex
space. lllegal parking will continue to be a major issue in 2021 and beyond if not
addressed.

3. Vehicle speeds regularly exceed the posted 30 km/h limit in the present two-way
configuration.

4. Steel bollards that line the road presently are a danger to cyclists. They aren’t
particularly visible, and there are high consequences if accidentally contacted.
They also prevent safe egress to the sidewalk if a driver makes an error.

The proposed design does little to change the streetscape from a safety point of view,
and does not invite the thousands of daily users of the Thames Valley Parkway into
downtown. In many ways, the proposed changes make the street more dangerous.
Below are my concerns.

The proposed design ...

« does not separate motor vehicle traffic from cyclists with any physical
barrier.

« does not lower motor traffic volumes to near-zero levels required for all-ages-
and-abilities mixed traffic riding (e.g. like a residential street).

e requires drivers to cross the bike lane to park. This has the subsequent
challenge of allowing drivers to enter the bike lane for other reasons, such
as illegal stopping or illegal parking. As illegal parking is a serious concern
today, it is my view that the bike lanes would be used for even more illegal
parking in the new design.

e attempts to increase available parking by time-limiting parking to one hour.
Increased frequency of parking/pulling out of a parking space means increased
conflict with cyclists, as motorists must cross the bike lane to park.

« places the cycling lane in the “door-zone” of parked vehicles on both sides
of the street. The consequences of a door zone collision, in the westbound
direction in particular, would result in a cyclist being knocked into
oncoming traffic, giving the driver little to no reaction time, and a likely
catastrophic outcome.

« leaves no margin for error. If a child was using the bike lane and deviated a few
centimetres outside the lane, they may be at risk for a collision. While driving a
motor vehicle requires licensing, testing, and adult judgment, a child does not
possess the same skills and training. We must not exclude children by design
from our cycling facilities.
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e increases the driver’s field of vision, and perceived space to operate their vehicle,
therefore it is likely that drivers will travel faster given their wider position in the
center of the street, free and clear of physical barriers.

e changes a two-way street into a one-way street. Two-way streets are superior for
business, safer for pedestrians, cyclists, and drivers. For example
(https://www.cnu.org/publicsquare/2019/07/09/cities-benefit-one-way-two-way-
conversions)

Cheers,

Sarah Brooks

167 Mary Ave, London, ON N6J 3L8
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From: Jason Kerr

Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 10:21 AM

To: CWC <cwc@london.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Feedback on Dundas Place Bike Lane Design

Good Morning Councillor Peloza & Committee Members-

| don't proclaim to be a cycling expert, but I've just invested in a bike and was really
excited with the recognition of the issues with downtown cycling infrastructure and the
commitment to dedicate a lane to cycling on Dundas Place. | was floored with the
amount of people using Ross Park Bridges in the fall and expect the same here.

What | did notice was the design looks dangerous. When | look at it and also the
literature around it, the lanes need to be separated from both traffic and parked cars.
Ideally the parking is limited along Dundas- it's already shut down for flex street and
there are thousands of spots in the core but if not, separate from all cars. People will get
doored and then fall/swerve into traffic. And that is simply by design. Please let this be
the example for the rest of the City, there are lots of examples around the world.

I've linked to Ben Cowie's letter which | agree with his points
wholeheartedly: https://docs.google.com/document/d/11l--nKhOI7M-
uvNnlklieJuBRK6w8jdaBlJaZt -SeWc/edit

Design Options:
https://twitter.com/MatthewPeloza/status/13650029717974630437?s=20

Cyclist Dooring Study:
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0925753513001057?casa_token
=GGUumMAQBAT3IAAAAA:E0JbwiELZz2K15AiivTCWny2IBw-
UC89XNMNA9bgHGMr6DWQabCJ6Wb1nvOF8NUEBCc|46YaFQ9NO

| appreciate the work that's been done and with tweaks for safety, would be a great
section of London Bike infrastructure.

Regards

Jason Kerr
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From: Mike Wickett

Sent: Tuesday, March 2, 2021 10:17 AM

To: CWC <cwc@london.ca>; Helmer, Jesse <jhelmer@Ilondon.ca>; Cassidy, Maureen
<mcassidy@Iondon.ca>; Van Meerbergen, Paul <pvanmeerbergen@Iondon.ca>;
Turner, Stephen <sturner@london.ca>; Peloza, Elizabeth <epeloza@london.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Dundas Street Proposal &bl « 6F

CC: Barbara Maly, Executive Director, Downtown London
Josh Morgan, Councillor, Ward 7 (my ward)
Ed Holder, Mayor

Kelly Scherr, Head of Engineering

Chairperson Peloza and members of the Civic Works Committee,

I'm writing in regards to the proposal recently circulated to make Dundas between
Ridout and Wellington into a one-way street with with painted bike lanes on either side,
with parking lanes on the outside.

I'll briefly look at a few different topic areas that related to this proposed solution. |
appreciate your time in reading this message.

Current proposal unsafe for all [_]

As proposed, this design is dangerous for all road users. Riding a bike between a traffic
lane and a row of parked cars is terribly dangerous for cyclists. It leaves no room for
error, it isn't all ages friendly and creates a significant risk of "dooring". | am a regular
cyclist. Best practice street design, backed by research shows that bike lanes should
always be buffered by enough space.

| use a cargo bike to "commute" my young daughter to and from school every day,
regardless of weather. | am also a driver. As a cyclist AND a driver, | never want to be in
a situation where I have physical contact with someone using a different mode. In the
case of "dooring", the outcomes are far worse for the cyclist (hitting the door, getting
knocked into moving traffic, etc.). | invite you view this very brief, startling video for an
idea of what I'm referring to. But also, as a driver, although | may not be physically
injured, being involved in such an incident would be extremely traumatic. Designing our
streets to make such occurrences impossible (or dramatically less likely) should be a
top priority.

Misunderstanding of the impact of parking on business DD

From what I've heard (both online and on CBC radio, Mar 2 ~7:45am interview with
Barbara Maly), a significant amount of the opposition to making the Dundas street
design is related to local businesses conflating access to parking with increased
customer traffic.

I'm going to quote David T. Issac, also a London resident who has written an excellent,
well researched letter regarding this issue:
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The Benefit of Protected Bike Lanes

Painted bike lanes are not an effective way to protect cyclists, and have no significant effect on
reducing collisions.” Only lanes with a physical barrier provide meaningful protection to cydists.
The more protected a bike lane is, the greater the vehicle passing distance is, which is safer for
cyclists.® In addition to making cycling safer, introducing protected bike lanes reduces accidents
for all road users - including drivers.” In fact, as the number of cyclists increases, the fewer
bike/car accidents there are.'®

Cydlists correctly perceive protected bike lanes to be safe.'' This applies to older cyclists'’ as
well as children.” As a result, where protected bike lanes are built, significantly more people
use them. For instance, Seattle saw a 400% increase in cyclists after adding protected bike
lanes.' Mode share in areas of Montreal and Vancouver that have a protected bike network
approaches 20%, but declines where no protected network exists. '

The Report states that

‘ Evans et al, 2018: “Factors Affecting Vehicle Passing Distance and Encroachments While Overtaking
Cyclists®

% Beck et al, 2019: "How much space do drivers provide when passing cyclists? Understanding the impact
of motor vehicle and infrastructure characteristics on passing distance”.

¢ Schimek, 2018: "Bike lanes next to on-street parallel parking”.

" Bhatia et al, 2016: "Examining the impact of cycle lanes on cyclist-motor vehicle collisions in the city of
Toronto”

% Evans et al, 2018: ‘Factors Affecting Vehicle Passing Distance and Encroachments While Overtaking
Cyclists”

¥ Marshall & Ferenchak, 2019: "Why cities with high bicycling rates are safer for all road users”

'* Hamra et al, 2020: "Motor Vehicle Crashes Involving a Bicycle Before and After Introduction of a Bike
Share Program in Phiadelphia, Pennsyivania, 2010-2018",

"' Hoglund, 2020: *Safety-oriented practices of adult bicycle riders in Brooklyn, New York USA: an
interview study”.

7 Scheper et al, 2020, “The perception of bicycle crashes with and without motor vehicles: Which crash
types do older and middie-aged cyclists fear most?”

3 Zhao et al, 2020: “Risk Perception Sensitivity of Cyclists Based on the Cox Risk Perception Model".

' Schmitt, 2019: “Ridership Jumped 400% When Seattie Protected a Bike Lane”

'* Teschke et al, 2017: "Proximity to four bikeway types and neighborhood-level cycling mode share of
male and female commuters”.

The City and Downtown London need to work together to understand the dynamic of
cycling, driving, parking and business traffic. So many decisions are based on
assumptions, or on the anecdotal gut feelings of business owners. | want our downtown
to thrive, and improving cycling and active transportation is a way to do that. My wife
and | have stopped at a newly discovered business and made purchases because we
were on our bikes and could easily stop without having to try to find parking - but if we'd
been in our car, we wouldn't have even noticed that the business was there.

Cars don't buy things at businesses. People do.

Climate change - climate emergency |:|

The City of London declared a climate emergency some years ago (I think 20187?) and
one day ago, the City's official account tweeted a graphic showing the breakdown of
CO02 emission sources. Personal vehicles are by far the largest emitter of greenhouse
gases.
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Prioritizing personal vehicles as a transportation mode on any road design is the
complete opposite of what we as a community should be doing. We, as a community,
country and species are out of time. We must take dramatic and rapid action to reduce
our impact on the climate.

Please also see the letter submitted by Ben Cowie, it covers some excellent points
around the design specifics.

Thank you again for your consideration in reviewing this message.

Sincerely,

Michael Wickett
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Attn:

Ms. Julie Kortekaas

Councillor Elizabeth Peloza Owner, Rebel Remedy
Chair, Civic Works Committee 242 Dundas Street
City of London London, ON N6A 1H3

Julie@rebelremedy.com

Re: Dundas Place Cycling Configuration
Dear Ms Peloza and the Civic Works Committee,

I am writing you to address the proposed changes to Dundas Place, making it a one-way

roadway with east and westbound cycling lanes on the north and south sides of the street.

I am opposed to the proposed plan, and believe although it has good intentions, it is a poorly
thought-out design made without public and professional consultation. We need to do better, making

Dundas Place viable for many years to come.

| own Rebel Remedy, a cafe, kombucha brewery, and grocery shoppe with heavy stakes in this
conversation. We use the street differently for each aspect of our business, but have endured both
construction and a pandemic with success, nevertheless. With a keen eye for urban design because of my
background in the Landscape Architecture field for 15 years, | avidly and intently watch how others use
the street and how the existing design unfolded. | am also a cyclist who is too scared to cycle to my own
workplace due to aggressive drivers, and I fear for the safety of cyclists and children given the currently

presented plan.

I recognize that this is a very complex, interconnected project that has many special interest
groups, businesses, downtown workers, logistics, and casual users to keep in mind, and | also recognize
that the city does not want to put proper funds towards this project - but | vehemently object to this plan

until it is fully and properly realized to accommodate the diversity of usages before implementation,

unlike the Dundas Place masterplan.
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Below are some guiding points that | support as a Dundas Place business owner and want to contribute to

the conversation on the City’s decision making on this project:

1. Primarily, we must champion the vibrancy of the commercial community.

This is the ‘why’ for people coming to the downtown core. The vitality and sustainability of

the street will suffer if the solution doesn’t address the real needs of the commercial

community who provides the value to all users of the street.

2. Proper planning for the current needs and increased future usage of the street loading
zones must be accommodated to support this commerce.
Planning ahead is vital; widespread delivery services, whether it’s shipments, food
distributors, couriers, mail, food delivery apps, etc, was NOT accounted for in the original

design of Dundas Place. This is a reality that the City of London must come around to.

Businesses need to be able to get and give deliveries easily, from pedestrians, cyclists, cars,
trucks, and very large transport trucks. The proposed plan grossly conflicts with pedestrian

and cyclist safety in this way.

3. Bike lanes must be protected by a strong car-proof physical barrier.

Recognize the validity of cyclists demands for protected bike lanes, and treat them with the

proper space and respect they deserve as valuable generators of economic activity.

People cycle downtown to buy things, to commute to work, to meet on a patio, and they
need to park their bike somewhere. A clearly delineated physical barrier will prevent cars and
delivery trucks from escaping their area and harming people, damaging bike racks (this has
already happened on Dundas) scaring people and children, or making people feel

uneasy. People who feel uneasy do not spend money, they leave.

In my personal experience on Dundas Place, | have seen cars drive well beyond the speed
limit, aggressively honking and yelling at cyclists, and nearly hitting pedestrians at least every
other day. | have seen cars park on the sidewalk DAILY, I've even seen cars fully drive on the

sidewalk. The cars MUST be corralled with a physical barrier - this is why planners specify

curbs instead of reinventing the wheel.

4. Proper planning for Dundas Place ‘Flex’ street closures: what happens to cycling lanes

when the roadway is closed to cars?
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As presented in the original and existing Dundas Place Flex Street Plan, the street is to close

for periodic events and pedestrians days. Does bicycle traffic continue? Every good designer

knows that once you put a cycling lane in, it’s very difficult to discourage use and change
the pathway. Cyclists and pedestrians want a direct route just like car drivers want. It would
be a mistake to assume cyclists are riding around for pleasure. Oftentimes, a bike is a

climate-change aware vehicle.

Pedestrians deserve safety greater than the current bollards provide.

Pedestrians require clarity of communication from the City on whether Dundas Place is a
place for them to walk down the centre of the street fancy-free with their kids running
around, or whether it is a place of commerce and speed as bikes and cars zoom past on their
latest trip (made worse by choosing to make Dundas Place a one-way highway), courier
delivery, or a commute. Don’t leave out these important human scale considerations in

favour of cyclists and car-drivers.

If bike lanes and one-way vehicle traffic is implemented, how does this conflict with the
overall Dundas Place Design that encourages meandering, crossing the street, and a feeling
on oneness from one side of the street to the other with no curbs. How does a pedestrian

cross the street with this plan?

Lastly, and significantly, the existing ‘parking spots’ are not safe, and currently are essentially
driveways for large work vans (i.e. plumbers / electricians etc) to park on the sidewalk for

the day. This happens daily. Fix this.

Below is my proposal that | would like you to consider taken from my interdisciplinary experience

relating to street planning, design, urban planning, economics, political science, restaurant ownership,

and graphic design:

a)

Create a singular two-way meandering cycling track. Install this on the SOUTH side of Dundas

Place not within the roadway, but within the 15 feet of pedestrians pace on the south side. Both

eastbound and westbound cycling directions would be on one track.

Cycling track could be mostly straight but could meander around the trees. This would create

design continuity with the physical streetscape as well as the River Paths.
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€) Make this cycling track raised from the sidewalk, and guarded by regularly specificed curbs. Use
sloped curbs at several points in the street for pedestrian and delivery accessibility to ensure safe

crossing of bike lanes.

d) Do not make Dundas Place a one-way street. Evidence from other cities shows that if you create
a network of one-way streets, its acts as a highway OUT of downtown rather than an invitation to

stay. This will not be good for businesses, pedestrians, or cyclists.

e) There are fewer businesses on the south side of the street, more open space, less street trees

and street furniture. This is the ideal place for a cycling track.

Let’s be future-oriented, and plan for a rich future. We know climate change is an issue, why not create
good infrastructure for safe cycling, allowing cyclists to then become part of the customer, patron, and

delivery ecosystem. We all know if you create a highway it will be used by businesses. Why not bikes?

I am very happy council is taking up the important conversation of bike lanes and street usage on Dundas
Place. You must facilitate access for all, people and businesses and commuters, for now and in the future.
Cars, delivery trucks, cyclists, and pedestrians must have clearly defined and protected spaces. You will be
making a mistake if you take the easy way out and simply paint lines or install a row of plastic sticks as a
barrier, like King Street. If you keep these points in mind, you have a chance at a vibrant downtown

with an alive commercial area that is primed and ready for the future.

Thank you for your time. | look forward to further discussion and community engagement that has the

best interests and safety of pedestrians, cyclists, and businesses in mind.

Regards,
Julie Kortekaas

Owner, Rebel Remedy
242 Dundas Street
London, ON N6A 1H3
T:(519) 709-2782
Julie@rebelremedy.com

109



March 2, 2021

Shelley Carr
BYCS.org, London, Ontario Bicycle Mayor
Web: www.BYCS.org

Re: DUNDAS PLACE CYCLING CONFIGURATION

Councillor Elizabeth Peloza, Chair
cwc@london.ca
City of London, Civic Works Committee

Dear Councilor Peloza, Civic Works Committee and other stake holders,

| am reaching out to share concerns about the staff proposal to accommodate cycling
on Dundas Street during the construction of King street commencing this spring.

| have shared concerns with you as well as other councilors about the unsafe conditions
for all vulnerable road users on this stretch.

The immediate issue on Dundas Place is the “Wild West” feel. There appears to be little
or no enforcement of illegally parked vehicles at any given time. Pedestrians are often
threatened by cars doing illegal U-turns pulling into sidewalk areas. The slew of illegally
parked food delivery vehicles from 4 pm onwards only adds to the hostility of the area. It
is the combination of food delivery vehicles and through traffic that causes the largest
hazards for cyclists. Only the hardiest of cyclists will take the lane causing hostility from
drivers who attempt to close pass, pushing riders into the metal bulwarks located on the
sides of the roadway. | can only see that the loss of King street will exacerbate this
problem.

So, | view the new design with concern. None of its features will make Dundas Place
more friendly to pedestrians or cyclists, in fact placing a one-way street on Dundas will
only encourage more speeding on this route. With little to no enforcement of parking
past 6 pm, the goal of making a safe route for riders and pedestrians will be lost. And
the original goals for Dundas Place will be lost as well. A place for the people has
become even more so a place for vehicles.

Before, | begin on possible solutions to the Dundas issue, there are a number of
assumptions | have to make:
1. That a safe route connecting Ridout and Dundas will be found that does not

involve cutting through an unplowed, poorly lit park. Ridout is an important
thoroughfare for riders coming from the south. The loss of King street means that
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riders must ride North on the sidewalk up Ridout to reach Dundas Place. This
should be addressed through an all ages/abilities, gendered lens.

2. That a safe route is developed along Talbot (St. George/James to Dundas) which
would reduce parking and the chances of dooring of bicycle riders.

3. That a safe route from Riverside is developed to ensure that riders are not “right
hooked” by vehicles turning right onto Ridout.

4. That parking will be limited to one side of Dundas Place to ensure riders are not
endangered.

5. That parking will be enforced stringently.
5. That engineers have consulted with the NACTO Urban Bikeways design book.
Some of my possible recommendations for street bike design on Dundas place are:

1. Create a permanent Dundas Place with concrete blocks located at the East and
West section of the Richmond intersection. In addition, make parking for only
people with accessibility stickers and loading/unloading areas for businesses.
This allows full access to all users and deters drive through traffic. This will
reduce but not eliminate the chances of

2. Install permanent bollards for a bi-directional Contra flow lane on the North side
of Dundas Place. This would also include bollards being installed in “open areas’
on Dundas Place that are allowing turn arounds/illegal parking.

3. Would be a combination of recommendation 2 & 3. Install bollards for the safety
of pedestrians and riders. And limit the use of parking spaces. With 13,000 spots
in the downtown area, the problem is not so much a matter of “not enough
spaces” but a matter of perception in the mind of the driver of “not enough
spaces right at the door of the business”

My preference would be recommendation #3 which would ensure safety for all
vulnerable road users, a solution to business deliveries and more designated parking
spaces for those unable to use active transportation measures. And | would like to add,
that this design should not be seen as a temporary measure but as a solution to a
problem that we will encounter well after the construction on King Street and Queen
Street is done. Putting in LRT, although a positive for the City in regards to traffic, does
not elevate the issues of vulnerable road users who will still need an East/West passage
way from Colborne/Ridout/Riverside and the Thames Valley pathway in the daytime.
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The key to building a city friendly to bicycle road users is to take into consideration the
66% of riders who are interested but concerned. They generally fall into categories that
are not considered by engineers. Definitely social equity, gender, BIPOC persons and
LGBTQ2+ are not considered during road design which then never creates modal share
growth. Our goal should always be to create routes that are available 24 hours a day, 7
days a week, 4 seasons of the year and make the user feel safe. Paint has never
accomplished this and in fact is considered by most delivery vehicles as “theirs”. With
so much room dedicated in this City dedicated to vehicles, it is time to lay claim to
infrastructure for vulnerable road users. Dundas Place can be that place, if we only
design it to be so.

Sincerely,

Shelley Carr
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March 2™, 2021

John Weller

1023 Lawson Road
London, ON

N6G 3V5

DUNDAS PLACE CYCLING CONFIGURATION

Councillor Elizabeth Peloza, Chair
cwc@london.ca
City of London, Civic Works Committee

Dear Councillor Peloza and Civic Works Committee,

The purpose of this letter is to share concerns regarding the recent staff proposal to accommodate cycling
on Dundas Place. I appreciate staff’s acknowledgement that the current configuration is unsafe for
cycling, and accept their willingness to listen to the community as an invitation to find a design that is
safe for users of all ages and abilities.

I have several concerns that should impact the design of the reconfiguration:

1. Traffic on Dundas Place will likely increase substantially in 2021 due to the closure of all
eastbound lanes on King Street as well as a return to more ‘normal’ traffic levels post lockdown.

2. llegal parking and stopping is a serious problem in the current configuration. Vehicles are often
parked or stopped illegally outside of permitted parking spots and even in the pedestrian area.
Illegal parking will continue to be a major issue in 2021 and beyond if not addressed.

I have several concerns with the proposed reconfiguration:
The proposed design ...

o does not separate motor vehicle traffic from cyclists with any physical barrier.

e does not lower motor traffic volumes to levels that would be safe for all-ages-and-abilities mixed
traffic riding (e.g. like a residential street).

e requires drivers to cross the bike lane to park. Given current driver bahaviour there would be no
impediment to someone choosing to stop or park in the bike lane.

e places the cycling lane in the “door-zone” of parked vehicles on both sides of the street. The
consequences of a door zone collision, in the westbound direction in particular, would result in a
cyclist being knocked into oncoming traffic, giving the driver little to no reaction time, and a
likely catastrophic outcome.

o leaves no margin for error. If a child was using the bike lane and deviated a few centimeters
outside the lane, they may be at risk for a collision. While driving a motor vehicle requires
licensing, testing, and adult judgment, a child does not possess the same skills and training. We
must not exclude children by design from our cycling facilities.

Any street design for Dundas Place should invite users of all ages and abilities to cycle, wheel, scoot, or
use an assistive device to access the core of our city. Cars could be permitted but not if detrimental to the
safety of other users.

Best regards,

John Weller
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Mar 3, 2021
RE: Resolutions to make London a Blue Community
Dear Colleagues,

| cannot reaffirm a commitment to London’s existing water bottle restrictions.
Bottled water can provide an alternative to those who wish to avoid consuming the
fluoride added to London drinking water. Recent research has connected the intake
of fluoride by pregnant mothers and infants with lower 1Q scores. This supports the
theory that fluoride is a developmental neurotoxin. In support of my position, | cite
five studies below. Let me also extend my gratitude to courageous researchers
who are willing to investigate longstanding and aggressively held beliefs.

Sincerely,

Michael van Holst
Councillor Ward 1

2020
Fluoride exposure from infant formula and child 1Q in a Canadian birth
cohort

CONCLUSIONS: Exposure to increasing levels of fluoride in tap water was associated with
diminished non-verbal intellectual abilities; the effect was more pronounced among formula-fed
children

Christine Till, Rivka Green, David Flora, Richard Hornung, E. Angeles Martinez-Mier, Maddy Blazer,
Linda Farmus, Pierre Ayotte, Gina Muckle, Bruce Lanphear, Fluoride exposure from infant formula and
child 1Q in a Canadian birth cohort, Environment International, Volume 134, 2020, 105315, ISSN 0160-
4120, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2019.105315.

2020
Maternal and fetal exposures to fluoride during mid-gestation among
pregnant women in northern California

Conclusions: We found universal exposure to fluoride in pregnant women and to the fetus via
the amniotic fluid. Fluoride concentrations in urine, serum, and amniotic fluid from women were
positively correlated to public records of community water fluoridation. Community water
fluoridation remains a major source of fluoride exposure for pregnant women living in Northern
California.

Abduweli Uyghurturk D, Goin DE, Martinez-Mier EA, Woodruff TJ, DenBesten PK. Maternal and fetal
exposures to fluoride during mid-gestation among pregnant women in northern California. Environ Health.
2020 Apr 6;19(1):38. doi: 10.1186/s12940-020-00581-2. PMID: 32248806; PMCID: PMC7132865.

2019
Association Between Maternal Fluoride Exposure During Pregnancy and 1Q
Scores in Offspring in Canada

CONCLUSIONS AND RELEVANCE In this study, maternal exposure to higher levels of
fluoride during pregnancy was associated with lower 1Q scores in children aged 3 to 4 years.
These findings indicate the possible need to reduce fluoride intake during pregnancy.
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Green R, Lanphear B, Hornung R, et al. Association Between Maternal Fluoride Exposure During
Pregnancy and 1Q Scores in Offspring in Canada. JAMA Pediatr. 2019;173(10):940-948.
doi:10.1001/jamapediatrics.2019.1729

2017
Prenatal Fluoride Exposure and Cognitive Outcomes in Children at 4 and 6—
12 Years of Age in Mexico

CONCLUSIONS: In this study, higher prenatal fluoride exposure, in the general range of
exposures reported for other general population samples of pregnant women and nonpregnant
adults, was associated with lower scores on tests of cognitive function in the offspring at age 4
and 6-12y.

Morteza Bashash,1 Deena Thomas,2 Howard Hu,1 E. Angeles Martinez-Mier,3 Brisa N. Sanchez,2 Niladri
Basu,4 Karen E. Peterson,2,5,6 Adrienne S. Ettinger,2 Robert Wright,7 Zhenzhen Zhang,2 Yun Liu,2
Lourdes Schnaas,8 Adriana Mercado-Garcia,9 Martha Maria Téllez-Rojo,9 and Mauricio Hernandez-
Avila9 https:// doi.org/10.1289/EHP655

2017

Fluoride supplementation (with tablets, drops, lozenges or chewing gum) in
pregnant women for preventing dental caries in the primary teeth of their
children

CONCLUSIONS: There is no evidence that fluoride supplements taken by women during
pregnancy are effective in preventing dental caries in their offspring.

Takahashi R, Ota E, Hoshi K, Naito T, Toyoshima Y, Yuasa H, Mori R, Nango E. Fluoride
supplementation (with tablets, drops, lozenges or chewing gum) in pregnant women for preventing dental
caries in the primary teeth of their children. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2017 Oct 23;10(10):CD011850.
doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD011850.pub2. PMID: 29059464; PMCID: PMC6485723.
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March 1, 2021

Dear City of London Civic Works Committee,

Water and sanitation are human rights, and should be publically owned and
operated for the benefit of all.

The London and District Labour Council (LDLC) Executive endorses the Blue
Communities Project, initiated by the Council of Canadians and The Canadian Union
of Public Employees. The project calls upon communities to adopt a water
commons framework by:

* Recognizing water and sanitation as human rights.

* Banning or phasing out the sale of bottled water in municipal facilities and at
municipal events.

* Promoting publicly financed, owned and operated water and wastewater
services.

The LDLC recognizes the efforts enacted by London City Council in banning the sale
of bottled water in municipal facilities. This is the first step in recognizing bottled
water represents a private takeover of the water commons and the damaging
consequences plastic water bottles have on our environment.

We urge the City of London to join 47 other Canadian Blue Communities and 31

other Blue Water communities around the world by adopting these three
resolutions.
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Our executive adopted the following recommendation on March 1, 2021.
The recommendation will also be presented for endorsement to our General
Membership during our March 10, 2021 regular meeting.

Subject: Blue Communities

BECAUSE there is nothing more important than clean water. We need it for
drinking, sanitation, and household uses. Communities need water for economic,
social, cultural and spiritual purposes.

BECAUSE water services and resources are under growing pressure. Communities
everywhere - including in Canada - are experiencing extreme weather, including
record levels of drought, intense rain and flooding. At the same time, privatization,
the bottling of water, and industrial projects are threatening our water services and
sources.

THE LONDON AND DISTRICT LABOUR COUNCIL WILL endorse the Blue
Communities Project of the Council of Canadians and Canadian Union of Public
Employees, which calls upon communities to adopt a water commons framework

by:

* Recognizing water and sanitation as human rights.

* Banning or phasing out the sale of bottled water in municipal facilities and at
municipal events

* Promoting publicly financed, owned and operated water and wastewater
services.
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From: WALTER HANISCH

Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 7:08 AM

To: Council Agenda <councilagenda@Ilondon.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sidewalks

London needs to watch our tree situation. Sidewalks remove older (sometimes) trees
and then replace with saplings that in most cases die from neglect. Leave our
neighborhoods alone.

Walter Hanisch
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] London sidewalk policy
Please include this note on the agenda for the March 23rd council meeting.
Dear City Council,

| learned with dismay of the City Works Committee's decision to continue to enforce
London's unfortunate policy of including new sidewalks with every road project.

| read the text of the presentation from the chair of the city's Accessibility Advisory
Committee, and while it sounds like he made an impassioned speech about ableism,
inclusivity, and barriers, it appears that he failed to explain how ableism applies, how
disabled community members are being excluded from the already safe streets, and
what barriers to accessibility are being removed by confining street users of all abilities
to a narrow, bumpy band of real estate next to the main road. In fact, the committee
heard from more than one wheelchair user who pointed out why such a structure is a
poor alternative to a safe, well-paved roadway. My own wife has a history of limited
mobility due to multiple joint problems, and like most other people, she finds London
sidewalks to be a distant second-best option in good weather, and utterly unusable in
the winter.

As for safety considerations, it is a well-understood phenomenon among traffic
engineers that drivers respond to visual cues in the environment, and alter their
behaviour accordingly. By removing mature boulevard trees and expanding the visual
space, and placing a separated space for pedestrians next to the main roadway, the
average driving speed on these streets will undoubtedly increase, making the street and
surrounding neighbourhood less safe, not more safe. Pedestrians, disabled and
otherwise, will then have the unenviable choice between the narrow, bumpy path, and
the smoother and wider, but now more dangerous roadway.

This policy will not make London's streets safer, but it will serve to cement the
supremacy of the automobile in London's neighbourhoods for decades to come, and
London will be poorer because of it. | urge you to abandon this misguided policy, and
return to considering the safety and accessibility implications of each road works project
on its own merits.

Thanks for your time and consideration,

Mike Cole
3 Foxchapel Road
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From: William Handler

Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 9:38 AM

To: Council Agenda <councilagenda@Iondon.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sidewalks on Friars Way and Doncaster Place

Hi there,

| was a delegate yesterday speaking against putting sidewalks into my area, in what |
see as an unnecessary and expensive step to add accessibility on paper, though not in
actuality.

The citizen response to the sidewalk issue from residents was overwhelmingly opposed
to the destruction of trees without seeking alternatives, or solutions that keep the trees
in place. | was surprised when the committee voted in favour of sidewalks given the
response of the residents to the issue, and would like the general council to overturn
this short sighted decision.

In particular w.r.t Friars way and Doncaster Place, please consider making Friars wary a
smaller one way street, keeping the trees intact with a sidewalk in place. Doncaster
Place is a small court and has no need for a sidewalk at all.

Hope this helps your decision making.

Will Handler

Dr William Bradfield Handler Ph.D
XMR, Dept. of Physics and Astronomy
Western University , London, Ontario
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From: EGH

Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 9:16 AM

To: Council Agenda <councilagenda@Iondon.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sherwood Forest sidewalks and tree removal

Dear Council:

My family is very disappointed in the decision yesterday by the CWC to reject the very
thoughtful positions presented regarding sidewalks and tree removal in Sherwood
Forest. We are requesting that their decision be over turned by Council.

My wife and | have lived in Sherwood Forest for 30 years. It's a wonderful
neighbourhood and full of people who moved here because Sherwood Forest is a
representative of the Forest City with all its beautiful, mature trees. We taught our
daughters to ride their bicycles here. Now we’re teaching our grandchildren to do the
same. Even though | attached bright orange flags to their bikes, the neighbourhood has
always been a safe place for kids riding on the quiet streets. It is as rare now as it was
then to see speeding cars or careless drivers, indeed quite the opposite where drivers
are constantly on the lookout for children on bicycles. My wife and | go on almost daily
walks through the neighbourhood and the lack of sidewalks has never jeopardized our
safety, both in the past and today. We see absolutely no need to add sidewalks to the
streets which don’t currently have one, at least at this point in time. | have seen
residents with canes and walkers making their way on the roads with no indication that
they felt at risk.

While we are strong supporters of accessibility and safety for all, we simply see no
practical case to be made for the installation of sidewalks that will require very high up
front capital costs, ongoing maintenance costs and, perhaps worst of all, removal of
mature trees. While we respect all city policies, let’s not blindly adhere to them without
acknowledging the risk of unintended consequences. Clearly, there is an
environmentally negative impact in removing beautiful, mature trees aside from the
shade they provide. Clearly, installing sidewalks in areas where no past or current
obvious safety or accessibility issues are present changes the look and feel of a
neighbourhood aside from adding annual costs. Clearly, a mature tree canopy provides
well documented ongoing emotional, social and health benefits. Indeed, our tree canopy
has dropped from 25% to 21% in a short period of time which completely contradicts our
Forest City moniker allowing many cities like Kitchener and Ottawa to surpass us.

Let’'s take some time to evaluate the reasons why an overwhelming majority of the
affected areas believe that applying the city wide policy is not a good idea. Lets take
time to re-evaluate our city policies including the London Plan along with other relevant
and overlapping policies such as the Urban Forest Strategy and Climate Emergency
Action Plan. Then, lets take our decisions based on thoughtful, nuanced, integrated,
and creative approaches that are so vital in our new world.

Respectfully,
E. and J. Hoffman

Foxchapel Road (at Abbey Rise)
London
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sherwood Forest Sidewalks

Good Morning ,

Please include this note I've sent to Phil Squire in the emails to Council Members for the
March 25 meting of Council.

Lorne Hooper , 14 Friars Way

Good Morning Phil ,

The vote of Committee to adhere to the accessibility recommendation and
Council Policy that “One Size Fits All” when it comes to sidewalks in an
established area defies my personal experience in living in the area since it was
established in 1965. | am 94 and continue to live in a house that has been
renovated for wheelchair accessibility for my late wife for whom | was caregiver
for 10 years. Not once in that period did we find that the present wheelchair travel
on the street endangered, limited or inconvenienced us. Had this been the case
we would not have renovated. | would also draw your attention to the fact that
there have been two other nearby residents with a motorized chair that used the
street regularly. One lived on Finsbury where reconstruction was just done
without a sidewalk. And, yet another paradox that confuses me. The
intensification project on the former Sherwood Forest School Grounds,

a development that Council has praised, is currently being allowed to build
without sidewalks. | request that my first hand experience over a long term be
given second thought and request that sidewalks on Friars Way not be forced to.
be included in the reconstruction as per policy.

Lorne Hooper
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Save Sherwood Forest Trees
With Respect to City Council,

We are heart broken and so disappointed with the CWC'’s 4-1 motion against our plea
for alternatives to sidewalks in order to save our trees in Sherwood Forest. We all know
that there are viable and workable alternatives to cutting down our mature trees that line
the streets and protect our residents. A “One Size Fits All” approach will precipitate an
immediate and savage destruction to our quality of life in Sherwood Forest.

When we became aware of the eminent destruction of our street tree canopies, we told
this to several family friends who live on Tecumseh Ave. There reaction was immediate
and passionate. They could no longer let their children and grandchildren play in the
front yard due to extreme heat and lack of shade when their front yard trees were
removed in order to put in a sidewalk. | am sure they have written in their adverse
opinion on taking down trees for sidewalks. We as avid walkers choose to walk on
shaded streets. We all know that there are less destructive and totally workable
alternatives.

We have a global climate warming happening at an alarming rate. Trees provide relief
from sun and heat and contribute to oxygen in the atmosphere-nothing else does. You
don’t have to look far to see the destructive affects of deforestation in the Amazon and
so many more places on the planet. | would say that sidewalks contribute nothing in
that regard, particularly when they are not navigable in the winter due to lack of snow
ploughing and maintenance by the city. We all end up walking on the street anyway.

We all know that there are viable alternatives that will provide safe passage for all of our
citizens whilst maintaining our Sherwood Forest Canopy that protects all those that play,
run, bike and ambulate beneath it.

*Note: I have included a quote from your Report to Civic Works Committee re: Municiple
Councils 2019-2023 Plan under 2.3 Policy Background:

“The policy goes on to provide seven criteria, including the following: 2.6: Road reconstruction
projects, where the existing condition such as mature trees, right-of-way widths, or
infrastructure would impede sidewalks on both sides of the street.” Therefore, it is the policy of the
London Plan that road reconstruction projects should provide sidewalks on both sides unless there
are specific constraints that may result in it being more desirable to include one, or in some cases,
no sidewalks. “

It is our fervent hope that the decision by CWC had not already been made despite
unanimous response from the Residents of Sherwood Forest. The 20 year London plan
should not be rigid, but a living document to serve the needs and health of all the
citizens. We all know that there are viable alternatives. It is our hope that our elected
officials represent the wishes of the people they serve, while remaining flexible with
respect to their enactment of a Provincial Mandate.

Sincerely,
Bill and Val Bradley
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From: Margaret Box

Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 8:50 AM

To: Council Agenda <councilagenda@Iondon.ca>
Cc: Squire, Phil <psquire@london.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sherwood Forest Sidewalks

Good Morning Committee Members,

| am having to bring my name forward once more, after a very disappointing outcome to
the meeting held on March 15, 2021.

A great number of people, (mostly residents), poured not just their heart and soul into
their presentations, but also, as was evidenced, an enormity of knowledge. One could
learn so much from them, just by reading their letters.

May | please offer two alternative suggestions that might appease some of those
concerned:

A... Dedicate a bike lane equivalent, and make it an accessible lane suitable for
wheelchairs, baby strollers, pedestrians etc.

This would retain the same integrity as the road surface, get plowed in the same way as
the road, so no ice buildup.

| am certain, that with appropriate and discreet signage, this suggestion would go a long
way towards satisfying the demands of the London Plan, the needs of the people and at
the same time, creating the safe environment we enjoy.

This would of course, save all our beautiful trees, preserve the environment and keep all
our birds and wildlife safely and securely at home.

B... Reduce the speed limit to 40kmh, in-keeping with that around nearby schools.

Although I find most traffic rarely goes 50kmh, it would be an added deterrent.

| do so hope that all council members will read my suggestions. | was so disheartened
to hear today’s voting results, and really hope that you will give it some extra
consideration, maybe even a tour of the area to see where we all live, before you get
out the axe.

It really is beautiful here and that is why we came to live here.

Thank you.

Respectfully submitted,

Margaret Box
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From: mike

Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 1:11 PM

To: Council Agenda <councilagenda@london.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 55 FRIARS Way

Hello,

| want to express my disappointment with the civic works decision not to overturn the
decision concerning new roads needing sidewalks in mature areas.

This neighborhood was designed and approved to be developed without sidewalks.

Sacrificing 50 year old trees is a mistake and on March 23rd we need this sidewalk
voted in favour of the trees and not the sidewalks.

Runnemede cres won the vote not to have sidewalks as should Friars way and the
other streets due for road replacing in the area.

Homes on the north side of Friars way with an allowance for the newly proposed
sidewalks will leave parking space for 2 cars in the driveway of a 4 bedroom home.

Thanks for the consideration,
Mike Milne

55 Friars Way

125


mailto:councilagenda@london.ca

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sidewalks on Doncaster Place?
Dear Mayor Holder and Honourable Members of Council,

Please find my email to the Civic Works Committee below sent in opposition to
sidewalks on Doncaster Place specifically, and in Sherwood Forest generally.

| expect that many people will be writing to council shortly about this and will be raising
many important points and insights.

| will focus on the issue of compromise. There no need for there to be a choice between
trees and a safe area for pedestrians. From a design perspective it ought to be possible
to have both. Although there had been some suggestion that compromise solutions
were possible, the committee voted for sidewalks on all streets without actually
considering any compromise options anywhere. As a result, people feel that they were
not listened to, that it was a show hearing, and that that there was no attempt to even
address their concerns.

Sherwood Forest residents have been very clear that that they are prepared to accept
compromises — one way streets, for example, lowered speed limits, laybys, road
markings and signage that makes it clear that it is a mixed use area. I'm sure that as
politicians you are interested in making sure that the City of London achieves the
optimal results and would like to consider alternatives that might meet the needs of all
concerned.

Isn’t it strange that communities around the world are trying to re-wild and naturalize,
and yet in Sherwood Forest in the Forest City, the best we can come up with is to cut
down mature trees and lay down concrete? Isn'’t it just plain common sense to know that
there is a better way?

| invite you to send this matter back for further study to determine if there is no way to
avoid cutting down all of those beautiful, mature trees in Sherwood Forest. Surely the
destruction of these mature trees deserves at least a second look to see if there is no
way to save them. Is this really too much to ask? | don’t think so.

And specifically with respect to the Doncaster and Doncaster Place sidewalks, it only
takes looking at a map to realize that this particular part of the project is simply a waste
and should be deleted.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sheila Handler
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] CWC decision regarding sidewalks in Sherwood Forest

We want to express our disappointment with the decision not to exempt the streets in
this unique neighbourhood from the addition of sidewalks and instead, mandating the
sacrifice of 50 mature trees, home to birds and wildlife, source of shade, clean air and
beauty to the community. Hundreds of members of the community, including many with
impaired mobility issues, are strongly opposed to this decision and have expressed this
to City Hall It is really frustrating for the majority of the community to be completely
disregarded in light of a fixed policy which is very unpopular and fast becoming outdated
in a society increasingly aware of the necessity of greening our cities in a way that
serves all of the community while also providing access and safety.

This issue is coming up repeatedly in the city and is a constant source of anger and
disagreement. Concrete replacing trees? We should try to be an innovative “Forest
City” and a leader by example.

Why not take a pause and consider other alternatives as outlined in the reports
submitted to the committee such as the solutions in Holland etc. Surely there are
solutions better than the expensive “one size fits all” that is being forced on taxpayers.

Future generations will be asking-
What were you thinking!

Sincerely
Gail and Rob Stoddart
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Date: March 16, 2021

To: The Mayor and Members of the Council of the City of London
Re: New Sidewalks in the 2021 Infrastructure Projects
Request: That Council exempt the streets listed in the 2021 Infrastructure Projects

from the installation of sidewalks.

To the Mayor and Members:

You have received hundreds of signatures on petitions, letters, emails, written submissions and
delegates’ presentations with the vast majority of individuals asking that you exempt our streets
from the installation of sidewalks. You have heard from people from all walks of life, all ages
and health conditions who have made it very clear that they feel safer walking on their
neighbourhood roads than on sidewalks and that they highly value the mature trees for the
benefit to their health and well being and for the benefit to the environment.

The City of London has also stated as its objective to plant even more trees in the Forest City
for the benefit of residents and for the benefit of the environment, yet staff's February 9" 2021
report states that 73 mature trees will be removed. Examination of the detailed plans indicates
that even more trees will be removed. It will take decades to replace those trees.

We have heard from a Committee member that a blind person was struck by a car three times
and that is tragic. We do not know where the accidents happened or the circumstances
surrounding them. We are not aware of any such accidents on our neighbourhood streets. All
pedestrians will be at some level of risk from vehicles whether on a local street or walking on a
sidewalk. The City’s Vision Zero principles acknowledges this in its statement ‘we all make
mistakes’.

| am one of those ‘able bodied’ people who have been speaking on behalf of all our residents to
tell you that there is a better way to meet the needs of all residents, abled and disabled, than to
build sidewalks.

Council’s purpose is to represent the people of London. | ask you to read the letters and listen
to the appeals of those disabled people who have courageously come forward to make their
appeal that sidewalks not be built. The majority of those people have made it very clear that
they feel safer moving about on their local streets than on sidewalks. They agree that if there is
a need to make the streets safer and more accessible there are better ways that have been
implemented around the world for many decades. We add our voices to the many who have
asked you to exempt our streets from sidewalks.

Respectfully,

Ron and Ingrid Standish
63 Friars Way, London
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sherwood Forest sidewalk installation
Dear London City Councilors,

Over the 36 years that we have lived in Sherwood Forest, we are witnessing, for the first
time, the Civic Works Committee inadvertently creating increased unity in the Sherwood
Forest neighbourhood as we band together to oppose their decision to install
unnecessary sidewalks along our streets. We have discovered that we all purchased
our homes in this lovely area of the city because we love the mature trees and the ease
and safety of walking and cycling with our families on our wide streets.

In our neighbourhood, the streets are far more accessible than our existing sidewalks,
particularly in the winter when ice becomes quite treacherous for people of all abilities ,
which means people end up on the streets. With the addition of sidewalks, drivers do
not always expect to see pedestrians on the street and do not reduce their speed.
Sidewalks then become counterproductive.

How will adding more sidewalks assist the city in snow removal and maintenance
without dramatically increasing cost? Increased costs to the city usually mean increases
in property taxes, even though the removal of our mature trees actually devalues our
properties.

We are asking Council to please support Sherwood Forest’s request for an exemption
of sidewalks and protection of our mature trees in the planned road reconstruction and
look for alternatives that will address safety and accessibility in our treed
neighbourhoods. The London Plan is a blanket plan that does not identically fit every
area of the city. We all feel privileged to live in Sherwood Forest and would like your
help and support to keep it the Forest.

Please vote against sidewalks and tree removal in Sherwood Forest.
Thank you for your support,

Wayne and Cyndy Gibson
31 Friars Way
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The Civic Works Committee & Councilors

The CWC meeting of March 15 2021 was a complete disappointment and a Farce. |
presented at the meeting for Imperial Rd against the upcoming reconstruction project
that included a sidewalk on our street. What we were expecting was an honest
discussion and debate over the abundant documentation and presentations made to the
CWC prior to and at the meeting of March 15". What we received were councilors who
had already decided not to accept any deviation from the city works plan to have
sidewalks on every street. Even worse, our councilor Maureen Cassidy sold us out and
did not defend our position.

The accessibility argument that the councilors used and form the basis for the city works
plan to have sidewalks on every street is deeply flawed and conflicts with other city high
priorities. Just because there are sidewalks on Dufferin and on Wellington does not
mean City Hall is accessible. For City Hall to be accessible you require ramps,
automatic doors and elevators. The same can be said for all our streets. As a result,
each individual case should be examined for merit. Listening to all the delegations, they
all had merit as the same message was delivered and repeated for each street.

The statement that a sidewalk is required for accessibility is false and poses as many
problems as benefits. A sidewalk is great for safety reasons on busy streets and for able
bodied individuals. Sidewalks should be included on streets to schools, stores, parks or
are cut throughs to other streets. That is not the case for Imperial Rd, which was built to
increase neighborhood density by 11 homes. Imperial does not go to any schools,
parks, stores or cut throughs. It just runs between Balcarres and Grenfell Dr. The only
traffic Imperial sees, both vehicular and pedestrian are the residents on the street. All
the streets that surround Imperial have sidewalks on one or both sides (Grenfell Dr,
Estevan, Milestone & Balcarres).

The negatives to sidewalks are that there are joints every 5’ or 6’, they are concrete,
they do not drain properly, they heave due to frost and in winter they become uneven &
icy because they cannot be cleaned properly. For individuals with special needs like my
granddaughter, mobility is uncomfortable if you use a stroller, walker, wheelchair or
canes and a tripping hazard on heaved sidewalks. In winter they we impassable due to
ice and uneven snow cover. Sidewalks cannot be cleaned to bare like streets can.
These points were brought forward by individuals with handicaps and mobility issues for
each street who live in the area.

The councilors also indicated that the accessibility requirement was not necessarily just
for individuals living in the area but, also for any visitor who may pass through the
region in the next 5 to 10 years. Councilor Helmer brought up a constituent that was
blind and said sidewalks are required because it would be impossible for him to travel
through a neighborhood if there was a sidewalk on every street. Councilor Cassidy
brought up her father who also is blind and who does not live in London, basically the
same reasons and said she could not exempt any street including Imperial Rd from
having a sidewalk. Decisions should not be made on hypothetical events. Most of us
don’t stop driving because we might get in an accident.

Accessibility is for those who live in an area and those who visit. The people on Imperial
help each other out. If a blind person were to visit, whoever they visit would make sure
they got safely to a sidewalk for a walk. If they were to visit one of the neighboring
streets, they would already have a sidewalk. Other than Imperial Rd almost every other
street has a sidewalk. If my granddaughters were to go to the park, we would walk
safely on Imperial to Grenfell and on the sidewalk to the park.

Most of my presentation is as follows:
Good Afternoon, my name is Herman Post and | live at 4 Imperial Rd with my extended
family of wife, daughter, her husband and 2 granddaughters one of which is a special

needs child. We purchased on this street 4 years ago because of curb appeal, the quiet
street, mature trees and a laneway that could hold our 4 vehicles.
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Imperial Rd is a short narrow street that runs between Grenfell & Balcarres. This street
sees minimal traffic for both vehicles and pedestrians and according to my neighbors,
traffic patterns have not changed in almost 50 years. The reason Imperial Rd has so
little traffic is because there are better routes to and from South Wenige to Grenfell,
Balcares and Constitution Park via Estevan and Milestone. In fact, Imperial Rd sees as
much traffic as a deadend street or Cul de sac. Speed on this street is not an issue or
concern.

Putting a sidewalk on Imperial Rd would destroy the reasons we purchased this house.
A sidewalk would remove all the trees from the west side of the street, which would
damage the curb appeal, remove 16 parking spaces (including 2 of our parking spaces)
and damage the decorative concrete driveways (ours included). The removal of the
parking spaces would force us and our neighbors to park constantly on the street and
since there isn’t enough parking available on the one side there would be vehicles
parked on both sides of the street.

That causes 2 safety issues. The first is Imperial Rd is 22’ wide and with vehicles
parked on both sides of the street there would be less than 8’ for a service vehicle such
as an ambulance, fire truck or sanitation truck to drive down the street. The 2"d safety
concern is the safety for my granddaughters who could get hit by a car not being seen
while stepping between the parked cars.

After the presentations from the delegates the councilors discussed the some of the
streets including Imperial Rd. They suggested moving the sidewalk to the curb on east
side of Imperial Rd, making the street 6.5m wide and allow parking on one side only.
While this removes 10 parking spaces and a few less trees, we would still have the
safety issue for my granddaughter who could get hit stepping between the parked cars.
Our granddaughter will never reach the height to be safely seen.

The final issue is the loss of mature trees on either side of the street. These trees if they
were in my back yard, we would not be able to get a permit to cut down, while the city
does not think twice if they are in the way of a sidewalk installation. We lived through
this 2 years ago when Grenfell Dr went through reconstruction. The plan had the
removal of 11 trees. | believe 36 were cut down. Again, all mature trees. Carbon
reduction was supposed to be a crisis point for this city. Removing trees increases our
carbon footprint. Along with curb appeal, trees need to be saved and replacing with
saplings does nothing.

There was never an intention for Imperial Rd to have a sidewalk with the house designs
of the garages further back and bedrooms closer to the street. None of the residents on
this street want sidewalks and signed petitions to show our displeasure. We all pay
taxes and least we expect is our elected counselors to advocate for us. Since we got
the brush off at the meeting on March 15" we are requesting that this matter be brought
before full council to get this exemption we requested.

Ragards

Herman Post
4 Imperial Rd
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To-  Council and Mayor
From - Therese Hutchinson; Sherwood Forest/Orchard Park Delegate to CWC, March 15, 2021

RE: Due Process for Citizen Engagement in Modern Street Design

Honourable Mayor and Members,

| was a delegate at the March 15 meeting where | and every other delegate who came to present
concerns about the proposed works were treated with a gross level of unprofessional disrespect, and
failure by the Chair of the Civic Works Committee to stem the behaviour.

The Chair of the Accessibility Advisory Committee (AAC) who was given first speaking position focused
their presentation on publicly disparaging me and 300+ of my neighbours among others, by labelling us
as “ABLISTS”. That is, derogatorily saying that we are small minded, bigoted people who want to attain
advantage by actively disadvantaging people with disabilities. There was a disclaimer that not every one
of us is, but that most of us are -‘ABLISTS’, including the several delegates who have disabilities visible
and invisible who also do not support a default sidewalk policy.

This public proclamation is so wrong, so unprofessional and so cruel that it is incomprehensible that it
could come from a civic committee, and that it was not moderated in the public forum. Demeaning and
disparaging delegates who have worked hard to succinctly and respectfully present their concerns to the
Works Committee was unprofessional and unwarranted. One would expect the Chair of the AAC, and
the first speaker, to bring a substantive contribution to the debate; it was shocking that the presentation
was merely egregious bullying and that the meeting was not better managed to prevent it.

That the AAC has endorsed a failing policy is their problem, not our fault. Not only am | and my
neighbours not ‘ABLISTS’ but we have reached out to the AAC Chair several times prior to the meeting
to ask how we might collaborate to integrate modern accessibility features into our neighbourhood.
The Chairperson has stated that the pro-sidewalk (ribbon of concrete) position having been endorsed is
now politically inconvenient thus immutable. That is a flexibility problem coming from that stakeholder
group, not ABLISM coming from this one.

The Civic Works meeting was not a receptive environment for citizens to comment on the proposed
works. We are good citizens and good neighbours who deserve to be recognized. We are entitled to
engage in good faith in the democratic process, without being labelled, disparaged and dismissed.

| ask that you please give us due process and consideration of our well-considered and legitimate
requests for modern, sensitive street design that is actually in line with City priorities.

Humbly,

Therese Hutchinson.
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Friars Way Sidewalks and Trees
Hello,

| am one of the people who live on Friars Way and am concerned about the plan to cut
down the stately trees in order to build sidewalks. | am growing concerned that
everyone thinks that there cannot be a win-win solution. | moved here from Ottawa one
year ago and believe that there are many solutions that can solve the dilemma.

| believe that we need people to think outside the box. It does not have to be trees vs
sidewalk.

Why can’t we have sidewalks and trees?

In Ottawa, a number of strategies have been used to expand bike lanes and walkways
without intruding on grassy areas or cutting down trees. etc.

Here are a few that | saw while there:

- Reduce parking to one side of the road

- Reduce road width with some traffic calming techniques to make the community more
walkable

- Make roads one way

- Have winding sidewalks which look interesting and leave the trees intact (benches add
interest and provide spots for handicapped or elderly to stop)

| am confident that if city planners were allowed to think creatively there is a solution for
everyone.

Please encourage everyone to stop thinking in a binary fashion. Let's all win.

Regards
Glenn Alexander

45 Friars Way,
London, Ontario

133



March 16, 2021
City of London Council
Re: Request to exempt Sherwood Forest sidewalks

We are writing again, this time to Council, to ask for an exemption of the planned Sherwood
Forest sidewalks and the removal of mature trees in our neighbourhood (likely 40 plus
large trees on Friars Way alone). This will drastically impact our neighbourhoods’
character which attracted our residents to live here in the first place.

We as a community recognize we must work diligently to remove barriers to accessibility in
the City. We have demonstrated to the Civic Works Committee (a committee that did not
seem to listen or acknowledge our concerns and thoughts) that our streets are already
accessible to a broad range of disabilities. Therefore we feel this reconstruction project
should focus on other priorities of the London Plan; namely protecting our Urban Forest.

Council must remember that it is not possible to make all areas of the City accessible to all
(disabled and abled) in a uniform manner. We need to prioritize based on budgets and
degree of benefit.

As part of our presentation, our community offered to work with the City to develop more
creative approaches to obtain their accessibility goal without impact to our mature trees
that define our community. While Councillor Helmer offered sidewalks within our wider
streets, we are concerned that this limited approach may stifle other creative solutions or
be deemed not feasible and then the loss of trees have not been averted.

It is unfortunate this blanket policy has not been well considered with respect to
implementation issues in mature subdivisions. The number of objections and delegations to
speak to a sidewalk exemption is clearly evidence of this. It only makes sense for Council to
exempt the sidewalk requirement as proposed and step back to develop more appropriate
guideiines, design requirements and options to consider when the next slate of road works
are proposed. An exemption of the proposed sidewalks along Sherwood Forest streets will
not pose any long term consequences to City mobility goals given the negligible barrier
posed in this community.

To summarize, the London Plan sidewalk policy needs to be revised in order to find better
ways to protect and improve the safety and accessibility of residents, and protect the city’s

mature trees. It shouldn’t be an either / or situation.

Respectfully submitted
Dave and T’atty ﬂ-[ayman

Dave and Patty Hayman
77 Doncaster Ave
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Dear London City Council,

My name is Lori Watt, and | am a 16-year old high-school student. | love science, music,
and hanging out with my friends.

| am writing to respectfully request London City Council to exempt Sherwood Forest
streets (including the street | live on, Doncaster Place) from the besides-the-road
sidewalks whose construction would result in the destruction of dozens upon dozens of
mature trees, and to find win-win solutions to accessibility needs that do not involve
cutting down our beautiful trees.

Many of my friends and other young people join me in this request.
| am the initiator of the Youth Petition “Save Sherwood Forest Trees"

https://www.change.org/p/london-civic-works-committee-petition-to-save-sherwood-
forest-trees-youth-petition?redirect=false

which has gathered to date already almost 200 youth signatures.

| hope you listen to our voices. We are proud and happy to live in the Forest City, and
we want it to remain full of the majestic old leafy trees that make our city the envy of the
world.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

Lori Watt

56 Doncaster Place

London ON
N6G 2A5
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56 Doncaster Place
London, Ontario N6G 2A5
March 16, 2021

London City Council
City of London Ontario
By Email to: councilagenda@london.ca

Dear Members of the London City Council,

My name is Lila Kari and I am writing on behalf of the residents of Doncaster
Place (Sherwood Forest) to express our disappointment that the Civic Works
Committee has disregarded the overwhelming desire of residents, without any
acknowledgement of the matters raised in the dozens of well-informed pre-
sentations, and has voted to recommend that our low-traffic streets must cut
mature roadside trees to make way for unnecessary sidewalks.

London City Council ultimately bears the responsibility for making informed
and wise decisions, and this cannot be done while ignoring stakeholder in-
put. London City Council must not ignore the citizens’ issues that are now a
matter of record. We ask that the subject streets be exempted from besides-
the-road sidewalks, and that alternatives be developed that satisfactorily
address the multiple legitimate issues raised, e.g., mature tree preservation.

I was granted delegation status at the CWC meeting of March 15, 2021, and
I participated in that 4-hour meeting from beginning to end. Let me first
start by saying that I was extremely disappointed, not only by the outcome
of the vote, but by the way the meeting was conducted.

There were more than two dozens of presentations by stakeholders, repre-
senting altogether many hundreds of London residents, who unanimously
and overwhelmingly spoke against besides-the-road sidewalks and the mas-
sive destruction of mature trees that building them would entail. The three
who spoke in favour were non-residents, addressing a theoretical problem,
and not considering the facts on the ground.

Several residents who spoke against sidewalks were people with disabilities.
Some had never given a public presentation, but felt now compelled to do
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so. Some struggled with technology, while others participated in-person,
with the paper shaking in their hands from emotion. The presentations were
poignant, fact-based, civil, and all explicitly stated our strong desire for in-
clusiveness. The arguments presented had been carefully researched, and
masterfully delivered. It was obvious that many had worked for weeks on
their timed speech delivery and their powerpoint presentations, as this was
a matter of major significance and their lives would be irrevocably changed
by the final decision. The one thing that united all resident presentations
was that in their streets sidewalks were unnecessary, and the mature trees
far outweighed them in value.

One would have expected at least some discussion among the CWC members,
given the serious matters raised and the number of creative solutions that
were proposed — meeting all CWC objectives —, as well as the large number
of negative consequences identified in the current one-size-fits-all scorched-
earth approach.

It was disappointing that even though we heard from so many stakeholders,
not a single of the presented arguments was addressed, let alone discussed.
In fact, the only thing that was discussed at length was a personal anecdote
regarding what a CWC member thought one of their family members would
want. This approach is no more scientific than basing public health policy
on personal anecdotes.

Last but not least, I was disappointed to see how outdated the CWC out-
look was. Seeing a raised, besides-the-road, curbed sidewalk as “the” one-
size-fits-all answer to all accessibility needs is an antiquated view. In the
same way old-fashioned invasive surgery is replaced in modern times by non-
invasive surgeries with better outcomes, raised-curb sidewalks are replaced
world over by modern non-invasive approaches, such as “Accessible Shared
Streets” (Washington, D.C., 2017) with textured sidewalks for the blind and
mobility impaired, the “Living Streets” solutions (Netherlands), etc.

The citizens of London deserve modern solutions. The London youth de-
serve not to be asked to choose between social justice and accessibility on
the one hand, and their beloved trees on the other. They started their own
e-petition “Save Sherwood Forest Trees”, with almost 200 signatures to date.
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We request London City Council to exempt the discussed Sherwood Forest
Streets from besides-the-road sidewalks (Doncaster Place being a particularly
absurd case), and to adopt creative solutions that meet both accessibility and
mature tree preservation needs. Win-win solutions do exist.

It is 2021!

Thank you,

Sincerely,

Al fo

56 Doncaster Place
London, ON, N6G 2A5

Attachment: Summary of my presentation at the March 15, 2021, CWC
meeting, titled “Doncaster Place Road Reconstruction: The case for sidewalk
exemption and protection of legacy trees ."
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Doncaster Place CWC Presentation - Lila Kari

A 3-house orphan sidewalk on a dead-end court?

The map in Figure 1 shows that Doncaster Place is a dead-end street, with
only 11 houses, a few steps away from Friar’'s Way. There is no traffic on
Doncaster Place, except its residents, and their visitors.

Doncaster Place was specifically named in the February 2021 Report to the
Civic Works Committee, as one of the “dead-end court-style streets, that have
no connecting links to other destinations,” the report also stating that “these
types of locations are normally not considered for a new sidewalk.”

Nevertheless, the current CWC project proposes a sidewalk on Doncaster
Place. This would be a short, one-side disconnected sidewalk, going from
nowhere to nowhere, and it would directly serve only 3 houses - that don’t
need it.

In fact, all residents of Doncaster Place signed the no-sidewalk petition “Save
the Sherwood Forest Trees” that has gathered over 300 signatures. It is our
view that a short, orphan, sidewalk on Doncaster Place would benefit no one.
On the other hand, the existing mature trees benefit everyone.

Figure 1: Doncaster Place is an 11-house cul-de-sac. The proposed orphan
sidewalk (in red), from nowhere to nowhere, would serve only 3 houses.

4
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Doncaster Place through our eyes

“[...] other areas prize their historic buildings and celebrate other aspects of
their neighbourhoods, but for the residents of Sherwood Forest, it has always
been our mature trees, surrounding nature, and the Medway Valley ESA. We
have never encountered any issue of safety, any barrier to accessibility, or
any need for a sidewalk.” [Doncaster Av. resident]

A tale of two cities: London vs. Waterloo

Let me share a personal story. A few years ago, my spouse and I accepted
jobs at the University of Waterloo. However, we still have our house in
London. Why?

Compare a photo of downtown London (below left), to a photo of downtown
Waterloo (below, right). Where would you rather live? In the green, leafy,
Forest City, right? So do we. In fact, even in our small social and professional
circle, we know of 5 families who all work in the tech sector in Waterloo, but
have houses in London. And we all have the same reason: because we love
the mature, green, leafy London trees.

140



Planting 1 sapling for every 1 mature tree that is cut is neither a full replace-
ment (in the short-term), nor a guaranteed replacement (in the long term).
Indeed, one 2011 study showed that to fully replace a 50-cm wide tree, you
would need to plant more than 1,000 saplings.

This means that replacing the 50 mature trees that would be cut down in
Sherwood Forest for this project would require planting 50,000 saplings! A
better way would be to find creative win-win solutions, that satisfy all
objectives and preserve the mature trees that London is fortunate to already
have.

Youth petition “Save Sherwood Forest Trees”

Our young people, who are well aware of environmental and social justice
and accessibility issues, are quite clear in what they want. The Youth Pe-
tition “Save Sherwood Forest Trees,” started by a neighbourhood teen, has
gathered almost 200 youth signatures to date.

In the words of a young signatory, “There must be a better way without the
need to remove beautiful, mature trees... find one!!”

This is what our youth want. We are entrusted with their legacy trees and
we must find a way to preserve them.

change.org startapetition My petitions Browse Membership Q Login

Petition details Comments Updates

Save Sherwood Forest Trees (Youth
Petition)

191 have signed. Let's get to 200!
—

Petition Summary and Background Friars Way, @ Sign this petition
Doncaster Place, Doncaster Place. and Abbev Rise
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What all Londoners want

The following citizen quotes, from the 2013 ReThink London document,
clearly show that all Londoners, of all ages, want to live in:

e “A City with an abundant, healthy urban forest that truly reflects our
brand as The Forest City.”

e “A City that celebrates, practices and encourages |[...| the preserva-
tion of natural heritage.”

e “A City that grows in responsible ways that protect our resources.”

To be or not to be the Forest City?

Thus, the decision facing London City Council is part of a bigger question:

“Will London remain the Forest City"?

To move the needle towards a “yes”, the residents of the no-exit, 11 house
Doncaster Place respectfully ask the City for a sidewalk exemption, and for
the protection of its legacy trees during road reconstruction.
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From: Lila Kari

Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 7:54 AM

To: Council Agenda <councilagenda@Ilondon.ca>

Cc: Squire, Phil <psquire@london.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] update to submission to the March 23 City Council agenda

Dear Audrey,

| am writing with an update to my submission for the City Council agenda for the
meeting on March 23rd, stating that the “Save Sherwood Forest Trees” Youth Petition
had 200 signatures.

The number of signatures has almost tripled in the meantime, and | would like to revise
that to a current number of 571 signatures as of this morning (see attached
screenshot).

| think that this is important new information for the London City Council members to
know, and | am kindly requesting that this information be added to the Council’s meeting
agenda.

Thank you,
Sincerely

Lila Kari
56 Doncaster Place

Save Sherwood Forest Trees (Youth Petition)

571 have signed. Let’s get to 1,000!
T

Kitchener, N2B 2
Canada

Display my name and comment on this petition

@ Sign this petition
e Lori Watt started this petition to London Civic Works Committee

By signing, you accept Change.org’s Terms of

Petition Summary and Background Friars Way, Doncaster Service and Privacy Policy, and agree to receive
Place, Doncaster Place, and Abbey Rise are designated for road occasional emails about campaigns on Change.org.

You can unsubscribe at any time.

resurfacing, curb replacement, & catch basin repair in 2021.
Design of this project is underway and currently includes the
construction of sidewalks on these streets. In addition, the
connecting links, the north side of Doncaster Avenue between
Friars Way and Doncaster Place and the west side of Scarlett
Avenue between Abbey Rise are designated for sidewalks.

Lila Kari

Professor & University Research Chair
School of Computer Science
University of Waterloo

Adjunct Professor

University of Western Ontario
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Dear Mayor and Council members,

Thank you for taking the time to consider our request for exemption of the planned installation of
sidewalks as part of the road reconstruction on Friars Way, Doncaster Place, Abbey Rise and Scarlett
Ave. We are very disappointed in the CWC's recent decision to reject the request to not install sidewalks
on our Sherwood Forest streets. We respectfully ask you, and members of City Council to overturn the
CWC's decision and support our request for no sidewalk installation and removal of mature trees in our
neighbourhood's road reconstruction.

We have been residents of Friars Way, raising our 4 children here for 24 years. If you have not yet read
the Sherwood Forest written submission, we would appreciate your time in reading a report that speaks to
the safety and accessibility of all residents, and the importance of protecting one of the City's largest
assets.

We appreciate the difficulty in balancing and meeting the City's objectives, as well as meeting the needs
of ALL Londoners. But we are encouraged by the City's Strategic Plan statement that, "Through
innovation and partnerships, London is at the forefront of addressing many community challenges
focusing on building a better London for all." We are encouraged by your message, Mayor Holder, that
includes the next four year's focus on Strengthening our Community, and Building a Sustainable City and
appreciative that the Mayor acknowledged the City's priorities which were based on numerous avenues of
community input.

This photo from the City's Strategic Plan is very heartwarming. We love our neighbourhood streets.
Londoners work hard to create a neighbourhood that is safe, inclusive, and accessible for all. We work
hard to create this environment, so our children can understand and come to value community. This is

one reason why residents respect each other in sharing our streets safely.
=3 q;:m P "

City of London, 2019 Strategic Plan Image

We understand that sidewalks can be perceived as a method of providing better accessibility, and on
busy roads, they are a necessity. However, often the installation of sidewalks create the opposite effect. It
is a common sight to see bare sidewalks when they are not protected by trees. We know climate change
is on our heels, and with increasing and prolonged heat waves, unprotected sidewalks will remain barren.
Our community streets that were once alive will be no more, as we retreat to our air-conditioned homes.

The plan for no sidewalks has the ability to combine the best of ALL factors, to do the best job we can to
meet the City's objectives of accessibility, safety, mitigating climate change, improve the mental health of
Londoners, keep our unique neighbourhoods, and maintain our brand as the Forest City.

We respectfully ask for you to look at the City's overall objectives that benefit ALL Londoners and support
our request for exempting Friars Way and our neighbourhood streets from the installation of sidewalks.
We appreciate your effort in trying to keep the "Forest" in Sherwood Forest, and in the Forest City.

Regards,
Julia and Al Morrow
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to tree removal on Friar's Way
Members of the Council,

| am writing to express my great disappointment with the Civic Works Committee to
refuse to exempt our neighborhood from upcoming sidewalk installation. | urge you to
reconsider this decision and to support the Sherwood Forest request for an
exemption. This exemption would benefit both the neighborhood and the city, as the
installation of sidewalks on our quiet street would destroy a large number of mature
trees and negatively impact the city's plan to expand forest canopy.

| have walked these streets every day for the past year of the pandemic, and | have
never felt the need for sidewalks. This is not a high traffic area, people do not commute
via our streets, and cars are rare. | have friends and neighbors who walk their dogs,
walk with their children, and use mobility devices and we are all coming together to ask
you to please not force this upon us.

Sherwood forest is an old, quiet, neighborhood, and like so many of London's wonderful
neighborhoods it does not need a one size fits all solution. I'm sure that the goals of
safety, accessiblity, and expanding forest canopy can be achieved without the
destruction of so many wonderful old trees.

Best,

Bobby Glushko
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Dear Council members,

| am emailing to ask for your support in overturning decisions made on Monday March
15th by the Civic Works Committee (CWC) to deny any exemptions for sidewalk
installation on quiet neighbourhood streets, including but not limited to, Friars Way,
Doncaster Place and Abbey Rise, during street resurfacing in the summer of 2021. | am
requesting your support for one reason only; to facilitate further discussions and
interactions with the council to achieve outcomes for all citizens of London.

Essentially, | am requesting your support of two major and laudable pledges by our city:

Pledge #1) to enhance accessibility for all in accordance with AODA guidelines
Pledge #2) to pursue policies that help mitigate climate change

First, let me express my unconditional support for both of these pledges.

Unfortunately, based on the hastily prepared plans provided by the city for resurfacing
Friars Way, Doncaster Place and Abbey Rise, and our subsequent unsuccessful
interactions with the CWC to engage them in discussions about enhancing these plans,
it appears the CWC are either unable or unwilling to implement any plan that
simultaneously supports both of these goals.

In an effort to support pledge#1, the CWC has chosen to continually champion its
simplistic and myopic approach of “adding a sidewalk” without further discussion or
review.

To achieve this, the CWC regretfully endorses the removal of large numbers of mature
and irreplaceable trees in the densely tree lined, quiet neighbourhood streets of London,
which is obviously contrary to pledge #2.

In parallel, the council has initiated some excellent policies in support of pledge #2,
including financial support for maintaining old trees (https://Ifpress.com/news/local-
news/have-an-old-tree-london-has-money-to-help-you-keep-it-alive) and other efforts
aimed at providing ongoing expansion of both tree numbers and tree canopy in our
“Forest City”. These excellent policies are designed to enhance carbon dioxide fixation,
mitigate flooding, cool neighbourhood streets, counter gypsy moth infestation impacts
and provide a calming influence on the mental health of those who have suffered during
the recent pandemic.

In an effort to assist the CWC embrace more progressive, modern and impactful
approaches that are consistent with both pledge #1 and pledge #2, | was one of many
who contributed to delegations to the CWC on March 15th. Multiple powerpoint
presentations and speeches cohesively indicated that many of the streets under review
are already highly accessible, due to their original and intentional traffic calming design
and generous width (~ 8.5 metres). It was also noted that there are practical strategies
that could facilitate street resurfacing with minimal tree loss. For example, tree loss
could be minimized by narrowing some very wide streets, notably Friars Way, to provide
extra room for accommodating the roots of the many mature (50 year+) Little Leaf
Lindens (Tilia cordata) that are close to the curb and have genetic potential to grace our
street for another 50+ years as a graceful legacy for our Forest city. The CWCs current
plan endorses the clear cutting of every mature Linden (30+ trees) on city property on
the north side of Friars Way to facilitate the inclusion of a sidewalk.

Sadly, the majority of the CWC dismissed all of our presentations by making the
remarkable claim that any suburban street that lacks a sidewalk is inherently
inaccessible to, and dangerous for, the visually impaired. The CWC offered no
supportive evidence of this assertion beyond two personal accounts of visually impaired
individuals suffering in conditions that bore no discernible resemblance to any of the
locations being discussed. It is notable that the CWCs assertion that sidewalks are
major factors in enhancing accessibility for the visually impaired in any street are
contrary to reputable international studies that indicate that readily detectible walking
surfaces, directional indicators and other road surface features are more important
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additions for enhancing accessibility for the visually impaired than a sidewalk. | have
attached an informative example of such a study to this email for your interest.

Our delegation, which was appropriately entitled “A Better Way”, should be available to
all council members from the March 15th CWC meeting. It includes some examples of
internationally implemented street design alternatives, such as variants of "shared
streets”, that could be readily incorporated by the City of London to coherently achieve
both pledge #1 AND pledge #2 simultaneously. | and many other residents in our
neighbourhood have already demonstrated our willingness to work with the CWC to
achieve these better outcomes for all.

We simply ask that our suggestions not be summarily dismissed by council members,
as they were by the CWC on March 15th, and that we are afforded the opportunity to
assist the city implement more progressive, consistent and effective strategies to
enhance accessibility for all in our city AND mitigate climate change.

Yours respectfully
David B. O’Gorman M.Sc., Ph.D.
Associate Professor,

Department of Biochemistry,
University of Western Ontario
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March 16, 2021
To: The Chair and Members of the City Council
Re: Friars Way and Doncaster Place Reconstruction/Abbey Rise Reconstruction

Request: Sidewalk exemption realizing the important benefits and value of London’s mature tree
canopy to meet more than one guideline set forth in the “London Plan”.

To the Chair and Members.

| want to be respectful of your time and commitment in reviewing the documentation that hopefully has
been forwarded to you from our Friars Way /Doncaster Place/Doncaster Rd/Scarlet Ave and Abbey Rise
presentation to the CWC. This would include our full presentation along with letters from delegates and
residents. | feel we were not awarded due diligence in this process.

Our presentation was fact -based and professionally presented to show CWC council there is “A BETTER
WAY”. Additional residents spoke, just wanting their voices heard in terms of their personal challenges
and how they continue to feel safe on our current shared streets as they exist.

We are disputing the prescribed removal of up to (and perhaps more) than 71 trees in just the proposed
sidewalk installation on Friars Way. Our presentation provided evidence on the value of finding a
BETTER WAY rather than face the devastation to our canopy, loss of value of our mature trees not to
mention the reversal of our contribution to Global Warming strategies.

In a perfect world, we would like to be barrier-free. Understanding, council must view guidelines set out
in the London Plan, Complete Streets Manual, London Climate Action Plan and Tree Protection Plan at
the same time are compelled to weigh out the safest and best approach to providing best practices and
solutions. We may not be able to meet each objective 100%, but at the very least, we can put our best
efforts forward with common sense approaches that provide a safe and practical environment for all
while saving our trees.

Doug McCrae confirmed at the CWC council meeting the interpretation of AODA guidelines are vague to
say the least.

I am confident that our presentation confirms we do not have existing barriers other than
unmaintained sidewalks here on Wychwood and Lawson Roads. My 87-year-old mother who has been
with me since last February due to Covid and walks with me daily. Neighbours often see her walking
safely on the roadway, alone when | am working. During the winter months we continue to walk
however for safety reasons, we are forced to walk on the road as sidewalks are not safe for anyone due
to the ice, snow, and freezing water. | have attached photos of the sidewalks along with photos of
pedestrians and vehicles safely sharing the roadway here on Friars Way, Doncaster and Wychwood. In
my 23 years as a resident here on Friars Way, | walk daily and have always witnessed vehicle-pedestrian-
mobility aided family, friends and neighbours moving without incident.

We are asking for sidewalk exemption. Kindly refer to a copy of my original letter forwarded to CWC
that should be in the package.

Patti MacLennan- Resident on Friars
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Photos as follows.

Doncaster Rd

Wychwood & Scarlett Sidewalk obstruction

Wychwood & Scarlett 2" view

Metamora- Sharing the roadway

Lawson near Wychwood (across from tennis court- Sidewalk obstruction)
forced to walk on Lawson Road

2" view of # 5

Friars Way Sharing roadway

Wychwood-Pedestrians walking on the road as sidewalks unsafe for anyone
. Wychwood near Friars Way- Sidewalk not safe

10.2" view of # 9

11.Doncaster Rd, pedestrian safely walking.
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Alternatives to sidewalks in Sherwood Forest

Dear Council Members:

| am writing to express my deep disappointment and anger by the decision by the Civic
Works Committee regarding sidewalks for Sherwood Forest. The delegates
representing our neighbourhood did an exceptional job of describing the flow of people
and traffic in our neighbourhood, as well as requesting that the committee and the city
look for alternatives that would address safety and accessibility in our mature treed
neighbourhood. Their key points where as follows:

1.The plan of no sidewalks has the ability to combine the best of ALL factors as much
as possible and do the best job we can to meet the City's objectives:

- accessibility, safety, mitigating climate change/environmental benefits, mental
health

of Londoners, unique aspects of each neighbourhood, maintaining our brand of
the “Forest City”.

2. Our neighbourhood is inclusive:
- Looking for a better way to do the best for as many Londoners as possible OR
- Looking for a better way to create the most good for the most amount of
Londoners

3. Asking for better ways to protect and improve the safety and accessibility of
residents, and the protection of the city's mature trees, rather than installing sidewalks.

| was particularly insulted by a CWC committee member’'s comment that we aren’t doing
this for the people who live there today, we are doing it for people who will live in the
neighbourhood in the future. In other words, | don’t care about you, only future residents
of your neighbourhood. What future people is he talking about? We provided a whole
number of submissions by people who live in our neighbourhood today, who have
mobility issues, and they expressed many reasons why they opposed sidewalks. Are
our elected members not listening at all?

My wife, children and | have lived in the neighbourhood, at the corner of Wychwood and
Scarlett, for the past 19 years. On a side note, this will represent the 5™ time over those
19 years that the city has either ripped up and replaced our road or dug up portions of
our lawn for construction. What's next?

| have attached a picture of the two trees that are slated to be cut down on Scarlett
Ave., to construct a sidewalk that no one now or in the future wants.

The sad part is, eventually there will be so many angry residents across the city
opposed to removing historic trees for sidewalks that the city will end the requirement
due to the backlash. Unfortunately, it will be too late for Sherwood Forest who will have
already lost 60 plus mature trees, and won't get them back for another 50 years. Maybe
you can stop that from happening?

Sincerely

Timothy B. Potter
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Submission to Council regarding Sidewalk Exemptions

Council Authority to Grant Exemptions

Thank you, in advance, for your consideration of the below. Your time is very
appreciated by all London residents who are deeply concerned about the
considerable loss of mature trees we are about to incur in neighbourhoods
throughout the Forest City.

| participated in the recent CWC meeting as a delegate and observed the entire
meeting. It was made evident by Councillors Helmer, Turner and Cassidy that they
are against all exemptions in any circumstances going forward. Infact, Councillors
Turner and Cassidy expressed regret regarding exemptions they had previously
supported in their own neighbourhoods.

| wanted to write on behalf of the masses of Londoners who are devastated by their
“no exemptions ever” position, to provide Council with feedback as to why I think it is
imperative that sidewalk exemptions at least be considered, and not dismissed in a
“one size fits all” manner.

| also wish to thank Councillors Van Meerbergen and Peloza for their willingness to
at least consider, and in some cases recommend, exemptions. Unfortunately, they
are outnumbered on this Committee and the others have stated their unwavering
position now is to deny every exemption request.

| think it is important that Council know not to expect this Committee to supply
individualized street recommendations going forward, given the philosophy of the
three. To be fair, they are not disguising the fact that they take this hard line stance,
but it does make the job of Council more difficult because these exemptions will not
at Committee level be evaluated or balanced against any consistent criteria, when
every answer is “No Exemption Ever” going forward.

The reasons which applied in the past to exempt streets are suddenly no longer to
be applied. This inconsistency seems largely due to the fact that they do not want
other streets to ask for similar treatment. With respect, | think that is rewriting the
legislation which authorizes the exemption option, and | think Londoners deserve to
have the individual requests considered rather than being automatically dismissed.

Delegates and those submitting comments to the March 15th CWC meeting were
thoroughly prepared, respectful and compelling. Petitions representing over 500
people regarding Sherwood Forest alone had been filed (and more from the other
subject streets as well). It is disheartening to say the least that none of this was
relevant to the philosophy of Councillors Helmer, Turner and Cassidy. | would
implore Council to review the submissions made to CWC in full. One of Sherwood
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Forest Submissions (representing a large constituency of the neighborhood in
number) was from Ron Standish, a retired London City Engineer. It is a
comprehensive, thoughtful, credentialled, review supporting the exemption requests
in Sherwood Forest. It is a balanced appeal.

Concerning to all those requesting current exemptions, is the fact that even tiny
dead-end streets which the staff report to CWC states: “would NOT normally be
considered for a sidewalk” are now also faced with the CWC blanket no exemption
rule. It has the effect of pre-determining every motion on the matter brought before
CWC. The staff report to CWC did not even list the associated tree loss numbers -
which would be significant - for those streets as they did not contemplate sidewalks
on these tiny courts. The exact wording from the staff report to CWC reads:
“‘Doncaster Place, Culver Place and East Afton Place are short neighbourhood
streets that have no existing sidewalks and are dead end court-style streets that
have no connecting links to other destinations. These types of locations are
normally not considered for a new sidewalk.”

Please give the CWC automatic denial of exemptions the appropriate weight.
Please consider the arguments of Councillor Van Meerbergen and the applicable
Ward Councillors for the involved streets. They have specific knowledge of these
streets, and information on each of these requests which Council should have in
order to reach a considered opinion in balancing the objectives of all London
residents.

With respect, | think Council can, and should, choose to exempt streets from
sidewalks when they feel the facts warrant such an exemption. You have every legal
right and responsibility to determine such cases individually.

As someone who acted as legal counsel to London Transit and to the London
Convention Center on matters over many years prior to my retirement, | have no
hesitation in stating Council has the legal right to make these assessments and to
grant exemptions, as you have in the past. | would, however, also submit that you
should be consistent in the criteria you will consider. A new blanket denial policy is
not supported by existing legislation, the London Plan, or the historical treatment of
these matters.

The recent delegations respectfully presented thorough and compelling information
to CWC for each street under consideration. | don’t know whether all members
chose to read the extremely fulsome materials, but the 5 minutes given to present is
of course just an opportunity to scratch the surface. | would implore Council to read
the materials presented as they were compiled by people with intimate knowledge of
the streets, and applicable credentials, to offer this resource to Council. The cases
were supported by the submissions of hours and hours worth of heartfelt residential
testimonials and petitions from hundreds and hundreds of concerned local residents.
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For those who query whether Council can grant an exemption in any circumstance, |
would point to the following:

1. The London Plan sidewalk provision (349) itself begins: “To support
walkability..” The whole intent of adding new sidewalks is premised on the notion
that a street is currently not safely walkable in its present state. The volume of
submissions to CWC provided ample evidence that they were quiet, often dead-end,
low traffic, non-thoroughfares, wide, curvy, pedestrian friendly, accessible and safe
streets where users of every sort respectfully co-existed. | highly commend the full
review of the written submissions to you as you will find them compelling in number
and substance.

2. The London Plan makes clear that tree preservation is also an essential goal
in the plans for London’s future. Key Direction #4 strives to have London become
“one of the Greenest Cities in Canada ... by strengthening our urban forests, planting
more, protecting more, and better maintaining the trees and woodlands”. Many more
sections of the London Plan are dedicated, in a meaningful way, to the protection
and development of our mature trees. Read as a whole, the London Plan contains
far more aspirational intentions to preserve the Forest City by protecting mature
trees, than are dedicated to forcing sidewalks.

3. And, the sidewalk provision itself permits Council the flexibility to determine
whether a sidewalk is warranted at all, pointing to considerations such as flanking
natural heritage areas (as with several streets before you), and specifically
referencing that you consider in the event of road reconstruction “where the existing
conditions such as mature trees would impede sidewalks”. The London Plan permits
you to consider the impact on the mature trees in neighbourhoods which have never
had sidewalks. The London Plan contemplates a balancing of interests. It is not
supportive of a “one size fits all” default sidewalk position at all cost.

4, Several of the streets before you flank the Medway Valley ESA. They are
shaped around the contours and elevations of this heritage landmark, and naturally
quiet all traffic by their meandering formation. Drivers in the area know to expect
pedestrians, stollers, bikers, mobility assisted travellers, those with visual and other
impairments, and ALL have co-exited without any known incidents for 50 plus years.
The streets are very “walkable”, which is the criterion the London Plan seeks to
support.

5. The Sherwood Forest streets, and others before you, have extensive
boulevard tree canopies. The count presented at the CWC meeting for one street
alone (Friar's Way) was 51 trees to be sacrificed in the building of an unnecessary
sidewalk. The number of trees to be damaged/destroyed increased by the final
count taken for the meeting. Every single boulevard tree on one side of the street
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will be lost. And these are not young trees - they are healthy, and some rare
species, 50 plus year old, trees.

6. The Treescapes to be lost are exactly the mature canopies that the Urban
Forest Strategy seeks to protect. It states: “large, rare, culturally significant or
heritage trees that are deemed healthy should be retained and supported”.
Sherwood Forest is literally noted as an example of the ideal urban forest mature
tree canopy that London is seeking to support and develop. The Urban Forest
Strategy adopted a goal of 34% tree canopy. You are far, far, short of that now, and
you are going backwards quickly if you endorse the wholesale destruction of the
mature boulevard trees in the neighbourhoods before you, and other old
neighbourhoods yet to come.

7. These streets are what LEDC boasts in its promotional materials as the
classic “tree-lined streets that London offers to newcomers”. But, if you continue
with the wholesale destruction of the mature tree canopies of London that follow from
giving no priority to mature boulevard treescapes, you cannot continue to make such
claims.

8. The submissions to CWC also addressed the ecological downsides to
sidewalks being introduced so close to the Medway Creek and other water systems,
and the potential for contamination from the seasonal maintenance materials. And, in
contrast, they also spoke to the benefits of retaining these treescapes regarding
climate change mitigation for all of London.

9. London has been called the “Forest City” since 1855. We cherish this brand
and we have many City Policies and initiatives aimed at earning and retaining it. We
have to reconcile our goal of being a City that cherishes this reputation with the
destruction of entire streetscapes. We are now receiving provincial press and media
attention as the City willing to bulldoze the Sherwood Forest and other densely treed
boulevards. Global news had a segment on March 15 following CWC’s majority vote
to deny all requests for exemptions (potentially killing around 100 trees on these 8
streets alone) and it did not place London in a favourable light for all the Province to
see. Please have a look at the stunning pictures supplied to the CWC with the
extensive submissions - and imagine the “after shots” that will be featuring London’s
complete destruction of these magnificent tree-lined boulevards. You are literally
talking about wiping out the entire one side of Friar's Way - 51 mature, rare, trees on
a short, meandering, low traffic, pedestrian friendly streetscape. How can we claim
to be the Forest City if we are prepared to wipe out so many of our precious tree
canopies every time we do a road repair ?

10. It takes 50 years to develop such trees. You cannot replace them with

samplings. One source in the CWC materials placed the monetary loss to the City at
a million dollars just for the 51 Friars Way trees. So, please don’t assume that the
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neighbourhood can recover from these tree losses within this generation. And this is
the scene that will play out across all older neighbourhoods if you don’t give some
priority to “existing conditions such as mature trees” as the London Plan itself
permits you to do.

11. Reforest London initiatives demonstrate London’s sincere interest in
maintaining “the Forest City” and the commitment to desired environmental and
climate change protections for the benefit of all Londoners. Sherwood Forest literally
just benefitted from new boulevard plantings to augment our existing old trees, which
will now be destroyed by unwanted and unwarranted sidewalks. How is it even
possible that the City Policy to replant in this area so recently is now to be undone by
the leveling of the boulevards? It demonstrates that there are competing interests
that must be considered by Council.

12. | understand you seek to balance the retention of London’s heritage trees with
providing safe access to all. Likewise, the AODA seeks to “remove barriers to
accessibility”. But, as the considerable number of submissions demonstrate, there is
no existing barrier to accessibility to be removed, so it is fair to ask whether the
catastrophic loss of mature trees to the neighbourhood, and the City of London as a
whole, is justified to solve a hypothetical problem that just doesn't exist in reality.

13.  You have viable alternatives to killing the trees. They include:

(i) exempting sidewalks where they are not, on balance, warranted,;

(ii) posting signage such as found now in Corley Dr. noting for drivers that there
are are “No Sidewalks - Watch for Pedestrians” (if one was concerned for sight
impaired walkers on these wide roads to give drivers an added alert);

(iif)  traffic slowing measures (although the current streets under consideration
already by their nature slow traffic as being local only, winding, non thoroughfares);
(iv)  restricting parking to one side of street to leave ample room for travellers of all
sorts on the road edges (the Sherwood Forest roads are now wider than the average
street and so supply extra space for walkers on each side of the road presently);

(V) leaving the footprint of the roads as is, and managing the reconstruction using
best practices and hand cutting to save the trees, and

(vi)  other creative suggestions on offer from fanshawe students or living street
models which are beyond my personal skill set but I'm sure could be explored by
City designers with public imput.

14.  The London Plan states the City’s intention to be collaborative in its approach
to planning and working with neighbourhoods. Yet no notice was ever given to
Doncaster Avenue residents and many neighbours have said that they only learned
of the sidewalk initiative through news broadcasts. This is not the way to find
thoughtful, collaborative, solutions.
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15. It can’t surprise you that these forced sidewalks are enormously unpopular
with the longtime residents who bought their homes in neighbourhoods that did not
have sidewalks. It was a choice they deliberately made for the overall community
feel that they derive from this type of development. Policies that so negatively
impact existing owners would typically “grandfather” older areas that were never
designed for sidewalks. Short of that typical grandfathering treatment, the exemption
request procedure attempts to recognize that a balance must be struck, and Council
should not shy away from granting exemptions simply on the basis that another
street might also request one in the future. So be it. Exemptions have their place in
the balance of good community management. Council has the authority, and should
exercise it consistently and whenever the overarching goals of the “Forest City” as a
whole require. To develop a one size fits all approach is an abdication of duty.

Doncaster Place, Doncaster Avenue and Friars Way

With all that said, let me touch for a minute on the specifics of the Sherwood Forest
neighbourhood. It was physically formed around the Medway Valley, following the
contours and elevations of the ESA and the adjoining ravine. The streets were
designed to meander and flow around this natural heritage landmark, which we abut.
They are not direct thoroughfares, or high traffic vehicle routes. They are not streets
you would take unless you were visiting the neighbourhood. There are other roads in
the area, with existing sidewalks, that provide straight, direct and faster connections
for vehicle transit.

Friars Way and the Doncaster streets were never imagined with sidewalks. No one
bought their homes on these streets with any expectation of sidewalks. As such,
extensive boulevard trees were planted some 50 years ago and our neighbourhood
is the picture of what LEDC describes as the “mature tree-lined boulevards London
offers to newcomers”.

We have a long history on Doncaster and Friar's Way of safely sharing the road -
drivers know to expect pedestrians, bikes, strollers and mobility assisted devices or
even sight impaired walkers. The streets are wide enough to accommodate all users
safely. All types of residents were represented among the over 500 petitioners from
Sherwood who have collectively submitted petitions asking you to exempt these
streets.

One such petitioner, Clare, is a fixture in Sherwood. She is in her 80’s and has lived
on Friar's Way for decades. With her walker, she safely navigates a route around
Sherwood almost daily. We also heard from Mr. Harris who at 90 pushes his 59 year
old son in a wheelchair around Sherwood and noted that sidewalks were more
difficult for him to navigate, particularly in winter conditions. These are real people
and they are among the hundreds who demonstrate that there is certainly no existing
barrier to accessibility.
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These streets are inclusive and safe as is. In the over 30 years that | have lived in
Sherwood, | have never heard of anyone who has encountered any safety concerns
on these streets, and with the recent closure of our Sherwood Forest Public School
we have arguably even less need of sidewalks now. The neighbourhood meets
London’s Vision Zero Principals.

Regarding the 3 streets that immediately surround my home, you will note that
Doncaster Place is a NO EXIT, circle of 11 houses, mature tree lined boulevards and
a hilly terrain. The Report to CWC did not even list the potential tree losses - which
would be massive - because the report itself notes that: “this is not the type of street
where sidewalks are typically added.” Now they are proposing a sidewalk in front of
3 of the 11 homes. So, if a visually impaired user was to walk on the sidewalk he or
she would have to cross the other 8 houses and enter the roadway twice to utilize
the sidewalk for the space of 3 homes. It would be unnecessary, unwarranted, and
indeed unexpected to add a sidewalk on this tiny, dead end, street. And the small
street would lose many mature boulevard trees.

Next, Doncaster Avenue - this sidewalk is only being considered as a connector
from Doncaster Place to Friars Way, and would only apply IF the Doncaster Place
sidewalk is added. It is equally unwarranted, and you are again not given the tree
loss information. Also, if Council is asked in the future to continue such a sidewalk
along the balance of Doncaster Ave, you will have a significant safety challenge.
Doncaster Avenue follows the Medway Valley cliff elevation and creates a road so
steep at the approach to Wychwood that cars often cannot use it in the winter until
the plow and sander have arrived. A sidewalk on this winding, steep, road would
become a treacherous bobsled run in the winter. There is just no way the City could
safely and consistently maintain it. And many of the boulevards along Doncaster
Ave. are very pitched, so you are likely looking at retaining walls and considerably
more property damage and expense just to put in a dangerous sidewalk that will only
pose a future liability risk for the City. An accident on such a sidewalk is not only
foreseeable, but highly probable.

Finally, as to Friar's Way in the Sherwood Forest - As the name suggests, it is a
curvy, tree lined, forest of a street. It is short, and the loss of well over 30 - 50% of
the mature trees along it would render it unrecognizable. That is over one per
boulevard, and these are not saplings - they are healthy, and many rare, 50 plus yr.
old, trees. Levelling one side of the tree canopy on this street will literally gut the
residents, and look ridiculously one sided. You are talking about the destruction of
virtually every boulevard on one side of the street. How in the world can we consider
ourselves to be tree-friendly in London and be willing to devastate a neighbourhood
so ? And that frankly stands for each of the streets now before you.

169



The City policies aimed at protecting our environment and our tree canopies have to
be considered in the balance. You will be struck by the beautiful pictures of all the
streets submitted for the CWC meeting - what a tribute to the Forest City. You will
also see a moving submission from a lady who wrote a cautionary note of the painful
destruction her neighbourhood suffered on Regal Dr., and how you can’t possibly
replace 50 year old trees with saplings. She was compelled to write in the hope that
another catastrophe could be avoided in these neighbourhoods now seeking
exemption.

| submit the Committee should start on the basis of: Is the sidewalk truly (not
hypothetically) needed at the expense of all these trees, to support “walkability” as
referenced in the London Plan - in our case the answer is clearly NO.

Is it needed to remove a barrier to accessibility ? Again submissions from residents
such as 90 year old Mr. Harris pushing his son’s wheelchair, or 80 year old Clare out
with her walker every day, and too many more to list, tells you No.

Will these sidewalks serve the intention of the Urban Forest Strategy and the London
Plan to preserve and protect its mature tree canopies for the good of all London
residents - No

Do the existing mature Trees contribute to the social, mental, physical, ecological
health of all London residents - Yes

Do many of the trees slated now for destruction meet the “distinctive tree status”
warranting protection for these decades old rare specimens - Yes

In Closing

Council would never permit the wholesale destruction of the historically significant
buildings of Woodfield, or allow the construction of an industrial complex in the
middle of the Wortley Village - We are simply asking the same protection for the
Sherwood Forest - Please do not let your legacy be the massive destruction of the
mature treescape that defines Sherwood.

You have the authority to exempt these streets, as you did for our neighbour
Runnymede. There is no law that is broken and no legal penalty attached to
allowing the Sherwood Forest neighbourhood to keep its coveted trees. Infact, |
would argue that you need to exempt these streets - and others like them - or you
doom the Forest City to the unintended fate of the wholesale destruction of its valued
tree canopies, vital to our collective future.

The overall well being of the neighbourhoods before you are not served by the
proposed destruction of their boulevards. You cannot reasonably replace 50 year
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old rare trees with saplings. Friars Way will be unrecognizable, as with many of the
streets before you today. It is unnecessary and harmful. Exemptions exist for a very
good reason. There is a balance to be struck for the good of all Londoners.

In closing, we have all struggled this last year with the pandemic. Our
neighbourhoods have been our salvation. Walking these streets with neighbours has
been our antidote. It really, really, matters to the mental health of London residents
that we not lose our trees so drastically. You will see a significant Youth Petition filed
to “Save Sherwood Forest Trees” - it's important that we listen. We are the Forest
City - Until we are Not. And that is now up to you. As Joanie Mitchell would say -
let's not pave paradise !

Thank you for your time and your thoughtful deliberation in this matter.
Respectfully Submitted,

M. Mannering, LLB. LLM.
Adjunct Professor of Law, UWO
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sherwood Forest sidewalks

As a homeowner who has raised four children in our neighbourhood | am very
disappointed with the civic works committee's decision to go ahead with sidewalks in
our neighbourhood. The street is an excellent walking street as demonstrated by the
number of people who let their children play on the street. We allow our grandchildren to
walk safely on these streets. Our parents walked these streets until well into their
nineties, with no concern for their safety.

We have known many people over the years who are not very mobile to use our street
regularly as itis very safe. If there is an issue, then | do not believe sidewalks will solve
these issues.

Finally we should also consider the environment as it is one of the most important
issues for most people on the planet now. For each kilometre of sidewalk installed about
44,000 Ibs of co2 are released into the atmosphere. For each mature tree cut down we
lose the 22 kg of co2 they remove each year. If we follow the people who don't believe
in climate change and they are wrong, we will have a real problem.

Along with the environmental impact there is also the issue of the pleasure derived from
having mature trees in the neighbourhood. It is good for our mental health. Many of the
trees on Friar's Way are linden trees. These are excellent street trees and the fragrance
that comes from them in summer is delightful. We have many happy memories of
walking these streets and enjoying the fragrance and the majesty of our trees.

We hope the unique nature of our neighbourhood, without sidewalks and with mature
trees, is conserved.

Randall and Mary McDonald

44 Doncaster Avenue,
London
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Sherwood Forest sidewalks

| wanted to take a few moments to voice my displeasure and concern over the recent
decision by the Civic Works Committee to oppose the proposal of the Sherwood Forest
neighbourhood with regards to the planned sidewalk installation and the removal of so
many mature trees in the neighbourhood. As you are aware, the majority of the
residents of Sherwood Forest are opposed to the planned removal of mature trees and
installation of sidewalks on Friars Way and Doncaster Place.

Having lived in this neighbourhood for 20 years | am very familiar with the amount of
traffic in this neighbourhood and | can tell you from experience that there is very little. |
walk my dogs every day and every evening for approximately 20-30 minutes and on
average | would see maybe 5 vehicles during that time. To install sidewalks, at a great
expense, for the 'safety’' of pedestrians is absolute nonsense. There is not enough
vehicular traffic to warrant the installation of sidewalks.

London prides itself on calling it the 'Forest City', yet it is planning to destroy so many
healthy mature trees for a project that does not make sense and one that the residents
of the neighbourhood do not want. We recently lost many mature trees to the emerald
ash borer, and while new trees were planted to replace those that were removed, it will
take years for those trees to mature to what they are supposed to replace.

To say that the sidewalks that are planning on being installed for those with disabilities
is a farce. While walking this winter on the few streets in this neighbourhood that do
have sidewalks (Wychwood Park, Annandale Dr, Lawson Rd), | can tell you that those
sidewalks were in such a state of poor maintenance that | found myself walking on the
roadway as it was much safer to do so, rather than risking a fall on the icy sidewalks.

We live in a democratic society, where the government is supposed to be a government
of the people and a rule of the majority. Please listen to the majority of the residents in

this neighbourhood who are opposed to the removal of so many mature trees and the
installation of sidewalks that are not needed and not wanted.

Regards,

Steve and Kristen VanBerkel
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Doncaster Place and Avenue, Friars Way Road Reconstruction

Good morning, | am a property owner at 60 Doncaster Place and | have been advised
that Doncaster Place and Friars Way are to experience road reconstruction which will
include the installation of sidewalks on these streets in addition to a sidewalk connecing
both streets on Doncaster Avenue.

| wrote the civic works committee in time for its February agenda and meeting. In
addition | have happily signed a street and neighbourhood petition opposing the
installation of sidewalks on any of the three streets mentioned above.

| am most disappointed that the civic works committee at its special meeting on March
15, 2021 has voted down a special exemption requested for new sidewalks not to be
installed as part of road reconstruction on these streets.

This is a mature growth area built in the 1960's with beautiful mature trees that is good
for the air quality and environment, provides shade for homeowners and walkers and
also provides habitat for birds and animals. We have never had any problem with
pedestrians and vehicles sharing the roads in Sherwood Forest and we all enjoy the
natural beauty of the area including mature growth that prompted most of us to
purchase in this area. It backs onto the Medway Valley that promotes people, wildlife,
birds and nature to live in harmony together.

Council last year saw the wisdom in exempting Runnymede Crescent from sidewalks
being installed with new road reconstruction and | am asking for the same exemption for
our streets this year. | do not want to see mature trees cut down in an area that has very
little vehicular traffic other than owners, guests and delivery vehicles. The roads in this
area do not connect as a thoroughfare for vehicles to short cut to another area.

Hundreds of neighbours had signed a petition to oppose new sidewalk construction in
this area and i respectfully request that you consider an exemption for the proposed
streets in Sherwood Forest and not install them as part of the road work to take place.

| understand the London Plan was formulated to include the installation of sidewalks in
all areas of the city as major roadwork projects are undertaken. | suggest that it may
seem like a good idea when the plan was formulated but as Council gets requests for
exemptions and particularly in a subdivision like ours with mature growth and minimal
vehicular traffic, perhaps the plan should be revisited and possible changes made to it
so that every year you are not faced with the same barrage of letters, meetings and time
when an area such as ours does not need nor want sidewalks and the removal of so
many beautiful mature trees.

| ask Council to respectfully exempt Sherwood Forest from installing sidewalks and
removing trees for the purpose of sidewalk installation.

Many thanks for your time.
Bruce Woodley
owner of 60 Doncaster Place

London, Ontario
N6G 2A5
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Sidewalk on Doncaster Place - Council Meeting on March 23,
2021

Mr Mayor and Members of Council:

| am writing to respectfully urge you to not accept the recommendation of the Clvic
Works Committee to require that sidewalks be constructed throughout the Sherwood
Forest area and specifically on Doncaster Place.

Others more eloquent than I am will put forward the numerous objections with respect to
the wholesale destruction of trees that will be required if the construction of the new
sidewalks is permitted through the area. | will simply address another matter.

Doncaster Place is a small cul-de-sac with only 11 single family houses on it that runs in
a more or less easterly direction from Doncaster Avenue near where that street ends at
Friar's Way. The houses were all constructed between 50 and 55 years ago.

My family have lived in the same house on Doncaster Place since the house was
completed early in 1969. There are 3 trees in front of our house that will be destroyed if
the the proposed sidewalk is constructed on the north side of Doncaster Place.

The short cul-de-sac receives little traffic, either from vehicles or pedestrians. There is
so little traffic that there is neither a stop sign or even a yield sign at the end of
Doncaster Place where it joins the much busier street of Doncaster Avenue.

If the proposed sidewalk is constructed, it will be an orphan sidewalk constructed from
nowhere to nowhere and will run up a fairly steep hill.

It will not connect with any sidewalk on Doncaster Avenue and will come to a halt part
way up a hill after being built in front of only three houses.

If it is built, | suggest that it will be a possible safety hazard for any pedestrian using it
because it does not connect with any other sidewalk whatsoever.

While it is proposed to construct a new sidewalk on the east side of Doncaster Avenue
for the fairly short distance between Friar's Way and the south corner of Doncaster
Place, it is important to note that this will not connect with the proposed sidewalk on the
north side of Doncaster Place and users of the proposed sidewalk will have to navigate
the width of the street.

If the proposed sidewalk on the north side of Doncaster Place is not built, it will not be
necessary to construct the short stretch of sidewalk on the East side of Doncaster
Avenue from Friar's Way.

Because it is a short dead-end street, Doncaster Place is not at the top of the City’s list
for winter snow removal. Since it will not be connected to any other sidewalk and will
only pass in front of three houses, snow and ice removal from the proposed sidewalk on
the north side of Doncaster Place will be difficult and will not likely be a high priority for
City crews, thus likely increasing the potential legal liability for the City of London for
slips and falls on the sidewalk.

As | understand it, the Official Plan provision that calls for sidewalks to be constructed
when a street is rebuilt, contains an express provision that this need not be done if the
street in question is a cul-de-sac, such as Doncaster Place.

Official Plans are not Holy Writ. | submit that they should be applied with due caution
and with specific reference to the actual situation under consideration.

As is abundantly clear from the other material that you have received, the residents of

Doncaster Place do not want the proposed sidewalk and are of the opinion that it is not
necessary due to low vehicle and pedestrian traffic. | submit that it is unrealistic to think
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that residents of other streets will use it because of its short length on a hill in front of
only 3 houses and because It does not connect with any other sidewalk.

| respectfully request you not to accept the views of the Civic Works Committee on this
matter and urge you to grant an exemption from the construction of a sidewalk on the
north side of Doncaster Place.

Yours very truly,

Stephen N Adams QC

52 Doncaster Place
London N6G 2A5
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] No to sidewalks
Hello,

| am writing to express sincere disappointment in the Civic Works Committee decision,
and | would like to ask the Council to overturn the CWC decision to not to exempt our
streets from sidewalks. | kindly ask you to support Sherwood Forest's request for an
exemption of sidewalks and protection of our mature trees in the planned road
reconstruction, because there are other alternatives that will address safety and
accessibility in our mature treed neighbourhoods.

My nephew is in a wheelchair and would like very much to be on the road and
enjoy the birds, trees and the lack of climate change, with an opportunity to stop
under the trees to enjoy the shade versus being on a sidewalk with none of the
above. Please please please be inclusive of everyone.

| would like to add that the plan of no sidewalks has the ability to combine the best of
ALL factors as much as possible and do the best job we can to meet the City's
objectives: of accessibility, safety, mitigating climate change/environmental benefits,
mental health of Londoner, unique aspects of each neighbourhood, maintaining our
brand of the Forest City. our neighbourhood is inclusive and we are always looking for
a better way to create the most good for the most amount of Londoners.

Thank you for your kind consideration.

Dr. Janet Madill

Dr. Janet Madill RD FDC

Associate Professor

Research Chair, Nutrition and Transplantation
CNTRP Researcher

Clinical Coordinator

School of Food and Nutritional Sciences
Brescia University College
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Good Day

My Name is Shawn Connolly.

| live in the Orchard Park /Sherwood Forest
Neighbourhoods.

I’'m proud to say I’'m the stepfather to Noah Romer,
a 21-year-old lad who is in a wheelchair.

Noah is a very outgoing/social individual who enjoys
long walks and talking to everyone he meets.

I’'m opposed to sidewalks because from my
experience they reduce Noah’s accessibility. And
they are a potential safety hazard for Noah and
others.

In the winter the sidewalks are not maintained for a
wheelchair. If the plow has been out, the amount of
sand used provides little to no traction for his
wheels. Also, there is risk of a slip or fall from the
family member or caregiver accompanying Noah.
Therefore, the roadway is the safest option.
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When the nice weather finally comes, we are on
constant lookout for hazards that will cause damage
to Noah’s chair.

The transition from the road to the sidewalk, cracks,
uneven pads, water valves and interlocking bricks
etc. etc. have many times damaged the chair.

The adjustment bolts for his castors break, causing
us to do a nosedive towards that broken wheel.

We have been very lucky that Noah hasn’t been
injured yet.

Noah is in his chair all day. It is his primary means of
getting around.

It takes a few days to get a serviceperson out to
repair a broken wheel.

This means Noah must sit at home. He has no
choice.

He can’t even go out in his accessible van because
we can’t balance the chair on three wheels.
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Again, the road is the safer choice to sidewalks. In
all weather conditions.

Consider the fact that the roads are better
maintained all year around than sidewalks. The
roads have a smoother surface for wheels. Itis
mostly local traffic on the roads in a quiet
residential area.

We have never experienced any issues or problems
using the roadways.

| feel strongly that it’s just a matter of time before
someone is seriously hurt from a trip or fall on the
sidewalk. Just because we have no sidewalks
doesn’t mean the neighbourhood is not accessible
to all.

In our neighbourhood, the opposite is true. The
qguiet roads without sidewalks are more accessible.

We must make all neighbourhoods inclusive. We
want to promote mobility and independence.
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But that does not mean the answer to this
challenge is inputting sidewalks in every
neighbourhood.

What | would like to see instead is the speed limit
dropped down to 40 kms/hr and yield signs
replaced with stop signs throughout the whole

neighbourhood.

If you have any questions, please feel free to
contact me via email or cell.

Thank you for your time.
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Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Sidewalks in Sherwood Forest - in particular Doncaster
Place

Dear Council Members,

| am writing to let you know that | am very disappointed with the decision by the CWC at
the meeting on March 15th to go ahead with plans to put sidewalks in the quiet
suburban area of Sherwood Forest.

It appears that no consideration was given to individual areas, in particular Doncaster
Place which is a low use pedestrian area.

As the CWC report states, dead end court-style streets, streets such as Doncaster
Place, that have no connecting links to other destinations are not normally considered
for a new sidewalk.

It would appear that this fact was not taken into consideration.

Much has been pointed out by delegates in their thoughtful presentations at the March
15th meeting and by letters from Sherwood Forest residents to CWC members about
the loss of mature trees etc.

Doncaster Place is on a hill - therefore it is highly unlikely that persons with mobility
issues would attempt to either ascend or descend it - even less likely to do so in winter.
Although some sidewalks might be cleared of snow by a Bobcat plow they are still left -
depending on temperature -either icy or slushy.

Therefore, for safety's sake pedestrians will always walk more safely on the road in a
subdivision such as Sherwood Forest - even in better weather as unmaintained
sidewalk surfaces are often buckled or uneven, as can be found of some areas in the
Wychwood Park sidewalks, causing likelihood of tripping.

| truly hope that Council Members will take into consideration the sentiments and wishes
of the residents of Doncaster Place and vote against the plan to install a sidewalk in this
quiet cul-de-sac.

Yours sincerely,

Lorna Brooke
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March 16, 2021
Dear Mayor Holder and Council,

| am seeking your support in an exemption to the policy on installing sidewalks with
concurrent road repairs as presented in the February 9, 2021 report to the Civic Works
Committee. Although | was only one delegation representing Friars Way in the
Sherwood Forest neighbourhood, | was heartened to hear from many other concerned
citizens throughout the city asking for the same exemption for their streets in order to
save the mature trees that are critical to our identity as the Forest City.

At the Civic Works Committee on March 15, | heard over 25 neighbourhood delegations
speak eloquently about the overwhelming life-sustaining impact of the trees and the
layout of the wide streets on their mental health, on their physical health, on their
connections to their community and to the city broadly. We all shared the same sense of
safety and security in our neighbourhood because the trees provide comfort in its
shade; it gives us clean air to breathe; it is one way that we can live safely in the face of
a climate emergency.

Among these delegations, | heard from a variety of people, vulnerable and courageous
in their public disclosure of their disability statuses, the very people this sidewalk policy
is supposed to support and protect, ask for an exemption because a sidewalk, in its
traditional definition, actually hinders their ability to live freely and move safely in
London.

Our streets are wide and old but they are safer than the sidewalks because they are flat
and clear, allowing us obstacle-free mobility all year around.

CWC voted with fear. If we are fearful about a possible tragedy on the road, between a
vulnerable citizen and a car, | would rather see changes that squarely puts the
responsibility on the perpetrator: cars. There are a variety of actions that we could
implement such as further reductions to speed limits and more signage to remind
drivers of their responsibility to the citizens in our neighbourhoods than to clear cut 9
streets of their trees in order to install sidewalks. There are other alternative designs we
could consider that protect both the trees and supports inclusive and accessible living
for its citizens.

Currently, London has a deeply contradictory position on its trees. We embrace the
identity of the Forest City. We have bylaws protecting trees on private property. We
have financial aid programs to support its citizens in the fight against gypsy moths but
the CWC endorsement of the current plan will result in the removal a minimum of 73
mature trees despite the protest of almost 30 delegations and accompanying petitions.
The City of Kitchener has an extensive Urban Forestry program focused on
sustainability, published publicly. | do not see the equivalent for our city. | would love to
see the same kind of integrated and coordinated approach of our civic resources
working towards creating an accessible and sustainable Forest City. The proposal at the
moment does not reflect these values.

Please help find a better way on March 23 by voting in favour of the exemption for
Friars Way and the other 8 streets affected by 2021 Renew London Construction Plan.

CWC did not hear us on March 15. | hope you and esteemed councillors on Council will
hear us now.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Lilianne Dang

https://www.kitchener.ca/en/resourcesGeneral/Documents/INS OPS Urban Forestry
Developing a sustainable urban forest program.pdf
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March 17, 2021
Dear Councillor Lehman,

CW(Cs Definition of Accessibility?

As you know, | represent 10 Londoners with disabilities living in the small community
of Old Hazelden where St Anthony is slated for a sidewalk. We unanimously oppose
this sidewalk. For people using a mobility device, or anyone else with locomotion
challenges, the uneven, pitched (drainage), and often icy surface of a sidewalk does not
improve accessibility. Sidewalks in our already liveable neighborhood would create
exclusion and segregation, not inclusion and community. This is not the intention of the
AODA, and we reject the CWCs notion that sidewalks unilaterally equal
accessibility. | have detailed our thoughts and comments in my presentation to the
Civic Works Committee meeting of March 15.

Disabilities are varied. As a person living with a brain injury, | am aware of the often
invisible nature of this disability which can leave people marginalized, and chronically
under supported. The reality is that 50% of homeless people have brain injuries, and
many others are reliant on social supports. Housing and food insecurity are
commonplace. | have known many people through my Brain Injury support groups that
would find the idea of installing $500,000 worth of unwanted sidewalks in very low
density neighbourhoods, with little traffic flow and nonexistent safety complaints, simply
ludicrous. We should consider how we manage resources effectively to serve the needs
of all Londoners.

St Anthony is already a liveable street. This sidewalk project, which is not warranted
and reduces accessibility for many residents, also comes at the expense of other worthy
initiatives for people with disabilities. This lose-lose situation is directly attributable to the
CW(Cs refusal to entertain alternative perspectives. My hope is that council will
acknowledge the need to keep an open mind when assessing what actually constitutes
accessibility.

Yours sincerely,

Susan Skelton
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CityHall letter

London City Council
300 Dufferin Avenue
London

16 March, 2021
RE: Another Way for Friars Way

Dear City Councillors

We are writing to request Council to support the vast majority of our neighbours on
Friars Way and nearby streets, who are seeking to preserve the 30 or more full sized Linden
trees that may be destroyed to accommodate the street reconstruction planned for
2021. The planned design of the reconstruction includes the installation of sidewalks, —
sidewalks that were never planned for this street when the subdivision was built
approximately 60 years ago. We understand the rationale for sidewalk installation is to
promote added safety and accessibility for the street. It is our contention that our street is
already safe and accessible for pedestrians of a wide range of mobility — including children
learning with trikes and a mom nearby, strollers, dogs on leads, pedestrians with assist
devices like canes or wheeled 'walkers’, joggers, hikers, cyclists, and skate boarders. My
wife and | have retired, and if the trees are cut down for the street renovation we personally
will never see a recovery of the tree canopy — certainly not in our lifetime.

We have lived at #71 as the original owners, and have seen the motor vehicle and
pedestrian use of the street change over the years — with the completion of the subdivision
along our street, access to Wonderland Rd blocked for southbound exit with concrete curbs,
and the use by young students diminished with the closure of Sherwood Forest junior
school (K - 6). We are well aware of the usefulness of sidewalks, as there are several nearby
streets e.g. Annadale, Wychood Pk, and Lawson Rd, all of which might be considered as
access roads for entering and leaving the neighbourhood, or near public schools.

Building sidewalks on Friars Way would alter pedestrian and motor vehicle use of the
street, with a division of users — some confined to the roadway and others perhaps
obligated to stay on the sidewalk. We know, too, that street alterations are being talked
about and argued repeatedly throughout the city for those neighbourhoods designated for
street rebuilding in the near future; and too, that other residential regions will be paying
attention in anticipation that their own streets will follow in a few years. But the safety and
accessibility issues are not a black and white issue, and we wish to draw attention to the
following points.

1. We know our street is safe and serves a wide variety of users — with motor vehicle use for those
who live here or are visiting, including service vehicles, and a broad range of other users of all
agilities, from mobility challenged seniors with walkers, to dog walkers and fast moving cyclists.
Attempts by our own neighbours to seek out accident or incident reports for safety issues across
the city, or elsewhere in similar towns and cities across the province dealing with safety on
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residential (not thoroughfare) streets came up empty. To our knowledge the incidence is so
rare that studies have not been warranted.

2. Sidewalks are not always the pathway of choice for late fall and winter months. While the city is
generally prompt with snow removal, there are circumstances that put the sidewalk as second
best when slushy, pooled with water, sometimes with black ice, and irregular with up and down
irregularities due to driveways and tree roots. Often in winter at the busy time of pedestrian
“rush hour” near schools we see strollers being navigated along the road surface, along with
other users like dog walkers and joggers — preferring the “groomed roadway” by motor traffic,
instead of the nearby sidewalk.

3. The loss of 30 or more trees, specific to the rebuilding of Friars Way is a dreadful loss — with the
remaining trees NOT shading the sidewalk side of the street. The environmental loss is
substantial, including the oxygen producing effect due to tree ‘metabolism’, the shade benefit
reducing air conditioning requirements in summer months, reduction of wind and soil erosion,
and bird habitat. Sapling replacement would take decades to mature to the level of the current
tree canopy.

4. The little leaf lindens represent an excellent choice by the city planners many decades ago.
Lindens are long lived, have a shape that suits roadside planting, are reasonably low impact for
blossom debris, and are relatively disease free. Their lifespan of around 100 or more years
means that our current population of street trees on Friars Way are good as full mature trees for
another 50 years.

5. Indiscussions with other concerned neighbours, we agree that the street redesign MIGHT be
able to accommodate sidewalks, with street narrowing, and still preserve the mature Lindens on
our street. This the theme of our neighbourhood submission has been LOOKING FOR ANOTHER
WAY.

6. The topic of sidewalks has been hotly debated from door to door, and with city government
representatives. We know that there are hundreds of signatures on petitions to ask the city to
reconsider the street rebuilding issue. This is not only our own neighbourhood, but is, and will
be playing out across the entire city of London for years to come. We urge Council to look at
sidewalk exemptions as a respect for residential streets being widely varied from location to
location, while still staying within the general policy of sidewalk installations.

Thank you for considering our request.
Sincerely

Peter and Catherine Canham
71 Friars Way

186



Subject: Submission for March 24th agenda-Sidewalks. Person with disability
opposed to sidewalks.

Dear Members of Council:

| am writing as a person with disabilities who actually lives in, and moves around,
Sherwood Forest/Orchard Park, one the affected neighbourhoods.

| am opposed to introducing more sidewalks to the neighbourhood because THEY
REDUCE ACCESSIBILITY AND SAFETY. |am a person with significant mobility
issues who requires two walking sticks or canes to walk.

Why am | claiming that sidewalks reduce safety and accessibility? Because the
uneven surface of sidewalks have have caused me to trip and fall many times. And
this is just when the weather is good and there is no snow on the ground.

In winter, the sidewalks are completely impassable. They are rarely cleared and even
when they are, there is usually no salt or sand.

| love walking around our neighbourhood BECAUSE | CAN WALK SAFELY ON THE
ROADS. The roads are better paved and smoother than sidewalks. There is little car
traffic. And most importantly, there is a long history, and culture, of people of all ages
and abilities claiming the space of the roads.

Last year, according to a search of Google's Community Crime Map for London, there
were NO TRAFFIC INCIDENCES REPORTED IN SHERWOOD FOREST OR
ORCHARD PARK? ZERO. (See link below).

The impetus behind sidewalks seems to be to make it safer for all citizens, especially
those with disabilities, to move around neighbourhoods. To reduce the risk of harm or
injury.

BUT WHEN THE RISK CURRENTLY STANDS AT ZERO, IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO
REDUCE IT FURTHER.

So how would putting in sidewalks make the community less accessible and
safe? Couldn't | still walk the roads safely?

No. In my experience, on roads with sidewalks, drivers do not assume they must share
the road with people. This makes the roads less safe for people who use them.

Members of the CWC who voted against exemptions for sidewalks have taken a very
paternalistic attitude towards people with disabilities living in these communities. They
seem to assume that they know better than we do about what makes our
neighbourhood safe and accessible for us.

Some councillors, and the media, have framed the sidewalk debate as, well,
ableist homeowners who want to keep trees on their front lawns vs. the safety,
accessibility and inclusivity for all Londoners, especially persons with disabilities.

But they are wrong. If trees are cut down trees to put in sidewalks in these older
neighbourhoods, both the environment and persons with disabilities will lose out. There
will be no winners.

| am not a "never sidewalker". In downtown London, or the main arteries like
Wonderland Road, for example, sidewalks are the lesser (safer) of two evils. Clearly,
one-size-fits-all policies on sidewalks serves no ones interests. Neither does treating
persons with disabilities as a mono-culture.

The facts on this issue tell a different story than the one currently being occupied by the

feelings and beliefs of the pro-sidewalkers: Quiet residential streets with little car traffic
and long histories of being sidewalk-free, are safe and accessible.
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The more that sidewalks are added to our neighbourhood, the more you are keeping
people like me; people who elderly; people who are in wheelchairs, stuck in our homes
and unable to engage with our beautiful neighbourhood.

Please don't take our neighbourhood away from us.
Sincerely,
Meredith Levine

40 Longbow Road

Traffic Incidence Report for Sherwood Forest/Orchard Park Neighbourhoods for 2020
We ran a search for 1 year x traffic incidents. If you do the same and move the map to
our neighbourhood, you can see there were no reported incidents in SF/OP. The traffic
incidents were mostly on Wonderland.

https://communitycrimemap.com/?address=London,ON

LexisNexis® Community Crime Map

is best viewed in Internet Explorer 11+, Firefox V27+ and Chrome V30+. Time Slider
communitycrimemap.com
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Dear Councillor Lehman,

I am contacting you again, and have cc’d Susan Skelton, the delegate who spoke on the issue of
disability at yesterday’s council meeting. I feel that we were not heard at the meeting yesterday
and that there is a sweeping assumption made that “one” person does not represent all people
with disabilities, yet the city’s accessibility committee seems to be able to say that they do
represent everyone with a disability.

I give you permission to use my email and letter for the public record. I’'m concerned that there is
not enough time for me to write about and research all of the ways that we, in our
neighbourhood, feel silenced and that our voices are erased. We, in fact, represent quite a few
different perspectives within our community. Like Susan Skelton said, she represented the voices
of 10 individuals, all with different disabilities, impairments, and ages. There are many more
individuals with disabilities in our community and only a few of us chose to have Susan quote
us. And one of the things that concerns me as a disability advocate (and | am also a PhD with an
extensive record of committee work and accessibility advocacy in the past within London,
Ancaster, and Toronto, | am also an occupational therapist, and a disability advocate) is that | do
not feel that the city of London is considering context when making the decision to include
sidewalks on small neighbourhood streets.

| am concerned that sidewalks are deemed the only accessible option for all. But I would like to
know how the city defines accessibility and also barriers. When the city considers universal
design, does this include individuals who are not able to use the current accessibility standards?
The city has done a great job recognizing when there is an absence of accessibility. For example,
in our neighbourhood, the absence of sidewalks means that our streets are deemed inaccessible
by the city. However, the only thing this dichotomy (absent/present) can pinpoint is that the
physical environment is in fact causing disability via a lack of accessibility. What this fails to
recognize however, is that we live in a space of mediation, a space of in-between where each of
us embodies our abilities differently. And suddenly, after yesterday’s decision, those of us with
disabilities find ourselves unable to connect to and engage within a space in an environment
where we are denied the simple ability to ask questions about what our belonging might look like
within this city. The decision by the city and the arguments by the accessibility committee fail to
consider context, and context is vital for the inclusion of any person with a disability.

Yesterday, we asked for the city to consider context. This evening, with this email, | am asking
you again to consider the context of our community, how we use this community, and the
concerns that we might have as those of us who live in this community know it the best. Making
a sweeping decision to silence (to ignore) our embodied knowledge of (i.e. how we mobilize and
use) the Old Hazelden community makes me wonder whether the city truly cares about our
bodies and our questions of access and how we relate to each other within this community? This
is a social practice that not only disables us, but it could be argued that it represents systemic
oppression (ableism). When absent/present is the only question - the only consideration - it
represents an overall perception of accessibility, for the whole city, that disables those of us who
enjoy living in a universally usable, friendly, safe, and accessible community - a context that is
very rare in this city - in the name of improving physical access. I want to ask “improving
accessibility for whom?”.

It bothers me, if | may say so, that the media and people on the accessibility committee state that
they are the only disability advocates. This is not the case. | am someone who lives with a
disability since birth, I am an occupational therapist, and | work particularly with women with
disabling chronic conditions to navigate their health and the systems/institutions that further
entrench their disablement every day. In particular, my work centres on how power is enacted in
the lives of women with disabilities and how systemic oppression for a lack of a better phrase
‘hits them in their faces’ on a daily basis.

I simply ask the city to debate what an accessible street looks like when considering the context
we currently have. Why would the city of London create a universally accessible street (e.g.,
Dundas Place) and then take something similar on St. Anthony and create barriers for more than
half of the residents here? Would Susan Skelton and myself be able to meet with the
Accessibility Committee? Or could we have a meeting with yourself to discuss our concerns? If
a sidewalk is the only way forward, can our street remain pedestrian friendly and a traffic calmed
zone so that people can move and use the road depending on their abilities and their needs? |
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have heard it repeated recently that sidewalks are safer, and more accessible, and | know that
individuals get frustrated when persons using motorized and wheeled devices such as scooters
and wheelchairs use the streets instead of sidewalks. If parents would know how bumpy, uneven,
and uncomfortable a sidewalk trip is for many seated in a wheeled device, they may also
advocate for smoother and more integrated alternatives. When the city sees individuals using
their mobility devices on the road and on bike-lanes, does the city ever ask why that is? What
does the city have to say about inclusivity and accessibility when the people for whom sidewalks
are made, don’t fully use them.

We feel silenced after yesterday. | may not be an assistant professor at King’s college, but [ am a
critical disability studies scholar, a woman living with a lifelong disability, and an occupational
therapist with an extensive understanding of disability, accessibility issues, and accommodation
and inclusion for individuals with physical and disabling chronic conditions. When a decision
displaces persons with disabilities, makes them feel segregated and trapped, and makes these
very individuals (who currently feel fully integrated, safe, and included) feel unheard and that
they do not belong, then this decision does nothing more than to marginalize them; to make them
feel discriminated against. It’s not about looking at what is present/absent, but about engaging
with the community and the context within which we live no matter whether we can walk on two
feet, use a motorized wheelchair, or live with an invisible disability that creates proprioceptive
and/or balance issues on uneven and slanted pathways.

| hope that with this email we could open communication with you about this complex situation
if you have the time? Perhaps we could speak with the accessibility committee on solutions that
include the disabled voices from this community? And if you have any questions or concerns,
please do not hesitate to reach out to me.

Sincerely,
Susan

Susan Mahipaul, PhD, MScOT, OT Reg. (Ont.) (she/her/hers)
Department of Disability Studies
King’s College @ UWO

Disability and Health Navigation (DHNav)
Consultant, Educator, Researcher

Critical Disability Studies Scholar
Advocate
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56 Doncaster Place
London, Ontario N2L 2W1
March 16, 2021

London City Council
By Email to councilagenda@london.ca.

Dear Members of London City Council,

| have been a homeowner in London for 25 years and moved into the Sherwood Forest
neighbourhood 16 years ago. The reason | chose this neighbourhood was the calm,
low-traffic, tree-lined streets.

| am writing because the proposed road reconstruction for Doncaster Place and nearby
will cut down the very trees that inspired me to move into Sherwood Forest. This tree
removal would be for un-needed sidewalks. | am writing to City Council to have my
voice heard, to ask that the tree removal be stopped, to have my objection included in
the materials for the upcoming City Council meeting, and to enter the public record.

Prior to living in Sherwood Forest, | owned three different houses in London, first on
The Parkway St, then on Lambton St, and then on William St. All of those houses were
served by sidewalks that had been constructed before those streets grew their mature
trees. None of those streets were nearly as pleasant to walk along as our Sherwood
Forest neighbourhood with spectacular mature trees and without sidewalks.

Doncaster Place may be the street in London with the least traffic. A sidewalk is simply
neither needed nor useful. The roadway is wide and visibility is not obscured. There
are no cars, except for residents coming and going and deliveries.  There are no
mobility barriers — | am well-aware of the issue, having myself required a wheel chair

in the winter months of 2003.

On Monday, | witnessed some crucial parts of the London Civic Works Committee
meeting, conducted by video conference. In particular, following many well-informed
presentations by residents — all objecting to un-needed sidewalks, | saw a pro forma
committee discussion that did not address a single issue raised in objection, that was not
based on any neighbourhood-specific data, and that instead relied on a few anecdotes
and hypothetical situations in completely different settings. To say that there was any
thoughtful discussion or that the needs of the residents, taxpayers and electors had been
into account and their issues addressed would simply not be accurate. Indeed, our
concerns and specific proposals were not even acknowledged.
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Of the couple of dozen presentations, all of those from neighbourhood residents,
including those with actual disabilities, were against the cutting of trees. The three
presentations arguing that sidewalks were better for accessibility were from individuals
who might never have been to the neighbourhood and were certainly not familiar with
the traffic patterns and present or foreseeable roadway use. The proposed “improved
accessibility” would be minuscule, coming from a theoretical and ideological perspective,
rather than addressing real needs. To meaningfully improve accessibility in this
neighborhood what is needed is timely snow removal and lighting. These we do not
have. Sidewalks are neither needed de facto nor de jure (AODA).

The fact is that the residents’ presentations overwhelmingly objected to sidewalks
requiring tree removal, including all those from residents with mobility issues.

Sidewalks are not needed at present nor will they be in the future, as this is a stable

and mature area. Those who argue for the minuscule incremental benefit have no stake
in the neighbourhood — they can make their speech and move on, never having to see
what has been destroyed, while we have to live with it for the rest of our lives.

Adding unneeded sidewalks does not absolve the city from real accessibility
shortcomings, nor from insufficient sidewalks where they are needed. One cannot
simply say that the city has so many kilometres of sidewalks and is therefore meeting
its citizens’ needs, even Iif this measure is part of some performance assessment.
Saying sidewalks are needed everywhere is like saying every car needs five seatbelts,
which sounds fine in principle, but they are not really needed on two-seat sports cars
and tractors.

| urge you to vote against cutting down London’s trees for these un-needed sidewalks.

Respectfully submitted,

SN

Stephen Watt
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March 21, 2021

Dear Mayor and Councillors

Why should it be an acceptable option to make exemptions to the city policy
of putting in sidewalks when a street is dug up for infrastructure upgrades?

1. BECAUSE the London Plan policy 349 made a mistake. The AODA
accessibility standards issued to implement the provincial AODA legislation does
not require the city to put in sidewalks when making street upgrades.

2. BECAUSE the London Plan Policy 349 failed to take into account that there
are extreme variations in the amount of daily vehicle and pedestrian traffic
among our streets. Since Sherwood Forest is at the very lowest end of this
continuum, safety concerns are not an issue in this neighbourhood. We do have
sidewalks on the major streets that surround this neighbourhood to connect with
schools and public transit, which are necessary and sufficient.

3. BECAUSE all levels of government need to prioritize the environment and
trees are a key player.

4. BECAUSE it is a waste of taxpayer dollars to put in sidewalks where they
are not needed, especially since there are such grave needs: For example, our
priorities to alleviate the suffering of our homeless brothers and sisters and our
children who live with poverty.

| noticed on the city website that Londoners who live in areas without sidewalks
can put in a request for the city to install sidewalks. Therefore, it should follow
that the city should listen to Londoners who oppose the addition of more
sidewalks in their neighbourhoods.

Yours truly
N. D. Crawford

193



OVERVIEW

We urge the Council of the City of London to exempt St. Anthony Road from the proposal that
sidewalks be installed as part of the 2021 Infrastructure Reconstruction Project.

We live in a small community that prioritizes the free-flow of pedestrians, something rare within this city. We
already have a highly walkable, universally accessible neighbourhood, that fosters a sense of community. It
meets the goals of the London Plan. It is a safe, comfortable, attractive, efficient, accessible place for us all.

ACCESSIBILITY

We oppose the assumption that sidewalks in this neighbourhood will increase accessibility.

Sidewalks are the barrier to accessibility and inclusion.

+ Ontarians with Disabilities Act is "An Act to improve the “The road is one giant pedestrian
identification, removal, and prevention of barriers faced by walkway giving us the freedom to
persons with disabilities." Cﬁoose ﬁow we use our road‘ 7

» Asidewalk feels like the place where those with disabilities

_ Susan Mabhipaul
are supposed to be in order to be ‘safe’ and others get to Disability & Health Navigator/advocate

choose where they walk.
* This change looks safe and meets accessibility standards but feels inaccessible because it threatens the
segregation of those with disabilities from this inclusive community we feel we belong to and within.
Road users of all ages and abilities are already accommodated.
* The City's Complete Streets mandate is to "provide infrastructure that make all forms of mobility safe,

attractive, comfortable, and efficient," and "streets should be designed to be inclusive and accessible so
that road users of all ages and abilities are accommodated to the maximum degree possible."

The ability to walk on St. Anthony Rd means freedom to those in the neighbourhood with disabilities.
» Sidewalks which have pitch, uneven surfaces, transitions, and ice in winter are difficult for persons with

mobility challenges or wheeled mobility devices to navigate.
* St Anthony Road is smooth, even, and is cleared and salted in the winter.

* No one person or organization can speak for all of those with disabilities.

* Those in the neighbourhood with disabilities are against the installation of sidewalks.
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ENVIRONMENT
We oppose the removal of or damage to mature trees to accommodate sidewalks.

Old Hazelden is in an Environmentally Sensitive Area.

» St. Anthony Road in Old Hazelden is adjacent to the Upper
Thames River Conservation Area.

* Removal of canopy will affect the flora and fauna of this ESA.

» Sidewalk installation increases stormwater run-off, requires sands
and salts to make them accessible for all mobility requirements,
creating contamination which will reach the Thames River.

London has declared a Climate Change Emergency.

+ Keeping the trees supports the implementation of the London Plan,
which recommends an increase in the city tree canopy.

* Urban forests

* reduce carbon dioxide, air pollution and provide oxygen, St. Anthony Road

« improve water filtration, store water, (Lisatiew

* reduce private residence energy consumption by moderating heating and cooling needs,

* reduce severe weather damage and stormwater runoff,

» purify the air we breathe, helping everyone, including those with respiratory issues, to breathe better.
» Destroying a century-old tree to replace it with a sapling doesn’t work environmentally.

* |t takes 2000 saplings to replace one century-old tree and to replicate the benefits of one mature tree.

SAFETY
The installation of sidewalks will not improve safety.

The proposed sidewalks will reduce safety.
* Including sidewalks on a short, isolated section of “There is no record of incidents or
St. Anthony at this time would create a distorted perception

of safety, as vehicle speeds may increase in those areas,
only to encounter pedestrians on the remaining part of the the nature of the street would be

street where the sidewalk terminates. surprisec[iftﬁere were any issues.”
Traffic incidents are non-existent.

» City of London Traffic staff have advised that there is "no
record of incidents or issues on St. Anthony and based on the
nature of the street would be surprised if there were too many issues."

issues on St Anthony and based on

City of London Traffic Staff

Traffic already accommodates pedestrians.
» Motorists and pedestrians share the road respectfully with each other because the street is wider than
the current design requirement of 7.5m.
Vision Zero criteria already met.
Complete Streets Manual
» St. Anthony Road meets the ‘Vision Zero’ criteria of no loss of life on the street and provides “a
pedestrian friendly environment.”
* “The City will use an evidence-based decision-making framework to assess, guide and improve traffic
safety.” The evidence is clear that our neighbourhood streets are already safe.
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LOCAL PLANNING

There is no local plan that justifies the installation of sidewalks.

Sidewalks are not warranted. Cityoftondon
+ Small neighbourhood bounded by the Thames River |
and Riverside Drive, with no internal destination points | _
of interest like schools, area parks, churches, or other
public amenities

* There is no cut-through traffic.
* No proper engineering warrant or principles or fiscal
justification
There is no comprehensive neighbourhood plan.

» Without sidewalks on Hyde Park, and on the westerly
portion of St. Anthony, these sidewalks do not connect .
to a larger network and serve little purpose. Old Hazelden Neighbourhood Map

« St. Anthony Road is not on the New (formerly Warranted) Sidewalk list.

* Any further work in the area is over 10 years out.

* It will be a sidewalk from nowhere to nowhere. q sid [Kf fere ¢
. . sidewalK from nowhere to
* Hyde Park Road is the only controlled pedestrian access for

the neighbourhood where it intersects with Riverside Drive. nowhere.

« However, there has been no consideration given to the Paul Hubert

existing conditions of the roadway or roadside
deficiencies of Hyde Park Road itself, south of Riverside.
* No work is planned for this section of Hyde Park

LEGISLATION AND PoLICY
Provincial legislation, City by-laws and policies do not support the installation of sidewalks.

Provincial legislation does not support the installation of sidewalks.

AODA:
* Does not mandate sidewalks, only the identification, removal, and prevention of barriers

Application of policy necessarily means that there must always be consideration of exceptions.
* The broad, universal application of policies cannot be made without regard to the individual situation to
which that policy may apply.
The proposed sidewalks are in conflict with or do not consider both City By-Laws and Policies.

* Areview of the policies used as a rational for building sidewalks shows that they:
» don't actually require sidewalk installation,
* don’t limit options to exclusively sidewalks, and
* in some cases policy doesn’t even support the installation of sidewalks.

City By-Laws and Policies that do not support the installation of sidewalks.

The London Plan:

* Build infrastructure to support future development and protect the environment.

* Medians and boulevards will be designed to protect trees and support their establishment and long
term health, growth and development (Urban Forest Policy section)

» Forest City Policies 386-388
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Urban Forest Strategy,

Declaration of Climate Change Emergency

+ Contradicts the removal of the tree canopy.

Creating Safe Places for Women and Gitrls.

* Enhancing pedestrian safety is not one of the strategy options enumerated.

Funds could be better utilized elsewhere.

* The funds slated for this short section of unwarranted sidewalk on St. Anthony Rd would be of greater
benefit to the larger community with accessibility needs if they were diverted to the city’s Paratransit
system to enhance those services.

COMMUNITY
Listen to those who will be affected most by the proposal: the residents of the neighbourhood.

Hazelden consists of five streets, 169 homes and approximately 400 residents.
There is compelling opposition to the installation of sidewalks.

* The neighbourhood petition against the installation of sidewalks contains over 160 signatures
representing 108, almost two-thirds, of those homes and forty percent of the residents.

* Forty-two Hazelden residents took the time to send correspondence to the City.
» Of those, not one voiced their support for the installation of sidewalks on St. Anthony Road.
Those with accessibility issues oppose the installation of sidewalks.
» Asizeable portion of households in Old Hazelden has a resident who meets the criteria of a Londoner
with a Disability, at least 10 of whom use assistive mobility devices.
* They have voiced their opinions and are unanimously opposed to the installation of sidewalks on St.

Anthony
* We recognize the disability community is large and varied and they speak only for this neighbourhood.

On behalf of the residents of Hazelden who oppose the installation of sidewalks on St. Anthony Road

Anne-Marie Grantham Paul Hubert Frank Lucente
Jodie Lucente David McCagherty John New
Susan Skelton

Delegates to the Civic Works Committee

Aerial View of Old Hazelden Neighbourhood (Google Earth)
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Architectural Conservancy Ontario — London Region Branch
Grosvenor Lodge

1017 Western Road

London, ON N6G 1G5

February 18, 2021

Members of Planning & Environment Committee:
Phil Squire (Chair) — psquire@london.ca
Steven Hillier — shillier@london.ca
Anna Hopkins —ahopkins@london.ca
Steve Lehman — slehman@Ilondon.ca
Shawn Lewis — slewis@london.ca

Mayor Ed Holder — mayor@london.ca

Re: Zoning By-Law Amendment Application — File Z-9250 — 100 Fullarton Street

Dear Councillors and Mayor Holder:

On behalf of the London Region branch of Architectural Conservancy Ontario (ACO London), | am writing to express
opposition to the requested zoning by-law amendment for 100 Fullarton Street which will impact 93-95 Dufferin Street
and 475-501 Talbot Street (the former Camden Terrace).

This is an updated version of our November 4, 2020 submission to Meg Sundercock.
Background

As you know, the double house at 93-95 Dufferin Street has significant cultural heritage value. Of Italianate (93) and
Classical Revival (95) style, it is believed to have been designed by Samuel Peters (London’s first City Engineer). Mr.
Peters lived in 93 Dufferin Street from approximately 1868 to 1882. Later on, Colonel John Walker (Member of
Parliament in 1874; Middlesex County Registrar) lived there.

The extensive heritage attributes of 93-95 Dufferin Street are summarized as follows in the designation by-law:

e Form and scale of a significant portion of the double house, including the northerly and westerly facades;

e  Buff brick;

e Demonstration of the Italianate style in 93 Dufferin Avenue: shallow hipped roof; paired wooden eave brackets;
balanced proportions of street-face fagade in three bays in the upper and lower storey; window and door
openings, including robust lugsills and lintels with a gentle peak; wide, six panel single leaf door with rounded
arch fan light transom above, and framed with wooden fluted pilasters and trim; a flat-roofed front porch
supported by a cornice containing an entablature with modillions and plain frieze, itself supported on square
columns set on masonry plinths; brickwork detailing on street-facing and westerly facades including quoining, a
plain frieze, and stringcourse; window openings with robust lugsills and capped with vertical-laid brick flat-
arches on original building westerly facade;

e Double storey bay window, acting as a bridge between 93 and 95 Dufferin Avenue;

Architectural Conservancy Ontario — London Region Branch The past. Our bresent. Your future
Grosvenor Lodge, 1017 Western Road, London ON N6G 1G5 past. Lurp - rourTe:
Telephone: 519-645-0981 | Fax: 519-645-0981 | Web: www.acolondon.ca | E-mail: info@acolondon.ca
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e Demonstration of the Classical Revival style in 95 Dufferin Avenue: temple front facade and peaked roof form;
round window with laurel wreath surround, set in gable pediment with scalloped siding and wood dentilled trim;
oval window with keystone frame; paired wooden eave brackets; brickwork detailing, including quoining, a plain
frieze, and stringcourse; window sills and lintels with a gentle peak; blocks above entry doorway

City Council’s decision to permit the demolition of Camden Terrace at 475-501 Talbot Street (and to not pursue its
designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act — despite strong evidence of its cultural heritage value) was
controversial, and came only after considerable debate and discussion. The requirement for the property-owner to
carefully dismantle the facade and then to reconstruct it within the lobby of the new building was a key element in
Council’s eventual decision to approve the demolition and the proposed development on the property now known as
100 Fullarton Street.

Our Concerns
Our concerns regarding this application can be summarized as follows:

e In our opinion, approval of the requested by-law amendment as it pertains to 93-95 Dufferin Street would be
contrary to Section 1.7.1(e) of the 2020 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) which states that “Long-term
economic prosperity should be supported by ... conserving features that help define character, including built
heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes”.

e Approval as it pertains to 93-95 Dufferin Street would also be contrary, in our opinion, to Sections 2.6.1 and
2.6.3 of the PPS which state that “Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes
shall be conserved” and that “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”.

e There are examples, in Toronto, Montreal, and elsewhere, of heritage buildings being conserved in their entirety
within large-scale new developments. Our opinion is that conservation of at least the northern and western
facades of 93-95 Dufferin Street, in situ (as required by the bonus by-law), would enhance the proposed
development and should be viewed by the property-owner as an opportunity for design excellence rather than
an inconvenience.

e Bonusing was negotiated by the city as a trade-off in return for certain commitments by the then-owner of this
property when permission was granted to demolish Camden Terrace and when site plan approval was granted.
The costs of adhering to the negotiated agreement and complying with the resulting zoning by-law (including
the in situ retention of the north and west facades of 93-95 Dufferin Street) would presumably have been
factored into the price negotiations when the current owner purchased this property.

e The bonusing was granted subject to conditions set out by the city, and commitments made by the property-
owner, which included the “complete retention, in situ, of 93-95 Dufferin until such time as partial removal is
necessary to facilitate Phase 3 of the proposed redevelopment” and the “incorporation of significant heritage
attributes of the original building, including the northern and western facades, in situ, into the overall design of
Phase 3 of the new development” and — with respect to the former Camden Terrace — “construction of a

commemorative monument” which essentially required the reconstruction of the original facade using the
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original building materials that were salvaged during its demolition. The commemorative monument was to be
placed inside the east lobby of the new building with “clear glazing along the length of the Talbot Street building
facade which is east of the commemorative monument so as to maintain public views to the monument in
perpetuity”.

e If the current property-owner no longer wishes to abide by the agreed-on conditions, then it would be
appropriate in our opinion for the city to rescind the bonusing that was previously granted and also to rescind
any approvals that were conditional on the agreed-on commitments being met.

With respect to the Camden Terrace commemoration, it may be reasonable to permit the property-owner to place the
commemorative monument on the exterior of the east side of the building facing Talbot Street. This accommodation
should be subject to all of the criteria set out in Sections 4b and 4c of the relevant bonus zone by-law (B-38). This should
include a requirement that the commemorative monument retain the proportions of the original building which
included six (not eight) terrace residences.

Recent Information Regarding 93-95 Dufferin Street

The February 10, 2021 LACH meeting agenda package includes a February 12, 2020 letter prepared by Barry Webster
and Andrew Holford of EXP Services. This 3-page letter forms the basis for the property-owner’s request to demolish
and then “rebuild” the facade of 93-95 Dufferin.

The Webster/Holford letter states that the building was examined by a "structural engineer familiar with preservation of
heritage buildings". However, that structural engineer is not named and has not prepared his/her own report. This
seems strange. In addition, neither Mr. Webster nor Mr. Holford (nor the structural engineer whose opinion they are
expressing) seem to have considered options such as performing the masonry restoration BEFORE adjacent construction
begins. Another option that appears not to have been considered is to retain the entire building. There are many
examples of innovative design where entire heritage structures are incorporated into a newer building, with some of the
old exterior walls forming dividing walls or architectural features within the interior of the new structure.

It should be noted that 93-95 Dufferin was occupied, and completely functional, until 2019. This said, it is not surprising
that some masonry repairs are needed. The building is 150 years old, and maintenance was likely deferred in recent
years as the result of the development proposal for this location.

Given the contentious nature of the process which ultimately led to the designation of this property and the
requirement to preserve the north and west fagade, it does not seem appropriate to rely on only one opinion here —
particularly when that one opinion is very brief, is somewhat ambiguous, and when it is unclear whose opinion it is. As
many of you will recall, this development that has already seen more than its share of controversy.

Earlier this week, we wrote to Ms. Sundercock and Ms. Dent to suggest that the city obtain a peer review and/or second
opinion with respect to the condition of 93-95 Dufferin. We respectfully ask that the PEC to direct staff to take such an
action. In our view, the involvement of an experienced heritage architect and a mason with heritage brick repair
experience would provide helpful insights.

Additional Comments Regarding Camden Terrace

The original zoning by-law amendment application (in 2020) proposed a commemorative monument that would include

Architectural Conservancy Ontario — London Region Branch
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eight terrace residences. The summary in the recent Public Meeting Notice states six, but the rendering shows eight.
Clarification would be appreciated. Camden Terrace was made up of six terrace residences, not eight.

The current zoning requires the commemorative monument to incorporate the heritage attributes of the Camden
Terrace fagade. The requested zoning makes no mention of “heritage attributes”. Again, clarification would be
appreciated.

We appreciate your taking our comments into consideration. If you have any questions regarding our submission,
please contact me.

Sincerely,

Kelley McKeating
President, Architectural Conservancy Ontario — London Region

Copies: Arielle Kayabaga, Councillor for Ward 13 (akayabaga@london.ca)
Cathy Saunders, City Clerk - csaunder@london.ca
Heather Lysynski, PEC Committee Secretary - pec@london.ca

Architectural Conservancy Ontario — London Region Branch
Grosvenor Lodge, 1017 Western Road, London ON N6G 1G5
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From: Kate Rapson

Sent: Friday, February 26, 2021 3:54 PM

To: PEC <pec@Ilondon.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Revised Letter: 93-95 Dufferin Ave.

Please accept the revised letter from the Woodfield Community Association.

Dear members of PEC,

Please support North Talbot Neighbourhood Association's opposition to Old Oak's to 1)
demolish 93 and 95 Dufferin Ave. and to 2) incorporate a historic replica of Camden
Terrace into the final design. When complete, this project will include over 100
affordable housing units, which is very much needed in London. However, concerns
remain over the additional demolition application and the intentions to build a copy of
the former elegant Camden Terrace row housing. In general the idea of building replicas
of heritage buildings is not accepted by today's urban designers and and heritage
planners. Also 93-95 Dufferin Ave has known heritage value and should spared and
incorporated as is into the overall design.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this important matter.

Kate Rapson
Chair, Woodfield Community Association
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From: Linda Whitney

Sent: Friday, February 26, 2021 2:30 PM

To: PEC <pec@london.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Demolition of 93-95 Dufferin Ave.

Members of Planning and Environment Committee,

We are strongly opposed to the request from Old Oak Properties to demolish the
buildings at 93-95 Dufferin Ave. We would ask this committee to support preservation
and re-purposing of London’s built heritage.

Please reject this request!
Thankyou
Linda Whitney and Mickey Apthorp

519 Maitland St.
London
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Planning and Environment Committee, Shane ONeill

City Hall, 534 Princess Avenue
300 Dufferin Avenue., London
London, ON N6B 2B8
ON N6A 419.

Tel: 519-661-2489,
email: pec@london.ca

Re: Demolition Request, 93-95 Dufferin Avenue
Dear Sir,

| write because | feel that an orderly planning approach has been torn apart by Old Oak through seeking
to demolish the existing properties at 93 and 95 Dufferin Avenue, London.

The demolition of the Camden terrace (479 to 483 Talbot Street) was agreed with the municipality and
public, so as to ease further intensification of this property block for Rygar Properties Inc. However, this
property now owned by Old Oak Properties and seeks further intensification for a newly proposed twin-
tower development. The loss of the Camden Terrace was accepted by the public with the understanding
that 93 and 95 Dufferin (on the same block of land) would be retained (see page 104, Stantec 2018).
Why is it that a new developer is allowed to break with an existing public agreement that was held in
good standing by the municipality, public and landowner?, and why would a new developer be allowed
to foist a new turnabout request when previous agreements are less than 3-years old?

If we are too have trust and a belief in orderly planning processes that occur through approved
negotiations, then future property owners must comply with those terms for future planning
management as negotiated by the earlier landowners. Otherwise, how are we to have any certainty in a
planning process, particularly where heritage resources are to be retained?

| attach a small quote extracted from the Stantec report of 2018 for the purpose of reminding the
context of a previous guiding decision.

The loss of 479 to 483 Talbot Street due to structural and environmental concerns significantly
compromises the CHVI of Camden Terrace. With this loss, the CHVI is not considered significant
enough to warrant partial retention. In the case of 93/95 Dufferin Avenue, partial retention will
allow for complete retention of all heritage attributes identified. Therefore, partial retention is
considered to be an appropriate mitigation strategy for 93/95 Dufferin Avenue

Stantec 2018 report:

Heritage Overview Report93/95 Dufferin Avenue and 479-489 Talbot Street, City of London, Ontario
Was obtained from:

https://pub-london.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?Documentld=26041

| am affronted by the lack of design diligence in the design proposed by Old Oak Property’s current
application. | do not see an incorporation of the Camden terrace in any design intent and note that the
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loss of Nos 93 & 95 allows for expansion of high rise properties without demonstrating benefits of
intensification for public and cultural good.

Sincerely,
T —.
1Y =t T
o |
Shane ONeill e

M.L.A., B. Arch., Dip. Arch. Sc., Dip. P.M.

The illustrations (below) from the Stantec report show
how the original development by Rygar Properties Inc can
facilitate the retention of 93 & 95 and in other illustrations
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Community Residents
Glen Cairn Woods
London, ON

City Councillors
City of London
csaunder@london.ca

Dear Councillors:

Re: 403 Thompson Rd. (Affordable Housing) / Glen Cairn Woods Subdivision
Official Planning and Zone Amendments (File 0Z-9290)
Applicant: Housing Development Corporation (HDC)

Mayor Ed Holder’s challenge/mandate to build 3,000 affordable housing units over 5 years is laudable, however we
need to consider whether London’s ambitious plans will continue to draw people from other communities (eg.
Sarnia, Windsor, Kitchener, Waterloo, Woodstock, etc). We saw this with the erection of modern facilities such as
the Men’s Mission and the Center of Hope (Salvation Army). Are we increasing our homeless/struggling population
by being on the front edge of this issue?

Proposal 0Z-9290 would erect a building, consisting of 44 bachelor units reduced from 37 sq. meters to 27 sq.
meters under the “specialized housing approach”, within a community rampant with affordable housing. How does
reducing the size of the unit relate to “specialized housing” as defined on page 47 of the Housing Stability Plan
(December 2019).

“Specialized Housing: Housing that adapts building requirements and services to the unique needs of
individuals and families, such as addiction, health, mental health, and trauma related concerns.”

The representative of HDC at the March 1 committee meeting stated that this reduction in unit size “is required to
make the building viable, as is the size/height of the development. This leans to the opinion that the lot size is too
small for the proposed use. It was also stated that “common amenities were being provided to make up for the
small living space”; however no clear response was given as to what these amenities would consist of. Meeting
rooms for social workers etc., do not enhance the living conditions of tenants. Being bachelor units, we are not
discussing families but individuals.

As we proceed with the City’s aggressive plan, we need to consider the location of proposed buildings and the effect
it will have on the communities concerned. Will it in any way enhance the community or potentially exasperate
issues already present? As homeowners within Glen Cairn Woods we are concerned with increasing the inordinate
number of affordable housing units within our over tenanted subdivision.

Glen Cairn Woods and adjoining areas are subject to the following numerous low-income properties:
35 3-storey walk up buildings (multi-unit)

6 Co-op Complexes (multi-unit)
100 London Housing Units
3 Highrise rental buildings

Numerous duplex homes
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Perhaps Council could defer this project to consider other locations. We would like to offer some alternatives to 403
Thompson Rd.

1.

oukwN

100 Stanley Street

1.1. Demolish the current structure at 100 Stanley Street rather than relocating it due to increased costs.

1.2. Maintain the commercial designation of 403 Thompson Rd. and sell this surplus lot.

1.3. Relocate the proposed building under File 0Z-9290 (403 Thompson Rd) to 51 & 53 Wharncliffe Rd. S.
This site is 45% larger which would allow for units to be built to the current by-law size of 37 sq. meters
and additional storage for bicycles and added parking.

31 Hamilton Rd - 2 lots (.44 acres + .3 acres)

858 William St.

121 Thompson Rd. (.58 acres)

1523 Bradley Ave. (40 Acres)

1600/1622 Hyde Park Rd.

6.1. May be scheduled for development

1063 Gainsborough Rd

7.1. May be scheduled for development

1550 Sunningdale Rd. W

River Road Golf Course

9.1. Allows for numerous buildings both current and future.

9.2. Relocate both 403 Thompson Rd. & Hamilton/Elm proposals to this location

9.3. London Transit would need to expand Route 2 slightly to allow for easy access to transit

In closing, we are not against affordable housing however our community asks:

At what point is it considered that a community has contributed enough to “affordable housing”?

We feel strongly that the residents of Glen Cairn Woods have already done their part.

Please consider the alternate proposals presented.

Sincerely

William & Christine Comrie

435 Scenic Drive

On behalf of Glen Cairn Woods Residents
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From: Dustin Gosnell

Date: March 18, 2021 at 10:04:03 PM EDT

To: PEC <pec@Ilondon.ca>, "Turner, Stephen" <sturner@Iondon.ca>, "Maitland, Leif"
<Imaitlan@london.ca>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Community Statement 345 Sylvan

345 Sylvan street redevelopment, Community Statement

We are writing to voice our opposition of the rezoning of 345 sylvan
RE: 345 sylvan street
File Application number OZ-9297

We would like the council to reconsider the rezoning at the planning and environment
committee agenda from March 1, 2021. We are asking the council to include our letter
for the March 22, 2021 agenda.

We are opposed to this for a number of reasons.

Traffic is a major concern, the intersections of Baseline and High Street are backed up
in the evening and morning rush hours, precovid. There are often other times when it is
very difficult to get through eastbound on Baseline due to the vehicles entering/exiting
the hospital. Vehicle's speed down side streets attempting to circumvent. With the
added traffic and safety concerns associated with such large development projects to
this area the community may also require traffic lights at the intersections
Commissioner’s and High and High and Baseline. And some traffic calming measures
at Percy and Balderstone Ave.

Our community is currently enduring a pretty significant impact because of the
construction on Baseline at Balderstone Ave. That development won’t be complete for
likely a year or two, and this is a lot to endure. If the city is to move forward with
redevelopment at sylvan, they should consider waiting until this major apartment
building project is complete. We are already experiencing excessive parking on the
streets and heavy equipment at all hours lining up on and dirtying our streets. In recent
years we have also endured the redevelopment of Baseline properties, construction of a
parking structure at the hospital and the renewal of the streets on Percy, Balderstone
and Baseline to update the infrastructure to support redevelopment of Baseline
properties. Residents of this area have endured a lot of construction. Vacant properties
have contributed to increased crime in the area, combined with the various construction,
proposed drug come down facility and current proposals. This has caused many homes
to be sold at a higher than market frequency and then in some cases turned into non
owner occupied rentals including illegal duplexes. Translating to an unstable feeling of
community.

The proposed Sylvan building will likely cause too much stress to the Neighbourhood,
ruin sight lines cause light pollution, density, noise and security concerns during and
after construction.

We would ideally like to see the city utilize the current building and not demolish it. We
think perhaps it would make a great group home facility again, perhaps a hospice, or
Ronald McDonald facility or abused women's facility (being close to hospital). we would
encourage affordable housing at a significantly lower resident density. Mainly, we would
like a much lower density redevelopment project at Sylvan. Could it not be affordable
housing and a park/greenspace. That benefits the residents of this proposed building
and the neighbourhood as a whole.

We feel the city should disclose more cost data, comparing demolition vs updating
existing structure. If it is deemed that the current structure is unusable/ unfit we would
like to see the city turn that area into a park, community garden, playground/recreation
facility, or a healthcare or covid memorial garden. We would love to see the many
young children and families in the area have a close park to play in especially
considering added traffic concerns..
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We are asking for and about a park because we objectively believe that the area would
be enriched by a park or green space. We imagine a community space where the
future elderly residents could come to themselves or with family and watch their
grandchildren play when they visit. People can walk their dogs. Kids can play. It would
really contribute to the walk ability. Looking at other areas of old south, that work so well
and have a similar level of diverse housing. What they have and this area does not, are
parks. Already in an obliviously informal capacity 345 sylvan does function as a park.
When it's hot in the summer people from the apartments to the north and south lay in
the grass. often people stop for breaks there walking home with their groceries, killing
time waiting for the bus, or walking to work at hospital.

The city was working with developers to plan the retirement residence on baseline
before the homes were even sold. How is it not possible to give more time and similar
considerations to the public When determining the highest and best use. Especially
considering the Covid pandemic and these restrictions. This leaves insufficient room for
citizens to talk to their community, form opinions, respond.

When the city is increasing area density, why does the city give’s no consideration to
green space in existing areas, simply because it’s not in the plan. When they are
amending the plan in other regards, Seems short sighted. The correlation between
access to green spaces and mental health and vibrant communities should not be
allowed to be overlooked especially when deciding the highest and best use.

We would also like to encourage the city to look at other potential properties that may
be way better suited for this type of density such as the redevelopment of the Wright
lithograph building 424 Wellington street that has sat vacant since 2007 and could be
ready much sooner or dozens of potential spots that could aid in cleaning up
neighbourhoods flanking wellington road north of Grand Street. We should really be
fixing and using what we have in these underutilized areas that are truly in need of
redevelopment. Perhaps the city could mandate affordable units in all new
developments. Support the demand for low income housing in a truly inclusive manner,
until goals have been realized.

In summation. We feel this city has not provided enough time to the public, or area
residents to form opinions, talk amongst our community, appeal, and respond to provide
input to the city considering COVID 19 and other accessibility factors.

We also feel the city may not have exercised proper due diligence when assessing the
highest and best use of 345 sylvan? We think the City could maintain the current
building zoning and utilize 345 sylvan street to help further a different community use.
We feel the city should disclose more cost data related to demolition vs renovation of
existing structure or repurposed structure in an existing state.

Many residents feel this area has experienced more crime and lack of representation as
a result of properties sitting vacant at baseline or sylvan and feel the city should address
rising crime in this area before increasing residential density.

The city should look closer at traffic issues and concerns.

The city should consider making 345 sylvan a park. We feel when the city amends
existing zoning to increased density, it has a responsibility to assess the areas
greenspace representation compared to mandated levels in new developments, or other
high functioning exemplar. We feel our area is underrepresented by parks or
greenspace compared to other areas in the old south or london in general. There are
many ways to add affordable housing to our community, but very limited opportunities to
add parks and green space.

Should the city move forward with housing at 345 sylvan it should be significantly lower
density and more varied to be truly inclusive.

Thanks for your consideration,
Your Neighbours.
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Planning and Environment Planning Committee — March 1, 2021
Re: Core Area Community Improvement Plan

I live in the Core. | am also someone that actively connects with Core residents to raise awareness and
support for issues that impact the Core. | do this usually by door knocking. | have, for example, spoken
to those residents that live in the vintage apartments above the stores on Dundas St.

And | fundamentally believe that the city is misguided on its approach to revitalizing the Core. For
example, you can’t run a business if your windows are being smashed on a regular basis. | also think
that the focus of the Core Area Community Improvement Plan is too focused on bring people to the
downtown and is neglecting those residents that already live downtown as it is those residents that
would be the ground support for the businesses in the Core.

For example, the city is dead wrong as to who lives in the Core and especially who lives on Dundas
Street above the stores. In my neighbourhood of North Talbot, we still have some affordable rentals.
We have a school bus that picks up young children off of Talbot St. and buses them to school. We have
non-for-profit housing, housing for disability, public housing, student housing, wealthy residents in
mansions and a lot of long- term residents renting. Many of the rentals are older individuals of lower
income. If city officials calculate that the population of the core is younger rather than mixed, it is
because the older residents tend to avoid those businesses that do not cater to them such as the
businesses on Richmond Street. Our neighbourhood also has several houses that remain whole and not
craved up but are currently limited to groups of students of 5 or more. The report does not recognize
these housing types.

The Core Area Community Improvement Plan fails to address the core area residents and their role in
supporting local businesses. | would argue that these residents are the backbone of support and would
suggest that taking care of local residents should be a primary focus of any plan to stabilize the
downtown.

| also believe that this plan is singularly focused on one type of business but the Core area is
overwhelmingly historical with vintage storefronts — many of them tiny that would be best suited to
entrepreneurial businesses that would be unique to the Core. That in turn would attract people looking
for a different shopping experience than what would be available in malls and accentuate the historical
character of the core. This plan ignores what is beautiful about the downtown. It is right there is front of
you but you are not looking. You are trying to reshape the core rather than bring out what is already
unique and attractive.

And | understand the frustration of residents that do not live in the core, do not visit the core and have
no desire to shop in the core, having to foot the bill for these plans that are misguided and fail. Most
people want to shop, play and work where they live and visit another district for its uniqueness. | feel
this plan does nothing to lift and stabilize the core. For example, while nice, | did not think removing
curbs and rebricking Dundas St would attract anyone to the core. One doesn’t really notice a road. A
beautiful leafy streetscape might because there is nothing like that anywhere else in the city — not even
in Wortley Village of Old East Village.

In closing | feel that the homeless population is part of the core and | was deeply disappointed when the
city removed the parkette at Covent Market because it became a gathering spot for people on the
street. Personally, the parkette gave a sense of community — not my community — but someone else’s
community, and in many ways | found this better than having people scattered across the streets.

Thank You

AnnaMaria Valastro
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Hello there! | found email attached to the LFP article about the derelict buildings and the
problem that has been plaguing OEV. | wanted let whomever know that since the
November fire where the 689 king st building caught fire, it has caught fire 2 times
afterwards. There was a fence put around the property, but that hardly deters the
"residents" as you can simply lift the fence and open it up. Even before the building
caught fire, there were doors blocking the windows, plywood blocking the windows and
that was the condition of the exterior | can't imagine what the interior looked like.

The issue here is that there were lights on, these weren't derelict houses. How would a
derelict building be receiving power, or water? They wouldn't, the landlord clearly
continued to pay for the utilities. The landlord was still getting paid by the occupants as
there were 3 units. Oddly enough these "residents" were likely in the drug business and
its easy to imagine that they were able to produce money, and even though the landlord
was being fined he was still not doing anything about the tenants or the building so he
didn't care. That is what would refered to as a "slum landlord" and | highly doubt he
shed a tear for that women's injury. That building needs to be demolished, plain and
simple.

It would be great if that was the only house on King with this problem. Between there an
the Western Fair even there are a few houses, one of which had about 10+ bikes at the
front porch, oddly enough here at 400 Lyle St, one of our supers had his bike stolen
from the 2nd floor.

OEV is supposed has a lot of charm, and since I've been here its been quite hard to see
that, with the "locals" yelling at each other from across the street, and breaking into my
car twice now. | can't count the amount of time I've been asked if | have any "ice"
because they wanna get a "lil high". Their words, not mine.

Andrew Haines
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REPLY TO:
London

One London Place
255 Queens Ave., 11th Floor
London, ON N6A 5R8

T 519672-9330
F 519 672-5960

c|h

Cohen Highlcy :

LAWY ERS

www.cohenhighley.com

Kitchener

55 King St. West

Suite 1001

Kitchener, ON N2G 4W1

T 226 476-4444
F 519 576-2830

Chatham

101 Keil Dr. South, Unit 2
P.O. Box 420

Chatham, ON N7M 5K6

T 226 494-1034
F 519 672-5960

Sarnia

1350 L'Heritage Dr.
Sarnia, ON N7S 6H8

T 519 344-2020
F 519 672-5960

Stratford

100 Erie St.
Stratford, ON N5A 2M4

T 226 779-0006
F 519 672-5960

March 15, 2021

VIA EMAIL: PPMClerks@london.ca
Council Members

City of London

300 Dufferin Avenue, PO Box 5035
London, Ontario, N6A 419

Dear Council:

Re: Property Standards By-law Review; Request for Referral for Stakeholder Consultation

We are the lawyers for the London Property Management Association (“LPMA”). The LMPA is
committed to promoting education and professionalism among its more than 550 members. The vast
majority of LPMA members are builders, owners and operators of multi-residential rental properties in
London. LPMA is Ontario’s oldest regional landlord association and its mandate is to educate its
members to administer and manage their rental properties to meet all statutory and professional standards,
including full compliance with London’s Property Standards By-laws (the By-law) as well as the
provisions of the Residential Tenancies Act (RTA).

LPMA requests that Council refer the By-law back to City staff for stakeholder review to correct
numerous formatting and spelling errors and, more importantly, to address serious concerns that have
been raised by LPMA Members regarding specific provisions of the By-law (see attached correspondence
initially sent to CAPS committee). At the CAPS committee, City staff acknowledged that due to COVID
there had been no stakeholder consultation and agreed that it would be beneficial to refer it back for that
purpose. Despite this, CAPS moved passage of the By-law be passed and then made a token gesture with
the recommendation that following passage of the By-law, a “Stakeholder Task Force” be formed to
correct deficiencies in the By-law. Frankly, requiring that a Task Force soldier on with discussions after
the By-law is passed would be a lengthy march to nowhere. A more constructive (and less embarrassing)
legislative product will result from the correction of deficiencies in the legislation before its passage.
This need not be a time-consuming process. LPMA Members are ready, willing and able to work quickly
to ensure the By-law provides clarity to stakeholders who are charged with compliance, and to correct
jurisdictional and other obvious deficiencies so that they are not lodged in the final legislative product.

A preliminary list of LPMA’s specific concerns was provided, in advance to the CAPS Committee.
LPMA expressed concern about provisions which exceed Building Code Act (BCA) requirements and
impose “retrofit” in existing buildings; ambiguous terms used in the By-law which confer broad
discretion on enforcement officers and create uncertainty for building owners in trying to meet their By-
law obligations; and, the lack of procedural fairness relative to the issuance of orders and appeals
provided for in the By-law. The particulars of each of those concerns which warrant a further staff review
and a request for stakeholder input from LPMA into completion of the By-law’s legislative process is in
our attached letter to CAPS.
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It is helpful to make the full Council aware of what actually occurred at the CAPS Committee meeting
relative to the proposed By-law. First, it is important to note that each tenant who appeared and made
submissions at the public participation meeting made no reference to any of the amendments; rather, each
of them focused their concerns about the lack of enforcement of maintenance and unsafe housing
conditions by City staff. Staff confirmed that “because of COVID”, in-suite inspections by By-law
enforcement and the London Fire Service are not being conducted. Respectfully, such observations,
while justified, have nothing to do with the deficiencies in the proposed by-law and as such were
irrelevant in the context of the matter at hand. There were, in fact, no objections taken by members of the
public to the LPMA proposal that, prior to passage of the By-law, there be proper stakeholder
consultation, including with ACORN and other interested parties advancing tenant concerns. Somehow,
some Councillors took tenants’ complaints of lack of municipal enforcement as a show of support for
passage of the by-law when the better course would, of course, be to direct enforcement of it...something
which is entirely in the City’s hands.

We also wish to point out that, while the City is not enforcing its By-law, the vast majority of London’s
multi-residential landlords have been classed under the Province’s emergency order as providers of
“essential services” and they regularly continue to enter tenants’ suites to ensure Fire Code compliance;
compliance with “life safety” maintenance issues and standards; and, have been directed by the Province
to defer “non-urgent” maintenance only. The vast majority of LPMA Members continue to diligently
carry out their statutory maintenance and property management services despite the ongoing pandemic.

For the foregoing reasons LPMA requests that Council refer the motion for passage of the By-law back to
staff for expedited stakeholder consultation and we thank you for consideration of this request.

Yours very truly,

COHEN HIGHLEY w»

o

J h Hoffer

JJH:rmh

email: hoffer@cohenhighley.com
Encl.

cc: LPMA
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February 26, 2021

VIA EMAIL: cpsc@london.ca

Chair and Members

Community and Protective Services (“CAPS”) Committee
City of London

300 Dufferin Avenue, PO Box 5035

London, Ontario, N6A 4L.9

Dear Chair and Members:

Re: Property Standards By-law Review

We are the lawyers for the London Property Management Association (“LPMA”). The LMPA is
committed to promoting education and professionalism among its more than 550 members. The vast
majority of LPMA members are builders, owners and operators of multi-residential rental properties in
London. LPMA is Ontario’s oldest regional landlord association and its mandate is to educate its
members to administer and manage their rental properties to meet all statutory and professional standards,
including full compliance with London’s Property Standards By-laws (the By-law) as well as the
provisions of the Residential Tenancies Act (RTA).

The purpose of this submission is to express, on behalf of its Members, LPMA’s concerns about the
proposed amendments to the By-law and to ask that your Committee direct staff to report back on those
provisions which for which LPMA’s concerns are raised and that it will do so following stakeholder
consultation. LPMA is concerned about provisions which exceed Building Code Act (BCA) requirements
and impose “retrofit” in existing buildings. LPMA is concerned about ambiguous terms used in the By-
law which confer broad discretion on enforcement officers and create uncertainty for building owners in
trying to meet their By-law obligations. LPMA also has concerns about the lack of procedural fairness
relative to the issuance of orders and appeals provided for in the By-law. What follows are particulars of
LPMA’s concerns warranting a further staff review and a request for stakeholder input from LPMA into
completion of the By-law’s legislative process.

Section 2.1: This provision of the By-law appears to set a standard for housing that in many
cases exceeds the BCA, Fire Code, Plumbing Code and Electrical Code that would have been in place at
the time the property was constructed. Owners of multi-residential buildings, if forced to “retrofit” their
properties, will be forced in some cases, to compel tenants to vacate rental units to enable work to be
done; will be forced to seriously disrupt tenants’ use and enjoyment of their rental units in those cases
where work can be done without displacing tenants; and, spend substantial sums of money which will
then be passed on to tenants in the form of Capital Expenditure Applications under the Residential
Tenancies’ Act (RTA). Absent valid “life-safety” grounds for deploying retrofit requirements, it is
submitted that such requirements should be removed or alternative means of addressing the specific life-
safety issues be explored. In addition, there is a basic legal principle which holds that in the absence of
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the lawful delegation of provincial powers, a Municipality lacks legislative jurisdiction to enact and
enforce retrofit and impose new standards of construction. Excess exercise of municipal jurisdiction
invites legal challenges which ultimately are not a constructive way to deal with what, in our submission,
are mutual goals of LPMA members and the City to ensure safe housing for tenants and homeowners. A
legal review of the scope of the proposed changes, and stakeholder consultation, are warranted to ensure
there is no excess of municipal jurisdiction and that a more measured approach, rather than imposing new
and excessive construction requirements in older buildings, is taken.

Sections 2.2, 2.6, 4.1.2, 4.1.3, 4.2.2 are all examples of provisions that are entirely subjective in the eyes
of an Inspector and do not take into account the more objective Codes that were in effect at the time the
property was constructed. Such provisions create uncertainty for building owners as, in the experience of
owners, one inspector may impose one subjective standard and upon review by another inspector, the
“goal posts” change and, a few months or years later, yet another inspector may have a different opinion.
Such subjective standards have no place in mandatory municipal enactments which impose substantial
financial obligations and penalties on citizens. It is submitted that a review of the provisions in question,
with stakeholder consultation, will help achieve a better legislative product from the City.

Section 4.8.6 (1): There is no definition of the term “adequate” and again, this is entirely subjective. The
language of this provision should be changed so that those required to comply with the section can
properly do so. The same criticism applies to Section 4.6.3: There is no definition of the term “compatible
finish” and, like art, whether the finish is compatible is “in the eye of the beholder”, or beholders as the
case often is with municipal inspections.

Section 4.8.11: This provision requires some additional review and consideration. It is unclear whether
the City of London emergency/temporary housing for the homeless meets this definition of size. It would
appear that the minimum size of 278 sq. ft. will make the provision of affordable housing more expensive
and may preclude the conversion of hotel/motel rooms to Single Occupancy Residential units needed to
mitigate homeless issues. In fact, there may be bachelor type suites in buildings constructed during the
70’s and 80’s, many of which are owned or funded by the London Housing Authority, which may not
comply with this requirement. If these suites complied with all of the appropriate zoning and building
codes of the day when they were constructed shall we just deem them illegal today? That is the potential
effect of this By-law; consequently, a more detailed review of this particular provision is warranted.

Section 5.4.4 and 5.4.7: Subject to valid “life-safety” requirements, buildings should be required to
comply with the Electrical Code in effect when they were constructed. As stated above, there are serious
consequences for both landlord and tenant stakeholders, as well as for the City, if the legislation exceeds
municipal jurisdiction and, even if it does not, the financial and daily living consequences for affected
stakeholders, including tenants (who are most directly affected) are excessive.

Section 5.4.6: Does not permit motion activated lighting of common areas, a common practice for energy
conservation. Energy conservation and innovation should be encouraged, not suppressed.

Section 6.2: 14 days is an arbitrary and insufficient time for an appeal. There is no provision for
determining how an Order must be served. It appears that the Order may be served on a tenant (occupant )
who may or may not give it to the owner but the Order would not be capable of being appealed after 14
days, even if the owner of the property was unaware of the Order. Such a provision invites judicial
review on the basis of a lack of procedural fairness and natural justice owed to the parties subject to such
orders.

Administrative Penalties: Given the subjective nature of many of the provisions of the By-law it would be
appropriate to enact a statutory right of appeal or review of the Administrative Penalties. Note that under
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the RTA, amendments were recently introduced whereby such penalties, if they result from
tenant/occupant conduct, can be recovered directly from the tenant in an application to the Landlord and
Tenant Board. The amendments have been given Royal Assent but have not yet been proclaimed pending
amendments to the Courts of Justice Act which will transfer jurisdiction over such matters to the Landlord
and Tenant Board. Thus, both landlords and tenants may wish to join in challenging the quantum of
administrative fines levied against landlords where the conduct giving rise to the fine is due to actions of
the tenant or her invitees. As a practical matter, enforcement of occupant infractions usually is levied
against landlords but the new indemnification provisions of the RTA create a mutual interest for these
stakeholders in seeking a remedy for excessive administrative fines. The lack of an appeal mechanism of
such fines appears to be missing from the powers of the Property Standards Committee and therefore
invites jurisdictional challenge on the basis of procedural fairness and natural justice. Clearly the
preferred option is stakeholder consultation and review, not overreaching, hasty enactment of defective
legislation.

Finally, there are numerous typographical errors to the By-law that need correction.

Based on the foregoing, it is submitted that the request of LPMA that this matter be sent back to staff for
stakeholder and staff review, including legal review by city lawyers, is justified and we ask you’re your
Committee direct such a review.

Thank you, in advance, for your consideration of the submissions of LPMA.

Yours very truly,

COHEN HIGHLEY w-

f\f.;;\,w\}\f

/ agaivn AR Rl

g

Joseph Hoffer
JJH:rmh
email: hoffer@cohenhighley.com

cc: LPMA

216



One London Place
255 Queens Avenue, 11th Floor
C h London, ON N6A 5R8

T. 519 672-9330
F. 519 672-5960

Cohen Highleyw

L AWYETRS

www.cohenhighley.com

March 15, 2021
VIA EMAIL: PPMClerks@london.ca

Council Members

City of London

300 Dufferin Avenue, PO Box 5035
London, Ontario, N6A 419

Dear Council:

Re: Landlord Licensing; Request for Rejection of CAPS Committee Motion to Expand
Licensing

We are the lawyers for the London Property Management Association (“LPMA”). The LMPA is
committed to promoting education, training and professionalism among its more than 550
members. The vast majority of LPMA members are builders, owners and operators of multi-
residential rental properties in London. LPMA is Ontario’s oldest regional landlord association.
LPMA'’s mandate is to educate its members to administer and manage their rental properties to
meet all statutory and professional standards, including full compliance with London’s Property
Standards By-laws (the By-law) as well as the provisions of the Residential Tenancies Act (RTA)
and the obligation to maintain rental properties in accordance with housing, health and safety
standards. Throughout the current pandemic, LPMA members have been designated and
permitted to provide essential property management services, including all testing, inspections
and maintenance of life safety and necessary maintenance requests.

At the CAPS committee meeting, City staff informed CAPS members that of 45,000 complaints
last year, only 7% involved rental housing. We have also reviewed staff’s report to the Planning
Committee from May 26, 2008 (attached, see page 3 under “Housing Condition Trends”) where
it was reported that of all maintenance complaints received by the City about rental properties at
that time, 85% involved single family rental properties and only 5% involved rental properties
with more than 4 units. Extrapolating from those numbers, 7% of 45000 complaints works out to
3150 complaints about rental housing and 5% of that number (attributable to rental properties
with more than 4 units) works out to 158 complaints. It is submitted that it would be an
abdication of Council’s responsibility to Londoners to create and implement the costly expansion
of the current licensing by-law to all multi-res properties in London; hire the dozens of staff
required to administer it; hire the additional management staff for oversight of the expanded
bureaucracy; impose on all multi-res landlords in London a third layer of regulatory maintenance
standards; and, ensure that the inevitable license fees (the “Tenant Tax”), will be passed through
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to tenants. LPMA respectfully suggests that a more prudent approach to deal with about 158
complaints would be to hire, on a part time basis, one Property Standards By-law enforcement
officer.

The numbers above also reflect another important consideration: the vast majority of purpose
built apartment units in London are built, managed and operated in accordance with rigorous
statutory requirements to ensure life safety and proper housing standards are in place. The
statutory codes applicable to such properties require mandatory Fire, Building, Electrical and
Maintenance inspections and compliance with all retrofit legislation. The numbers above bear
out the fact that maintenance issues are relatively rare in purpose built multi-res developments
and that where they occur, enforcement of existing City By-laws by current City staff is the most
prudent, cost-effective way of dealing with them.

At the CAPS committee, LPMA provided a written submission asking that the motion for an
expansion of the City’s Landlord Licensing By-law be rejected; however, it has now been sent to
Council for approval for a full investigation and report from staff. LPMA respectfully asks that
such approval be rejected. At the CAPS committee, the public representations in support of an
expanded licensing by-law came from two principal sources: 1. Tenant advocacy agencies
(Toronto-based ACORN and Neighborhood Legal Services) whose operations and funding are
dependent on the promotion of the appearance of conflict between landlords and tenants; and 2.
Tenants who provided anecdotal accounts of their experience of maintenance issues in rental
apartments. The agencies provided no particulars of why or how the creation of a third
regulatory regime (the first two regimes being the Residential Tenancies Act and the City of
London’s maintenance oriented Property Standards By-law) to impose maintenance obligations
on landlords was necessary. The Tenants who supported licensing were unanimous in asserting
that the reason they support expanded landlord licensing is because they can’t get the City to
enforce its current by-law. Adding a third layer of regulations to the two already in place is not
going to trigger enforcement, only clear direction from Council to staff to enforce existing By-
laws will do that. It is respectfully submitted therefore, that in the absence of any substantive
justification for an expansion of the landlord licensing by-law, the better option is to enforce the
maintenance by-laws that the City already has in place when tenants call in with complaints.

Finally, there is always an alluring factor for a municipal Council’s consideration of any
licensing regime: the prospect of collecting robust licensing fees which can then be added to City
coffers to fund other programs. It is submitted that such a motivation subverts the interests of
tenants to those of the City and that tenants should not bear the cost of subsidizing other City
programs. The simple fact is that license fees will be downloaded and paid for by tenants. In the
past, Councilors have responded by saying that where that occurs it is the fault of landlords, not
Council; however, landlords are no different than Council members who, when they incur
expenses on City business (conferences, travel, meals, etc.) pass those expenses on to City
taxpayers. Council should also be aware that licensing fees, being “municipal charges”, are
charges which can be passed through to all tenants in an Above Guideline Rent Increase (AGI)
under the provisions of the Residential Tenancies Act (RTA). When Waterloo enacted its
particularly expensive licensing by-law, we successfully secured an AGI increase of 6.8% under
the provisions of the RTA. Prior to passage of the by-law we cautioned Waterloo council that
this would be the outcome and our cautions were ignored, largely due to Waterloo’s focus on the
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prospect of reaping a windfall from licensing fees. The fees went to City coffers for the purchase
of new cars and I-pads, and of course and expansion of staff, and the tenants suffered financial
hardship, with families being hardest hit because the “Tenant Tax” increased based on the
number of unit bedrooms.

LPMA asks that Council consider that there is no upside for anyone to expand landlord licensing
beyond the regulatory net it already casts, and that enforcement of its current maintenance based
By-law is a far more responsible and effective strategy to address legitimate maintenance
concerns in rental housing. For all of these reasons, it is respectfully requested that the City
reject the proposal for expansion of the Landlord Licensing By-law in London and that the City
focus, instead, on enforcing the maintenance bylaws it already has in place.

Thank you, in advance, for your consideration of the submissions of LPMA.

Yours very truly,
COHEN HIGHLEY w»

Joseph Hoffer
JJH:rmh
email: hoffer@cohenhighley.com

Encl.

cc: LPMA
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TO: CHAIR AND MEMBERS
' PLANNING COMMITTEE
_ R. PANZER
FROM: GENERAL MANAGER OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

ENFORCEMENT OPTIONS TO ADDRESS SUBSTANDARD
SUBJECT: RENTAL HOUSING
MEETING ON DECEMBER 8, 2008

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the General Manager of Planning and Development, the
following report outlining the pros and cons and financial impact of enforcement options
designed to address substandard rental housing conditions BE RECEIVED for information
purposes; it being noted that a public meeting will be held before the Planning Committee on
March 3, 2009 to discuss a recommended enforcement approach to address substandard rental
housing conditions.

PREVIOUS REPORTS

Licensing of Residential Rental Units — Report to Board of Control — June 20, 2007

Rental Residential Business Licensing Program - Report to Planning Committee — February 25,
2008

Update - Rental Residential Business Licensing Program - Report to Planning Committee — May
26, 2008

INTRODUCTION

This report provides an overview of potential enforcement options to address sub-standard
housing conditions that are likely to adversely affect the residents of rental properties and
negatively impact the residential amenity, character and stability of residential areas. To this
end, this report provides an overview of the following enforcement options :

e Status quo — address property standards in response to complaints

e Enhanced property standards enforcement — implement an enhanced model of
enforcement with City directed maintenance repairs

e Rental property registry — collect information on rental property owners and associated
agents / property managers

e Targeted area property standards blitzes — analyze complaints and property standards
conditions and undertake proactive enforcement blitzes

e License rental residential properties based on building structure types — focus on
licensing specific types of structures ( ie. Single detached dwellings to fourplexes
inclusive) and undertake proactive property standards enforcement

o License all rental residential properties on a City wide basis — license all rental
accommodations and undertake proactive property standards enforcement
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In addition to providing an analysis of the pros and cons of each of the above options, a
financial impact statement is presented on the costs of implementing the above options.
Examples of different enforcement models employed throughout the United States and Ontario
are also listed for comparative purposes.

BACKGROUND

On June 25", 2007, Municipal Council requested that Civic Administration report on options
for the licensing of rental units including staff implications and options specific to the type, age
and location of units. Subsequently, two reports were presented to the Planning Committee
outlining options on licensing programs. As a background to the discussion on the above noted
six enforcement options, a summary of the public consultation undertaken, housing condition
trends and examples of enforcement approaches in several North American municipalities
including Ontario municipalities is provided.

Public consultation

A public open house was held on March 18, 2008, at Centennial Hall to discuss options for
licensing rental units. Over 500 citizens were in attendance. The majority of the comments at
the public open house reflected the concerns of tenants that rent increases associated with
licensing fees would be passed down to tenants by their landlords. The following is a summary
of the comments received categorized as pros, cons and implementation issues :

Pros

Full support to address bad landlords and tenants
There is a problem with absentee landlords
Sliding scale licensing fee

All rental units should be licensed

All landlords should be licensed

Cons

Will result in increase in rent for tenants

City should enforce current by-laws proactively and increase fines

Student behavior is the main reason for licensing

Human Rights Commission will indicate that municipalities cannot target residential
licensing programs (must be City wide)

Purpose of licensing is for revenue generation

Shouldn’t penalize all landlords and tenants for problems caused by a few
City should hire more enforcement officers for after hours enforcement issues
It is very difficult to evict bad tenants

Need a proactive tool that can be affordable

No support for licensing if it is area specific (student areas)

Property owners will not be able to afford property managers

Implementation issues

e Another level of administration to collect “new tax”
e Long implementation period to inspect units
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A second public open house was held on October 6, 2008 to allow for feedback on pros and
cons of implementing a residential licensing program for buildings containing four or less rental
units City wide. Approximately 80 persons were in attendance. Following a short presentation
on the revised licensing proposal, the audience was divided into two groups and discussions
continued on the costs and benefits of licensing only a specific sector or the local rental housing
market. Following this breakout session, summaries of the pros and cons were presented to
City staff. The comments received at the meeting were very similar to the comments received
from the initial meeting held in March 2008.

In addition to the public open house sessions, staff have met with the London Housing Advisory
Committee and members of the London Property Managers Association to discuss enforcement
options.

Housing Condition Trends

As noted in the report presented to the Planning Committee in February 2008 , property
standards complaints for residential properties almost doubled between 2002 and 2007 from
445 to 866 complaints. Furthermore, the increase in complaints in single detached dwellings
increased from 222 to 459 annual complaints during this time period. Of the 459 complaints for
single detached dwellings in 2007, 307 of the complaints were from tenants assuming that all
interior and interior/exterior complaints lodged are made by tenants /occupants and not
neighbours.

Further analysis of the complaints received during that time period indicated that of all property
related by-law complaints received (including violations of the Clearing of Land By-law),
approximately 85% were attributed to issues with single detached dwellings and only 5% related
to buildings with more than 4 dwelling units.

Enforcement Examples in North American Municipalities (including Ontario)

There are a number of different examples across North America of how municipalities address
the issue of addressing sub-standard housing conditions.

Licensing of rental residential units has been in place in many US cities for decades. For
example , Los Angeles has a very comprehensive system of mandatory housing inspections.

(http://cris.lacity.org/cris/informationcenter/code/index.htm)

The Systematic Code Enforcement Program (SCEP) is designed to routinely inspect all
residential rental properties with two or more housing units on a four-year cycle and to respond
to reports of property violations. Inspections are conducted to ensure the safety and habitability
of all occupied rental dwelling units. If repairs are not completed within the time period specified
on the Notice and Order to Comply, or Notice and Order of Abatement, the owner will be
summoned to an administrative General Manager’s Hearing to explain the reason(s) for non-
compliance and specify the date the repairs will be completed. If further enforcement steps
become necessary, the file may be forwarded to the Office of the City Attorney as a criminal
complaint. The property may also be subject to inclusion in the Rent Escrow Account Program
where the city undertakes repairs via the redirection of rents.

Many other larger municipalities have also adopted a licensing system to address housing
conditions including:

Minneapolis
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/Inspections/docs/rental licensing.pdf

Boston
http://www.cityofboston.gov/isd/housing/rental.asp

Pittsburgh
http://www.city.pittsburgh.pa.us/BBl/assets/pgh rental reqg fact sheet.1.pdf
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Many smaller municipalities and towns have also implemented a model of residential licensing.
Some municipalities have adopted rental registry ordinances requiring that rental properties be
registered with the City to assist with making contact with property owners in emergency
situations.

Buffalo

http://www.ci.buffalo.ny.us/Home/CityServices/RentalRegistration

The most comprehensive review of a licensing model of enforcement was undertaken by the La
Follette School of Public Affairs in Wisconsin-Madison.

(http://www.lafollette.wisc.edu/publications/workshops/2002-
2003/spring/PA869/domestic/MilwRental-2003.pdf )

The report was prepared to provide Milwaukee’s Department of Management and Budget and
Department of Neighborhood Services with an analysis of the concept of rental unit licensing as
an alternative to current rental housing inspection programs. Two types of licensing models
were considered: a universal licensing model and a targeted one, in which only the more
problematic units are inspected. The two models were evaluated according to the policy goals of
improving the quality of rental housing, the efficiency of rental markets, the availability of
affordable housing, and feasibility.

The analysis found that rental unit licensing has very uncertain benefits and can create negative
effects on housing markets and the availability of affordable housing. The study concluded that
Milwaukee should not implement licensing because the policy would be expensive, meet strong
political opposition, and cause more problems for Milwaukee’s rental markets than it would
solve. The study recommended that Milwaukee increase the level of awareness of the current
housing ordinances and complaint system to educate tenants of the process of the compliant
driven process.

It is important to note that even though many municipalities in the United States have adopted a
licensing model of enforcement, the legislative authority under which they operate is much
different that the current legislation in Ontario. The following is a summary of enforcement
approaches undertaken or planned to be implemented in Ontario municipalities:

Toronto
http://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2008/ex/bgrd/backgroundfile-16628.pdf

A building audit and enforcement program is planned to be launched on December 1,
2008, which will provide immediate action on the City’s greatest at-need rental buildings.
The program will be implemented by redeploying the current enforcement complement
and making more active use of the City’s available tools, including its ability to charge re-
inspection fees and to bill landlords for work undertaken by the City.

Oshawa
http://www.tgao.ca/uploaded files/licensing/oshawabylaw25.pdf

http://www.oshawa.ca/agendas/Development Services/2008/10-20-Joint/DS-08-
461 CM Student Housing Around UOIT Durham College.pdf

The City of Oshawa was the first municipality to implement a licensing system focusing
on a specific geographic area of the City. The second link above outlines the status of
the program to date.
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Hamilton
http://www.myhamilton.ca/NR/rdonlyres/3F2A6287-8569-4E0C-949D-
555FC72A6CD6/0/Oct14PEDQO7296a.pdf

The City of Hamilton has directed staff to begin consultations on implementing a pilot
project for a licensing program.

St. Catharines
http://www.stcatharines.ca/cityservices/citydepartments/corpsupportsvcs/Agendas Minut
es/docs/Agendas/2007gaaug27.pdf

The City of St. Catharines recommended a program of increased enforcement.

Waterloo
http://www.city.waterloo.on.ca/Portals/57ad7180-c5e7-49f5-b282-
c6475cdb7ee7/DS COMMUNITYPOLICY documents/RHLR TofR.pdf

The City of Waterloo has directed staff to initiate a rental housing licensing review.

ENFORCEMENT OPTIONS

» Option 1 - Status quo — address property standards in response
to complaints

Program description

Currently, housing condition complaints are initiated from three sources; tenants, neighbours or
referrals from a variety of enforcement agencies. When a complaint is received from a tenant
(usually dealing with the condition of the rental unit), the complainant is requested to advise the
landlord in writing of the deficiencies inside the rental unit and provide the landlord reasonable
time to resolve the issues. Normally, reasonable time would be two to three weeks. If
compliance is not achieved, the complainant is asked to forward a copy of the letter that was
submitted to the landlord or agent to the City.

The initial notice to the landlord regarding the maintenance of the rental unit adds legitimacy to
a complaint since there have been some occurrences in the past where invalid complaints were
made for various reasons (i.e. lease breaking).

Where the complaint involves a safety issue, such as an electrical or structural deficiency, the
requirement to have the tenant advise the landlord is not followed. The property standards
inspector takes prompt action to confirm an alleged unsafe situation.

Where the complaint is made by neighbours, the issue normally involves an exterior infraction
such as the condition of the exterior of the building or other exterior property maintenance
deficiencies. For these types of complaints, there is no requirement for the complainant to write
the landlord/agent or owner of the subject property. The City responds to these complaints on a
priority basis.

Where a referral by another enforcement agency (ie. Police, Health Unit , Fire Prevention
Office), the City also responds on a priority basis.

Pros
¢ Allows landlords to address issues prior to City involvement
¢ Allows enforcement staff to prioritize inspections based on severity of complaints
¢ Provides tenants assurance that City will investigate if property owners take no action

in response to complaints
e Provides documentation to tenants should the matter be discussed at future
landlord/tenant hearings or mediation
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http://www.stcatharines.ca/cityservices/citydepartments/corpsupportsvcs/Agendas_Minutes/docs/Agendas/2007gaaug27.pdf
http://www.city.waterloo.on.ca/Portals/57ad7180-c5e7-49f5-b282-c6475cdb7ee7/DS_COMMUNITYPOLICY_documents/RHLR_TofR.pdf
http://www.city.waterloo.on.ca/Portals/57ad7180-c5e7-49f5-b282-c6475cdb7ee7/DS_COMMUNITYPOLICY_documents/RHLR_TofR.pdf
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e Program is reactionary and not proactive — no proactive inspections are undertaken
o Court action is time consuming and there are no current applicable fines

Financial Impact

There is no financial impact of continuing to enforce the Property Standards By-law in response
to complaints.

» Option 2 - Enhanced property standards enforcement —
implement an enhanced model of enforcement with City directed
maintenance repairs

Program Description

Before contacting the City and filing an official complaint, tenants are requested to notify their
landlord or property manager in writing outlining the possible deficiencies within their rental unit.
Tenants are asked to provide a reasonable time frame to have the deficiencies corrected. If the
landlord or property manager requires an extension of time to complete repairs, it is suggested
to the tenants to try to accommodate extensions. If the repairs are not completed after a
reasonable time, tenants are asked to send a copy of the letter that was submitted to the
landlord or agent to begin enforcement actions by the City.

When a tenant initiates a complaint, the initial step a Property Standards Inspector calls the
property owner/agent to confirm the status of the problem and when it would be corrected. If the
owner/agent agrees to correct the problem, the complaint remains active and is assigned a
bring-forward status for follow-up. If the work is completed, the Property Standards Inspector
confirms the status of the complaint with the tenant and, if the remedial work is completed, the
file is closed.

If the owner/agent has not completed the remedial work as requested, the Property Standards
Inspector arranges a suitable time with the tenant for an inspection to confirm the interior unit
deficiencies. After the Inspector confirms the deficiencies, the Inspector has options to call the
landlord to advise of the deficiencies, send a property standards infraction notice listing the
deficiencies to be repaired within a prescribed time (normally one — two weeks) or issue a
Property Standards Order under the Building Code Act. In the majority of cases a property
standards infraction notice is first sent listing the deficiencies. However, for repeat cases,
Inspectors have the discretion to immediately issue an Order.

An inspection is made after the compliance date to confirm if the repairs have been done. If the
issues have been resolved, the file is closed. In cases where the matter is not resolved after the
second inspection, the City will bill the property owner for the inspection time and associated
costs. Where the owner fails to resolve the deficiencies listed in the notice, the inspector has
the discretion to provide an extension or to issue an Order which may be registered on the title
of the property. The property owner has appeal rights to the Property Standards Committee
(Committee of Adjustment) for any order issued.

Once an order is final and binding and there has been no attempt to correct the deficiencies,
charges may also be laid under the Building Code Act.

Traditionally, the City has not coordinated repairs of properties which do not comply with the

Property Standards By-law. Several buildings have been demolished under the direction of the
City only in situations where all other enforcement options have been exhausted.
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e Maintenance repairs undertaken under the direction and coordination of the City (at the
property owners expense) will enhance living conditions for the tenants and improve
aesthetics in the surrounding neighbourhoods

e A system of prioritizing maintenance improvements and tendering repair proposals will
need to be implemented

Financial Impact — there is no financial impact of directing and coordinating maintenance
improvements for properties which are in violation of the Property Standards by-law.

» Option 3 - Rental property registry — collect information on
rental property owners and associated agents / property
managers

Program Description

Currently, the City does not require any information regarding a listing of rental property owners
and any agents or property managers. Quite often, this information is valuable when
responding to after hours or weekend complaints mainly dealing with vital service issues such
as lack of heat. Property Standards Inspectors have information about property ownership,
however, there is no contact information or information about associated property maintenance
firms representing the property owner.

Pros

¢ Inspectors would have access to information within their vehicles on contacts for after
hour valid complaints which require immediate attention

e Contact information could be easily inputted in to current address based information
system

Cons

¢ Information would need to be inputted into computer system

Financial Impact - there would be no financial impact as this data would be input in the
computer system using existing staffing resources.

» Option 4- Targeted area property standards blitzes -
analyze complaints and property standards conditions and
undertake proactive enforcement blitzes

Program Description

Currently enforcement is mostly complaint driven except for enforcement of the Clearing of Land
By-law in the areas surrounding the University of Western Ontario and Fanshawe College.
Limited proactive enforcement is undertaken in the Old East Village area. Under this program,
Old East Village staff have been trained in recognizing by-law violations and on a weekly basis,
they email a list of possible violations to the City for future action. On December 17", 2007, City
Council resolved that:

“a targeted proactive enforcement model be implemented in areas
where there is a high propensity of valid neighbourhood
complaints, it being noted that in many cases a coordinated
enforcement blitz is the most cost effective and efficient method to
address neighbourhood quality of life and nuisance issues".
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Since that time, four enforcement blitzes were undertaken in the following areas: south of
Horton neighbourhood ( SOHO), Emerson Avenue area, Hilton Street area and the Quebec
Street area. Proactive enforcement included visible violations of the Clearing of Land By-law
and Property Standards By-law (exterior issues only) . Violators were less likely to focus on who
potentially complained since the complaints were proactively filed by City enforcement staff. No
internal inspections were undertaken unless tenants requested inspections due to possible
Property Standards violations.

Pros

o Enforcement actions are targeted at specific neighbourhoods with a propensity of valid
neighbourhood complaints
e Cost effective model of enforcement focusing on problem property owners

o Only exterior property issues addressed unless tenants initiate complaints regarding
interior issues

e Proactive targeted area enforcement can only be implemented if staff resources are
available to undertake proactive enforcement of problem areas

Financial Impact

In order to implement a proactive targeted area enforcement program, one additional property
standards inspector would be required to address an increased volume of complaints. There will
also be a cost of educating tenants of how to initiate complaints related to issues pertaining to
the interior of their rental units. These costs will be offset by re-inspection fees ($95) collected
from property owners.

» Option 5 - License rental residential properties based on
building structure types — focus on licensing a specific type
of structure types ( ie. Single detached dwellings to fourplexes
inclusive) and undertake proactive property standards
enforcement

Program Description

On January 1, 2007, the Municipal Statute Law Amendment Act, 2006 (Bill 130) amended the
Municipal Act, replacing the part of the Act dealing with business licensing. One of the main
changes to the Municipal Act was the elimination of the prohibition outlined in Ontario
Regulation 243/02 which prevented a municipality from licensing, regulating or governing the
rental of a residential unit. Municipalities in Ontario now have the option to license, regulate and
govern residential rental accommodation in a similar manner to the licensing of other local
businesses.

This option is based on the premise that the offering of rental dwelling units is a business and
classifying and regulating rental units as a rental residential business is desirable for the public.

Under this option, rental properties will be subject to a number of conditions applied solely for
the purpose of providing and maintaining safe residential housing. Under licensing powers, a
municipality may impose conditions as a requirement of obtaining, continuing to hold, or
renewing a business license. Conditions may include the payment of a fee, compliance with
other applicable federal or provincial legislation or regulations and by-laws of a municipality and
the inspection of the property.

It is not the intention of the City to intervene or act as a mediator or advocate for either landlords
or tenants or to resolve issues related to contractual agreements (leases) made between either

party.
8
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The focus of this option is to license the following structure types on a City wide basis: single
detached dwellings, semi detached dwellings, duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes. Please refer
to the section in this report on property standards trends based on structure types.

A draft rental residential licensing by-law is included as appendix 1 to this report.

e Fair playing field for all landlords with ownership within the structure type
e Threat of license revocation may be an incentive to comply to by-laws
e Proactive inspections of interior of rental units
e Focus on specific sector of housing structures with a high propensity of complaints

¢ Inspections and collection of fees very resource intensive
e Lengthy initial roll out of program due to collection of baseline inspection data

Financial impact

By way of background, there are 12,500 rental units within the single, semi, duplex, triplex and
fourplex structure type. Based on a 210 work days per year and six inspections per day per
inspector, two PS inspectors can undertake 2,520 inspections per year. It would take 5 years to
undertake only initial inspections. Should Council direct that the initial inspection cycle be
reduced, additional inspection resources would be required and the license fee would be
increased. It should be noted that there will be requirements for re-inspection resulting from
non-compliance that will continue beyond the five-year time frame.

The cost of two PS inspectors and one customer service representative, yearly cost for
inspections and administration would be $230,000. A licensing registration fee of $150
collected at year 1 and year 6 ( unless there is a change of ownership), will bring in a revenue
stream of $1,875,000 over the five year period.

If violations are found during the initial inspection, the property owner will be given a specified
time period to remedy the violations. If all violations are not corrected before the compliance
date, a re-inspection fee of $95 will be issued and the property will be required to be re -
inspected the following year.

If no violations exist on the property at the time of the initial inspection or if the violations are
corrected within the compliance period, the property will have future inspections waived for up to
five years if they continue to comply with the licensing conditions and property standards by-law.

» Option 6 - License all rental residential properties on a City
wide basis — license all rental accommodations and undertake
proactive property standards enforcement

Program Description

This option is similar to option 5, however under this option all rental units are licensed on a City
wide basis. This option is premised on Statistics Canada census responses related to housing
conditions. Based on 2006 Census data from London, 4% of owner occupant respondents
indicated that their dwelling required major repairs ( ie. defective plumbing or electric wiring,
structural repairs to walls, floors or ceilings ) and 9% of tenant respondents indicated major
repairs are required to their living accommodations. Eight percent of tenants residing in
apartment buildings indicated major repairs are required. Although this information is based on
City wide data, it is possible to identify specific census tracts where there is a high number of
renters indicating major repairs are required to their living accommodations.
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A draft rental residential licensing by-law is included as appendix 1 to this report.

e Fair playing field for all landlords city wide
e Threat of license revocation may be an incentive to comply to by-laws
e Proactive inspections of interior of rental units

¢ Inspections and collection of fees very resource intensive
e Very lengthy initial roll out of program due to collection of baseline inspection data

Financial impact

The financial impact would be similar to that of option 5 which is based on the hiring of two
additional inspectors and one customer service representative to administer the program. The
main difference would be the time period of the program.

There are approximately 54, 500 rental units within the City of London. To undertake initial
inspections of all rental units based on the budget request of two inspectors would take 21.6
years. These inspection times would be reduced if sample inspections were undertaken in multi
unit buildings. Should this option be considered, staff would recommend additional resources to
reduce the time period for initial inspections for this program.

CONCLUSION

This report provides an overview of potential enforcement options to address sub-standard
housing conditions that are likely to adversely affect the residents of rental properties and
negatively impact the residential amenity, character and stability of residential areas. To this
end, this report provides an overview of the following enforcement options :

Status quo — address property standards in response to complaints

e Enhanced property standards enforcement — implement an enhanced model of
enforcement with City directed maintenance repairs

e Rental property registry — collect information on rental property owners and associated
agents / property managers

e Targeted area property standards blitzes — analyze complaints and property standards
conditions and undertake proactive enforcement blitzes

o License rental residential properties based on building structure types — focus on
licensing a specific type of structure types ( ie. Single detached dwellings to fourplexes
inclusive) and undertake proactive property standards enforcement

e License all rental residential properties on a City wide basis — license all rental
accommodations and undertake proactive property standards enforcement

10
229



Agenda ltem # Page #

O. KATOLYK

In addition to providing an analysis of the pros and cons of each of the above options, a
financial impact statement is presented on the costs of implemented the above options.

A public meeting will be held on March 3, 2009 before the Planning Committee to discuss a
recommended enforcement approach to address substandard rental housing conditions.

PREPARED BY:

SUBMITTED BY:

O. KATOLYK
MANAGER OF BY-LAW ENFORCEMENT

G. KOTSIFAS, P.ENG.
DIRECTOR OF BUILDING CONTROLS

RECOMMENDED BY:

R. W. PANZER

GENERAL MANAGER OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Y:\Shared\building\PropStnd.Section\OKatolyk\enforcement options - public review report.doc

cc. Jennifer Smout, City Solicitors Office
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March 18, 2021

His Worship Mayor Ed Holder and Members of Council
City of London

300 Dufferin Avenue

London ON, N6A 4L9

Dear Mayor Holder and Members of Council,

RE: CAA’s position on municipal licensing of tow trucks

Sent by e-mail

On behalf of the Canadian Automobile Association (CAA), | am pleased to submit comments for the City of London’s
proposed towing by-law. CAA remains committed to voicing the concerns of our 2.5 million Ontario Members, and to
being an advocacy leader on issues relating to road safety, infrastructure, and transportation.

Since 2019, CAA has met with London City Councillors Lewis, Helmer, Hillier and Peloza, London Police Service’s
Sergeant Robert Tubrett, and civic administration’s Orest Katolyk and Nicole Musicco regarding concerns about the
towing industry. Most recently, we have submitted letters to civic administration (February 10, 2021) and to the
Community and Protective Services Committee (February 26, 2021) about the City of London’s proposed towing by-law.

CAA cannot support the proposed by-law as written because it is our belief that it fundamentally encourages tow truck
“chasing,” the very behaviour that London’s by-law staff and Members of Council wish to eliminate. This is because, unlike
the Ontario Highway Traffic Act, the draft London by-law allows for tow trucks to both “park, stop, stand” and to “make or
convey an offer of Towing Services, within two hundred (200) metres” of a collision, if there is not already a sufficient

number of tow trucks on scene.
Ontario Highway Traffic Act

Tow truck services
171 (1) No person shall make or convey an offer of
services of a tow truck while that person is within 200
metres of,
(a) the scene of an accident or apparent accident; or
(b) a vehicle involved in an accident,
on the King’'s Highway. R.S.0. 1990, c. H.8, s. 171 (1).

Idem
(2) No person shall park or stop a tow truck on the King’s
Highway within 200 metres of,
(a) the scene of an accident or apparent accident; or
(b) a vehicle involved in an accident,
if there is a sufficient number of tow trucks already at the
scene to deal with all vehicles that apparently require the
services of a tow truck. R.S.0. 1990, c. H.8, s. 171 (2).

Proposed London by-law

3.0 PROHIBITIONS:

[.]

3.3 No holder of a Tow Truck Business Licence shall
permit a Tow Truck to safely park, stop, stand, make or
convey an offer of Towing Services, within two hundred
(200) metres of an Accident Scene unless directed by a
police officer, a firefighter, or person involved in the
accident, or if there is not a sufficient number of tow trucks
already at the Accident Scene to deal with all vehicles that
apparently require the services of a Tow Truck.

Based on the excerpts above, London’s proposed by-law is written in a more permissive way than the Ontario Highway
Traffic Act, which does not permit tow trucks to “make or convey an offer of services within 200 metres” of a collision,
regardless of the number of tow trucks on scene. CAA believes that this additional permissiveness in London’s proposed
by-law will continue to encourage unscrupulous tow truck operators to rush to the scene. It is well-documented that
chasing leads poor road safety outcomes, such as secondary collisions, property damage, physical injuries and in some
cases, death, as cited in and attached to CAA’s February 26, 2021 letter to the Community and Protective Services

Committee.

CAA South Central Ontario, 60 Commerce Valley Drive E., Thornhill, Ontario L3T 7P9

T.905-771-3000 F. 905-771-3292 www.caasco.com



We appreciate that Members of Council and by-law staff are compelled to take municipal action to protect the consumer
rights of London’s motorists from predatory tow operators. It is difficult to justify waiting for provincial action, while the
number and severity of predatory towing transactions and experiences reported by motorists continue to grow.
Consequently, CAA’s proposal for a towing by-law in the City of London is as follows:

o Implement a tow truck non-solicitation clause at the municipal level, without permitting n tow trucks to make or
convey an offer of towing services within 200 metres of a collision, where n is the number of vehicles in need of a
tow

e Ensure consistent and robust enforcement of the municipal non-solicitation by-law by London Police Service

e Support the Ontario provincial towing task force’s efforts to improve oversight of the towing industry. The task
force’s mandate is to develop a provincial regulatory model to increase safety and enforcement for consumers
and industry alike.

Please reach out to me directly should you have any questions or concerns about the above comments. CAA looks
forward to continued collaboration with the City of London, in the interest of consumer protection for London’s motoring
public.

Sincerely,

Tina Wong
Government Relations Specialist
CAA South Central Ontario (CAA SCO)

cc: City Clerk’s Office (askcity@london.ca)

CAA South Central Ontario, 60 Commerce Valley Drive E., Thornhill, Ontario L3T 7P9
T.905-771-3000 F. 905-771-3292 www.caasco.com
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Civic Works Committee
Report

The 3rd Meeting of the Civic Works Committee
March 2, 2021

PRESENT: Councillors E. Peloza (Chair), J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, P. Van
Meerbergen, S. Turner, Mayor E. Holder

ALSO PRESENT: J. Bunn, M. Ribera and B. Westlake-Power

Remote Attendance: Councillors S. Hillier, A. Kayabaga, S.
Lewis, J. Morgan and M. van Holst; G. Barrett, M. Butlin, G.
Dales, J. Dann, S. Denomy, D. MacRae, S. Mathers, S. Miller, S.
Mollon, A. Pascual, J. Raycroft, A. Rozentals, K. Scherr, M.
Schulthess, E. Skalski, B. Somers, J. Stanford and B. Warner

The meeting was called to order at 12:02 PM; it being noted that
the following Members were in remote attendance: Mayor E.
Holder, Councillors M. Cassidy, J. Helmer, S. Turner and P. Van
Meerbergen

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

Mayor E. Holder discloses a pecuniary interest in Item 5.1 of the 3rd Report of
the Civic Works Committee, having to do with Item 4 of the Deferred Matters List,
related to the properties at 745 and 747 Waterloo Street, by indicating that his
daughter owns a business located at 745 Waterloo Street.

Councillor S. Turner discloses a pecuniary interest in Item 2.11 of the 3rd Report
of the Civic Works Committee, having to do with the 2020 External Audit of
London's Drinking Water Quality Management System and 2020 Management
Review, by indicating that he is an employee of the Middlesex London Health
Unit.

2. Consent

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

That Items 2.1, 2.2, 2.4 t0 2.7, 2.9, 2.12 and 2.13 BE APPROVED.
Yeas: (5): E. Peloza, J. Helmer, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, and E. Holder
Absent: (1): M. Cassidy

Motion Passed (5 to 0)

2.1  1st Report of the Cycling Advisory Committee

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

That the 1st Report of the Cycling Advisory Committee, from its meeting
held on February 17, 2021, BE RECEIVED.

Motion Passed
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2.2

2.4

2.5

Dingman Drive Improvements - Appointment of Consulting Engineer -
Detailed Design and Tendering

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

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental
and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the following actions be
taken with respect to the staff report dated March 2, 2021, related to the
Appointment of a Consulting Engineer for the Dingman Drive
Improvements Project:

a) AECOM Canada Ltd. BE APPOINTED Consulting Engineers to
complete the detailed design and tendering services of the Dingman Drive
Improvements Project, in the total amount of $490,426.00, including
contingency (excluding HST), in accordance with Section 15.2 (g) of the
Procurement of Goods and Services Policy;

b) the financing for this project BE APPROVED as set out in the
Sources of Financing Report, as appended to the above-noted staff report;

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

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

e) the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute any
contract or other documents, if required, to give effect to these
recommendations. (2021-T05)

Motion Passed

Highway 401 / Dingman Drive Bridge Replacement - Agreement with
Ministry of Transportation

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

That on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Environmental and
Engineering Services and City Engineer, the proposed by-law, as
appended to the staff report dated March 2, 2021, BE INTRODUCED at
the Municipal Council meeting to be held on March 23, 2021, to:

a) authorize and approve a cost-sharing Agreement, as appended to
the above-