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Trees and Forests Advisory Committee
Report

5th Meeting of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee
May 23, 2018
Committee Room #3

Attendance

PRESENT: R. Mannella (Chair); T. Khan, J. Kogelheide, C.
Linton, N. St. Amour and M. Szabo and J. Bunn (Acting
Secretary)

ABSENT: C. Haindl, G. Mitchell and R. Walker

ALSO PRESENT: A. Macpherson, M. Morris, J. Ramsay and S.
Rowland

The meeting was called to order at 12:15 PM.

1. Call to Order

1.1 Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
2. Scheduled Items

2.1 Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update
That the following actions be taken with respect to the Parks and
Recreation Master Plan:
a) it BE NOTED that the attached presentation from A.
Macpherson, Environmental and Parks Planning, with respect to this
matter, was received; and,
b) a Working Group BE ESTABLISHED, consisting of T. Khan, M.
Szabo and A. Morrison, to review the Parks and Recreation Master Plan
and report back at the June meeting of the Trees and Forests Advisory
Committee, with input on the above-noted plan.

2.2  Complete Streets Update
That it BE NOTED that the attached presentation from M. Morris,
Engineer-in-Training, with respect to an update on the Complete Streets
project, was received.

3. Consent

3.1 4th Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee
That it BE NOTED that the 4th Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory
Committee, from its meeting held on April 25, 2018, was received.

3.2  Municipal Council Resolution - 3rd Report of the Trees and Forests

Advisory Committee

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution, from its meeting
held on April 24, 2018, with respect to the 3rd Report of the Trees and
Forests Advisory Committee, was received.



Sub-Committees and Working Groups
None.

Items for Discussion

5.1  Green Legacy Update

That it BE NOTED that the attached presentation from A. Cantell,
ReForest London, with respect to the Green Legacy Project, was
received.

5.2 Trees Located at Southdale Road and Wharncliffe Road South

That it BE NOTED that the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee heard
a verbal update on the trees located at the corner at Southdale Road and
Wharncliffe Road South from A. Macpherson, Manager, Environmental
and Parks Planning.

5.3 Clarification of Meeting Agenda Submission Process

That it BE NOTED that the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee held a
general discussion with respect to the process for submitting items for the
committee agendas.

Deferred Matters/Additional Business
None.
Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 1:40 PM.



2.1

Parks & Recreation Master Plan Update

May / June 2018

Trees and Forests Advisory
Committee

Purpose of Connecting With You

Purpose:

1. To review the plan to update the Parks and Recreation Master Plan
this year.

2. Ask for your assistance in sharing the Community Survey with your
networks and the public.

3. To request your Committee’s input.




2.1

About the Master Plan

Creating a “Game Plan” for Parks, Recreation
Programs, Sport Services and Facilities

» The Master Plan provides an overall vision and direction
for making decisions. It is a high level/policy directive
document.

« Itis based on public input, participation trends and
usage, best practices, demographic changes and growth
forecasts.

« The Plan will be used by the City to guide investment in
parks, recreation programs, sport services and facilities
over the next ten years and beyond.

AAAAAA

Master Plan Overview

* The City has retained Monteith Brown Planning Consultants, Tucker-
Reid & Associates and Swerhun Facilitation to assist in preparing the
Update.

o

Monteithﬁgwn tra . @ Swerhun

. TUCKER REID & ASSOCIATES DISCUSS.DECIDE DO
planning consultants

AAAAAA
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Master Plan Building Blocks

Public and Stakeholder Input
Demographics and Growth
Trends and Usage Data

Existing Policies and Guidelines

a ~ N PE

Park, Program, and Facility
Distribution

6. Facility Inventories and Asset
Management Data

Project Scope

Items within Scope:

J' * Recreation Programming, such as aquatic, sport, wellness, arts/crafts,
dance/music, and general interest programs provided by the City and other sectors

« Recreation and Sport Facilities, such as community centres, pools, sports fields,
playgrounds and more

civic squares

’ ¢ Parks & Civic Spaces, such as major parks, neighbourhood parks, gardens and

¢ Investment in the Community, such as neighbourhood opportunities, public
engagement, sport tourism and more




2.1

Items out of Scope:

Project Scope

« Parkland Dedication Policies (London Plan)

e Cycling (London Plan, Transportation and Cycling Master Plans)

< Natural Heritage and Trails (London Plan, Conservation Master Plans, ESA Master

Plans)

< Arts, Culture and Heritage (Cultural Prosperity Plan and related reports)

Although these items are addressed in other studies, the Master Plan will ensure alignment

Guiding and Supporting Documents

The Master Plan is a Strategy that guides the provision and management of
parks, recreation programs, sport services and facilities. It is influenced by
several Overarching Plans and informs several Technical Reports.

Key Overarching Plans » Key Strategies » Key Technical Reports

The London Plan
Council’s Strategic Plan
Accessibility Plan

Sector-specific guiding documents, such
as the Framework for Recreation in
Canada, Parks for All, and others

Age Friendly London Action Plan Development Charges Background Study
Child and Youth Agenda Conservation Master Plans for
Strengthening Neighbourhoods Strategy Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Transportation and Cycling Master Plans Park-specific Master Plans

Cultural Prosperity Plan Business Cases and Feasibility Studies

Community Diversity and Inclusion Strategy
SHIFT: Rapid Transit Initiative

Back to the River / One River

Thames Valley Corridor Plan

Various By-laws, Policies and Procedures

5

London
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Deliverables and Timing

* Background Research March to June 2018

* Engagement May to July 2018
» Community Survey (Opens May 23)
* Stakeholder Sessions/Focus Groups/Interviews

e Draft Plan #1 Sept / Oct 2018
* Draft Plan #2 Oct / Nov
* Final Plan presented to the new Council January 2019

AAAAAA

Community Survey

Purpose

* To establish a broad picture of usage, satisfaction, priorities, demographics
Timing

* Will be available May 23 until mid-July, hosted through getinvolved.london.ca
How can you help?

¢ Share the link to the survey with your networks
¢ Let us know if you would like posters or postcards to distribute

AAAAAA
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COMMUNITY SURVEY

Parks and
Recreation
MASTER PLAN
Your input is important.
Tell us how you like to Play Your Way.
Complete the community survey:

getinvolved.london.ca

As London grows and changes, the recreation needs of
residents also change. We want to ensure that the right
parks, recreation and sport services, programs and facilities
are in place to improve quality of life for all Londoners.

Help us plan for the next 10 YEears and tell us what
recreation, parks and sport services mean to you!

London

CANADA

AAAAAA

Advisory Committee Input

* Individuals can complete the Community Survey at
getinvolved.london.ca

* Tell us about groups or organizations that we should invite to the
Stakeholder sessions

* Committee can provide written responses to the Questions
AND / OR

e Committee can provide comments on the last Parks and Recreation
Strategic Master Plan (2009) and Interim Update (Jan. 2017)

Email to: PlayYourWay@london.ca

AAAAAA
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2.1

Advisory Committee Input

Guiding Questions

1. What are the most pressing issues and priorities for your Advisory

Committee?

2. How can the City of London’s parks, recreation and sport services and
facilities continue to support the needs of your Committee? Please be

specific.

3. How can your Committee, the City and others work together to meet

future needs?

4. Arethere any initiatives that are being contemplated, planned or are
being implemented that could tie into these or other priorities for parks,
recreation and sport services and facilities?

AAAAAA

Parks & Recreation Master Plan Update

Thank you!

11




Review of the Forthcoming
City of London
Complete Streets
Design Manual

Trees and Forests Advisory Committee
May 23, 2018

Introduction - What are Complete Streets?

A complete street is one that is designed to accommodate the mobility needs of all
ages, abilities, and modes of travel. Safe and comfortable access for pedestrians,
bicycles, transit users, and the mobility challenged are not design after-thoughts,
but are integral to the planning of the street from the start.

- London Transportation Master Plan

london.ca 2

Introduction — Complete Streets Manuals

Complete Streets Guides & Manuals have been developed by many cities
around the world to help direct and coordinate street planning/design towards
more balanced mobility options

TORONTO
COMPLETE
STREETS

IDELINES

">‘<\_‘ M%

Background

The 2016 City of London Official Plan introduced a group of Street
Classifications, which set the stage for more context sensitive city building
policies and redefining mobility for Londoners

Classifications Include: /' y =) b A
+ Rapid Transit Boulevards v - ¢
Urban Thoroughfares
Civic Boulevards TH E
Main Streets
Neighbourhood Connectors

Neighbourhood Streets
Rural Thoroughfares

Rural Connectors P I a N
tA NO. EACEPTIUNAL. LU

london.ca

NNECTEN
INCL

CTED.



Background

Each Street Classifications was
accompanied with policies to
guide future planning and design
towards a an intended character
and function, while progressing
towards overall mobility goals

london.ca 5

London
CANA

CANADA

Goals

The City of London Official Plan suggested the preparation of a Complete
Streets Manual to establish:

» Overall cross-sections for the street classifications
» Design parameters for the public realm

london.ca

2.2

Background

Many stakeholders were included in consultation efforts for the development
of the Complete Streets Design Manual and attended a Stakeholder Workshop,
held on June 2nd, 2017. These groups included:

» Accessibility Advisory Committee

+ Can-Bike

* Hyde Park Business Association

* Bell

* London Middlesex Road Safety
Committee

» Middlesex Health Unit

» Start Communications

» Cycling Advisory Committee

» London Fire

* London Development Institute (LDI)

london.ca

Downtown London BIA
London Hydro

London Transit

Union Gas

Tree and Forests Advisory
Committee

Argyle BIA

City of London Water
London Environmental Network
City of London Development
Services

13
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2.2

London Complete Street Manual - Content

Chapter 1: Complete Streets: Vision and Principles
» Complete Streets concepts and policy support
Chapter 2: Elements of Complete Streets
* Complete Streets features
Chapter 3: Undertaking Complete Streets Design
* Processes for balancing the needs of current and future users
Chapter 4: Street Design for Roadways
» Street characteristics/priorities and conceptual cross sections, by street
classification
Chapter 5: Street Design for Intersections
» Intersection treatments that provide Complete Streets elements for
specific combinations of street classifications
Chapter 6: Moving Forward with Complete Streets \
» Progress indicators for Complete Streets outcomes

london.ca 9

Contents:
1. What are Complete Streets?
2. Who is This Guide For? i
3. Review of Complete Streets Policies in London

CHAPTER

. 4. Core Principles for Complete Streets il
e
<dl
f—
COMPLETE
STREETS: VISION
AND PRINCIPLES
london.ca 1o

Local Policy Support

At the local level, policy support for complete streets is
found in a number of documents, including the:

» Strategic Plan

* The London Plan

» Downtown Plan

» Design Specifications and Requirements Manual

» Cycling Master Plan

+ London Rapid Transit EXCITING
» London Road Safety Strategy

» London 2030 Transportation Master Plan

» Urban Forest Strategy

COMPLETE
STREETS: VISION
AND PRINCIPLES

london.ca

14

Core Principles
I
-
I
]

Embed Sustainability

Prioritize Safe and Accessible Options for People

Ensure Context Sensitivity

o0 L .
m Prioritize Connectivity COMPLETE
STREETS: VISION
= AND PRINCIPLES
I» m‘i Emphasize Vitality
london.ca L2



2.2

Core Principles

-@ Embed Sustainability Contents:

Promote ecosystem diversity through General C_onsider_a_tions a_nd Tools for:
trees, planters, and vegetation. 1. Pedestrian Facility Design CHAPTER
2. Cycling Facility Design
! o 3. Transit Facility Design
k1 Ensure Context Sensitivit !
Q: y 4. Motor Vehicles
Allow for the influence of important 5. Green Infrastructure "
000 neighbourhood characteristics. g e . |
P! 9 COMPLETE 6. Utilities and Municipal Services ' ELEMENTSOF
STREETS: VISION i e COMPLETE
e AND PRINCIPLES 8 STREETS
L3 . -
Flilika |
london.ca 13 london.ca 14

Provide connectivity: Design For Accessibility

As the slowest Pedestrians include those who are using a walker, crutches, a wheelchair or an
mode of transportation, electrically powered mobility device as well as individuals with a visual impairment.
pedestrians have

the greatest sensitivity
to route directness.

Design features should be used to accommodate all of London’s pedestrians,
such as:

appropriately wide pedestrian clearways;
audible pedestrian signals;

tactile walking surface indicators (TWSIs);
visually contrasting surface treatments; and
amenities such as seating

Street trees can be planted on both
sides of the sidewalk where space permits

(Google) ELEMENTS OF ELEMENTS OF
) I COMPLETE COMPLETE
Embed Sustainability: Street trees STREETS STREETS

make communities safer, healthier,
and more walkable.

london.ca 15 london.ca 16
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London

CANADA

Contents: il

(under development with City input) N £
™ CHAPTER

1. Process Overview

2. Planning

3. Conceptualizing

4. Designing

5. Implementing

| UNDERTAKING
5k COMPLETE
Bt STREETS
DESIGN

london.ca 17

Example e S
Civic ) e LIPS 5. RS
Boulevard a . :
= ©
® >
STREET DESIGN
FOR ROADWAYS
london.ca 19

16

Example
Civic
Boulevard

London

CANADA

Contents:
1. Street Typologies

2. Design Guidance for:

* Rapid Transit Boulevards
Urban Thoroughfares
Civic Boulevards
Main Streets
Neighbourhood Connectors
Neighbourhood Streets
Rural Thoroughfares
Rural Connectors

- STREET DESIGN
* FOR ROADWAYS

london.ca 18

London

CANADA

Civic Boulevards
provide multi-modal
connections
between different
neighbourhoods .
across the City

including

downtown.

The variety of destinations along these corridors can | i

london.ca generate significant volumes of walking trips 20
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London

CANADA

London

CANADA

-
Example Wl - o | s Example . :
Neighbourhood < o d 7  Neighbourhood < = oy
Street JbL Street o/

‘ Neighbourhood ‘

Streets are where

most Londoners,

including many

- families, live; e

130 enhancing the . ¥ i
livability, sense of i ne
community, and the
ability to age-in-place
are important

considerations. Benches and newspaper boxes are FOR ROADWAYS
typically provided at corners with other

major streets.

london.ca 21 london.ca 22

Fandar Fandar
Example
Rapid Transit
Contents: : . o Boulevard
1. Intersection Design Principles Intersecting a
2. Design Guidance for: Main Street
» Rapid Transit Boulevard Intersecting a Main Street s CHAPTER
« Urban Thoroughfare intersecting a Civic Boulevard )
(Signalized)
« Urban Thoroughfare Intersecting a Civic Boulevard
(Roundabout)
« Urban Thoroughfare Intersecting a Neighbourhood ;
Connector 8
= " ' -
Civic Boulevard Intersecting a Neighbourhood Stre_(_?t o STREET
4 DESIGN FOR DESIGN FOR
= INTERSECTIONS INTERSECTIONS
london.ca 23 london.ca 24
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London
CANADA

Example
Rapid Transit
Boulevard
Intersecting a
Main Street

Contents: :
(under development with City input)
1. Principles of Performance Metrics - CHAPTER

S % 2. Options for Measuring Complete Streets
\ :1

The pedestrian
clearway widens as
the planter boxes
and trees are ) L y ;
discontinued, i
providing for greater =
ease of pedestrian STREET
movement and DESIGN FOR
gueuing. Centre median design requires dedicated INTERSECTIONS
transit signals which use the same phasing
as the through motor vehicle movement.
london.ca 25 london.ca

Performance

MOVING
FORWARD WITH
COMPLETE
STREETS

COMPLETE STREETS DESIGN MANUAL

Next Steps Questions

» Share Draft with Stakeholders and Finalize late
summer 2018

» Education campaign
+ Move towards a network of Complete Streets

london.ca 27 london.ca
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GREEN
LEGACY
FEASIBILITY
STUDY

PROJECT UPDATES

INFRASTRUCTURE
ANALYSIS:

* Several prospective facilities identified
* Urban areas rarely get to have growing facilities of their
own due to cost of land
* Partners at table have space potentially available
— Fanshawe Conservation Area
— Westminster Ponds Centre
* Space needs overwhelmingly driven by caliper trees
* If we explore “Missouri Gravel Beds”, may even be

capacity to deliver (slightly smaller) caliper stock in a small
space

5.1

19

RECENTLY COMPLETED

* Business Case Modeling

—All partner demand (~60,000 trees and shrubs
per year by 2028)

* TPS requires 44,000 trees/year on private land
—No caliper variant
—No fruit trees variants

* Infrastructure Analysis

BUSINESS MODELLING:

* Ability to model a number of different scenarios
— Different sizes, quantities of trees
— Different ages of trees
— Allows edits to material costs, spacing, etc.
* Calculates:
— Capital costs
— Operating costs
— Land and space requirements

* 60,000 trees = 297,000 in stock (supply for current +
future years), 12 acres of land



PRIVATE SECTOR
LIMITATIONS

* There are currently no major growers in London

— Growing our own trees here can provide job creation
as well as volunteer and educational opportunities
in our community

* Generally speaking, private sector cannot used
unpaid volunteers

— If a private business owner making money off them, they
have to be paid

— Small exception currently available for high school co-op
students (though “spirit” of this could be debated)

MAJOR BENEFITS

* A Green Legacy initiative in London
would....

—Double our ability to secure/purchase trees
(or halve our cost)

—Involve thousands of students each year

—Serve as its own advertising tool to
landowners (people who have been involved
in growing more likely to want to plant, also
the “feel good” aspect)

* Growing is only half the battle!

5.1

20

OTHER PRIVATE SECTOR
NOTES

* Demand in SWO is generally high and likely to
increase as climate change progresses (extremely low
risk of putting anyone out of business)

* ReForest London and City have both experienced
problems with substitutions (a sign that suppliers
have been unable to keep up with demand)

* |dentifying ways to continue to engage private sector
will be part of final report: B&B caliper trees (or
bareroot stock to supply MGBs) both good potential
options (plus pots, soil, etc.)

MAJOR BENEFITS

* A project like this could be seen as both city-
building and community-building

— Building space provides opportunity for other
environmental programming, workshops, signage, etc.

— Programming provides opportunity for many different
types of organizations, their members, and residents,
to come together to achieve a public good




PRECEDENT...

* Wellington County’s program

* Cities of Detroit, Calgary, and others grow their
own trees

* Nobel Peace Prize winning “Green Belt” initiative

AND NECESSITY

* Not a single country in the world is currently on
track to meet it’s Paris commitments, which were
crafted based on how much we could emit and
still hold temperatures to 2 °C (actual target)/1.5
°C (aspirational)

— World is on track for 3°C warming (probable runaway
scenario)

* Last UN-IPCC report did not include any
permafrost data

— Permafrost GHGs are double what is currently in
atmosphere

5.1

21
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WHERE DO WE GO FROM
HERE?

* We must find ways to slow climate change
and keep up with what change is occurring

—“Pay as you go” approach unsustainable
* B.C. wildfires
* Victory gardens

* For urban and rural communities, Wellington
model shows considerable promise

below each line are expected to be



5.1

WHERE DO WE GO FROM
HERE?

* Next steps:
— Partner-Specific Benefits & Priorities Analysis
— Final Report & Operations Manual (August)
— Dissemination
* Team will be preparing recommendations
including a “go/no-go” recommendations for the
report
* Possibility of pursuing a | year OTF-Transform
grant specific to convening to expand discussions
to other groups (especially social services)

22

ANY QUESTIONS?




File: Hamilton Road Area CIP Forgivable Loan Program
Planner: G. Bailey

Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: John M. Fleming

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner
Subject: City of London

Hamilton Road Area CIP Forgivable Loan Program
Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, with
respect to the Hamilton Road Area CIP Forgivable Loan Program, the proposed by-law
attached hereto as Appendix “A” BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting
on June 26, 2018 to adopt a by-law to establish financial incentive programs including
forgivable loans for the Hamilton Road Area community improvement project area.

Executive Summary

Summary of Request

Municipal Council directed the Civic Administration to report back with amendments to
the Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement Plan to implement the forgivable loan
programs, similar to those provided in the downtown and Old East Village, within the
Hamilton Road Area community improvement project area.

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action

The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to introduce the Facade
Improvement Loan program and the Upgrade to Building Code program, including a
forgivable component, for the Hamilton Road Area community improvement project
area. Appendix “A” contains the detailed guidelines on how the loan programs will
operate including the Targeted Area and Targeted Uses for properties to be eligible for
the forgivable loans. Properties outside the Targeted Area but still within the Hamilton
Road Corridor as defined by the Community Improvement Plan remain eligible for the
standard non-forgivable loan programs.

Rationale of Recommended Action

The introduction of forgivable loans for a targeted area within the Hamilton Road
Corridor will help to achieve the vision and objectives of the Hamilton Road Area
Community Improvement Plan.

Discussion

1.0 Background

The Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement Plan (CIP) was developed through a
two-year community engagement process. In March 2018, Municipal Council adopted
the CIP and the area within which the CIP applies known as the community
improvement project area.

Overlapping with the creation of the Hamilton Road Area CIP, the Civic Administration
undertook an extensive CIP Service Review in 2016 and 2017. The CIP Service Review
made recommendations on future financial incentive programs for the Hamilton Road
Area CIP. As a result, the Hamilton Road Area CIP was considered for the Upgrade to
Building Code Loan and the Fagcade Improvement Loan, excluding the forgivable
component. Through the preparation of the CIP, the Hamilton Road Corridor as defined



File: Hamilton Road Area CIP Forgivable Loan Program
Planner: G. Bailey

in the CIP (Bathurst Street to Highbury Avenue) was found to be in need of incentives to
help improve the commercial and residential building stock and to help reduce
vacancies along the Corridor.

In March 2018, the Civic Administration brought forward a recommendation to adopt
financial incentive program guidelines that outlined how the two loan programs operate.
At the Planning and Environment Committee (PEC) meeting, a request was made that
the inclusion of forgivable loans, similar to those found in downtown and the Old East
Village, also be made available to the Hamilton Road Area. This request was approved
in principal and the Civic Administration was directed to return to the PEC with
amendments to the financial incentive program guidelines to implement forgivable loans
for the Hamilton Road Area. The relevant clauses of the March 27, 2018 Municipal
Council resolution are provided below.

At its meeting held on March 27, 2018, Municipal Council resolved:

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the
following actions be taken with respect to the application by The Corporation of the City
of London, relating to a Community Improvement Plan for the Hamilton Road Area:

f) that forgivable loans similar to those provided in downtown and Old East
Village BE APPROVED IN PRINCIPLE for the Hamilton Road Community
Improvement Area, it being noted that the balance of the Community
Investment Reserve Fund is sufficient to cover the estimated budget of
$118,000 for 2018 and 2019; and,

s)) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report back to the Planning and
Environment Committee with amendments to the Hamilton Road Community
Improvement Area to implement forgivable loans;

It should be noted that no amendments are required to the Hamilton Road Area CIP or
the Hamilton Road Area community improvement project area. Instead, the inclusion of
forgivable loans as a financial incentive program are addressed through the
establishment of the financial incentive guidelines and the adoption of its related by-law
(Appendix “A”).

2.0 Forgivable Loans

Community Improvement Plan Loan Programs

The City of London offers two loans programs through Community Improvement Plans:
Facade Improvement and Upgrade to Building Code. The Fagcade Improvement Loan is
intended to support the maintenance, improvement, and beautification of the exterior
appearance of buildings and to encourage reinvestment in the Hamilton Road Area. The
Upgrade to Building Code Loan program is intended to assist property owners with the
financing of building improvements that are often necessary to ensure older buildings
comply with current Building Code and Fire Code requirements, as well as address
safety issues.

The Facade Improvement loan is issued to cover the lesser of:
e 50% of the cost of the eligible work per building;
e A maximum of $50,000 per building.
The Upgrade to Building Code loan is issued to cover the lesser of:
e 50% of the cost of the eligible work per building;
e A maximum of $200,000 per building.

Both loans are interest free and are amortized over a 10-year period. Loan repayment
begins six months after the advancement of the loan cheque.
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An application is submitted for each loan program by the applicant and approved by
Planning Services staff. If approved, the City issues a Commitment Letter to the
applicant outlining the committed loan amount and details on the loan programs.

Forgivable Loans — What Are They, How Are They Different, and How Do They
Work?
Forgivable loans offer an extra incentive to property owner to invest in their properties
by granting back a portion of the annual loan repayments over the 10-year amortization
period. The terms of the loan (for example: maximum loan amount, repayment
schedule, and zero interest) remain the same as the standard loan. Besides the grant
portion, the major difference is the introduction of a Targeted Area (also known as the
Targeted Incentive Zone) for forgivable loans and Targeted Uses.

Forgivable loans only apply to a defined Targeted Area within the community
improvement project area. This area is determined by Staff in consultation with the local
business association or BIA. A list of Targeted Uses is also created. For a property to
be eligible for a forgivable loan it must have a Targeted Use occupying the ground floor
of the building. The use must be permitted under the Zoning By-law and must have a
key role in achieving the goals of the Business Association/BIA, the Community
Improvement Plan, the London Plan, and any other current or future plan that provides
direction on the growth and development of the defined area. The Targeted Area and
Targeted Uses for the Hamilton Road Corridor are discussed in more detail in Section
3.0.

The grant portion of a forgivable loan is calculated on an annual basis. For the Facade
Improvement Loan, a maximum of 25% of the annual loan repayments is forgivable. For
the Upgrade to Building Code Loan, a maximum of 12.5% of the annual loan
repayments is forgivable.

The following scenario offers an example of how a Forgivable Facade Improvement
Loan works:

The applicant (“Ms. Smith”) applies for a Fagade Improvement Loan prior to beginning
construction on her building. Ms. Smith works with the local BIA/BA representative to
submit a complete loan application to Planning Services including an application form,
facade drawing, and two comparable quotations for the eligible work. The lowest
provided quotation is for $125,000. Planning Services staff review the application and
proposed facade improvements, verify that the property is located in the Targeted Area,
and because the application is approved, issue a Loan Commitment Letter to Ms. Smith
for the maximum loan amount of $50,000. After receiving any necessary approvals (for
example, a Building Permit) she now proceeds with the work. Ms. Smith completes the
fagade improvement work and pays her contractors in full. Ms. Smith provides proof of
payment to Planning Services staff. Finally, staff review the finished improvements to
ensure they are complete and in keeping with what was approved.

After staff confirm the work was completed as approved, the loan can now be
processed and loan agreement signed. Staff complete their due diligence and issue a
$50,000 loan cheque to Ms. Smith in March 2018 with the following terms:

e Loan Amount: $50,000;

Monthly payment: $50,000 / 114 payments = $438.60;

Interest Rate: 0%;

Loan Issue Date: March 2018;
e Repayment Start Date: September 2018.

In 2018, Ms. Smith makes four loan payments (September to December) for a total of
$1,754.40.
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In the first quarter of 2019, Planning Services staff send Ms. Smith a letter for her to
complete and return to confirm that the ground floor of her property was actively
occupied from September to December and to identify what business or use was
occupying the ground floor. Staff review the letter to confirm if the use is a Targeted Use
as defined in the program guidelines. If so, Ms. Smith is issued a grant cheque for
$438.60 (25% of her annual repayment).

In 2019, Ms. Smith would make 12 monthly payments for a total of $5,263.20 and if the
ground floor of her property continues to be actively occupied by a Targeted Use, she
would receive a grant for $1,315.80 in the first quarter of 2020.

This pattern continues annually for the duration of the loan.

If the ground floor of the property is vacant or does not contain a Targeted Use, the
property owner is not eligible for the grant. If the ground floor of the property is vacant or
does not contain a Targeted Use for only a few months of a year, the grant is pro-rated
based on the number of months the ground floor was occupied by a Targeted Use.

It should be noted that the above scenario is an example and is a condensed version of
the process for illustrative purposes.

3.0 Hamilton Road Area CIP Forgivable Loans

Targeted Area (Targeted Incentive Zone)
As explained in Section 2.0, for a property to be eligible for a forgivable loan it is
required to be in the Targeted Area.

Figure 1 identifies the recommended Targeted Area for forgivable loans along the
Hamilton Road Corridor:
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Figure 1 - Targeted Area for Forgivable Loans
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Generally the Targeted Area is the Hamilton Road Corridor between Horton Street and
Pine Lawn Avenue, as well as the properties on the south side of Hamilton Road
between East Street and Sanders Street.
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The Targeted Area has the highest concentration of commercial properties in the
corridor and would benefit the most from the availability of forgivable loans.

Properties within the Hamilton Road Corridor but outside the Targeted Area are still
eligible to receive the standard Facade Improvement or Upgrade to Building Code Loan;
however, these properties are not eligible for the forgivable component.

Targeted Uses
As explained in Section 2.0, for a property to be eligible for a forgivable loan it is
required to have the ground floor actively occupied by a Targeted Use.

Table 2 in Appendix “A” outlines the uses permitted along the Hamilton Road Corridor
and if they are targeted or not-targeted for forgivable loans. It should be noted that not
all the uses listed in the table are permitted on all properties within the Corridor. The
Zoning By-law Z.-1 establishes what uses are permitted on a specific property. If a use
is not listed in the table and is approved for the Hamilton Road Corridor through a
Zoning By-law Amendment application or related process, the Managing Director,
Planning and City Planner or designate will make the determination if that use is a
Targeted Use.

The uses that were selected as being Targeted Uses help support the vision and
objectives of the Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement Plan, particularly, to
build upon the success of the local small businesses and restaurants to create a
healthy, vibrant, and mixed-use main street. In other words, the forgivable loans are
targeted towards uses that will encourage multi-residential living, walking, shopping,
and eating along Hamilton Road.

Both the Targeted Area and the Targeted Uses have been reviewed by the Hamilton
Road Area Business Association.

Affordable Housing

Though not explicitly listed as a Targeted Use for forgivable loans, the provision of
affordable housing is desired on the upper floors of mixed-use buildings along Hamilton
Road. To assist in this initiative, dwelling units above the first floor is listed as a
Targeted Use in Table 2 in Appendix “A”. Working with the London Housing
Development Corporation, property owners along Hamilton Road may be eligible for
programs that encourage the provision of affordable housing.

4.0 Financing

As identified in clause f) of the March 27, 2018 Municipal Council Resolution (see
section 1.0 of this report for the relevant portions of the resolution), the funding for the
Hamilton Road Area forgivable loan programs will come from the Community
Investment Reserve Fund, with up to $118,000 budgeted for 2018 and 2019.

5.0 Conclusion

Initially the Hamilton Road Area Corridor was only considered for the standard Facade
Improvement Loan program and Upgrade to Building Code loan program; however, at
the direction of Municipal Council, the Civic Administration has prepared financial
incentive guidelines that include forgivable loans for the Hamilton Road Corridor similar
to those provided in downtown and Old East Village.

The Hamilton Road Area Financial Incentive Guidelines are attached as Appendix “A”.
The Guidelines outline in detail how the loan programs will operate and in what area of
the Hamilton Road Area community improvement project area. For the forgivable loans,
a Targeted Area (Targeted Incentive Zone) and Targeted Uses are identified that
support the vision and objectives of the previously adopted Hamilton Road Area
Community Improvement Plan.
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Bill No.(number to be inserted by Clerk's Office)
2018

By-law No. C.P.-

A by-law to establish financial incentives
for the Hamilton Road Area Community
Improvement Project Area.

WHEREAS by subsection 28(2) of the Planning Act, the Council of a
municipal corporation may, by by-law, designate the whole or any part of an area as a
community improvement project area;

AND WHEREAS by subsection 28(4) of the Planning Act enables Council
of a municipal corporation to adopt a community improvement plan for the community
improvement project area;

AND WHEREAS the Official Plan for the City of London contains
provisions relating to community improvement within the City of London;

AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of
London adopted By-law C.P.-1522-112 to designate the Hamilton Road Area
Community Improvement Project Area;

AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of
London adopted By-Law C.P.-1523-113 to adopt the Hamilton Road Area Community
Improvement Plan;

THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of
London enacts as follows:
1. The Hamilton Road Area Financial Incentive Program Guidelines attached hereto

as Schedule 1 is hereby adopted;

2. This By-law shall come into force on the day it is passed.

PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading — June 26, 2018
Second Reading — June 26, 2018
Third Reading — June 26, 2018
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Schedule 1

Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement Plan —
Financial Incentive Program Guidelines

The program guidelines provides details on the financial incentive programs provided by
the City of London through the Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement Plan
(CIP), which includes:

e Facade Improvement Loan Program (including non-street facades);

e Upgrade to Building Code Loan Program.
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How to Read this Document

Each of the financial incentive programs has its own specific Purpose, Program
Objectives and Eligible Improvements. There are many areas of each program that are
the same including Definitions, Eligibility Criteria, Targeted & Non-Targeted Uses,
Appeal of Refusal Section, Relationship to other Financial Incentive Programs, as well
as Monitoring & Discontinuation of Programs.

Therefore, the program guidelines are arranged so that information respecting all
programs is stated once and details specific to individual programs are outlined in the
program specific sections.

Further, the document helps to identify what the responsibility of each stakeholder is in
the incentive program process. The initials PO indicate the property owner (or agent
acting on behalf of the property owner) is responsible for completing that task or action,
whereas CL indicates that a City of London staff member is responsible.

PO - Check the map to locate your property in the Hamilton Road Area Community
Improvement Project Area — Hamilton Road Corridor Sub-project Area. After verifying
the property location on the map, check Table 1 to verify what programs may apply.
Then proceed to review the rest of the program guidelines or use the Table of Contents
to skip directly to a program to learn more about it and its eligibility information.
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Map 1 — Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement Project Area
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Only properties located in the Hamilton Road Corridor Sub-project Area are
eligible for financial incentives. Properties located in the Targeted Area may be
eligible for Forgivable Loans.
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Table 1 — Financial Incentive Programs offered in the Hamilton Road

Corridor Sub-project Area

Financial Incentive Program Hamilton Road Corridor
(see Map 1)

Facade Improvement Loan

Forgivable Fagcade Improvement Loan

Upgrade to Building Code Loan

Forgivable Upgrade to Building Code Loan
Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant
Residential Development Charges Grant Program

1. Definitions

Active Occupancy — The space being used by a business that is open, in operation and
serving customers.

XXX | X

Annual Grant Amount — The annual grant is defined as the grant amount that would be
given to the applicant in any one year of the ten-year grant period.

- For Tax Grant this means each property owner will be given ten annual grants
and the annual grant amount will change over this period depending upon year
and grant level;

- For Forgivable Loans this means the amount that would be given each year
based on the Yearly Grant Value set out in the agreement and Pro-rated Yearly
Grant Percentage which is based on ground floor occupancy;

- For the Combined Development Charge (DC)/Tax Grant this means the amount
that would be given to the applicant in any one year of the grant period. Each
property owner will be given annual grants until such time as the value of
Residential DCs have been repaid. The annual grant amount may change over
the term of the grant period depending upon year and grant level.

Annual Grant Calculation — The annual grant for any single year will be calculated as
follows, the Annual Tax Increment multiplied by the Year/Level Factor.

Annual Tax Increment — The incremental difference between the municipal portion of
property taxes that would be paid for a full year before the improvement versus after the
improvement. This can also be considered the tax increase that is directly related to the
renovation or redevelopment project. This amount is fixed based on the tax rate at the
time of pre-improved assessed value.

Annual Tax Increment Calculation — The annual tax increment will be calculated as
follows, the annual taxes based on the post-improved assessed value less the annual
taxes based on the pre-improved assessed value. This annual tax increment is fixed for
the ten-year duration of the grant schedule. Changes to the tax rate, general
reassessments or changes in tax legislation will not be considered for the purpose of
calculating the annual tax increment.

Example:

Annual tax based on post-improved assessed $100,000
value

- _Annual tax based on pre-improved assessed - $25,000
value

= Annual Tax Increment = $75,000

Approved Works — The materials, labour and/or effort made to improve a property that
are determined to meet eligibility criteria under the incentive program requirements.
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Applicant — The person who makes a formal application for a financial incentive
program offered through the City’s Community Improvement Plans. The person may be
the owner of the subject property, or an agent, including a business owner who is
occupying space on the subject property or contractor who has been retained to
undertake improvements on the subject property. If the Applicant is not a registered
owner of the property subject to the incentive program the Applicant will be required to
provide authorization in writing from the registered owner as part of a complete
application.

Calendar Year — The 12 months of the year commencing January 1 and ending
December 31.

Commitment Letter — A document prepared by the City of London outlining its
agreement with a property owner, to provide a future financial incentive — loan(s) and/or
grant(s) — to a property owner, based on a redevelopment, rehabilitation and/or
renovation project that the applicant has yet to undertake. The letter describes the
specific scope of approved works that the property owner will undertake in order to
receive the grant or loan.

Complete Application — Includes a completed application form for financial incentive
program(s) with the property owner(s) signature and date, which is accompanied by:

- Complete drawings of the works to be undertaken (including a fagade drawing for
facade projects);

- Itemized list of specific improvements;

- Two (2) comparable quotations by qualified contractors showing cost estimates
for each of the proposed works which are required to be included in the incentive
program. In general, the lower of the two estimates will be taken as the cost of
the eligible works. Cost estimates should be consistent with the estimate noted
on the accompanying Building Permit (if required);

- A cover letter that summarizes the work to be completed and summarizes the
provided quotations;

- A signed copy of the Addendum including the Hold Harmless Agreement,
General Liability Insurance, and Contractor qualifications;

- A copy of the Building Permit (if required);
- A copy of the Heritage Alteration Permit (if required);

- Any other information that may be deemed necessary by the Managing Director
of Planning and City Planner, or designate.

Development Charge — Means any Development Charge (DC) that may be imposed
pursuant to the City of London’s Development Charge By-law under the Development
Charges Act, 1997.

Discrete Building — Means any permanent structure which is separated from other
structures by a solid party wall and is used or intended to be used for the shelter,
accommodation, or enclosure of persons. To be a discrete building, the structure will
have a distinct municipal address.

Dwelling unit — Means a suite operated as a housekeeping unit, used or intended to be
used as a domicile by one or more persons and usually containing cooking, eating,
living, sleeping, and sanitary facilities.

First storey — The storey that has its floor closest to grade and its underside of finished
ceiling more than 1 .8m above the average grade.
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Grant Cap — The maximum amount of money that the City will provide as a grant back
to the property owner.

Maximum Yearly Grant Value — Grant values are established in the payment schedule
which is included in the agreement between the City and the property owner. With
respect to the forgivable loans the annual grant equals the yearly loan repayments
multiplied by a percentage, to a Grant Cap, as shown below:

Program Loan Forgivable Loan Considerations for Yearly
Amount Portion Grant
Upgrade to | $200,000 The lesser of a - Number of payments
Building maximum maximum of $25,000 or made in the previous
Code 12.5% of the loan is Calendar Year
eligible to be paid back
in the form of grants - Number of months the

over the term of the loan | main floor was actively
occupied with a targeted
use in previous Calendar

Year
Facade $50,000 The lesser of a - Number of payments
Improvement | maximum maximum of $12,500 or made in the previous
25% of the loan is Calendar Year
eligible to be paid back
in the form of grants - Number of months the

over the term of the loan | main floor was actively
occupied with a targeted
use in previous Calendar
Year

Municipal Portion of Property Tax — For the purposes of the Tax Grant program,
property taxes refer only to the municipal portion of the property taxes paid, and does
not include such charges/taxes/levies as education, water, sewer, transit or phase-in.

Non-Targeted Area — Lands within the Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement
Plan Project Area which are eligible for incentive programs however are not eligible for
consideration of Forgivable Loans.

Non-Targeted Uses — The use occupying the ground floor of a building which is
permitted under the land use zone but not listed as a targeted use. Please refer to
Section #2 for a full list of Targeted and Non-Targeted Uses.

Post-Improved Assessed Value — For the purpose of calculating the Annual Tax
Increment, the Post-Improved Assessed Value of the property will be established based
on:

i. Completion of the project as identified by the applicant; and

ii. Completion of the reassessment of the property by the Municipal Property
Assessment Corporation (MPAC) such that the work done at the project
completion date (defined in i. above) is recognized. Note: Receiving the Post-
Improved Assessed Value from MPAC may take one to two years or longer.

Pre-improved Assessed Value — For the purpose of calculating the Annual Tax
Increment, the pre-improved assessed value of the property will be established as the
earlier of the following:

i. Date of application for building permit;

ii. Date of application for demolition permit; or
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iii. Date of application for the Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant
Program.

Future increases in taxes that may be phased in AFTER the Post-Improved
Assessment Date (as defined above) will not be eligible for grant calculation.

Pro-rated Yearly Grant Percentage — The percentage of months in the Calendar Year
where the ground floor is actively occupied by a targeted use and can be used in
calculating the value of a yearly grant payment on the forgivable portion of a loan.

Rehabilitation Project — For the purpose of the incentive programs shall mean the
restoration or reconstruction of buildings, structures or parts thereof to modern building
standards without the removal of the building or structure from the lot.

Redevelopment Project — For the purpose of the incentive programs shall mean the
development of lands, which are vacant, planned for demolition, in part or in whole, or
which will have the building or structure removed from the lot.

Relevant Tax Class Rate — For the purpose of the incentive program means the
applicable tax class as of the date of the corresponding grant year.

Targeted Area — Lands within a defined area of the Hamilton Road Area Community
Improvement Plan Project Area which are eligible for the consideration of Forgivable
Loans.

Targeted Uses — The use occupying the ground floor of a building which is permitted
under the land use zone and has a key role in achieving the goals of the City’s Strategic
Plan, the Business Improvement Area, the Community Improvement Plan, and any
other current or future related plans. Please refer to Section #2 for a full list of Targeted
and Non-Targeted Uses.

Year 1 — The first full calendar year that taxes are paid after the project is completed
and reassessed. This becomes the first of the ten years of grant payments.

Yearly Grant Value — Means the amount of money granted back to the applicant which
may change from year to year based on the calculation of the Yearly Loan Repayments
multiplied by 25% (for Facade Improvement loan) or 12.5% (for Upgrade to Building
Code loan) to give the Maximum Yearly Grant Value that is multiplied by the Pro-rated
Yearly Grant Percentage.

Example (Upgrade t Building Code Loan with the ground floor occupied for six months
of the Calendar Year):

Yearly Loan Repayments multiplied by 12.5% = Maximum Yearly Grant Value
$60,000 x 12.5% = $7,500

Maximum Yearly Grant Value multiplied by Pro-rated Yearly Grant Percentage =
Yearly Grant Value

$7,500 x 50% = $3,750

Yearly Loan Repayments — The total value of the loan payment made by the applicant
to the City in a Calendar Year. The loan agreement includes a loan schedule which
provides details on the terms of loan including when loan repayment begins as well as
the amount of monthly repayments.

Year/Level Factor — The following tables illustrate the Year/Level Factor that is used for
each of the Tax Grant levels. The appropriate table will be populated based on the
Annual Tax Increment Calculation and the Annual Grant Calculation and will be
included as part of the Grant Agreement between the property owner and the City of
London:
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Part IV Heritage Existing Vacant or
Designated Buildings Cleared Land

Year Levell Year Level 2 Year Level 3

1 100% 1 70% 1 60%

2 100% 2 70% 2 60%

3 100% 3 60% 3 50%

4 90% 4 50% 4 40%

5 80% 5 40% 5 30%

6 70% 6 30% 6 20%

7 60% 7 20% 7 10%

8 50% 8 10% 8 10%

9 40% 9 10% 9 10%

10 30% 10 10% 10 10%

Table 2 - List of Targeted & Non-Targeted Uses

Non-

Permitted Uses within the Hamilton Road Corridor | Targeted
Targeted

Accessory dwelling units X
Animal hospitals
Apartment buildings
Artisan Workshop
Assembly halls X
Automobile body shops X
Automobile repair garages X
Automotive uses, restricted X
Bake shops

Bakeries

Brewing on Premises Establishment
Building or contracting establishments X
Business service establishments X
Campground X
Catalogue stores X
Cemeteries X
Clinics X
Commercial recreation establishments X
Community centres X
Conservation lands X
Conservation works X
Continuum-of-care facilities X
Convenience service establishments X
Convenience stores X
Converted dwellings X
Craft Brewery X
Cultivation of land for agricultural/horticultural X
purposes

Custom workshop
Day care centres
Donation Centre
Dry cleaning and laundry plants X
Duplicating shops X
Dwelling units, above the first floor

Dwelling units, together with any other permitted uses
Elementary schools

Emergency care establishments

X | X| X

X | X]| X

X | X | X

X[ X[ XX
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Non-

Permitted Uses within the Hamilton Road Corridor | Targeted
Targeted

Existing dwellings X

Existing industrial uses X

Existing Self-storage establishments X

Financial institutions

Fire stations

Florist shops

XX X[ X

Food stores

Food, tobacco and beverage processing industries X

X

Funeral homes

Golf courses X

Group Home Type 2

Handicapped person's apartment buildings

X | X| X

Home and auto supply stores

Hostels X

Institutions

Laboratories

Libraries

X | X| X[ X

Lodging house class 2

Managed forest X

Manufacturing and assembly industries X

Medical/dental laboratories

Medical/dental offices

Nursing homes

Offices support

X|X| X[ X]| X

Offices

Paper and allied products industries X

Personal service establishments X

Pharmaceutical and medical product industries X

Places of Worship

Police station

X | X]| X

Printing establishments

Printing, reproduction and data processing industries X

Private clubs X

Private parks X

Private Schools X

Public Parks X

Recreational buildings

Recreational golf courses

X | X| X

Repair and rental establishments

Research and development establishments

Rest homes

Restaurants, eat-in

Restaurants

Retail stores

Retirement lodges

Schools

Senior citizen apartment buildings

Service and repair establishments

XX| X XXX XXX | X | X

Services trades

Single detached dwelling X

Stacked townhouses

x| X

Studios
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Non-

Permitted Uses within the Hamilton Road Corridor | Targeted
Targeted

Taverns X
Taxi establishments

Textile processing industries

Truck sales and service establishments
Video rental establishments
Warehouse establishments

Wholesale establishments

XX XX X[ X

Any new use that is not listed in Table 2 but is permitted through a Zoning By-law
amendment or other process will be deemed a Targeted or Non-Targeted use at the
discretion of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner or designate.

3. Eligibility Criteria for Financial Incentive Programs

Financial Incentive Programs will not apply retroactively to work started prior
to the approval of an application by the Managing Director, Planning and City
Planner, or designate.

To be eligible for any Financial Incentive Program, the applicant, property and project
must meet all conditions detailed in this program description.

Property Owner Considerations

e The applicant must be the registered owner of the property or an agent (including
building tenant or contractor who has been retained to undertake improvements).
If the applicant is not a registered owner of the subject property, the applicant will
be required to provide authorization in writing from the registered owner as part
of a complete application;

e All mortgages and charges, including the subject financial incentive(s), must not
exceed 90% of the post-rehabilitation appraised value of the property (i.e. the
owner must maintain 10% equity in the property post-improvement);

e All City of London realty taxes must be paid in full when the loan and/or grant is
issued and remain so for the lifetime of the loan and/or grant;

e The registered owner of the property must have no outstanding debts to the City
of London;

e The property owner and/or applicant, must not have ever defaulted on any City
loan or grant program, including by way of individual affiliation with any company
or group of people authorized to act as a single entity such as a corporation;

¢ The Financial Incentive Programs will not apply retroactively to work completed
prior to the approval of the application by the Managing Director of Planning and
City Planner, or designate.
Property Considerations

e The property must be located within the Hamilton Road Corridor Sub-project
Area as identified in the Hamilton Road Area Community Improvement Project
Area (see Map 1);

e There are not any City of London Building Division orders or deficiencies relating
to the subject property at the time the loan or grant is issued;

e Each property is eligible to avail simultaneously of multiple incentive programs
provided through the various Community Improvement Plans (for example,
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applications for an Upgrade to Building Code Loan, Facade Improvement Loan,
and Tax Grant can be made at the same time).

Building Considerations

e Separate applications must be submitted for each discrete building (as defined)
on a single property;

The property must contain an existing buildings (occupied or unoccupied) located
within an identified area for improvement under the Hamilton Road Area CIP (for
the Residential Development Charge Grant & Tax Grant Programs, the property

may also be vacant);

Where the entirety of a multi-unit building, which contains separate units, are all
under the same ownership, (or with condominium status) it will be considered as
one building for the purpose of the incentive programs;

Where a building is within a contiguous group of buildings, a discrete building will
be interpreted as any structure which is separated from other structures by a
solid party wall and a distinct municipal address;

Each discrete building on each property is eligible for financial incentive
programs;

Each discrete building is eligible for multiple Upgrade to Building Code loans
provided the total of all loans do not exceed the maximum amount allowable
under the program guidelines ($200,000), additional Upgrade to Building Code
loans may be considered after the previous loan(s) is repaid;

Each discrete building is eligible for multiple Facade Improvement loans provided
the total of all loans do not exceed the maximum amount allowable under the
program guidelines ($50,000), additional Facade Improvement loans may be
considered after the previous loan(s) is repaid;

Each property is eligible for a Rehabilitation and Redevelopment Tax Grant;

Each discrete building is eligible to avail simultaneously of multiple incentive
programs provided through the various Community Improvement Plans (for
example applications for an Upgrade to Building Code Loan, Facade
Improvement Loan, and Tax Grant can be made at the same time);

There must be no City of London Building Division orders or deficiencies and no
by-law infractions when the loan or grant is issued.

4.  Application Process

Expression of Interest

PO - It is suggested to meet with Planning Services or the BIA if/when one exists
regarding an expression of interest or proposal before any financial incentive application
is made to the City of London. While Planning Services staff are often involved in
meeting with the BIA and a property owner, no records are formally kept until a
complete incentive application, accompanied by appropriate drawings and estimates, is
submitted to Planning Services.

Financial Incentive Programs will not apply retroactively to work started prior
to the approval of an application by the Managing Director, Planning and City
Planner, or designate.
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Consultation Phase

Step 1 — PO — The Applicant contacts the City of London and/or the BIA who will
arrange a meeting to share ideas for the proposed project, information about incentive
programs, provide application form(s), and assist with the application process. This
meeting will also help to identify what permits or permissions may be required to
complete the proposed improvement project. Consultation with an Urban Designer
and/or Heritage Planner may be necessary. Where possible, the City will make
appropriate staff available for this meeting, which is usually on site at the property
where the proposed work is planned.

Applications made for financial incentive programs do not in any way replace the need
for obtaining any necessary approvals. Prior to undertaking building improvements the
property owner (PO) is required to obtain any necessary approvals and/or permits.
Heritage Alteration Permits (for properties requiring them) will be required before
financial incentive applications are accepted. Discussions with City staff and the BIA are
encouraged early in the conceptual phase to ensure proposed facade improvements
comply with City regulations and guidelines, and the proposed improvements are
eligible under the incentive program criteria. Service London staff are also available to
help with clarifying/applying for applicable permits.

Concept Phase

Step 2 — PO — A Complete Application (see Definition Section) for incentive programs is
submitted to the City of London.

For the Tax Grant and Residential Development Charge Grant programs, the applicant
must also obtain a building permit and make full payment of Residential Development
Charges.

Residential Development Charge Grants are processed by Planning Services in
conjunction with Development and Compliance Services (Building Division). Application
to the Residential Development Charge (DC) Grant program is triggered when the full
payment of Residential DCs is made to the Building Division. PO — After making the
DC payment, applicants must contact Planning Services to complete the
application process.

Step 3 — CL - City of London Planning Services Staff will review the application for
completeness and inform the applicant in writing that either, more information is
required, or the application is accepted. If accepted, the City will provide a Commitment
Letter which outlines the approved works, related costs, and monetary commitment that
the City is making to the project. The letter will also state whether the commitment is for
a Forgivable Loan. For the Residential DC Grant the residential DCs must be paid prior
to the City’s issuance of a Commitment Letter. For the Loan Programs, the City’s
commitment is valid for one year from the date of issuance of the Commitment Letter.
The City’s commitment applies only to the project as submitted. PO — Any subsequent
changes to the project will require review and approval by appropriate City staff.

Step 4 — CL — Planning Services Staff may visit the subject property and take
photographs, both before and after the subject work is completed. When considering
forgivable loans, staff will also confirm that the intended use meets the eligibility
requirements of the program.

Construction Phase

Step 5 — PO — Having obtaining all necessary approvals and/or permits and receiving a
Commitment Letter from the City for approved works the applicant may start to
undertake eligible improvements. With respect to the Residential DC Grant there is an
additional requirement that the DCs have been paid.
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Financial Incentive Programs will not apply retroactively to work started prior
to the approval of an application by the Managing Director, Planning and City
Planner, or designate.

Confirmation Phase

Step 6 — PO — The applicant will notify the City in writing (via letter or email) once the
project is complete and the costs respecting those works are paid. For Loans the
applicant will submit paid receipts (as proof of payment in full). Confirmation that related
building permits are closed is also required so that the City may begin drafting an
agreement. With respect to Tax Grant and Residential DC Grant, when the project is
complete or following the re-assessment of the property, the applicant will notify
Planning Services, in writing, that the project is complete for the purpose of calculating
the Post-Improved Assessed Value.

Step 7 — CL — Before setting up any agreement Planning Services staff must ensure the
improvements, as described in the City’s Commitment Letter are completed and other
criteria, as set out in the respective program guidelines, have been met. Generally
speaking, this includes:

e Related costs, or bills respecting those approved works are paid in full;
e Related building permits are closed;
e The loan must be in good standing with no arrears owing;

e All City of London property taxes must be paid in full and the account deemed
in good standing by the Taxation Division;

e There must be no outstanding debts to the City;
e The property owner must not have defaulted on any City loans or grants;

e There must be no outstanding Building Division orders or deficiencies against
the subject property.

Step 7.i (Grants) — CL — Upon written notice from the applicant, Planning Services will
request the City’s Finance and Corporate Services Taxation Division to provide a grant
schedule that establishes the value of the annual grant over the term of the grant
program.

Step 7.ii (Grants) — CL — Upon request by Planning Services, the Finance and
Corporate Services Taxation Division will establish a Post-Improved Assessed Value.
To do this they will review the assessed value of the property and determine whether
this is the final assessment relating to the completion of the renovation or development
project. If this is not the final assessment, the Finance and Corporate Services Taxation
Division will contact the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) and
request that the final assessment be prepared.

Step 7.iii (Grants) — CL — The Finance and Corporate Services Taxation Division will
prepare and note the annual tax increment for the purpose of calculating the grant
schedule. The Finance and Corporate Services Taxation Division will then prepare a
schedule for the first year that the new taxes were levied for the full year.

Step 7.iv (Grants) — CL — At the completion of the Calendar Year, Planning Services
staff will ask Finance and Corporate Services Taxation Division staff to confirm that all
taxes have been paid for that year and that the tax account is in good standing with a
zero balance. Upon receiving confirmation, a grant agreement can be drafted.
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Agreement Phase

Step 8 (Loans) — CL — Once the approved works are verified by Planning Services,
staff will draft the loan agreement.

Step 8 (Grants) — CL — Once the eligible works are verified and the grant schedule is
complete, Planning Services staff will draft the grant agreement and provide a draft
copy of the grant agreement to the applicant for review.

Step 9 (Loans) — CL — Planning Services staff will request a cheque, and the
Document General to place a lien on the property in the amount of the loan is prepared.

Step 9 (Grants) — CL — After the applicant has approved the grant agreement Planning
Services staff can prepare two hard copies of the agreement to be signed.

Step 10 — CL — When all the documentation is ready Planning Services staff will contact
the applicant to arrange for a meeting to sign the documents (and in the case of a loan,
exchange a loan cheque for the first 12 post-dated repayment cheques provided by the
property owner or applicant (PO)).

Full loan repayment can be made at any time without penalty. PO — To make a full or
partial repayment above the standard monthly payment, please contact Planning
Services or Accounts Receivable.

Step 11 — Planning Services staff will have two original copies of the agreement
available for signing. One original signed copy is kept by the applicant and one is
retained by the City.

PO - Please note that loan cheque distribution cannot occur in December due to
financial year-end. Instead all loan cheques requested in the Agreement phase in
December will be processed in January.

5. Financial Incentive Approval

Once all eligibility criteria and conditions are met, and provided that funds are available
in the supporting Reserve Fund, the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner or
designate will approve the incentive application. Approval by means of a letter to the
applicant will represent a commitment by the City of London. Loan commitments will be
valid for one year and will expire if the work is not completed within that time period. The
Managing Director, Planning and City Planner may, at his/her discretion, provide a
written time extension of up to one year. PO — It is important to note that the
consideration of such an extension will require a written request from the
applicant detailing the reasons the extension is being sought.

Additional Rehabilitation and Demolition

Additional work to the interior of the building can be undertaken without Planning
Services approval subject to obtaining a building and/or heritage alteration permit, when
required. The loan programs do not impose any specific restrictions on demolition
except that any outstanding loan amount must be repaid to the City prior to the issuance
of a demolition permit.

7. Inspection of Completed Works

The loan will be paid to the property owner (or designate) following City receipt of
invoices for all completed work and after the City inspection of all completed
improvements has taken place. The City will inspect the work completed to verify that
the proposed improvements have been completed as described in the application.
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8. Incentive Application Refusal and Appeal

If an application is refused, the applicant may, in writing, appeal the decision of the
Managing Director, Planning and City Planner to the City Clerk’s Office who will provide
direction to have the matter heard before Municipal Council through the Planning and
Environment Committee.

Relationship to other Financial Incentive Programs

It is intended that the Loan and Grant Programs will complement other incentive
programs offered by the City of London. Property owners may also qualify for financial
assistance under those programs specifically detailed within the program guidelines.
However, the funding from these programs cannot be used to subsidize the property
owner’s share of the total cost of the loan programs property improvements.

10. Monitoring & Discontinuation of Programs

As part of the program administration Planning Services staff will monitor all of the
financial incentive programs. In receiving and processing applications staff will enter
relevant information into a Monitoring Database. This information will be included in
Incentive Monitoring Reports which will be prepared to determine if programs should
continue, be modified, or cease to issue any hew commitments. Each program is
monitored to ensure it implements the goals and objectives of the Community
Improvement Plan within which the program applies. The City may discontinue the
Financial Incentive Programs at any time; however, any existing loan or grant will
continue in accordance with the agreement. A program’s success in implementing a
Community Improvement Plan’s goals will be based on the ongoing monitoring and
measurement of a series of identified targets that represent indicators of the CIP’s goals
and objectives, as noted in the Program Monitoring Data section.

11. Program Monitoring Data

The following information will be collected and serve as indicators to monitor the
financial incentive programs offered through the Hamilton Road Area Community
Improvement Plan. These measures are to be flexible allowing for the addition of new
measures that better indicate if the goals and objectives of the CIP have been met.

Incentive Program Monitoring Data

- Number of Applications (approved and denied);

- Approved value of the loan and the total construction
cost (i.e. total public investment and private
investment);

- Pre-Assessment Value;

- Total Value of Building Permit (if required);

- Location of facade being improved (Street Front, Non-
Street Front);

- Post-Assessment Value;

- Use Type (Targeted or Non-Targeted);

- Increase in assessed value of participating property;

- Total Loan Amount;

- Number of forgivable loans;

- Number of loan defaults;

- Cost/Value of loan defaults.

- Number of Applications (approved and denied);

- Approved value of the loan and the total construction
cost (i.e. total public investment and private
investment);

- Pre-Assessment Value;

- Total Value of Building Permit;

- Post-Assessment Value;

Facade Improvement
Loan Program

Upgrade to Building
Code Loan Program
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Incentive Program Monitoring Data

- Use Type (Targeted or Non-Targeted);

- Increase in assessed value of participating property;
- Total Loan Amount;

- Number of forgivable loans;

- Number of loan defaults;

- Cost/Value of loan defaults.

- Number of Applications (approved and denied);

- Pre-Assessment Value;

- Total Value of Building Permit;

- Level of Grant (Type 1, Type 2 or Type 3);

- Post-Assessment Value;

Tax Grant Program - Use Type (Targeted or Non-Targeted);

- Number of residential units created,;

- Increase in assessed value of participating property;
- Total Grant Amount;

- Number of grant defaults;

- Cost/Value of grant defaults.

- Number of Applications (approved and denied);

- Pre-Assessment Value;

- Total Value of Building Permit;

- Number of residential units created,

Development Charge |- Post-Assessment Value;

Program Type (Targeted or Non-Targeted Industrial) Use;

- Increase in assessed value of participating property;
- Total Grant Amount;

- Number of grant defaults;

- Cost/Value of grant defaults.

12. Activity Monitoring Reports

Annual Activity Reports will measure the following variables:
e Number of applications by type;
e Increase in assessment value of properties;

e Value of the tax increment (i.e. increase in property tax after the construction
activity);

e Value of construction and building permits issued;
e Number of units created (by type, ownership/rental);
e Number and value of incentive program defaults;

e Ground floor occupancy rates within the CIP area where the program(s) is in
effect.

COMMON PROGRAM INFORMATION SECTION ENDS HERE
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INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM INFORMATION BEGINS NOW

13. Facade Improvement Loan Program
Facade Improvement Loan Program — Purpose

The Facade Improvement Loan Program is intended to assist property owners in
identified community improvement project areas with facade improvements and to bring
participating buildings and properties within the identified community improvement
areas into conformity with the City of London Property Standards By-law. Through this
program, the City provides a no interest 10-year loan. Loans will be issued to cover 50%
of the cost of the eligible works to a maximum of $50,000.

Facade Improvement Program — Objectives
The overarching goals of this Program are to:

e Support the maintenance, improvement and beautification of the exterior
appearance of buildings in the Hamilton Road Area,;

e Encourage reinvestment in the Hamilton Road Area;

e Help make the Hamilton Road Area environment interesting and aesthetically
pleasing for residents, patrons and visitors alike;

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

Facade Improvement Program — Eligible Works

Eligible works that will be financed through this program include improvements that are
demonstrated to enhance the appearance of building exteriors in compliance with
applicable Urban Design Guidelines. Examples of works that may be eligible under this
program include:

e Exterior street front renovations;

e Portions of non-street front buildings, visible from adjacent streets. Non-street
front visible portions may only be eligible for funding after the street front facade
has been improved or street front improvements have been deemed
unnecessary by the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, or designate;

e Awnings that are affixed to the exterior street front of a building which are used to
keep the sun or rain off a storefront, window, doorway, or sidewalk, and/or to
provide signage for a commercial tenant;

¢ Business name signage that is affixed to the exterior street front of a building;

e Decorative lighting which is affixed to the exterior street front of a building that is
ornamental and installed for aesthetic effect;

e Eaves troughs, rain gutters, soffits, fascia, bargeboard, and other materials that
direct rain water;

e Doors, windows, and their finished framing;

e Professional fees for the preparation of drawings and technical specifications
required for eligible works (limited to the lesser of a maximum of $5,000 or 10%
of the loan).

Note: A Heritage Alteration Permit is required for heritage designated properties in the
Hamilton Road Area.
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Facade Improvement Program — Works Not Eligible

The following provides examples, but not a complete list of works that are not eligible to
be financed through this program:

e New stucco building materials;
e Back lit signs;

e Any other materials that at the discretion of the Managing Director, Planning, and
City Planner, or designate, are deemed ineligible or inauthentic.

Facade Improvement Program — Loan Terms

e A complete application must be received and a City Commitment Letter
issued before any work can commence.

Period
The loan will be interest free and will be amortized over a 10-year period.
Loan Amount
Loans will be issued to cover the lesser of:
e 50% of the cost of the eligible works per building;
e A maximum of $50,000 per building.

While more than one discrete building on a single property may be eligible for a loan,
loans will not exceed 50% of the cost of the eligible works that related to each discrete
building.

More than one loan may be issued for each discrete building on each property, but the
sum of these loans must not exceed the maximum loan amount of $50,000 per discrete
building.

Determination of Eligible Non-Street Front Facade Improvements

The Managing Director, Planning and City Planner or designate will decide when this
program can be applied to a building facade that is not street facing. Typically this
consideration is made when the street-front facade is deemed to be in compliance with
applicable Urban Design guidelines and Building and Fire Codes.

Determination of Facade Improvements where there are Two Street Frontages

If a building has both the front and rear facade facing a municipal street (not a private
street or a laneway), then the building is eligible for a Fagcade Improvement Loan for
each unique street fronting facade. Further, if a building is on a corner property where
two or more fagades face a municipal street (not a private street or laneway), then the
building is eligible for two or more Fagade Improvement Loans. All facade designs must
be deemed in compliance with applicable Urban Design guidelines and the Building and
Fire Codes, to be eligible for loans.

Loan Distribution

The City will provide the applicant with one cheque in the full amount of the approved
loan after: (1) the City has completed its due diligence to ensure the applicant and
property remain eligible for the loan, (2) the Loan Agreement has been signed, and (3)
the first 12 months of post-dated cheques (to be used for the first year repayment of the
loan) are received. City of London Accounts Receivable staff will contact the applicant
annually to request a supply of cheques in subsequent years. PO — The applicant will
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notify the City about any changes to their banking arrangements and replace cheques
as appropriate over the term of the loan. The City will not provide partial loan
amounts or progress payments.

Loan Security and Postponement

Loans will be secured through the registration of a lien placed on property title for the
total amount of the loan. Liens will be noted on the tax roll and will be registered and
discharged by the City. The Managing Director, Planning and City Planner or designate
may postpone the lien (subordination of a lien to another lien on the same property)
which is given as security for the loan in circumstances where any of the registered
mortgages are being replaced, consolidated or renewed and the total value of all
mortgages and charges including the City’s lien does not exceed 90% of the appraised
value of the property.

Loan Agreement

Participating property owners in the financial incentive programs shall be required to
enter into a loan agreement with the City. This agreement shall specify such items as
(but not limited to) the loan amount, the duration of the loan, and the owner's obligation
to repay the City for any monies received if the property is demolished before the loan
period elapses. The agreement shall include the terms and conditions included in the
program guidelines.

Repayment Provisions

Loan repayments will begin six months after the advancement of funds. Repayment of
the loan will be on a monthly basis and does not include interest. The monthly payment
amount will be calculated based on the total loan amount divided by 114 payments.
Full repayment can be made at any time without penalty.

Transferable Loans

At the discretion of the City, loans may be transferable to a new property owner
providing that the new owner meets the eligibility criteria and agrees to the terms and
conditions of the loan. The new owner must enter into a new loan agreement with the
City for the outstanding loan value at the time of purchase. Otherwise, where the
ownership is transferred the outstanding balance of the loan shall immediately become
due and payable by the selling property owner.

Facade Improvement Program — Forgivable Loan — Grant Terms

Subject to the eligibility criteria detailed in the program guidelines, forgivable loans are
set up to grant a percentage of the annual loan repayment back to the applicant over a
10-year period.

Forgivable Grant Amount

Where applicable, and if confirmed in the City’s Commitment Letter, a portion of the
Facade Improvement loan may be forgivable and paid back to the applicant in the form
of a grant to cover the lesser of:

e A maximum of $12,500; or
e 25% of the loan amount.
Annual Grant Value

Means the amount of money granted back to the applicant which may change from year
to year based on the calculation of the Yearly Loan Repayments multiplied by 25% to
give the Maximum Yearly Grant Value that is multiplied by the Pro-rated Yearly Grant
Percentage.
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For example:
$50,000 Fagade Improvement Loan

Yearly Loan Repayments = $50,000 / 114 payments = $438.60 / month x 12
monthly payments = $5,263.20

Maximum Yearly Grant Value = $5,263.20 x 25% = $1,315.80

Maximum Yearly Grant Value multiplied by Pro-rated Yearly Grant Percentage =
Yearly Grant Value

$1,315.80 x 50% (assumes ground floor was only occupied for 50% of the
Calendar Year) = $657.90.

The grant value may differ from year to year based on targeted use occupancy. Grant
amounts will be monitored to ensure the maximum Forgivable Grant Amount is not
exceeded.

Grant Disbursement

PO — The disbursement of the grant requires action by the applicant. During the first
guarter of the Calendar Year the City will send out an acknowledgment letter requesting
that the applicant verify the number of actual months in which a targeted or non-
targeted use actively occupied the ground floor of the building for the previous Calendar
Year.

PO — To be eligible to receive the annual grant, the applicant must meet all conditions
detailed in the program guidelines including:

e The loan must be in good standing with no arrears owing;

e All City of London realty taxes must be paid in full and the account deemed in
good standing by the Taxation Division;

e There must be no outstanding debts to the City of London;
e The property owner must not have defaulted on any City loans or grants;

e There must be no outstanding City of London Building Division orders or
deficiencies against the subject property;

e The acknowledgement letter is completed by the applicant and returned to City of
London Planning Services.

Having confirmed that the applicant has met all conditions of the program guidelines,
the annual grant can be disbursed. Providing misleading information can result in the
default of the balance of the loan and the forfeiture of the ongoing grant.

14. Upgrade to Building Code Loan Program

Upgrade to Building Code Loan Program — Purpose

The Upgrade to Building Code Loan Program is intended to assist property owners with
the financing of building improvements that are often necessary to ensure older
buildings comply with current Building Code Requirements. The costs associated with
these improvements frequently pose a major issue for building owners wanting to
upgrade their properties. This issue is amplified in the Hamilton Road Area where much
of the building stock is older and needs major rehabilitation. Through this program, the
City provides a no interest 10-year loan for an eligible property. Loans will be issued to
cover 50% of the cost of the eligible works to a maximum of $200,000. In some
locations (see the targeted incentive zone map for specific locations) a portion of these
loans may be partially forgivable in the form of a grant from the City.
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Upgrade to Building Code Loan Program — Objectives

The overarching goals of this Program are to:

Support the maintenance, improvement, beautification, and viability of the historic
building stock in the Hamilton Road Area;

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

Support the development of distinctive, interesting and attractive commercial
spaces in existing buildings to assist in the regeneration of the Hamilton Road
Area;

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

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

Upgrade to Building Code Loan Program — Eligible Works

Eligible works that will be financed through this program include improvements that are
demonstrated to be necessary to meet Building and Fire Code requirements, address
one or more health and safety issues, and accessibility and/or environmental
sustainability issues. Examples of works that may be eligible under this program
include:

The installation or alteration of fire protection systems such as sprinklers, stand
pipes, fire alarms, emergency power, lighting, and exit signs;

Installation or alteration of fire separations, fire doors, fire shutters and other fire
protection devices;

The relocation of fire escapes and the installation of new exit facilities;

The extension of plumbing and electrical services for the creation of habitable
space;

The replacement of plumbing, electrical, and mechanical systems that no longer
meet Building Code requirements;

The construction or alteration of stairs, guards, handrails, etc.;

The reinforcement or reconstruction of floors, walls, ceilings or roofs;

The installation or alteration of required window openings to residential spaces;
Required improvements to ventilation systems;

Improvements for barrier-free accessibility including elevators, ramps, and
washrooms;

Improvements for green, or sustainable developments such as living walls and
green roofs;

Improvement to basements, or other such spaces that can be occupied and are
located below the first storey;

Asbestos abatement, including the removal, enclosure and/or encapsulating to
prevent building occupant from being exposed to the fibers;
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e Renovations required to remove moulds (or other materials caused by water-
damage from interior building materials), replace affected materials and install
vapour barriers;

e Professional fees for the preparation of drawings and/or technical specifications
required for eligible works (limited to the lesser of a maximum of $5,000 or 10%
of the loan);

e Other improvements related to health and safety issues at the discretion of the
Managing Director of Planning and City Planner or designate.

Upgrade to Building Code Loan Program — Loan Terms
Period
The loan will be interest free and will be amortized over a 10 year period.
Loan Amount
Loans will be issued to cover the lesser of:
e 50% of the cost of the eligible works per buildings; or
e A maximum of $200,000 per building.

While more than one discrete building on a single property may be eligible for a loan,
loans will not exceed 50% of the cost of the eligible works that relate to each discrete
building.

More than one loan may be issued for each discrete building on each property, but the
sum of these loans must not exceed the maximum loan amount of $200,000 per
discrete building.

Loan Distribution

The City will provide the applicant with one cheque in the full amount of the approved
loan after: (1) the City has completed its due diligence to ensure the applicant and
property remain eligible for the loan, (2) the Loan Agreement has been signed, and (3)
the first 12 months of post-dated cheques (to be used for the first year repayment of the
loan) are received. City of London Accounts Receivable staff will contact the applicant
annually to request a supply of cheques in subsequent years. PO — The applicant will
notify the City about any changes to their banking arrangements and replace cheques
as appropriate over the term of the loan. The City will not provide partial loan
amounts or progress payments.

Loan Security and Postponement

Loans will be secured through the registration of a lien placed on property title for the
total amount of the loan. Liens will be noted on the tax roll and will be registered and
discharged by the City. The Managing Director, Planning and City Planner or designate
may postpone the lien (subordination of a lien to another lien on the same property)
which is given as security for the loan in circumstances where any of the registered
mortgages are being replaced, consolidated or renewed and the total value of all
mortgages and charges including the City’s lien does not exceed 90% of the appraised
value of the property.

Loan Agreement

Participating property owners in the financial incentive programs shall be required to
enter into a loan agreement with the City. This agreement shall specify such items as
(but not limited to) the loan amount, the duration of the loan, and the owner's obligation
to repay the City for any monies received if the property is demolished before the loan
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File: Hamilton Road Area CIP Forgivable Loan Program
Planner: G. Bailey

period elapses. The agreement shall include the terms and conditions included in the
program guidelines.

Repayment Provisions

Loan repayments will begin six months after the advancement of funds. Repayment of
the loan will be on a monthly basis and does not include interest. The monthly payment
amount will be calculated based on the total loan amount divided by 114 payments.
Full repayment can be made at any time without penalty.

Transferable Loans

At the discretion of the City, loans may be transferable to a new property owner
providing that the new owner meets the eligibility criteria and agrees to the terms and
conditions of the loan. The new owner must enter into a new loan agreement with the
City for the outstanding loan value at the time of purchase. Otherwise, where the
ownership is transferred the outstanding balance of the loan shall immediately become
due and payable by the selling property owner.

Upgrade to Building Code Loan Program — Forgivable Loan — Grant Terms

Subiject to the eligibility criteria detailed in the program guidelines, Forgivable Loans are
set up to grant a percentage of the annual loan repayments back to the applicant over a
10-year period.

Forgivable Grant Amount

Where applicable, and if confirmed in the City’s Commitment Letter, a portion of the
Upgrade to Building Code loan may be forgivable and paid back to the applicant in the
form of a grant to cover the lesser of:

e Maximum of $25,000; or
e 12.5% of the loan amount.
Annual Grant Value

Means the amount of money granted back to the applicant which may change from year
to year based on the calculation of the Yearly Loan Repayments multiplied by 12.5% to
give the Maximum Yearly Grant Value that is multiplied by the Pro-rated Yearly Grant
Percentage.

For example:
$150,000 Upgrade to Building Code Loan

Yearly Loan Repayments = $150,000 / 114 payments = $1,315.79 / month x 12
monthly payments = $15,789.48

Maximum Yearly Grant Value = $15,789.48 x 12.5% = $1,973.69

Maximum Yearly Grant Value multiplied by Pro-rated Yearly Grant Percentage =
Yearly Grant Value

$1,973.69 x 100% (assumes ground floor was occupied for the entire Calendar
Year) = $1,973.69.

The grant value may differ from year to year based on targeted use occupancy. Grant

amounts will be monitored to ensure the maximum Forgivable Grant Amount is not
exceeded.
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File: Hamilton Road Area CIP Forgivable Loan Program
Planner: G. Bailey

Grant Dishursement

PO — The disbursement of the grant requires action by the applicant. During the first
quarter of the calendar year the City will send out an acknowledgment letter requesting
that the applicant verify the actual number of months in which a targeted or non-
targeted use actively occupied the ground floor of the building for the previous Calendar
Year.

PO - To be eligible to receive the annual grant, the applicant must meet all conditions
detailed in the program guidelines including:

e The loan must be in good standing with no arrears owing;

e All City of London realty taxes must be paid in full and the account deemed in
good standing by the Taxation Division;

e There must be no outstanding debts to the City of London;
e The property owner must not have defaulted on any City loans or grants;

e There must be no outstanding City of London Building Division orders or
deficiencies against the subject property;

e The acknowledgement letter is completed by the applicant and returned to City of
London Planning Services.

Having confirmed that the applicant has met all conditions of the program guidelines,
the annual grant can be disbursed. Providing misleading information can result in the
default of the balance of the loan and the forfeiture of the ongoing grant.
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: George Kotsifas, PENG

Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and
Chief Building Official

Subject: Application By: Foxhollow North Kent Developments Inc.
Portion of 1284 & 1388 Sunningdale Road West

For: Removal of Holding Provision (h-100)

Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Senior Planner, Development Planning, based on
the application of Foxhollow North Kent Development Inc. relating to the property located
at 1284 and 1388 Sunningdale Road West the attached proposed by-law BE
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting on June 26, 2018 to amend Zoning By-
law No. Z.-1 in conformity with the Official Plan to change the zoning of 1284 and 1388
Sunningdale Road West FROM a Holding Residential R1 (h-100*R1-3) Zone and Holding
Residential R1 (h-100*R1-5) Zone TO a Residential R1 (R1-3) Zone and Residential R1
(R1-5) Zone to remove the h-100 holding provisions.

Executive Summar

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action

The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to remove the h-100 holding symbols to
permit the development of 69 single detached dwelling lots.

Rationale of Recommended Action

1. The removal of the holding provision will allow for development in conformity with
the Zoning By-law.

2. Through the subdivision approval process the required security has been
submitted to the City of London, and appropriate clauses are included in the
registered subdivision agreement, the h-100 holding provision is no longer
required.
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1.2  Subdivision Phase 1- 1284 and 1388 Sunningdale Road West
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Subdivision Phase 2" 1284 and 1388 Sunningdale Road West
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2.0 Description of Proposal

To remove the h-100 holding provisions from the lands that ensures for the provision of
adequate water service and appropriate access a development agreement shall be
entered into to the satisfaction of the City. The removal of the h-100 holding provision will
allow for the construction of 69 single detached homes.

3.0 Revelant Background

3.1 Planning History

On September 20, 2017, Council approved amendment Z.-1-172611 to Zoning By-law Z.-
1 to remove the h holding provision from the 1st phase of draft plan 39T-04510. The h-
100 holding provision was deferred pending the completion of waterlooping and a second
access required through the second phase of the subdibision being registered.

The first phase of the subdivision which consists of 69 single family detached lots was
registered on December 7, 2017 (33M-730). Access to the first phase is from the
extension of Wateroak Drive from the Claybar Subdivision immediately to the south.
Follolwing the registartion of the second phase, the first phase will have access and
waterlooping thourgh the second phase to Sunningdale Road West.

The applicant has submitted the required security to the City of London for the 2" Phase
of the Foxhollow North Kent Development Inc. subdivision. The special provisions were
endorsed by Council on December 12, 2017. The owner has provided the necessary
security and the subdivision agreement is being finalized for execution by the owner and
the City.

Council, on June 4, 2018, removed the h. and h-100 holding provisions from the 2" phase
of Foxhollow North Kent Development Inc. subdivision that requires a development
agreement be entered into with the City and that waterlooping and two public access be
provided.

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations

Why is it Appropriate to remove this Holding Provision?

h-100 Holding Provision
The (h-100) holding provision states that:

“To ensure there is adequate water services and appropriate access, no more than 80
units may be developed until a looped watermain system is constructed and there is a
second public access available to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, prior to the
removal of the h-7100 symbol.”

The h-100 holding provision requires that a looped watermain system be constructed and
a second public access is available for these lands. A looped watermain will be
constructed through the existing 250 mm watermain on Heardcreek Trail, to the 900 mm
diameter watermain on Sunningdale Road West and the 300 mm diameter watermain on
Buroak Drive. Access to the subdivision will be from the extension of Heardcreek Trial to
Sunningdale and Wateroak Drive. The completion of Heardcreek Trial provides full public
access to the subdivision. This satisfies the requirement for removal of the “h-100" holding
provision.

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

It is appropriate to remove the h-100 holding provision from the subject lands at this time
as second public road access and water looping has been provided, noise and vibration
mitigation measures will be implemented, the required security has been submitted to the
City of London and the registration of the subdivision agreement is imminent.

Prepared and Recommended by:

C. Smith MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner, Development Planning

Reviewed by:

Lou Pompilii, MCIP, RPP
Manager, Development Planning

Concurred in by:

Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE
Director, Development Services

Submitted by:

George Kotsifas, P. Eng.

Managing Director, Development and
Compliance Services and Chief
Building Official

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

June 11, 2018

Cs/
Y:\Shared\DEVELOPMENT SERVICES\ - Subdivisions\2017\H-8800 - North Kent Subdivision, Phase 1
S)\2ndPEC\AODAPECreport-H-8800PEC2.docxx
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Bill No. (Number to be inserted by Clerk's
Office)
2018

By-law No. Z.-1-

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to
remove holding provisions from the
zoning for lands located at 1284 and
1388 Sunningdale Road West

WHEREAS Foxhollow North Kent Developments Inc. have applied to
remove the holding provisions from the zoning for the lands located at 1284 and 1388
Sunningdale Road West, as shown on the map attached to this by-law, as set out below;

AND WHEREAS it is deemed appropriate to remove the holding provisions
from the zoning of the said land;

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

1. Schedule "A" to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning
applicable to the lands located at 1284 and 1388 Sunningdale Road West, as shown on
the attached map, to remove the holding provision so that the zoning of the lands as a
Residential R1 (R1-3) Zone and Residential R1 (R1-5) Zone comes into effect.

2. This By-law shall come into force and effect on the date of passage.

PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading -June 26, 2018
Second Reading —June 26, 2018
Third Reading - June 26, 2018
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AMENDMENT TO SCHEDULE "A" (BY-LAW NO. Z.-1)
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Appendix B — Public Engagement

Community Engagement
Public liaison: Notice of the application was published in the Londoner on August 24, 2017
0 replies were received

Nature of Liaison: City Council intends to consider removing the h and h-100 holding
provisions from the lands that ensures for the orderly development of land and for the
provision of adequate water service and appropriate access a development agreement
shall be entered into to the satisfaction of the City. Council will consider removing the
holding provision as it applies to these lands no earlier than September 11, 2017.
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Appendix C — Relevant Bac und

Existing Zoning Map

\ AT \ -h-100°
\ PR R1-3
\ ! - " n
\ e h400° :
\ e | R1-3 =
\ =38 o A
) 051

.
7/, COUNCIL APPROVED ZONING FOR THE SUBJECT SITE:

1)

LEGEND FOR ZONING BY-LAW Z-1

R1 - SINGLE DETACHED DWELLINGS

R2 - SINGLE AND TWO UNIT DWELLINGS
R3 - SINGLE TO FOUR UNIT DWELLNGS
R4 - STREET TOWNHOUSE

RS - CLUSTER TOWNHOUSE

RE - CLUSTER HOUSING ALL FORMS

R7 -BENIOR'S HOUSING

RE - MEDIUM DENSITYAOW RISE APTS
RE -MEDIUMTO HXGH DENSITY APTS
R10 -HIGH DENSITY APARTMENTS

R11 - LODGING HOUSE

OA « DOWNTOWN AREA

RSA - REGIONAL SHOPPING AREA

CSA - COMMUNITY SHOPPING AREA

NSA - NEXGHBOURHCOD SHOPPING AREA
BOC - BUSINESS DISTRICT COMMERCIAL
AC + ARTERWAL COMMERCIAL

HE - HIGHWAY SERVICE COMMERCIAL
RSC - RESTRICTED SERVICE COMMERCIAL
CC « CONVENIENCE COMMERCIAL

S5 - AUTCIAOBILE SERVICE STATION

ASA - ASSOCIATED SHOPPING AREA COMMERCIAL

OR - OFFICERESIDENTIAL
OC - OFFICE CONVERSION
RO - RESTRICYED OFFICE
OF -OFRCE

RF - REGIONAL FACILITY

CE - COMMUNITY FACILITY

NF - NEGHBOURHOCO FACILITY
HER - HERITAGE

CC - DAY CARE

0S - OPEN SPACE
CR - COMMERCIAL RECREATION
ER -« ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

OB - OFFICE BUSMNESS PARK
LU - UGHT NDUSTRIAL

Gl - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

H < HEAVY NOUSTRIAL

EX - RESOURCE EXTRACTIVE
UR - URBAN RESERVE

AG -AGRICULTURAL

AGC « AGRICIATURAL CONMERCIAL

RRC - RURAL SETTLEMENT COMMERCIAL
TGS - TEMPORARY GARDEN SUITE

RT - RAIL TRANSPORTATION

' - HOLDING SYMBOL

*D* - DENSITY SYMBOL

" - HEIGHT SYMBOL

‘B - BONUS SYMBOL

™ - TEMPORARY USE SYMBOL

CITY OF LONDON

PLANNING SERVICES / DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

ZONING
BY-LAW NO. Z.-1

SCHEDULE A

THIS MAP 12 AN UNOFFICIAL EXTRACT FROM THE ZONNG BY-LAW WITH ADDED NOTATIONS
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: George Kotsifas, PENG

Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and
Chief Building Official

Subject: Application By: 1551733 Ontario Limited c/o York
Development Inc.
608 Springbank Drive
Removal of Holding Provisions (h-5 and h-201)

Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Senior Planner, Development Planning, based on
the application of 1551733 Ontario Limited c/o York Development (London) Inc. relating
to the property located at 608 Springbank Drive the attached proposed by-law BE
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting on June 26, 2018 to amend Zoning By-
law No. Z.-1 in conformity with the Official Plan to change the zoning of 608 Springbank
Drive FROM a Holding Residential R9 Special Provision (h-5*h-201*R9-7(25)*H44) Zone
TO a Residential R9 Special Provision (R9-7 (25)*H44) Zone to remove the h-5 and h-
201 holding provisions.

Executive Summar
Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action

The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to remove the h-5 and h-201 holding
symbols to permit the development of a 13 storey apartment building with a total of 101
residential units.

Rationale of Recommended Action

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

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

3. A public participation meeting was held on August 27, 2017 and Council’s
recommendations have been included in the executed development agreement.
The h-5 holding provision is no longer required.
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Site/Landscape Plan 608 Springbank Drive

1.2

INTVE LORaver SSRGS DG, +
SN0 DU SANED R -
CH 0T -

e

€38N A3 LLIWE3d
gL Mo ,,:r.,n. \l./ /_
] u‘uun!.\:,,; /l.\
T oo 1% \ ; \

e T VNW.

WG S0t e
W SwsG ’ r'7 7 e

NEVYWHONIE ALID

XISN0TW JO AINNDD

NOONOT S0 ALD
M

S NOISSIONOD LNCHL NIHOH]

s

NVId A3X

DR

2 e SN
[ aad 5t \
nn ym.% o

Recommended Tree
Plantings

0 0 L
n“ M .

T

—.
dWYY 84N
SS300V WS 3344 HI1Y,

WUEEE D LB AL NG N MOLYION MUY :UA
Bl
HTWAJCE Tt DN (DIITET, 3023 DTN SlAed T

. / M 4 /
T T T AT T e T A [T
& s N L5+ e m—% lﬂvﬁulm\, o L e
L WA ..4%.:».#!: sk as. s /
- ¥ -
§ \

wavaN LA

67



2.0 Description of Proposal

To remove the holding provisions from the lands to permit the development of a 13 storey
apartment building with a total of 101 residential units.

3.0 Revelant Background

3.1 Planning History

October 5, 2015: Report to the Planning and Environment Committee recommending
approval of a Zoning By-Law amendment to permit a 13 storey apartment building with a
total of 101 residential units and a height of 44 metres on lands located on the south side
of Springbank Drive, west of Wonderland Road. (Z-8374)

February 6, 2017: Report to the Planning and Environment Committee on the Decision
by the Ontario Municipal Board (PL151140) to dismiss the appeal of Zoning By-law
Amendment Z-8374 on December 8, 2016.

September 6, 2017: Council recommendation following the Public Participation meeting
on August 27, 2017 for Site Plan Approval:

That on the recommendation of the Manager, Development Planning, the following
actions be taken with respect to the site plan approval application relating to the property
located at 598, 600, 604 and 608 Springbank Drive:

a) the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that issues were raised at the public meeting
with respect to the application for Site Plan approval to permit the construction of
a 13 storey apartment building with 101 residential units relating to the site plan
being different than the site plan approved by Council in 2015;

b) the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that large caliper trees be planted along the
southerly portion of the property and lighting be directed away from adjacent land
uses and be contained on the site; and,

c) the Approval Authority BE ADVISED that the Municipal Council supports the Site
Plan application;

d) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to consider the planting of appropriate
trees along the boulevard.

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations

Why is it Appropriate to remove these Holding Provisions?

The h-5 holding provision states that:

h-5 Purpose: To ensure that development takes a form compatible with adjacent land uses,
agreements shall be entered into following public site plan review specifying the issues
allowed for under Section 41 of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P.13, prior to the removal
of the "h-5" symbol.

On August 27, 2017 a public participation meeting was held before the City of London
Planning and Environment Committee. Based on the provided public comments, Council
requested that large caliper trees be planted along the southerly portion of the property
and lighting be directed away from adjacent land uses and be contained on the site and
to consider the planting of appropriate trees along the boulevard.

As shown on the attached site/landscaping plan, trees are required to be planted on the
boulevard and along the south property lines. These required trees satisfies Council’s
requests that “appropriate” trees are considered by the Approval Authority to be planted
along the boulevard.

68




Council had also requested that lighting be directed away from abutting lands. In the Site
Plan Control By-law, Section 8 requires that: The type, location, height, intensity and
direction of lighting shall ensure that glare or light is not cast onto adjacent residential
properties or natural areas adversely affecting living environment, or onto adjacent public
streets which would pose a vehicular safety hazard. Moreover, energy conservation
measures must be considered to ensure that the site is not illuminated more than it need
be. Lighting has been provided as per the requirement of the Site Plan Control By-law
and is directed away from abutting lands and contained on the site.

The approved Site Plan, Landscape Plan, Photometric Plan and Development Agreement
require that trees are planted along the south lot line and in the City’s Boulevard and that
the lighting is directed away from abutting lands and contained on site. This satisfies the
requirement for the removal of the h-5 holding provision.

h-201 Holding Provision
The (h-201) holding provision states that:

Purpose: The removal of the h-201 shall not occur until such time as the Owner,
through the site plan process, enters into a development agreement with the City of
London which includes the provision for a future joint access with the property to the
west, municipally known as 614 Springbank Drive, and the joint rights-of-way are
registered on title to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

The City and the Applicant have executed the development agreement and the required
security has been submitted. In the executed Development Agreement, Section 32 a) it
states: The Owner agrees to provide future joint access with the property to the west,
municipally known as 614 Springbank Drive, and the joint rights-of-way are registered on
title to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

This satisfies the requirement for removal of the “h-201” holding provision.

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

5.0 Conclusion

It is appropriate to remove the h-5 and h-201 holding provisions from the subject lands at
this time as a development agreement has been enter into and the required security has
been submitted to the City of London.
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Prepared and Recommended by:

C. Smith MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner, Development Planning

Reviewed by:

Lou Pompilii, MCIP, RPP
Manager, Development Planning

Concurred in by:

Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE
Director, Development Services

Submitted by:

George Kotsifas, P. Eng.

Managing Director, Development and
Compliance Services and Chief
Building Official

provide expert opinion. Further detail with
from Development Services.

Note: The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons qualified to

respect to qualifications can be obtained

June 11, 2018

Cs/
Y:\Shared\DEVELOPMENT SERVICES\4 - Subdivisions\2018\H-89
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Bill No. (Number to be inserted by Clerk's
Office)
2018

By-law No. Z.-1-

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to
remove holding provisions from the
zoning for lands located at 608
Springbank Drive.

WHEREAS 1551733 Ontario Limited c/o York Development (London) Inc.
have applied to remove the holding provisions from the zoning for the lands located at
608 Springbank Drive, as shown on the map attached to this by-law, as set out below;

AND WHEREAS it is deemed appropriate to remove the holding provisions
from the zoning of the said land;

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

1. Schedule "A" to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning
applicable to the lands located at 608 Springbank Drive, as shown on the attached map,
to remove the h-5 and h-201 holding provisions so that the zoning of the lands as
Residential R9 Special Provision (R9-7(25)*H44) Zone comes into effect.

2. This By-law shall come into force and effect on the date of passage.

PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading -June 26, 2018
Second Reading —June 26, 2018
Third Reading - June 26, 2018
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AMENDMENT TO SCHEDULE "A" (BY-LAW NO. Z.-1)
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Appendix B — Public Engagement

Community Engagement

Public liaison: Notice of the application was published in the Londoner on May 31,
2018

0 replies were received

Nature of Liaison: City Council intends to consider removing the h-5 and h-201 holding
provisions from the lands that ensures that a Public Participation meeting be held and
that provision for a future joint access with the property to the west, municipally known as
614 Springbank Drive, a joint rights-of-way be registered on title an agreement shall be
entered into to the satisfaction of the City. Council will consider removing the holding
provision as it applies to these lands no earlier than June 18, 2018.
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Appendix C — Relevant Background

Existing Zoning Map
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: Anna Lisa Barbon

Managing Director, Corporate Services & City Treasurer, Chief
Financial Officer

Subject: Capital Works Budget Cost Sharing for 164 Sherwood Forest
Square

Date: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City
Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the attached Source of Financing Report outlined in
Appendix ‘A’ BE APPROVED with respect to the site plan development agreement
between The Corporation of the City of London and Futurelands Ltd. for the Capital Works
Budget cost sharing of external works located at 164 Sherwood Forest Square.

Commentary

1.0 Relevant Background

Futurelands Ltd. is seeking Site Plan Approval to construct six apartment buildings, each
four storeys with a total of 147 residential units located at 164 Sherwood Forest Square.

Unlike subdivisions, the special provisions of a site plan development agreement are
handled administratively through delegated authority and most site plans do not involve
the construction of external infrastructure. Generally, most of the services required with
site plan development are considered ‘local service’ costs which are borne by the Owner.

City Staff identified external minor roadworks on Sherwood Forest Square that would
support increased traffic volumes, improve existing traffic operations and pedestrian
safety. As the Owner was constructing external works required to service the site, it was
beneficial to include these additional minor roadworks under the same project umbrella.
These additional external minor roadworks are eligible for cost sharing from the Capital
Works Budget. Construction of the external works are scheduled for July and August of
2018 in order to reduce impacts on the adjacent Sir Fredrick Banting Secondary School.

2.0 Financial Analysis

A work plan was submitted by the Owner's Professional Engineer that provided a
breakdown of the engineering and construction cost estimates for the external works. A
50% cost sharing arrangement was reached with Futurelands Ltd. regarding construction
of the eligible portion of the minor roadworks. Therefore, it is recommended that Council
commit the funding reflected in the below development agreement condition:

The anticipated reimbursements from the Capital Works Budget excluding HST are as
follows:

e For construction of roadworks to support the increased traffic volumes and improve
existing traffic operations on Sherwood Forest Square. The estimated construction
cost of which is $128,081, limited to this maximum amount. The estimated
engineering design and construction administration cost of which is $19,212,
limited to this maximum amount which shall not exceed 15% of the City Capital
Works component of the construction cost.



The external minor roadworks will be subject to a public competitive tender in accordance
with the City’s Procurement of Goods and Services Policy.

3.0 Conclusion

The external minor roadworks associated with the site plan at 164 Sherwood Forest
Square will improve existing traffic operations and are eligible for cost sharing under the
Capital Works Budget. Staff will prepare the registered development agreement to
contain the clauses necessary to permit payment of the eligible works.

Staff are recommending that Council approve the attached Source of Financing in
Appendix ‘A’ to enable a claim payment to Futurelands Ltd.

Prepared by:

Jason Senese, CGA, CPA, MBA
Manager, Development Finance
Concurred in by:

Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE
Director, Development Finance
Concurred in by:

Doug MacRae, P.Eng, MPA
Division Manager, Transportation Planning & Design
Recommended by:

Anna Lisa Barbon, CGA, CPA
Managing Director, Corporate Services and City
Treasurer and Chief Financial Officer

Cc.: Jason Davies, Manager, Financial Planning & Policy,
Michael Pease, Manager, Development Planning
Edward Soldo, Director, Roads and Transportation
John Millson, Senior Financial Business Administrator

Appendix ‘A’: Source of Financing Report
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Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee

APPENDIX ‘A’

RE: Capital Works Budget Cost Sharing for 164 Sherwood Forest Square

(Subledger RD180011)

Capital Project TS144618 - Road Networks Improvements
Futurelands Ltd. - $147,293.00 (excluding H.S.T.)

#18108

June 18, 2018

(Claimable Works)

FINANCE & CORPORATE SERVICES REPORT ON THE SOURCE OF FINANCING:

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

Approved Committed This Balance for

ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES Budget To Date Submission Future Work
Engineering $1,000,000 $613,558 $19,551 $366,891
Construction 11,724,824 8,818,449 130,336 2,776,039
Construction (King's College) 22,935 22,935 0
City Related Expenses 1,404 1,404 0
NET ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES $12,749,163 $9,456,346 $149,887 1) $3,142,930
SOURCE OF FINANCING:
Capital Levy $3,372,654 $3,372,654 $0
Debenture By-law No. W .-5638-135 847,844 847,844
Drawdown from Capital Infrastructure Gap R.F. 535,720 149,887 385,833
Federal Gas Tax 7,970,010 6,060,757 1,909,253
Other Contributions (King's College) 22,935 22,935 0
TOTAL FINANCING $12,749,163 $9,456,346 $149,887 $3,142,930
Financial Note:

Engineering Construction TOTAL
Contract Price $19,212 $128,081 $147,203
Add: HST @13% 2,498 16,651 19,149
Total Contract Price Including Taxes 21,710 144,732 166,442
Less: HST Rebate 2,159 14,396 16,555
Net Contract Price $19,551 $130,336 $149,887

Ip a%avies
Manager of Financial Planning & Policy
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee

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

Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services
and Chief Building Official

Subject: Application By: Harasym Homes Inc.
1900 Kilgorman Way

Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Senior Planner, Development Services, on the
application by Harasym Homes Inc. relating to lands located at 1900 Kilgorman Way,
comprising Lot 9 Registered Plan No. 33M-682, the request to amend Zoning By-law
Z.-1 to change the zoning of the lands FROM a Holding Residential R1 (h-37°R1-14) Zone
TO a Residential R1 (R1-14), BE REFUSED for the following reasons:

i) based upon further review of the Minimum Distance Separation requirements,
and in consulation with the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, the
application to remove the holdng “h-37” provision would not be appropriate or
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, and policies of The London
Plan and the Official Plan; and,

i) the condition for removing the holding provision has not been met as the
subject lot is within the Minimum Distance Separation MDS1 setback of a
neighbouring livestock facility.

Executive Summary
Summary of Request

The applicant has requested the removal a holding provision from the zoning on a vacant
lot at 1900 Kilgorman Way.

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action

The purpose and effect is to recommend refusal of the application to remove the holding
(“h-37") symbol from the zoning to permit construction of a single detached dwelling
permitted under the Residential R1 (R1-14) Zone.

Rationale of Recommended Action

Pursuant to the March 6, 2018 resolution of Municipal Council, a further review of the
existing livestock facility and updated calculations were undertaken to confirm the subject
lot is constrained by the Minimum Distance Separation MDS1 setback requirements.

Analysis

1.0 Background

Municipal Council, at its meeting held on March 6, 2018 resolved:
15. That, the application by Harasym Homes Inc., relating to lands located at

1900 Kilgorman Way, comprising Lot 9 Registered Plan No. 33M-682, BE
REFERRED back to the Managing Director, Development and Compliance
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Services and Chief Building Official to undertake a further Minimum Distance
Separation (MDS) calculation in accordance with the 2017 MDS and to report back
at the next Planning and Environment Committee meeting; it being noted that M.
Moussa provided a delegation to the Planning and Environment Committee with
respect to these matters. (2018-D09) (15/4/PEC)

Development Services staff subsequently met with Mr. Moussa, owner of the livestock
facility at 1941 Woodhull Road, the applicant’s agent, and staff from the Ministry of
Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA). Further information and clarification was
provided regarding the housing capacity of the existing barn, and the number and type of
livestock, namely horses and beef cattle. Although the facility is presently used for
stabling horses, Mr. Moussa indicated there is the potential for beef cattle as well. The
existing livestock barn has a floor area of approximately 210 square metres and could
potentially house 9 horses or 22 beef cows, including calves. There is no manure storage
facility present on the site.

With assistance from OMAFRA staff, Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) calculations
were undertaken based on the current Provincial MDS Formulae and Guidelines, and
information provided by the owner. This resulted in minimum separation distances
(MDS1) measured from the barn of 176 metres based on housing capacity for horses,
and 220 metres based on a capacity for beef cattle. The updated calculations confirm the
subject lot at 1900 Kilgorman Way lies within the MDS1 setback.

Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) calculations undertaken at the time the subdivision
application was being considered for draft approval identified two livestock operations
within the immediate area having separation setbacks overlapping the southerly portion
of the subdivision. A large livestock facility located at 254 Gideon Drive has since been
removed and there are no longer any buildings or structures on the site. A smaller
livestock facility was identifed at 1941 Woodhull Road, the property presently owned by
Mr. Moussa. The MDS calculations prepared under the Provincial MDS Guidelines in
effect at the time the application was under review, in 2004, resulted in a separation
distance of 133 metres based on an estimated housing capacity of 13 livestock units (type
of livestock being horses). The results of the MDS1 calculations were summarized in a
report from the General Manager of Planning and Development to Planning Committee
at a public meeting held December 13, 2004.

With respect to the current application to remove the “h-37” provision, it was noted in the
previous staff report that the 133 metre separation distance extended from the existing
barn to approximately 2 - 3 metres inside the westerly lot line of the vacant building lot at
1900 Kilgorman Way. As this subdivision consists of large residential estate lots, it was
staff’s opinion that the subject lot had sufficient area outside of the MDS arc of influence
and was not significantly impacted in terms of its ability to provide a building footprint for
a home and outdoor living area. It was for this reason, in addition to the fact that the large
livestock facility located at 254 Gideon Drive had been removed, that staff felt the
condition for removing the h-37 symbol from the zoning for this lot had been met. It was
also felt that the holding provision should continue to be maintained on the remaining
building lot (1890 Kilgorman Way) closest to the livestock facility at 1941 Woodhull Road.
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The purpose of the “h-37” provision is to implement the Provincial Minimum Distance
Separation (MDS) regulations. The “h-37” holding provision will not be deleted until the
existing livestock facility has been removed or, through removal of building infrastructure,
is no longer capable of housing livestock. Existing uses may be permitted on an interim
basis. Staff have had an opportunity to follow-up on the Municipal Council direction to
undertake a further Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) calculation in accordance with
the 2017 MDS Formulae and Guidelines. Based on further clarification and information
provided regarding the existing livestock facility and the updated MDS1 calculations, staff
are not in a position to recommend removal of the “h-37” provision at this time as the
calculations confirm the subject lot is constrained by the MDS1 setback requirements.

The existing livestock operation can continue to operate as it has been, regardless of
whether the requested holding provision is removed or retained. However, any proposal
for expansion would be required to meet MDS Il separation setbacks away from sensitive
land uses. The livestock facility at 1941 Woodhull Road is constrained by the presence
of an adjacent cemetery to the south (Woodhull Cemetery), as well as the residential
subdivision and other non-farm uses in the immediate area. Cemeteries are normally
considered under the MDS Guidelines as a Type B Land Use as they are considered an
institutional use (i.e. more sensitive). Therefore, a proposal for expansion or alteration of
the existing livestock facility currently on the property would be severely constrained.

The Provincial Policy Statement 2014 contains policies with respect to the application of
Provincial Minimum Distance Separation formulae intended to separate sensitive land
uses so as to reduce incompatibility concerns about odour from livestock facilities. The
The London Plan and Official Plan also contain policies with respect to the implmentation
of the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS1 and MDSII) guidelines and setback
requirements (specific policy references found in Appendix A). Based upon further review
of the MDS guidelines and requirements, the recommendation to refuse the application
to remove the holdng “h-37” provision at this time is considered appropriate and
consistent with the PPS and policies of The London Plan and the Official Plan.
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5.0 Conclusion

Pursuant to the March 6, 2018 Municipal Council resolution to undertake further MDS
calculations in accordance with the 2017 guideline document, and upon receiving further
information and clarification regarding the existing livestock facility, staff are of the opinion
that it would not be appropriate to recommend removal of the “h-37” provision at this time
as updated calculations confirm that the subject lot is located within the MDS1 required
setback.

Recommended by:

Larry Mottram, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner - Development Services
Reviewed by:

Lou Pompilli, MPA, RPP
Manager, Development Planning
Concurred In by:

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

George Kotsifas, P. Eng

Managing Director, Development and Compliance

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

GK/PY/MK/LP?LM/Im
Y:\Shared\ADMIN\1- PEC Reports\2018 PEC Reports\10- June 18 18 PEC\DRAFT - PEC Report 2 - H-8854 1900 Kilgorman.docx
May 22, 2018

CC: Matt Feldberg, Manager Development Services (Subdivisions) - electronic only
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Appendix A — Policy Context

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

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014

2.3.3.3 New land uses, including the creation of lots, and new or expanding livestock
facilities shall comply with the minimum distance separation formulae.

Official Plan

9.2.10 Minimum Distance Separation Requirements - The creation or expansion of any
livestock operation within the Agriculture, Rural Settlement and Urban Reserve
designation will be required to comply with the Minimum Distance Separation (MDSII
Formula) requirements established by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Affairs.

Livestock operations that exist within the Agriculture or Rural Settlement designation will
be provided protection from the encroachment of all new development including all
applications for Official Plan Amendments, Zoning By-law Amendments, Plans of
Subdivision or Condominiums, or land severances; through the application of Minimum
Distance Separation (MDS | Formula) requirements.

The London Plan

1773_  Any proposed planning and development applications for lands outside of the
Urban Growth Boundary, and any proposals to expand the Urban Growth Boundary, shall
meet the required odour setbacks in accordance with the provincial Minimum Distance
Separation (MDS 1) Implementation Guidelines and Formulae, as amended by the
Province from time to time.

1774 _ Prior to the issuance of any building permit for any new or altered livestock facility,
including manure storages, the City will require compliance with the provincial Minimum
Distance Separation (MDS II) setbacks and compliance with the provisions of the Zoning
By- law.
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Additional Reports

File No. H-8854 — Planning and Environment Committee Meeting on February 20, 2018
— Report from the Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services and Chief
Building Official on an application by Harasym Homes Inc. to remove the holding “h-37”
provision from the zoning on lands located at 1900 Kilgorman Way; comprising Lot 9
Registered Plan 33M-682.

86



Good afternoon,

I would like to request to be a delegation at Monday's PEC meeting to address item 2.6, file
number H-8854 for the removal of holding provision at 1900 Kilgorman Way. | would like to
address the staff report provided and provide additional information to the Committee.

Thank you,

Matt Campbell
Zelinka Priamo Ltd.
318 Wellington Road
London, ON

N6C 4P4

87



Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: George Kotsifas, Managing Director, Development and

Compliance Services and Chief Building Official

John M. Fleming, MCIP RPP

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner
Subject: Notification to Tenants in the Planning Process
Meeting on: Monday, June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Director, Development Services, with the
concurrence of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the following actions
BE TAKEN:

a) the following information report regarding “Notification to Tenants Regarding
Planning Applications”, BE RECEIVED for information;

b) the approach to provide notification to tenants as outlined in this report BE
ENDORSED; and,

c) The Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to initiate The London Plan and Official

Plan mendments to address the Smart Growth for Our Communities Act (Bill 73)
relating to tenants notification for public consultation.

Executive Summary

Summary of Request

On June 27, 2017, Municipal Council resolved that the Civic Administration BE
DIRECTED to include natification of tenants by mail in Phase 2 of the improvements to
public engagement in the planning process.

Summary of Recommended Action

Civic Administration will initiate The London Plan and Official Plan Amendments with
further enhanced notification measures which may apply in certain circumstances and
will be in compliance with the applicable Planning Act requirements. The adopted
language in a future The London Plan and Official Plan Amendments will direct staff to
utilize its best efforts to provide notice to tenants within a prescribed area of a planning
application site.

Rationale of Recommended Action

The recommended approach for providing notice to tenants within the circulation area of
an active planning application will be put in a practice by Planning Services and
Development Services staff as outlined in section 3.6 of this report. The new policy and
practice providing for best efforts to notify tenants exceeds provincial requirements for
tenant notification and fulfils the direction of Council from June 27, 2017.

The key challenge for a tenant notification policy is that there are limited reliable sources
of information to obtain the names and addresses of tenants. A prescriptive policy
requiring notification to all tenants within a planning application circulation area could
result in risk of appeals, delays to Planning reviews, increased costs and unrealistic
expectations to residents.
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Background and Analysis

1.0 Legislative Framework

1.1  Planning Act Public Notice Requirements
Ontario Regulations prescribe two methods by which public notification must be fulfilled:

The first requirement is that notice shall be given by:

“...ordinary mail, to every owner of land within 120 metres of the subject land...and by
posting a notice, clearly visible and legible from a public highway or other place to which
the public has access...” [0.Reg. 545/06., s. 5(4)]

The second requirement is that:

“notice shall be given by publishing a notice in a newspaper that...is of sufficiently
general circulation in the area to which the proposed by-law would apply that it would
give the public reasonable notice of the public meeting...” [O. Reg. 545/06, s. 5(7)]

These requirements represent the minimum provincial standards for notification and
only one of these two methods is required to be met.

1.2 Planning Act requirements for Notice to Tenants

The Smart Growth for Our Communities Act (Bill 73) was enacted in 2015 in response
to Province-wide concerns about the accessibility of the planning process. The
amendments to the Planning Act enable municipalities to adopt an alternative procedure
with regard to public notification for amendments to the Zoning By-law and Official Plan.
Where such alternative procedures are outlined in a municipality’s Official Plan, the
Planning Act permits the municipality to implement its alternative measures for
“...informing and securing the views of the public...”

Through this new planning legislation, the Province included new requirements for
tenant notification that specifically required notices to include “if applicable, a request
that the notice be posted by the owner of any... and that contains seven or more
residential units in a location that is visible to all of the residents”.

1.3 The City of London Official Plan (1989) Notice Requirements

The City of London Official Plan includes alternative procedures that closely mirror the
Planning Act requirements. These include the requirement for:

e Publication in a local newspaper that, ... is of sufficiently general circulation in the
area adjoining the subject land that it would give the public reasonable notice of
the application; and/or

e Prepaid first class mail or personal service delivery

The alternative procedures also require the City of London to provide public notification
and public liaison notices, to the best of the City’s ability, to the following individuals:
e Every owner of land within the affected site and/or area to which the proposal
applies, as shown on the last revised assessment roll
e Every owner of land within 120 metres (400 feet) of the area to which the
proposal applies, as shown on the last revised assessment roll; and,
e Every person and agency that has given the City Clerk a written request for such
notice.

The City’s current practice for Notice fulfills both of the minimum standards of the
Province, thereby going beyond the Planning Act requirements.

The City of London does not currently mail notifications to tenants of properties in
response to applications for land use change. Consistent with the Official Plan
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requirements, notice is given by prepaid first class mail to every owner of land within
120 metres (400 feet) of the area to which the proposal applies, as shown on the last
revised assessment roll. If the property is not owner-occupied or if it contains multiple
units, the property owner has the option of disseminating the information to their tenants
upon receipt of the public notice.

1.4 The London Plan Notice Requirements

At the time of submission of this Information Report, the Public Engagement and Notice
Policies of the Our Tools section of The London Plan are Council and Ministry
approved, but are not in effect. Notwithstanding, the policies approved relating to
Method of Notification include the following:

METHOD OF NOTICE
1624 _ Notice of Application and Notice of Public Meeting will be given by:

1. Publication in a local newspaper that, in the opinion of the City is of sufficiently
general circulation in the area adjoining the subject land that it would give the
public reasonable notice of the subject matter.

Publication on the City of London website.

Mail or email, to the best of the ability of the municipality, to:

wn

a. Every owner of land within the affected site and/or area to which the
proposal applies, as shown on the last revised assessment roll.

b. Every owner of land within 120 metres of the area to which the proposal
applies, as shown on the last revised assessment roll.

c. Every person and agency that has given the City Clerk a written request
for such notice.

d. The applicant.

e. The relevant neighbourhood association, where one exists and is known
to the City.

f. The public bodies and agencies as prescribed by the Province.

1625 _ Notice of Application will also be given by signage on or near the site of the
application providing brief details of the application and where more information can be
obtained.

In an effort to enact new tools provided through Bill 73, The London Plan has included
requirements for Notices of Application and Public Meeting Notices that include a
request that landlords (for any number of units) post a copy of the notice where their
tenants can see it. As such, the City will be meeting and exceeding provincial
requirements for tenant notifications. Policy 1629 of the London Plan is provided below:

NOTIFICATION TO NON-OWNER OCCUPIED DWELLINGS

1629 Where Staff are aware of non-owner occupied dwellings located within the
circulation radius, efforts may be made to request that the owners of land notify their
tenant(s) and/or post the notice in prominent location(s) within the building such as in
common areas, front lobby, laundry area, and mail room.

Planning Services and Development Services staff has recently enacted enhanced
written Notices for Planning amendment applications and have included a request for
landlords to notify their tenant(s) and/or post the notice in prominent location(s) within
the building such as in common areas, front lobby, laundry area, and mail room. Also,
staff anticipate that the larger, more detailed on-site signs that are now being utilized for
notification purposes will contribute to tenant awareness of applications in their
neighbourhood.
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2.0 Council Direction

2.1 Improvements to Public Engagement

On March 23, 2015, Planning Services presented a report to the Planning and
Environment Committee intended to initiate improvements to public engagement in the
planning process.

Key area of focus included:
e communicating in plain language; and,
e making public notification more effective, by improving the format, expanding the
media options, and exploring ways to reach citizens more directly.

On March 23, 2015, Municipal Council resolved:

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the
following actions be taken with respect to potential improvements to public engagement
in the planning process:

a) the report dated March 23, 2015, from the Managing Director, Planning
and City Planner, with respect to potential improvements to public
engagement in the planning process, BE RECEIVED;

b) the proposed “Improvements to Public Engagement in the Planning
Process” BE CIRCULATED to the London Development Institute, the
Urban League, the London Homebuilders Association, London Area
Planning Consultants, London area architects, landscape architects and
urban designers; and,

c) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to report back at a future meeting
of the Planning and Environment Committee with respect to the proposed
“Improvements to Public Engagement in the Planning Process” as
modified based on stakeholder consultations;

This report included nine issues to explore where improvements can be made to the
planning process engagement practices. These included:

e Plain-language and formatting improvements to planning reports to make them
easier to understand;

Improvements to possible land use change signage;

Improving the web presence;

Plain-language and formatting improvements to public notices;

Provide mail notification to tenants;

Expand the existing 120m mailing radius;

Refine the newspaper notification;

Developing protocols for non-statutory Community Information Meetings;

Use of Social Media.

On December 12, 2016, an Information Report was submitted to PEC to provide a
status update on the project. Throughout 2016, Staff from Planning Services and
Development Services began to group the aforementioned initiatives into interrelated
bundles so that they may be implemented as a package in phases once they could
technically be implemented.

Among the initial changes to initiate improvements to public engagement in the planning
process, enhancements to signage and webpages were complemented by improving
the mailing notices for uniform branding, more detailed information, and also direct
readers to the dedicated webpages. Staff engaged the public and industry stakeholders
in discussions as a starting point for the development of new land use change signage,
notices, and webpages.
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On June 19, 2017, Planning Services presented a report to the Planning and
Environment Committee intended to initiate improvements to public engagement in the
planning process, with actions intended to achieve the following:

e Enable City staff to implement Phase 2 of the proposed improved public
engagement practises, which include mailed notices written in plain language,
improved on-site signs, an improved web presence, and improved practices for
giving notice to tenants.

e Give direction to City staff to initiate an Official Plan amendment to implement
relevant requirements and permissions of the Smart Growth for Our Communities
Act (Bill 73) regarding community consultation and the manner of giving notice
for various types of Planning Act applications.

One of the key issues that was brought forward by Council was the Notice to Tenants.
The staff report proposed no change to expand notification by mail to include tenants,
but rather suggested that improvements to other methods of notification, such as
signage, would increase the number of notified tenants. The staff report also proposed
that mailed notices requests landlords to post the notices in prominent locations within
the rental buildings to notify tenants of planning applications in proximity to the subject
site. Staff have amended and are using the mailed notices and an example is provided
in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Example of New Mailed Notice of Application

=n  NOTICE OF
& PLANNING APPLICATION

Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment

505 Talbot Street
and Other Properties

File: 0OZ-8490
Applicant: Tricar Group

What is Proposed?

An Official Plan and Zoning amendment to allow for:

Request for bonus zoning

30 storey mixed-use building
Ground floor commercial space
224 residential units

214 intemal parking spaces
Heritage Square

Removal of existing heritage structures

LEARN MORE
& PROVIDE INPUT

Please provide any comments by Month Day, Year

Planner Name

plannemame@locndon.ca

S19-661-CITY (2489) ext. 5

Planning Services, 206 Dundas Street, London ON, NEA 1G7
File: OZ-84580

london.calplanapps

You will receive Notice of Public Meeting at a future date.

You may also discuss any concerns you have with yvour Ward Councillor:

Ward Councillor Mame
councillomame@london.ca
519-861-CITY (2489) ext. &

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

Date of Motice: Month Day, Year

Request for Landlords to Post
Notices in Tenant Occupied
Buildings
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In addition, at this meeting there were discussions resulting in a request that staff find
solutions to increase the number of tenants that receive notice of planning applications
by mail. This discussion resulted in a direction from Council to staff as follows:

On June 26, 2017, Municipal Council resolved:

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner,
the following actions be taken with respect to improvements to public engagement
in the planning process:

a) ...b)...c)...

d) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to include notification of
tenants by mail in Phase 2 of the improvements to public engagement in
the planning process; ...

2.2 What does this mean?

The intended outcome of Council’s 2015 direction is geared towards improving public
engagement and making the planning process more accessible to the general public by
providing and inviting meaningful participation. Staff have moved in this direction
throughout 2016 and 2017 with improvements endorsed by Council to public engagement
in the planning process (notably with signage, web pages and notices). Council has
further directed staff to find solutions to better improve public engagement in planning
processes by way of providing notice to tenants on various planning applications.

The purpose of this report is to consider the options and present a staff recommendation
to implement this direction.

2.3 How can staff Implement Council’s Direction to provide Notice to Tenants on
Planning Applications?

In order for Civic Administration to implement Council’s direction, staff need to initiate
Official Plan and The London Plan Amendments to address the Smart Growth for Our
Communities Act (Bill 73) and other matters as they relate to the planning process for
public consultation. The amendment would add policy that public notification and public
liaison notices be sent to tenants within an affected site or area to which a proposal
applies.

2.4  Who is impacted?

Enhanced notification for tenants has implications, in terms of costs, resources and time
for processing files for the following service providers:

e Planning Services
e Development and Compliance Services
e City Clerk’s Office

2.5 Moving from Existing Practice (MPAC) to an approach that implements
Council’s Direction

The City uses Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) data when
developing mailing labels for Planning Application Notices. Currently, the City does not
have the ability to generate a personalized label for tenant-occupied dwellings or units
since a tenant database does not exist. The current mapping system that creates
mailing labels is only capable of generating labels that would reach owners. The City
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does have the ability to generate mailing labels within a notification area directed at
addresses of any assessed municipal property — also known as door points.

The GIS Master Address database does not have the ability to generate the names of
tenants, so any notification mailed to tenants of rental buildings would be addressed to
“Occupant” rather than a personalized label. Mailing labels generated through this
database would also only have the ability to reach the main or ground floor unit only.
Our database does not identify the number of units located at a property as it only
generates one label per address. There is a concern that the lack of personalized
labels, as well as the inability of this data base to generate a label for each unit at a
property address, may reduce the effectiveness of the notices. The onus would fall on
owners of rental properties and/or ground floor tenants to notify their respective tenants
and neighbours of any application or public meeting that might affect them.

Given the lack of reliable information for tenant residency, there is a high likelihood that
many tenants living within the circulation area would not receive the notification as
noted above. If tenant notification became a requirement for notice within the Official
Plan, any non-compliance with the requirements could result in appeals to the Local
Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) on the basis of failure to comply with the City’s own
statutory requirements.

3.0 WHAT ARE OTHER MUNICIPALITIES DOING

A survey of Ontario municipalities indicates that the minimum standard required by the
Planning Act is typically utilized, which is the 120-metre notification radius and
notifications to registered property owners only. The onus falls on owners of rental
properties to notify their respective tenants of any application or public meeting that
might affect them.

Like London, many Municipalities have recently amended their Official Plans to adopt
new alternative measures for enhanced notification requirements. Below is a brief
highlight of some of the alternative notification measures implemented for informing and
securing views from members of the public.

3.1 City of St Catharines:

St. Catharines, through its recently adopted Official Plan Amendment #13 has
implemented the use for an alternative method of notification as outlined in policy 16.18
below to allow for enhanced consultation during the early review process and not rely
solely on the notice of public meeting as outlined the in Planning Act. The
Implementation and Interpretation section of The Plan was amended by adding a new
Section 16.18 Public Facilitation and Notification, as follows:

16.18 Public Facilitation and Notification

One of the principles of sustainability is transparent and participatory government. The
City recognizes and supports integrated public engagement and consultation as a key
component in the land use planning process.

1. This Plan:
i.  strongly supports opportunities for citizen and stakeholder participation and
input while balancing the need to process development applications within the
timelines prescribed within the Planning Act;

ii. encourages the involvement of citizens, business, stakeholders, other level of
government and related agencies, community groups, networks and
associations in the development of planning policies, regulations and
standards, and implementation through the planning process.

2. The City will follow the public notification procedures and regulations for
informing and obtaining input on planning matters that are contained within the
Planning Act. Notwithstanding, the City may exceed these requirements as
deemed appropriate.
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Where a notice of public meeting or a notice of a development application is
required, notice will be given, at a minimum, in accordance with the applicable
requirements of the Planning Act.

The City:

may set out public meeting requirements and notification on planning matters
where such requirements and notification are not required or prescribed in the
Planning Act;

should establish protocol for the consistent and timely provision and
disbursement of information on planning documents, planning matters, and
development applications outside of the requirements of the Planning Act;
will use a variety of communication methods to provide information,
notification, and to seek public engagement and input on planning matters
and development applications. Depending on the issues and in accordance
with the Planning Act, the City shall choose the most appropriate method of
communication, Communication may be in the form of:

a) direct mail outs, electronic or otherwise;

b) public notice signs;

C) newspaper advertisements

d) surveys, electronic or mail out;

e) public information open houses;

f) workshops/charettes;

g) public meetings;

h) the City web site and other forms of social media.’

The City of St. Catharines does not mail notification to tenants of properties in
response to applications for land use changes.

3.2

The Region of Waterloo

The Region of Waterloo, through its Official Plan, has implemented the use for an
alternative method of notification as outlined in policy 12.4.2 (5) below to allow for
enhanced consultation during the early review process and not rely solely on the notice
of public meeting as outlined the in Planning Act

12.4.2

(5) With regard to proposed Amendments to the Official Plan or Zoning-

Bylaw(s), the following shall apply:

a)

b)

Two public meetings may be held to inform and secure the views of

the public with respect to the approval of an Amendment to the Official Plan or
Zoning By-Law. The first meeting shall be known as the Informal Public Meeting
and the second shall be known as the Formal Public Meeting. City staff may
waive the Informal Public Meeting where there is a desire to expedite the
approval process or where the holding of such meeting would serve no useful
purpose.

The purpose of the Informal Public Meeting is to present the proposed
Amendment and to obtain the preliminary comments of those affected by the
proposed Amendment. The Informal Public Meeting shall be open to the public
and any person who attends the meeting shall be afforded an opportunity to
make representations regarding the proposed Amendment. After the meeting,
the application will be referred to municipal staff for a report. The municipal staff
report shall be considered at the Formal Public Meeting. This meeting shall be
open to the public and any person who attends the meeting shall be afforded an
opportunity to make representations in respect of the proposed Amendment.
Depending on the nature and scope of the application, there may be benefit to
holding neighbourhood open house(s) in addition to the Formal and Informal
Public Meetings, in order to provide the community additional information
regarding technical studies and the scale and scope of the proposal. These open
house sessions would be information sharing and informal in nature.
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The Region of Waterloo does not mail notification to tenants of properties in response
to applications for land use changes.

3.3 The City of Ottawa:

The City of Ottawa states that when “the proposed amendment or plan affects a large
area or the posting of an on-site notice is, for whatever reason, not appropriate,
notification in both official languages will either be given directly to targeted
stakeholders or published in a city newspaper.” The City of Ottawa, through its Official
Plan, has implemented the use for an alternative method of notification as outlined
above to allow for enhanced consultation during the early review process and not rely
solely on the notice of public meeting as outlined the in Planning Act.

The City of Ottawa does not mail notification to tenants of properties in response to
applications for land use changes

3.4  The City of Hamilton

The City of Hamilton does not specify which alternative notification measures will be
used but rather includes language in its Official Plan that the most appropriate methods
will be used that it will be in compliance with the applicable Planning Act requirements.

The City of Hamilton does not mail notification to tenants of properties in response to
applications for land use changes

3.5 The City of Guelph

The City of Guelph through its Official Plan, has also implemented the use for an
alternative method of notification for enhanced consultation during the review process
as outlined the in Planning Act. The City of Guelph does not mail notification to tenants
of properties in response to applications for land use changes, however notices for
planning applications provide the following direction to owners of Multi-Tenant &
Apartment Buildings:

Requirement for Owners of Multi-tenanted Buildings

Upon receiving this Notice, owners of multi-tenant buildings with seven (7) or
more residential units are required under the Planning Act to post this Notice of
Public Meeting in a location that is clearly visible to all tenants (i.e. building or
community notice board). The Notice shall remain posted until Month, Date, Year
(the day after the Public Meeting).

3.6 City of Burlington

The City of Burlington, through its Official Plan, has implemented the use for an
alternative method of notification as outlined in policy 11.3.1 below to allow for
enhanced consultation during the early review process and not rely solely on the notice
of public meeting as outlined the in Planning Act. The Official Plan policies adopted in
Burlington address an alternative approach for enhanced consultation that does
address notice to tenants.

11.3.1 PROCEDURES
a) The procedure to inform and obtain public and agency input regarding a development
application, where applicable, shall include the following steps:

... (i) a preliminary notification of the application for amendment(s) to the Official Plan
or Zoning By-law and/or a plan of subdivision, including basic details, may be given at
least thirty (30) days prior to the Council meeting to consider approval of the proposed
amendment(s) and/or subdivision. For site specific amendments and subdivisions, the
preliminary notification shall be sent by prepaid first class mail or personal service
or email to every owner of land (emphasis added) within one hundred and twenty
(120) m of the subject area within the Urban Area as outlined on Schedule C: Land Use
- Urban Area, of this Plan, within three hundred (300) m of the subject area within the
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Rural Area as outlined on Schedule I: Land Use Rural Area, of this Plan, and within
three hundred (300) m of the subject area within North Aldershot as outlined on
Schedule K: Land Use North Aldershot, of this Plan, and may be sent to every tenant
(emphasis added). For amendments that generally apply to the city, a notice shall be
placed in a local newspaper approved by the City Clerk, that has a general circulation in
the area;

... (vii) for a site specific amendment or a plan of subdivision, notice of the statutory
public meeting shall be placed in a local newspaper and/or sent by mail or
personal service to every owner of land (emphasis added) within one hundred and
twenty (120) m of the subject area within the area outlined on Schedule C: Land Use —
Urban Area, of this Plan, within three hundred (300) m of the subject area within the
area outlined on Schedule I: Land Use — Rural Area, of this Plan, and within three
hundred (300) m of the subject area within the area outlined on Schedule K: Land Use —
North Aldershot, of this Plan, and may be sent to every tenant (emphasis added) and
to any parties who have requested notification of any meetings on this particular matter,
provided the request is received before notices are issued,;

4.0 What Options are avalable for providing Notice to Tenants

4.1 Using Elections Data to obtain Tenant Information

Development Services and Planning Services staff met with Taxation and Assessment
staff as well as City Clerks staff to see if there was a way to use elections information to
reach tenants within the City of London along with home owners.

Using Election information would be contrary to the Elections Act as it clearly states
that:

(10) No person shall use information obtained from public records described in ),
except fir election purposes. 1996, c. 32, Sched., s. 88(10)

The Elections Act also continues to state:

(11) A voters’ list prepared under this Act shall not be,
(a) posted in a public place; or
(b) made available to the public in another manner that is prescribed.
1996, c. 32, Sched., s. 88(11)

Through input received from both the City Clerks and Legal Services offices, staff were
made aware that this would not be a solution to obtain addresses for tenants in the city.

4.2 Using London Hydro Data to obtain Tenant Information

Development Services and Planning Services staff have explored the use of electricity
and/or water billing information to identify tenants. There are two issues with the
collection and use of this data:

1. There is not a consistent approach for tenant and owner billing arrangements.
Some landlords pay the water and not the electricity bills, some landlords cover
the entire bill and some tenants pay all the utilities.

2. The Ontario Energy Board has very strict rules around what information can be
released and this type of personal information is guarded and typically
unavailable to third parties for use.

4.3 Using Precision Target Markets through Canada Post to reach all mailing
addresses
Staff have reached out to Canada Post to determine if Precision Target Markets with

postal codes would be a viable option for reaching tenants within the city. Further
discussions are warranted to explore the potential to license Canada Post data directly
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to distribute a notice by mail to a defined area (radius of 120 metres) as opposed to an
entire postal code area. Initial discussions around the potential for creating flyers that
could be distributed using postal codes that match the 120m radiusdid not provide any
assurance that there would not be considerable overlap in the notice area for those
properties receiving these flyers and staff have not been provided with details regarding
costs and service levels for utilizing this service with Canada Post.

4.4  Powers to compel Landlords to post or distribute Notices (Landlord Tenant
Act, Residential Rental Unit License By-law)

Recent changes to the Planning Act provide tools to require that landlords with seven
(7) or more rental units post the notice in the building at accessible locations. The City
has adopted an approach to expand this provision to all landlords regardless of the
number of units they rent/lease out.

Civic Administration have reviewed possible mechanisms to compel landlords via the
City of London’s Residential Rental Units Licensing By-law (“By-law”) and/or the
Residential Tenancies Act (“Act”) should a landlord choose not to post the required
notices. Firstly, with respect to the By-law, section 7.3 states:

“‘Notwithstanding any other provision of this By-law, the Licence Manager
may impose terms and conditions on any licence at issuance, renewal or any
time during the

erm of the licence, including special conditions, as are necessary in the o
pinion of the Licence Manager to give effect to this By-law.”

In order for the City to apply this provision to ensure that landlords post notices, the City
must argue that doing so is necessary to give effect to the By-law, which raises some
concerns because the By-law relates to how licences are applied for and granted.
Arguably, the licence manager does not have the power to tie the issuance or renewal
of a licence to conditions related to posting public notices. Legal Services have advised
that Staff should not seek to amend the By-law to effect change for notification
purposes.

Secondly, the relevant provisions of the Act only address the requirement of a landlord
to provide reasonable supply of any vital service, which is defined in the Act to mean hot
or cold water, fuel, electricity, gas or heat. As a result, the City cannot require landlord
to post a public meeting notice under the Act.

The onus would fall on owners of rental properties or ground floor tenants to notify their
respective tenants / other residents of any application or public meeting that
might affect them.

4.5 Utilize an approach that mirrors City Council Policy Manual, Chapter 7
(Engineering Services) for the Public Notification Policy related to
Construction Projects.

This policy specifies that the standard notification for various public construction
projects shall be provided by, “...written notification...to the affected property owners.
Multiple copies of the same notice will be delivered to the landlord/superintendent of
multi-unit dwellings to enable them to notify their tenants”.

It should be noted that the “affected property owners” differ between Engineering
projects and Planning applications. For Engineering projects, “affected property owners”
are owners of land within a 30m radius of the project whereas for planning applications
“affected property owners” are property owners within a 120 metre radius of the subject
site. Also, for Construction projects the onus for hand delivering notices rests with the
Project Manager. There are no tools provided within the Planning Act to compel a
Municipality to have the applicant hand deliver notices.
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4.6 Implement Official Plan / The London Plan Policy that speaks to providing
best efforts to utilize enhanced measures where appropriate, that go
beyond the minimum requirements of the Planning Act, including tenant
notification

Municipal staff, as part of the phase 2 amendments to the improvements of public
engagement in the planning process, will add new Official Plan and The London Plan
policy that the_City of London may provide public notification and public liaison
notices, to the best of the City’s ability, to Tenants within 120 metres (400 feet) of
the area to which the proposal applies.

This policy approach would be implemented immediately by Development Services and
Planning Services staff for providing Notice of planning applications.

In all future planning applications affected by this policy, staff will utilize both the
Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) data and our GIS Master Address
database when developing mailing labels for planning application notices. Planners
preparing mailing labels for planning applications would have to print out both sets of
labels. The MPAC labels would contain personalized labels for the owners of each
property within a notice area. The labels generated using the GIS master address
database would generate mailing labels for each address within a notice area. These
labels would only be addressed to “Occupant” for each property as there is no reliable
source of information to obtain the names and addresses of tenants or the door-point
numbers for all rental units, at this time.. Planners would proceed to go through both
sets of labels and remove duplicate labels for every property. Properties that are owner
occupied would receive personalized labels, while properties that are non-owner
occupied would receive one mailed notice to the property marked as Occupant.

Owners not residing at the property within the affected planning application areas would
still receive a notice. The onus to distribute or post the notice within these rental
buildings would fall onto the owner of the rental property or an occupant. If door-point
numbers can be verified for units within a rental building, mailing labels can be
generated to reach this unit within the building. Also, if the number of rental units within
a building / property can be verified, staff can provide notices in batches to be delivered
to the property for distribution by either Canada Post or the landlord/owner This
approach would ensure that best efforts are made to provide notice to tenants.

It is also important to note that current improvements to other methods of notification,
such as signage and websites, as well as mailed notices will also increase the number
of notified residents, including tenants, within a planning application area. As part of our
best efforts policy framework, staff will continue to explore other options and access to
data sources that will enhance our ability to notify all residents, including tenants within
a planning application area, recognizing that we won’t reach everyone. Some of these
enhanced approaches include:

e Utilizing Precision Target Marketing through Canada Post, including exploring
options for licencing service for notice distributions;

e Explore options to obtain or purchase verifiable data that identifies door-point
number information for rental properties;

e Possible future changes to Planning Application processes that may add an
additional public participation meeting that should provide additional opportunities
for public engagement and participation;

e Introduce enhanced mailing envelopes for Planning Notices that identify the
contents of the mail out as a Planning Application Notice to reduce the volume of
mail that is returned or discarded by recipients; and

e Other best practices that can be implemented to enhance staffs ability to reach
as many residents as possible, including tenants, when sending out Notices.
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5.0 Continuous Improvement - Financial and Resource Implications

The operational process for sending out notice of planning applications described in
section 4.6 will be carried out within existing staffing and budgetary resourses of both
Planning Services and Development Services. In approximately one year, monitoring
analysis will be undertaken to determine the impact on existing resources to do the
additional review of property information and the maintenance and upkeep of any new
data sources or systems required. If appropriate, following the review, staff will submit a
Multi-Year Budget Business Case to request additional funding sources, identifying the
magnitude of the tenant notification and resources required to implement the
recommendations on an ongoing basis.

6.0 RECOMMENDATION

Municipal Council has directed staff to include notification of tenants by mail in Phase 2
of the improvements to public engagement in the planning process. To address this
direction Civic Administration will need to implement Official Plan and The London Plan
Policy that speaks to providing best efforts to utilize enhanced measures where
appropriate, that go beyond the minimum requirements of the Planning Act. This
includes adding policy that the City of London may provide public notification and public
liaison notices, to the best of the City’s ability, to Tenants within 120 metres (400 feet) of
the area to which the proposal applies. This approach will put in place a practice by
Planning Services and Development Services staff as outlined in section 4.6 of this
report that would implement the direction of Council from June 26, 2017, while also
exceeding provincial requirements for tenant notification. Some of the anticipated
amendments to the City’s Official Plan and The London Plan to establish this policy is
provided below (bold & underscored):

The City of London Official Plan (1989) Notice Requirements

The City of London Official Plan includes alternative procedures that closely mirror the
Planning Act requirements. These include the requirement for:

e Publication in a local newspaper that, in the opinion of the General Manager of
Planning and Development is of sufficiently general circulation in the area
adjoining the subject land that it would give the public reasonable notice of the
application; and/or

e Prepaid first class mail or personal service delivery

The alternative procedures also require the City of London to provide public notification
and public liaison notices, to the best of the City’s ability, to the following individuals:
e Every owner of land within the affected site and/or area to which the proposal
applies, as shown on the last revised assessment roll

e Every owner of land within 120 metres (400 feet) of the area to which the
proposal applies, as shown on the last revised assessment roll; and,

e Every person and agency that has given the City Clerk a written request for such
notice.

e Tenants within 120 metres (400 feet) of the area to which the proposal
applies, may be sent notification, to the best of the City’s ability.

The London Plan Notice Requirements

METHOD OF NOTICE
1624 _ Notice of Application and Notice of Public Meeting will be given by:

4. Publication in a local newspaper that, in the opinion of the City is of sufficiently
general circulation in the area adjoining the subject land that it would give the
public reasonable notice of the subject matter.
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5. Publication on the City of London website.

6. Mail or email, to the best of the ability of the municipality, to:

a. Every owner of land within the affected site and/or area to which the
proposal applies, as shown on the last revised assessment roll.

b. Every owner of land within 120 metres of the area to which the proposal
applies, as shown on the last revised assessment roll.

c. Every person and agency that has given the City Clerk a written request
for such notice.

d. The applicant.

e. The relevant neighbourhood association, where one exists and is known
to the City.

f. The public bodies and agencies as prescribed by the Province.

g. Tenants within 120 metres (400 feet) of the area to which the
proposal applies, may be sent notification, where possible.

1625 Notice of Application will also be given by signage on or near the site of the
application providing brief details of the application and where more information can be
obtained.

NOTIFICATION TO NON-OWNER OCCUPIED DWELLINGS

1629 Where Staff are aware of non-owner occupied dwellings located within the
circulation radius, efforts may be made to request that the owners of land notify their
tenant(s) and/or post the notice in prominent location(s) within the building such as in
common areas, front lobby, laundry area, and mail room.

Existing Planning Act and Official Plan requirements would continue to apply as the
standard. Should a policy be adopted that would include direction that would require
that notice be sent to tenants, such policy would not be possible to implement and
would likely fail. This is largely due to the lack of reliable data for tenant occupancy.
Such a policy approach would increasing the potential for appeals to an Appeal Tribunal
due to lack of notification, should the standards be changed to require tenant
notification.

In situations where Staff are aware of rental dwellings located within the circulation
radius, efforts will be made to request that the owner of the property notify their tenant
and/or post the notice in prominent location(s) within the building such as in common
areas, front lobby, laundry area, and mail room. In addition, Planning Services and
Development Services staff will utilize best efforts to provide all properties within a
planning application area with a mailed notice regardless of ownership / tenancy.

Policy that speaks to providing best efforts to utilize enhanced measures where
appropriate, that go beyond the minimum requirements of the Planning Act is
appropriate in this regard. Council’s direction can be achieved by adding policy that the
City of London may provide public notification and public liaison notices, to the best of
the City’s ability, to Tenants within 120 metres (400 feet) of the area to which the
proposal applies.

It is also important to note that current improvements to other methods of notification,

such as signage and websites will increase the number of notified residents, including
tenants, within a planning application area.
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CONCLUSION

Staff recommend amendments to The London Plan and Official Plan to add a new policy
that the City of London:

Will provide best efforts to utilize enhanced notification measures, where appropriate, that
go beyond the minimum requirements of the Planning Act. This includes adding policy
that the City of London may provide public notification and public liaison notices, to the
best of the City’s ability, to Tenants within 120 metres (400 feet) of the area to which the
proposal applies, where possible. This approach will put in place a practice by Planning
Services and Development Services staff as outlined in section 4.6 of this report that
would implement the direction of Council from June 26, 2017, while also exceeding
provincial requirements for tenant notification.

The City of Burlington and The City of Guelph have included such policy within their
Official Plan, noting that no other municipality in the province provides notice to tenants
for planning applications

The key issue preventing the success of a tenant notification policy is that there are limited
reliable sources of information to obtain the names and addresses of tenants. A
prescriptive policy requiring notification to all tenants within a planning application area
could result in risk of appeals, delays to Planning reviews, increased costs and unreliable
expectations of residents.

Prepared by:

Lou Pompilii, MPA RPP
Manager, Development Planning (Subdivision)

Reviewed by:

Michael Tomazincic, MCIP RPP
Manager, Current Planning
Reviewed by:

Matt Feldberg
Manager, Development Services (Subdivision)
Recommended by :

Paul Yeoman, RPP, PLE
Director, Development Services

Concurred in by :

John M. Fleming, MCIP RPP
Managing Director, Planning and City Planner

Submitted by:

George Kotsifas, P.ENG

Managing Director, Development and Compliance

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

LP/MF/PY/GK/IMF/Ip Y:shared/developmet services/admin/PEC 2018/June 18/Tenant Notication.May 2018
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: Scott Stafford
Managing Director, Parks and Recreation
Subject: Ontario’s Main Street Revitalization Initiative — Municipal

Funding Agreement

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Parks and Recreation, with the
concurrence of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner and the Managing
Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the attached
proposed By-law (Appendix A) BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting on
June 26, 2018 to:

a) Approve a Municipal Funding Agreement (Schedule 1) between The Corporation
of the City of London and the Association of Municipalities of Ontario to receive
funding under the Ontario Main Street Revitalization Initiative;

b) Authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to execute the agreement approved in a)
above;

c) Delegate authority to the Managing Director, Parks and Recreation to allocate
funding from this program to eligible projects aligned with Council-approved
programs and plans in accordance with the eligibility criteria of the Municipal
Funding Agreement, subject to future reporting to Municipal Council on the
allocation of the funds;

d) Delegate authority to the Managing Director, Parks and Recreation to authorize
and approve such further and other documents (including amendments and
reports) that may be required in furtherance of the agreement, and that do not
require additional funding or are provided for in the City's approved budget, and
that do not increase the indebtedness of The Corporation of the City of London.

Previous Reports Pertinent to this Matter

None

Background

On January 23, 2018, the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
(“OMAFRA”) announced the Main Street Revitalization Initiative, to be administered by
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (“AMO”) and Rural Ontario Municipal
Association. This $26 million program is intended to support Ontario’s main streets and
their business communities, and all single and lower tier municipal governments (except
Toronto) are receiving funding under this program. The municipal funding allocations are
based on a formula utilizing population from the 2016 Census, adjusted for smaller
communities under 25,000 residents. London’s one-time allocation under this program is
$369,137.95.

Discussion

Eligible projects under this funding program are intended to support revitalization activities
within “main street areas,” as defined through an existing Community Improvement Plan
or any other municipal land use planning policy. Funding can be used in one or both of
the following categories:
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1. Community Improvement Plan - construction, renewal, renovation or
redevelopment or material enhancement activities that implement priority financial
incentives in existing Community Improvement Plans such as:

a) Commercial building fagade improvements

b) Preservation and adaptive reuse of heritage and industrial buildings
c) Provision of affordable housing

d) Space conversion for residential and commercial uses

e) Structural improvements to buildings (e.g. Building Code upgrades)
f) Improvement of community energy efficiency

g) Accessibility enhancements

2. Other Municipal Land Use Planning Policy — construction, renewal or material
enhancement activities to fund strategic Municipal Physical Infrastructure and
promotional projects such as:

a) Signage — wayfinding/directional, and gateway

b) Streetscaping and landscape improvements — lighting, banners, murals, street
furniture, interpretive elements, public art, urban forestation, accessibility,
telecommunications/broadband equipment, parking, active transportation
infrastructure (e.g. bike racks/storage, cycling lanes and paths) and pedestrian
walkways/trails

c) Marketing plan implementation — business attraction and promotion activities,
special events

Eligible costs must be incurred after April 1, 2018 and prior to March 31, 2020 in order to
eligible for funding under this program. Costs outside of a municipality’s “main street”
areas are ineligible under this program; similarly costs related to routine repair and
maintenance of municipal infrastructure also cannot be funded.

Civic Administration is currently in the early stages of considering options for the utilization
of the funds. Delegated authority is being sought for the Managing Director, Parks and
Recreation to allocate funding from this program to eligible projects aligned with Council-
approved programs and plans in accordance with the eligibility criteria of the Municipal
Funding Agreement, subject to future reporting to Municipal Council on the allocation of
the funds.

In order to access the funding allocation, the City is required to enter into a Municipal
Funding Agreement with AMO (Schedule 1). Delegated authority is also being sought for
the Managing Director, Parks and Recreation to execute other documents related to this
agreement (e.g. associated reporting requirements, amendments that do not require
additional funding, etc.).

The Municipal Funding Agreement has been reviewed by Legal Services and Risk
Management. The agreement includes an indemnification clause that requires the City
to indemnify and hold AMO and the Province harmless from all liability associated with
the funding and associated projects except for claims/losses which relate to the
negligence of an officer, servant, employee, or agent of Ontario in the performance of his
or her duties. In the opinion of Risk Management, the indemnity clause should not
prevent the Corporation from moving forward with final approval of this agreement, as the
potential benefit of the funds outweigh the associated risk from the indemnity clause.

Financial Impact

Funding under the Main Street Revitalization Initiative can be used to pay for up to 100%
of the eligible costs of eligible projects; there is no municipal cost sharing required.

Should the costs of the projects undertaken exceed the funding available under the Main

Street Revitalization Initiative, it is anticipated that the balance of funds will be sourced
from existing approved budgets.
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Conclusion

The City of London is the recipient of $369,137.95 of funding under OMAFRA’s Main
Street Revitalization Initiative being administered by AMO. In order to access this
funding, the Corporation must enter into a Municipal Funding Agreement with AMO.
Delegated authority is also being sought for the Managing Director, Parks and Recreation
to allocate funding from this program to eligible projects aligned with Council-approved
programs and plans in accordance with the eligibility criteria of the Municipal Funding
Agreement (subject to future reporting to Municipal Council on the allocation of the funds),
and to execute other documents related to this agreement.

Prepared by:

Kyle Murray
Senior Financial Business Administrator
Recommended by:

Scott Stafford
Managing Director, Parks and Recreation
Concurred by:

Anna Lisa Barbon
Managing Director, Corporate Services and City
Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer

Concurred by:

John M. Fleming, MCIP, RPP
Managing Director, Planning and City Planner
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Bill No.
2018

By-law No.

A by-law to approve a Municipal Funding
Agreement between the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario and The
Corporation of the City of London for
Ontario’s Main Street Revitalization
Initiative; and to authorize the Mayor and
the City Clerk to execute the Agreement;
and to delegate authority to the
Managing Director, Parks and
Recreation to allocate funding from this
program to eligible projects aligned with
Council-approved programs and plans,
subject to future reporting to Municipal
Council on the allocation of the funds;
and to delegate authority to the
Managing Director, Parks and
Recreation to authorize such further and
other documents that may be required in
furtherance of the agreement.

WHEREAS subsection 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c. 25, as
amended, provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law;

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

1. The Municipal Funding Agreement attached as Schedule 1 to this by-law between
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario and The Corporation of the City of London, to
receive funding under the Ontario Main Street Revitalization Initiative, is hereby
authorized and approved.

2. The Mayor and the City Clerk are hereby authorized to execute the Municipal
Funding Agreement authorized and approved under section 1, above.

3. The Managing Director, Parks and Recreation is hereby delegated authority to
allocate funding from this program to eligible projects aligned with Council-approved
programs and plans in accordance with the eligibility criteria of the Municipal Funding
Agreement, subject to future reporting to Municipal Council on the allocation of the funds.

4, The Managing Director, Parks and Recreation is hereby delegated authority to
authorize and approve such further and other documents (including amendments and
reports) that may be required in furtherance of the agreement, and that do not require
additional funding or are provided for in the City's approved budget, and that do not
increase the indebtedness of The Corporation of the City of London.

5. This by-law shall come into force and effect on the day it is passed.
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PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading - June 26, 2018

Second Reading - June 26, 2018
Third Reading - June 26, 2018
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A M . Association of

Municipalities Ontario SCHEDULE 1

MUNICIPAL FUNDING AGREEMENT
ONTARIO’S MAIN STREET REVITALIZATION INITIATIVE

This Agreement made as of 1st day of April, 2018.
BETWEEN:

THE ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPALITIES OF ONTARIO

(referred to herein as “AMO")
AND:

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON

(a municipal corporation pursuant to the Municipal Act, 2001, referred to herein as the
“Recipient”)

WHEREAS the Province of Ontario is making $26 million available for allocation for the
purposes of supporting municipal Main Street Revitalization Initiatives in Ontario;

WHEREAS the Province of Ontario, Ontario municipalities as represented by AMO are
signatories to Ontario’s Main Street Revitalization Initiative Transfer Payment Agreement on
March 12, 2018 (the “OMAFRA-AMO Agreement”), whereby AMO agreed to administer Main
Street Revitalization funds made available to all Ontario municipalities, excluding Toronto;

WHEREAS the OMAFRA-AMO Transfer Payment Agreement contains a framework for the
transfer of provincial funds to Ontario lower-tier and single-tier municipalities represented by
AMO;

WHEREAS the Recipient wishes to enter into this Agreement in order to participate in Ontario’s
Main Street Revitalization Initiative;

WHEREAS AMO is carrying out the fund administration in accordance with its obligations set
out in the OMAFRA-AMO Agreement and it will accordingly undertake certain activities and
require Recipients to undertake activities as set out in this Agreement.

THEREFORE the Parties agree as follows:
1. DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION
1.1 Definitions. When used in this Agreement (including the cover and execution
pages and all of the schedules), the following terms shall have the meanings

ascribed to them below unless the subject matter or context is inconsistent
therewith:

200 University Ave. Suite 801 www.amo.on.ca 109 Tel 416.971.9856 Toll Free in Ontario
Toronto, ON, MbH 3C6 amo(@amo.on.ca Fax 416.971.6191 877.426.6527
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“Agreement” means this Agreement, including the cover and execution pages
and all of the schedules hereto, and all amendments made hereto in
accordance with the provisions hereof.

“Annual Report” means the duly completed report to be prepared and
delivered to AMO as described in Section 7.2 and Section 2 of Schedule D.

“Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO)” means a legally
incorporated entity under the Corporations Act, 1990 R.S.0. 1990, Chapter ¢.38.

“Communication Report” means the duly completed report to be prepared
and delivered to AMO as described in Section 7.1 and Section 1 of Schedule D.

“Community Improvement Plan” has the meaning as defined under section
28(1) of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P.13.

“Contract” means an agreement between the Recipient and a Third Party
whereby the latter agrees to supply a product or service to an Eligible Project in
return for financial consideration.

“Effective Date” is April 1, 2018.
“Eligible Costs” means those expenditures described as eligible in Schedule C.
“Eligible Projects” means projects as described in Schedule B.
“Eligible Recipient” means a
a. Municipality or its agent (including its wholly owned corporation); and

b. Non-municipal entity, including for profit, non-governmental and not-for
profit organizations, on the condition that the Municipality(ies) has
(have) indicated support for the Eligible Project through a formal grant
agreement between the Municipality and the non-municipal entity.

“Event of Default” has the meaning given to it in Section 11.1 of this
Agreement.

“Funds” mean the Funds made available to the Recipient through the Main
Street Revitalization Initiative, a program established by the Government of
Ontario. Funds are made available pursuant to this Agreement and includes any
interest earned on the said Funds. For greater certainty: (i) Funds transferred to
another Municipality in accordance with Section 6.2 of this Agreement, other
than as set out in Sections 7.1(a), (c) and (f), are to be treated as Funds by the
Municipality to which the Funds are transferred and are not to be treated as
Funds by the Recipient; and (ii) any Funds transferred to a non-municipal entity
in accordance with Section 6.3 of this Agreement shall remain as Funds under
this Agreement for all purposes and the Recipient shall continue to be bound by
all provisions of this Agreement with respect to such transferred Funds.

“Ineligible Costs” means those expenditures described as ineligible in
Schedule C.
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1.2

“Lower-tier Municipality” means a Municipality that forms part of an Upper-
tier Municipality for municipal purposes, as defined under the Municipal Act,
2001 S.0. 2001, c.25.

“Municipal Fiscal Year” means the period beginning January 1st of a year and
ending December 31st of the same year.

“Municipality” and “Municipalities” means every municipality as defined
under the Municipal Act, 2001 S.0. 2001 c.25.

“Municipal Physical Infrastructure” means municipal or regional, publicly or
privately owned, tangible capital assets primarily for public use or benefitin
Ontario.

“Ontario” means Her Majesty in Right of Ontario, as represented by the
Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs.

“Parties” means AMO and the Recipient.

“Project Completion Date” means the Recipient must complete its Project
under this Agreement by March 31, 2020.

“Recipient” has the meaning given to it on the first page of this Agreement.

“Results Report” means the report prepared and delivered to AMO by the
Recipient by which reports on how Funds are supporting progress towards
achieving the program objective, more specifically described in Section 3 of
Schedule D.

“Single-tier Municipality” means a municipality, other than an upper-tier
municipality, that does not form part of an upper-tier municipality for municipal
purposes as defined under the Municipal Act, 2001, S.0. 2001 c. 25.

“Third Party” means any person or legal entity, other than the Parties to this
Agreement who participates in the implementation of an Eligible Project by
means of a Contract.

“Transfer By-law” means a by-law passed by Council of the Recipient pursuant
to Section 6.2 and delivered to AMO in accordance with that section.

“Unspent Funds” means the amount reported as unspent by the Recipient as
of December 31, as submitted in the Recipient's Annual Report.

Interpretations:
Herein, etc. The words “herein”, “hereof” and “hereunder” and other words of

similar import refer to this Agreement as a whole and not any particular
schedule, article, section, paragraph or other subdivision of this Agreement.
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Currency. Any reference to currency is to Canadian currency and any amount
advanced, paid or calculated is to be advanced, paid or calculated in Canadian
currency.

Statutes. Any reference to a federal or provincial statute is to such statute and
to the regulations made pursuant to such statute as such statute and
regulations may at any time be amended or modified and in effect and to any
statute or regulations that may be passed that have the effect of supplementing
or superseding such statute or regulations.

Gender, singular, etc. Words importing the masculine gender include the
feminine or neuter gender and words in the singular include the plural, and vice
versa.

TERM OF AGREEMENT

2.1

2.2

2.3

Term. Subject to any extension or termination of this Agreement or the
survival of any of the provisions of this Agreement pursuant to the provisions
contained herein, this Agreement shall be in effect from the date set out on the
first page of this Agreement, up to and including March 31, 2020.

Amendment. This Agreement may be amended at any time in writing as agreed
to by AMO and the Recipient.

Notice. Any of the Parties may terminate this Agreement on written notice.

RECIPIENT REQUIREMENTS

3.1

3.2

Communications. The Recipient will comply with all requirements outlined,
including providing upfront project information on an annual basis, or until all
Funds are expended for communications purposes in the form described in
Section 7.1 and Section 1 of Schedule D.

a) Unless otherwise directed by Ontario, the Recipient will acknowledge the
support of Ontario for Eligible Projects in the following manner: “The
Project is funded [if it is partly funded the Recipient should use “in part”] by
the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs.”

b) The Recipient shall notify Ontario within five (5) business days of planned
media events or announcements related to the Project, organized by the
Recipient to facilitate the attendance of Ontario. Media events and
announcements include, but are not limited to, news conferences, public
announcements, official events or ceremonies, and news releases.

Contracts. The Recipient will award and manage all Contracts in accordance
with its relevant policies and procedures and, if applicable, in accordance with
the Canadian Free Trade Agreement and applicable international trade
agreements, and all other applicable laws.

a) The Recipient will ensure any of its Contracts for the supply of services or
materials to implement its responsibilities under this Agreement will be
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awarded in a way that is transparent, competitive, consistent with value for
money principles and pursuant to its adopted procurement policy.

ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

4.1 Eligible Projects. Costs directly and reasonably incurred by the Recipient for
construction, renewal, renovation or redevelopment or material enhancement
activities funded under existing Community Improvement Plan financial
incentive programs or activities funded under the Municipal Physical
Infrastructure category, including projects in downtown or main street areas, as
defined through an existing Community Improvement Plan or other municipal
land use planning policy that will support the role of small businesses in main
street areas as more specifically described in Schedule B and Schedule C

4.2 Recipient Fully Responsible. The Recipient is fully responsible for the
completion of each Eligible Project in accordance with Schedule B and Schedule
C.

ELIGIBLE COSTS

5.1 Eligible Costs. Schedule C sets out specific requirements for Eligible and
Ineligible Costs.

5.2 Discretion of Ontario. Subject to Section 5.1, the eligibility of any items not
listed in Schedule B and/or Schedule C to this Agreement is solely at the
discretion of Ontario.

53 Unspent Funds. Any Unspent Funds, and any interest earned thereon, will be
subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement.

5.4  Reasonable Access. The Recipient shall allow AMO and Ontario reasonable and
timely access to all documentation, records and accounts and those of their
respective agents or Third Parties related to the receipt, deposit and use of
Funds and Unspent Funds, and any interest earned thereon, and all other
relevant information and documentation requested by AMO or Ontario or their
respective designated representatives for the purposes of audit, evaluation, and
ensuring compliance with this Agreement.

5.5  Retention of Receipts. The Recipient will keep proper and accurate accounts
and records of all Eligible Projects including invoices and receipts for Eligible
Expenditures in accordance with the Recipient’s municipal records retention by-
law and, upon reasonable notice, make them available to AMO and Ontario.

FUNDS

6.1 Allocation of Funds. AMO will allocate and transfer Funds on the basis of the
formula determined by Ontario.

6.2  Transfer of Funds to a Municipality. Where a Recipient decides to allocate
and transfer Funds to another Municipality (the “Transferee Municipality”):
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6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

a) The allocation and transfer shall be authorized by by-law (a “Transfer By-
law”). The Transfer By-law shall be passed by the Recipient’s council and
submitted to AMO as soon thereafter as practicable. The Transfer By-law
shall identify the Transferee Municipality and the amount of Funds the
Transferee Municipality is to receive for the Municipal Fiscal Year specified
in the Transfer By-law.

b) The Recipient is still required to submit an Annual Report in accordance with
Sections 7.1 (a), (c) and (f) hereof with respect to the Funds transferred.

c) No transfer of Funds pursuant to this Section 6.2 shall be effected unless
and until the Transferee Municipality has either (i) entered into an
agreement with AMO on substantially the same terms as this Agreement, or
(i) has executed and delivered to AMO a written undertaking to assume all
of the Recipient’s obligations under this Agreement with respect to the
Funds transferred; in a form satisfactory to AMO.

Transfer of Funds to a non-municipal entity. Where a Recipient decides to
support an Eligible Project undertaken by an Eligible Recipient that is not a
Municipality:

a) The provision of such support shall be authorized by a grant agreement
between the Municipality and the Eligible Recipient in support of a
Community Improvement Plan. The grant agreement shall identify the
Eligible Recipient, and the amount of Funds the Eligible Recipient is to
receive for that Eligible Project.

b) The Recipient shall continue to be bound by all of the provisions of this
Agreement notwithstanding any such transfer including the submission of
an Annual Report in accordance with Section 7.2.

c) No transfer of Funds pursuant to this Section 6.3 shall be effected unless
and until the non-municipal entity receiving the Funds has executed and
delivered to the Municipality the grant agreement.

Use of Funds. The Recipient acknowledges and agrees the Funds are intended
for and shall be used only for Eligible Expenditures in respect of Eligible
Projects.

Payout of Funds. The Recipient agrees that all Funds will be transferred by
AMO to the Recipient upon full execution of this Agreement.

Use of Funds. The Recipient will deposit the Funds in a dedicated reserve fund
or other separate distinct interest bearing account and shall retain the Funds in
such reserve fund, or account until the Funds are expended or transferred in
accordance with this Agreement. The Recipient shall ensure that:

a) any investment of unexpended Funds will be in accordance with Ontario law
and the Recipient’s investment policy; and,
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6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

b) any interest earned on Funds will only be applied to Eligible Costs for
Eligible Projects, more specifically on the basis set out in Schedule B and
Schedule C.

Funds advanced. Funds transferred by AMO to the Recipient shall be expended
by the Recipient in respect of Eligible Costs. AMO reserves the right to declare
that Unspent Funds after March 31, 2020 become a debt to Ontario which the
Recipient will reimburse forthwith on demand to AMO for transmission to
Ontario.

Expenditure of Funds. The Recipient shall expend all Funds by March 31, 2020.

GST & HST. The use of Funds is based on the net amount of goods and services
tax or harmonized sales tax to be paid by the Recipient net of any applicable tax
rebates.

Limit on Ontario’s Financial Commitments. The Recipient may use Funds to
pay up to one hundred percent (100%) of Eligible Expenditures of an Eligible
Project.

Stacking. If the Recipient is receiving funds under other programs in respect of
an Eligible Project to which the Recipient wishes to apply Funds, the maximum
contribution limitation set out in any other program agreement made in respect
of that Eligible Project shall continue to apply.

Insufficient funds provided by Ontario. If Ontario does not provide sufficient
funds to AMO for this Agreement, AMO may terminate this Agreement.

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

7.1

7.2

Communication Report. Immediately upon execution of this Agreement the
Recipient shall report to AMO any Eligible Project being undertaken in the
current Municipal Fiscal Year in the form described in Schedule D.

Annual Report. The Recipient shall report in the form in Schedule D due by
May 15th following the Municipal Fiscal Year on:

a) the amounts received from AMO under this Agreement;

b) the amounts received from another Eligible Recipient;

c) the amounts transferred to another Eligible Recipient;

d) amounts paid by the Recipient in aggregate for Eligible Projects;

e) amounts held at year end by the Recipient in aggregate, including interest,
to pay for Eligible Projects;

f) indicate in a narrative the progress that the Recipient has made in meeting
its commitments and contributions; and,
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7.3

g) a listing of all Eligible Projects that have been funded, indicating the Eligible
Project category, project description, amount of Funds, total project cost,
start date, end date and completion status.

Results Report. The Recipient shall account in writing for results achieved by
the Funds through a Results Report to be submitted to AMO. Specifically the
Results Report shall document performance measures achieved through the
investments in Eligible Projects in the form described in Section 3 of Schedule
D.

RECORDS AND AUDIT

8.1

8.2

8.3

Accounting Principles. All accounting terms not otherwise defined herein have
the meanings assigned to them; all calculations will be made and all financial
data to be submitted will be prepared in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles (GAAP) in effect in Ontario. GAAP will include, without
limitation, those principles approved or recommended for local governments
from time to time by the Public Sector Accounting Board or the Canadian
Institute of Chartered Accountants or any successor institute, applied on a
consistent basis.

Separate Records. The Recipient shall maintain separate records and
documentation for the Funds and keep all records including invoices,
statements, receipts and vouchers in respect of Funds expended on Eligible
Projects in accordance with the Recipient’'s municipal records retention by-law.
Upon reasonable notice, the Recipient shall submit all records and
documentation relating to the Funds to AMO and Ontario for inspection or
audit.

External Auditor. AMO and/or Ontario may request, upon written notification,
an audit of Eligible Project or an Annual Report. AMO shall retain an external
auditor to carry out an audit of the material referred to in Sections 5.4 and 5.5
of this Agreement. AMO shall ensure that any auditor who conducts an audit
pursuant to this Section of this Agreement or otherwise, provides a copy of the
audit report to the Recipient and Ontario at the same time that the audit report
is given to AMO.

INSURANCE AND INDEMNITY

9.1

9.2

Insurance. The Recipient shall put in effect and maintain in full force and
effect or cause to be put into effect and maintained for the term of this
Agreement all the necessary insurance with respect to each Eligible Project,
including any Eligible Projects with respect to which the Recipient has
transferred Funds pursuant to Section 6 of this Agreement, that would be
considered appropriate for a prudent Municipality undertaking Eligible Projects,
including, where appropriate and without limitation, property, construction and
liability insurance, which insurance coverage shall identify Ontario and AMO as
additional insureds for the purposes of the Eligible Projects.

Certificates of Insurance. Throughout the term of this Agreement, the

Recipient shall provide AMO with a valid certificate of insurance that confirms
compliance with the requirements of Section 9.1. No Funds shall be expended
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or transferred pursuant to this Agreement until such certificate has been
delivered to AMO.

9.3 AMO not liable. In no event shall Ontario or AMO be liable for:

(@) any bodily injury, death or property damages to the Recipient, its
employees, agents or consultants or for any claim, demand or action by
any Third Party against the Recipient, its employees, agents or
consultants, arising out of or in any way related to this Agreement; or

(b) any incidental, indirect, special or consequential damages, or any loss of
use, revenue or profit to the Recipient, its employees, agents or
consultants arising out of any or in any way related to this Agreement.

9.4  Recipient to Compensate Ontario. The Recipient will ensure that it will not, at
any time, hold Ontario, its officers, servants, employees or agents responsible
for any claims or losses of any kind that the Recipient, Third Parties or any other
person or entity may suffer in relation to any matter related to the Funds or an
Eligible Project and that the Recipient will, at all times, compensate Ontario, its
officers, servants, employees and agents for any claims or losses of any kind
that any of them may suffer in relation to any matter related to the Funds or an
Eligible Project. The Recipient’s obligation to compensate as set out in this
section does not apply to the extent to which such claims or losses relate to the
negligence of an officer, servant, employee, or agent of Ontario in the
performance of his or her duties.

9.5 Recipient to Indemnify AMO. The Recipient hereby agrees to indemnify and
hold harmless AMO, its officers, servants, employees or agents (each of which is
called an “Indemnitee”), from and against all claims, losses, damages, liabilities
and related expenses including the fees, charges and disbursements of any
counsel for any Indemnitee incurred by any Indemnitee or asserted against any
Indemnitee by whomsoever brought or prosecuted in any manner based upon,
or occasioned by, any injury to persons, damage to or loss or destruction of
property, economic loss or infringement of rights caused by or arising directly
or indirectly from:

(a) the Funds;

(b) the Recipient’s Eligible Projects, including the design, construction,
operation, maintenance and repair of any part or all of the Eligible Projects;

(c) the performance of this Agreement or the breach of any term or
condition of this Agreement by the Recipient, its officers, servants, employees
and agents, or by a Third Party, its officers, servants, employees, or agents; and

(d) any omission or other wilful or negligent act of the Recipient or Third
Party and their respective officers, servants, employees or agents.

10. DISPOSAL

10.1  Disposal. The Recipient will not, without Ontario’s prior written consent, sell,
lease or otherwise dispose of any asset purchased or created with the Funds or
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11.

12.

13.

for which Funds were provided, the cost of which exceed $50,000 at the time of
sale, lease or disposal prior to March 31, 2021.

DEFAULT AND TERMINATION

11.1

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

11.4

Event of Default. AMO may declare in writing that an event of default has
occurred when the Recipient has not complied with any condition, undertaking
or term in this Agreement. AMO will not declare in writing that an event of
default has occurred unless it has first consulted with the Recipient. Each and
every one of the following events is an “Event of Default":

failure by the Recipient to deliver in a timely manner an Annual Report or
Results Report.

delivery of an Annual Report that discloses non-compliance with any condition,
undertaking or material term in this Agreement.

failure by the Recipient to co-operate in an external audit undertaken by AMO
or its agents.

delivery of an external audit report that discloses non-compliance with any
condition, undertaking or term in this Agreement.

failure by the Recipient to expend Funds in accordance with Sections 4.1 and
6.8.

Waiver. AMO may withdraw its notice of an Event of Default if the Recipient,
within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of the notice, either corrects the
default or demonstrates, to the satisfaction of AMO in its sole discretion that it
has taken such steps as are necessary to correct the default.

Remedies on default. If AMO declares that an Event of Default has occurred
under Section 11.1, after thirty (30) calendar days from the Recipient's receipt of
the notice of an Event of Default, it may immediately terminate this Agreement.

Repayment of Funds. If AMO declares that an Event of Default has not been
cured to its satisfaction, AMO reserves the right to declare that prior payments
of Funds become a debt to Ontario which the Recipient will reimburse forthwith
on demand to AMO for transmission to Ontario.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

121

No conflict of interest. The Recipient will ensure that no current member of
the AMO Board of Directors and no current or former public servant or office
holder to whom any post-employment, ethics and conflict of interest legislation,
guidelines, codes or policies of Ontario applies will derive direct benefit from
the Funds, the Unspent Funds, and interest earned thereon, unless the
provision of receipt of such benefits is in compliance with such legislation,
guidelines, policies or codes.

NOTICE
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14.

13.1  Notice. Any notice, information or document provided for under this
Agreement will be effectively given if in writing and if delivered by hand, or
overnight courier, mailed, postage or other charges prepaid, or sent by
facsimile or email to the addresses, the facsimile numbers or email addresses
set out in Section 13.3. Any notice that is sent by hand or overnight courier
service shall be deemed to have been given when received; any notice mailed
shall be deemed to have been received on the eighth (8) calendar day following
the day on which it was mailed; any notice sent by facsimile shall be deemed to
have been given when sent; any notice sent by email shall be deemed to have
been received on the sender’s receipt of an acknowledgment from the intended
recipient (such as by the “return receipt requested” function, as available,
return email or other written acknowledgment), provided that in the case of a
notice sent by facsimile or email, if it is not given on a business day before 4:30
p.m. Eastern Standard Time, it shall be deemed to have been given at 8:30 a.m.
on the next business day for the recipient.

13.2 Representatives. The individuals identified in Section 13.3 of this Agreement,
in the first instance, act as AMO'’s or the Recipient’s, as the case may be,
representative for the purpose of implementing this Agreement.

13.3 Addresses for Notice. Further to Section 13.1 of this Agreement, notice can be
given at the following addresses:

a) Ifto AMO:

Executive Director

Main Streets Agreement

Association of Municipalities of Ontario 200 University Avenue, Suite 801
Toronto, ON M5H 3C6

Telephone: 416-971-9856

Email: mainstreets@amo.on.ca

b) If to the Recipient:

Managing Director, Corporate Services/City Treasurer & CFO
Anna Lisa Barbon

CITY OF LONDON

P.O. Box 5035City Hall, 300 Dufferin Ave.

London, ON N6A 4L9

(519) 661-2489 x4705

abarbon@london.ca

MISCELLANEOUS

14.1 Counterpart Signature. This Agreement may be signed in counterpart, and the
signed copies will, when attached, constitute an original Agreement.

14.2  Severability. If for any reason a provision of this Agreement that is not a

fundamental term is found to be or becomes invalid or unenforceable, in whole
or in part, it will be deemed to be severable and will be deleted from this
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15.

Agreement, but all the other terms and conditions of this Agreement will
continue to be valid and enforceable.

14.3 Waiver. AMO may waive any right in this Agreement only in writing, and any
tolerance or indulgence demonstrated by AMO will not constitute waiver of
rights in this Agreement. Unless a waiver is executed in writing, AMO will be
entitled to seek any remedy that it may have under this Agreement or under the
law.

144 Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in
accordance with the laws of the Province of Ontario.

14.5 Survival. The Recipient agrees that the following sections and provisions of this
Agreement shall extend for seven (7) years beyond the expiration or
termination of this Agreement: Sections 5, 6.7, 6.8, 7, 9.4, 9.5, 11.4 and 14.8.

14.6 AMO, Ontario and Recipient independent. The Recipient will ensure its
actions do not establish or will not be deemed to establish a partnership, joint
venture, principal-agent relationship or employer-employee relationship in any
way or for any purpose whatsoever between Ontario and the Recipient,
between AMO and the Recipient, between Ontario and a Third Party or between
AMO and a Third Party.

14.7 No Authority to Represent. The Recipient will ensure that it does not
represent itself, including in any agreement with a Third Party, as a partner,
employee or agent of Ontario or AMO.

14.8 Debts Due to AMO. Any amount owed under this Agreement will constitute a
debt due to AMO, which the Recipient will reimburse forthwith, on demand, to
AMO.

14.9 Priority. In the event of a conflict, the part of this Agreement that precedes the
signature of the Parties will take precedence over the Schedules.

SCHEDULES

15.1

This Agreement, including:

Schedule A Municipal Allocation
Schedule B Eligible Projects

Schedule C  Eligible and Ineligible Costs
Schedule D Reporting

constitute the entire agreement between the Parties with respect to the subject
matter contained in this Agreement and supersedes all prior oral or written
representations and agreements.
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16. SIGNATURES

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, AMO and the Recipient have respectively executed, sealed and
delivered this Agreement on the date set out on the front page.

RECIPIENT'S NAME: THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF
LONDON

Mayor Name Signature

Clerk Name Signature

THE ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPALITIES OF ONTARIO

By Title Signature

In the presence of:

Witness Title Signature
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SCHEDULE A
MUNICPAL ALLOCATION

RECIPIENT'S NAME: THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON

ALLOCATION: $369137.9534

The Recipient acknowledges this is a one time payment for Eligible Projects with Eligible Costs.

b



SCHEDULE B
ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

Funding is to be directed to Eligible Projects to support revitalization activities within main

street areas, as defined through an existing Community Improvement Plan or any other

municipal land use planning policy. Funding can be used in one or both of the following
categories:

1. Community Improvement Plan - construction, renewal, renovation or redevelopment
or material enhancement activities that implement priority financial incentives in existing
Community Improvement Plans such as:

a. Commercial building facade improvements

b. Preservation and adaptive reuse of heritage and industrial buildings

c. Provision of affordable housing

d. Space conversion for residential and commercial uses

e. Structural improvements to buildings (e.g. Building Code upgrades)

f. Improvement of community energy efficiency

g. Accessibility enhancements

2. Other Municipal Land Use Planning Policy - construction, renewal or material
enhancement activities to fund strategic Municipal Physical Infrastructure and
promotional projects such as:

a. Signage - wayfinding/directional, and gateway.

b. Streetscaping and landscape improvements - lighting, banners, murals, street
furniture, interpretive elements, public art, urban forestation, accessibility,
telecommunications/broadband equipment, parking, active transportation
infrastructure (e.g. bike racks/storage, cycling lanes and paths) and pedestrian

walkways/trails.

c. Marketing plan implementation - business attraction and promotion activities, special
events.

13



SCHEDULE C
ELIGIBLE AND INELIGIBLE COSTS

1. Eligible Costs include:

a.

Costs directly and reasonably incurred on or after April 1, 2018 up to and including the
Project Completion Date by the Recipient for construction, renewal, renovation or
redevelopment or material enhancement activities funded under existing Community
Improvement Plan financial incentive programs.

Costs directly and reasonably incurred on or after April 1, 2018 up to and including the
Project Completion Date by the Recipient for construction, renewal or material
enhancement activities funded under the Municipal Physical Infrastructure category
including projects in downtown or main street areas, as defined through an existing
Community Improvement Plan or other municipal land use planning policy that will
support the success of small businesses in main street areas.

2. Ineligible Costs include:

a.

b.

Costs incurred prior to Effective Date or after the Project Completion Date;
Any costs associated with providing the Annual and Results Reports to AMO;

Any costs associated with lobbying Ontario, including other Ministries, agencies and
organizations of the Government of Ontario;

Costs associated with construction, renewal, renovation or redevelopment or material
enhancement of all things in the following categories: highways, short-sea shipping,
short-line rail, regional or local airports, and brownfield redevelopment;

Costs of infrastructure construction, renewal, renovation or redevelopment or material
enhancement that do not improve energy efficiency, accessibility, aesthetics of
marketability of small businesses within an Recipient's main street areas; or that do not
encourage strategic public investments in municipal and other public infrastructure
within main street areas that will benefit small businesses; or that otherwise will likely
fail to contribute to the success of main street businesses;

Costs of infrastructure construction, renewal, renovation or redevelopment or material
enhancement outside of the Recipient’s main street areas, as defined through an
existing Community Improvement Plan or other municipal land use planning policy;

The cost of leasing of equipment by the Recipient, any overhead costs, including
salaries and other employment benefits of any employees of the Recipient, its direct or
indirect operating or administrative costs of Recipients, and more specifically its costs
related to planning, engineering, architecture, supervision, management and other
activities normally carried out by its staff, except in accordance with Eligible Costs
above;

. Taxes, to which the Recipient is eligible for a tax rebate;

Purchase of land or any interest therein, and related costs; and,
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j- Routine repair and maintenance Municipal Physical Infrastructure.
SCHEDULE D

1. Communication Report

REPORTING

Immediately following the Municipality executing this Agreement the Recipient will provide
AMO a Communication Report in an electronic format deemed acceptable to AMO, consisting

of the following;:

Project Title Project

Description

Eligible Project Total Project
Category (CIP/ Cost
Municipal Physical
Infrastructure

Estimate of Funds
(Main Street)
Spent

2.  Annual Report

The Recipient will provide to AMO an Annual Report in an electronic format deemed
acceptable to AMO, consisting of the following:

a. Financial Reporting Table: The financial report table will be submitted in accordance with

the following template:

Annual Cumulative

Annual Report Financial Table
20xx 2018 - 2020

Received from AMO $xxx $xxx
Interest Earned $xxx $XXX
Received from An Eligible $xxx $xxx
Recipient
Transferred to an Eligible ($xxx) ($xxx)
Recipient
Spent on Eligible Projects (for
each Eligible Project category) ($xxx) ($xxx)

1%




Closing Balance of
Unspent Funds

$xxx

b. Project List: The Recipient will provide to AMO a project list submitted in accordance with
the following template:

Project Project Eligible Total Main Street | Start & End | Completed?
Recipient Title Description | Project Project Funds Used | Date
Category Cost
Yes/No/
Ongoing

3. Project Results.

The Results Report shall outline, in a manner to be provided by AMO, the degree to which
investments in each project are supporting progress towards achieving revitalization within

main street areas:

a. Community Improvement Plan Eligible Projects
* Number of small businesses supported;
+ Total value of physical improvements;
* Total Main Street Funds provided;
+ Total Municipal investment; and,
+ Total private investment.

b. Municipal Physical Infrastructure Eligible Projects
+ Total value of physical improvements;
 Total Main Street Funds provided; and
+ Total municipal investment.

%




Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: John M. Fleming

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner
Subject: Local Planning Appeal Tribunal Transition Report
Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the
following report BE RECEIVED for information.

Executive Summary

This report provides information regarding the transition from the Ontario Municipal
Board (OMB) to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT), and the imminent changes
to municipal processes required to accommodate the new system. This report focuses
on the transition regulations and non-decision appeals in the interim, and precedes a
subsequent report that will outline the comprehensive municipal response at a future
date.

| 1.0 Previous Reports Pertinent to this Matter

January 8, 2018: Planning and Environment Committee, “Ontario Municipal Board
(OMB) Reform”

November 28, 2016: Planning and Environment Committee, “Ontario Municipal Board
(OMB) Review, 2016.”

August 22, 2016: Planning and Environment Committee, “Ontario Municipal Board
Review.”

2.0 Background

The Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and the Ministry of the Attorney General
initiated a review of the scope and effectiveness of the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB)
in 2016 to improve how the OMB operates within the broader land use planning system.
As a result, on May 30, 2017, Bill 139, the Building Better Communities and Conserving
Watersheds Act, 2017 was introduced. Bill 139 received Royal Assent on December
12, 2017, thereby bringing the Act into force. The schedules, rules and regulations
applicable to the new Local Planning Appeal Tribunal came into force through
proclamation on April 3, 2018.

The biggest change to the Provincial planning framework is the repeal of the Ontario
Municipal Board (OMB) and replacement with the new Local Planning Appeal Tribunal
(LPAT). The new legislation is intended to:
- Protect long-term public interests;
- Maintain and improve access to dispute resolution;
- Create greater transparency in the hearing and decision making processes;
- Give more deference to professional planners with a strong focus on written
submissions;
- Give more autonomy to municipal decision makers;
- Create a new, independent agency to administer a cost-effective system for
providing support services to the public for matters governed by the Planning Act
that are under the jurisdiction of the LPAT;
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- Create a new mandate for the LPAT as it relates to specific types of applications;

- Establish a new standard of review for appeals of specific applications;

- Limit the grounds for appeals on major matters to their failure to conform to or be
consistent with provincial and local policies; and

- Exempt certain municipal land use decisions from appeal.

This report focuses only on the changes from the Ontario Municipal Board and the
municipal approach for transition regulations and non-decision appeals. An LPAT
“Transition & Implementation Working Group” comprised of members from the City Clerks
Office, Planning Services, Development & Compliance Services and Legal & Corporate
Services are considering the implications of Bill 139. A subsequent report will outline a
comprehensive municipal response to Bill 139 of the various changes required, which is
anticipated in August of 2018. The next report will address the broader aspects affected
including:

- Education and Communication strategy for the public and industry professionals

- Format and timing for additional public participation meetings

- Changes to notice requirements

- Supporting policy requirements including amendments to the London Plan

- Planning report and complete application requirements

- Changes to decisions and appeals

The City of London has implemented a number of updates in preparation of, or in
response to, the changes of the LPAT ahead of the comprehensive update. Municipal
notices and websites have been updated to reference the LPAT and LPAT provisions.
Planning reports now reflect LPAT requirements regarding the tests of consistency with
the PPS, conformity with the Official Plan and opinion qualifications. An additional item
to ensure Council can consider applications during the statutory timeframe to provide
protection from non-decision appeals is detailed further through this report.

Transition Regulations

Transition regulations set out which Planning Act matters will be considered under the
new procedures. Generally, if an appeal was filed prior to April 3, 2018, it will proceed
under the old regime: the Act as it read on or before April 2, 2018. Appeals submitted
on or after April 3, 2018 will proceed to the LPAT in accordance with the new legislation
and Rules.

Changes to Process

The mandate of the LPAT has changed for Official Plan appeals (ss. 17(24), 17(36),
17(40), and 22(7)), Zoning By-law appeals (ss. 34(11) and 34(19)) and Subdivision
appeals for non-decision only (s. 51(34)), with new rules and procedures that apply only
to this class of appeals. For the purpose of this report, this class of appeals will be
referred to as “Part 2” appeals. All other appeals will be referred to as “Part 1.

A “new decision” procedure has been added to Part 2 appeals. The OMB conducted de
novo hearings from decisions of a municipal approval authority, where matters were
dealt with as if not previously heard or decided. Under the previous system, the OMB
had to have regard to the decisions of a Municipal Council but was able to make its own
independent decision with a limited degree of deference to the initial municipal decision.

Bill 139 considerably reduces the authority of the LPAT to overturn the municipal
decision. Following a hearing, if the LPAT does not believe the decision of the
municipality meets the applicable tests, the LPAT will not substitute its own decision;
rather, it will provide notice to the municipality that it is returning the matter to the
municipality for reconsideration with written reasons explaining the rationale for
overturning Council’s decision. Council would then have 90 days to reconsider the
application, with the benefit of the LPAT’s decision.
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Non-decision Appeals

Under Bill 139 municipalities are given a longer period of time to make a decision on a
planning application before an appeal can be filed. Municipalities now have 150 days to
consider zoning amendments, 180 days to consider subdivision applications, and 210
days to consider official plan amendment applications (or combined official plan
amendment and rezoning applications).

Where a municipality fails to make a decision within the new prescribed timelines, an
applicant can appeal the non-decision of Council to the Tribunal. In this case, where
there is no decision of Council, there may be a very limited evidentiary record to forward
to the Tribunal for consideration.

Previous Municipal Response

The previous approach to addressing planning applications that were not ready to reach
Council in the prescribed timeframe was to have the applicant acknowledge and agree
that the application would continue to be processed beyond the timeframe without being
appealed for non-decision. An application would be ‘on-hold’ for a variety of reasons
including: design revisions to better mitigate impacts, implement advice of advisory
panels, or address public concerns; where more information was required, such as
refinements to submitted studies; to undertake additional studies either for the City,
conservation authority or commenting agency; or similar situations where an issue
surfaced after the complete application had been received (during the application
review), that required attention and resolution prior to consideration by the Planning and
Environment Committee and Council.

This acknowledgement was not a formal process of the Planning Act, and on certain
occasions, files were appealed for non-decision after the ‘on-hold’ request was made.
The City of London has approximately 18 such planning applications, that are currently
on-hold by request of the applicant, past the prescribed timeframe without a Council
decision, and subject to the Part 2 appeal procedures.

Proposed Municipal Response

In order to ensure that there is an adequate evidentiary record to submit to the Local
Planning Appeal Tribunal in the event of a non-decision, the proposed interim approach
is to ensure that applications are still heard by Council within the prescribed timeframe.
This approach applies to applications that are still under review and require more time
to process. For these applications, a report and public participation meeting will occur
during the statutory timeframe to ensure Council has the opportunity to review the
application, understand the issues, and hear from the public.

Planning Services/Development Services staff will then continue to review the
application and allow for issue resolution. Once the reasons for the delay have been
addressed, an additional public participation meeting may be scheduled, and an
additional staff report, including a staff recommendation, will be provided.

Format

Under the interim proposed response, there will be two staff reports and two public
meetings. The first report will provide:

- Detailed description of the proposed amendment

- The policy framework that will apply

- A summary of the public comments and feedback received

- Details of the issue(s) that need to be addressed

- The report will be provided for information purposes, and will contain no

recommendation or proposed by-law

Comments received from the public participation meeting will be considered by Planning
Services/Development Services staff and the applicant during the application review
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period. In addition to achieving the objectives of supplementing “the record” for the
purposes of a potential LPAT appeal, this approach will formalize public participation in
the early stages of application review and offer an additional opportunity for the public to
provide input.

Once the outstanding issue(s) have been resolved or addressed and staff are able to
complete their review, a subsequent planning report and public participation meeting

may occur. The second planning report will contain a complete analysis of the policy,
the site context and other relevant matters, and a recommendation and implementing
by-law (if required).

LPAT Requirements for Non-decision Appeals

Appeals for non-decision previously did not require the appellant to provide any reasons
for the appeal. Under Bill 139, the appellant must provide an explanation of the basis
for the appeal. Specifically, the appellant must explain how the existing part or parts of
the official plan or zoning by-law amendment would be affected by the requested
amendment, are consistent or do not conform to Provincial Policies or the Official Plan,
and further how the proposed amendment to the Official Plan or zoning amendment
would be consistent with or conform to the provincial policies and official plans.

Conclusion

This report provides information and an update regarding the transition from the Ontario
Municipal Board (OMB) to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT), and the initial
changes to municipal processes required to accommodate the new system. The LPAT
Transition & Implementation Working Group will report back in August with additional
process and administrative changes that are required to comprehensively address the
Bill 139 implications.

Prepared and
Submitted by:

Sonia Wise, MCIP RPP
Planner II, Current Planning
Reviewed by:

Lou Pompilii, MCIP RPP
Manager, Development Planning
Concurred by:

Aynsley Anderson
Solicitor I, Legal and Corporate Services
Concurred by:

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

John M. Fleming, MCIP RPP
Managing Director, Planning and City Planner

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

June 8, 2018

/sw
\\FILE2\users-z\pdpl\Shared\policy\OMB Review 2016\New folder\LPAT Transition Files report june 2018.docx
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44015 Ferguson Line
St. Thomas, ON NSP 3T3

Kettl e C ree k P519-631-1270 | F 519-631-5026
— www.kettlecreekconservation.on.ca

Conservation AUthorlty z Member of Conservation Ontario

June 7, 2018

Ms. Cathy Saunders, Clerk

Corp. of the City of London Clerk’s Office
300 Dufferin Ave.

London, ON N6B 1Z2

Dear Ms. Saunders:

Re: 2018 Watershed Report Card

On behalf of the Kettle Creek Conservation Authority | am pleased to present Council with a copy of the
2018 Watershed Report Card. The Report Card, which is released every five years, provides a check on
the current state of the Kettle Creek Watershed. Kettle Creek Conservation Authority has prepared this
Report Card as a summary of the state of the watershed’s forests, wetlands, and water resources using
data collected from 2013 to 2017.

The Report Card is available electronically at www.kettlecreekconservation.on.ca and additional hard
copies are available on request.

At Council’s convenience and interest | would be happy to provide a brief overview of the Report Card
and the overall state of the watershed.

Sincerely,

\,dzﬂuf %m Ja—

Elizabeth VanHooren
General Manager/Secretary Treasurer

Encl.

4924
ol
Member Municipalities: Central Elgin, City of London, City of St. Thomas, Middlesex Centre, Thames Centre, Malahide Township, Southwold hip




WHAT IS OUR WATERSHED'S WHERE ARE WE?

KEY ISSUE?

* Waterkoo' *
ivmrkxd.

The Watershed Report Card provides a snapshot of current conditions in the
Kettle Creek watershed and helps to identify environmental issues that need
to be protected, restored or managed. Over the past five years, Kettle Creek
Conservation Authority has been working with landowners, municipalities,

- — i government agencies and community groups to improve the health of the
Kettle Creek watershed.

Con

WATERSHED =25
2018 Report Card D SN

Historically, the Lake Erie watershed was largely comprised of tallgrass prairie,

HI

GHLIGHTS INCLUDE:

Water Quality

Completed 130 stewardship projects across Elgin County through the Elgin
Clean Water Program with total project costs exceeding $1,600,000.
Implemented two large-scale stream restoration projects on Beaver Creek,

@

ONTARIS

wetlands, and mature forests. Through settlement and urbanization, much of one of the watershed's only cool water streams. What is a Watershed?

this habitat has been lost, leaving a fragmented landscape and affecting species . . .
distribution and diversity. The degradation of these ecosystems, in combination Fo restry Afwate;s.h:d':s ar;arga (.)f Iandbdr:mefd by a cree: or stlrekam into ad
with increased urbanization/industrialization and intensive farming practices + Celebrated planting the one-millionth tree from 2001-2013. Since then, river which then drains into a body of water such as a lake or pond.

have contributed to increased run-off and erosion, and subsequently increased
sedimentation and nutrient loading.

Kettle Creek is a tributary of Lake Erie. As a result, Kettle Creek’s water quality
directly impacts the nearshore water quality of Lake Erie. While Lake Erie’s health
suffers from multiple issues such as climate change and invasive species, nutrient
loading of phosphorus is seen as a key issue of concern. Over the last five years,
97.9% of the phosphorus samples collected across the KCCA watershed exceeded
the Provincial Water Quality Objective. High levels of phosphorus can contribute
to harmful algae blooms, low oxygen conditions and overall habitat loss and

KCCA has planted an additional 200,000 trees in the watershed.
Partnered with the Thames Valley District School Board to green the
grounds of five local schools, and hosted a variety of community plantings
with other partners.

Wetlands

Created/restored 19 wetlands from 2013-2017 with the support of
partners such as Ducks Unlimited, Elgin Stewardship Council, the Dorothy
Fay Palmer Estate and Ontario Power Generation.

Everything in a watershed is connected. Our actions upstream can
affect conditions downstream.

Why Measure?

Measuring helps us better understand our watershed. We can target
our work where it is needed and track progress. We measured:

O 0 @ ¢

degradation. Education and Awareness Groundwater Surface Water Forest Wetland
+ Led the Green Your Ravine project - a campaign to promote, protect and QuElty Quality Conchions Somitions

These issues have been well documented in the Great Lakes Water Quality improve the health of the ravine systems of St. Thomas.

Agreement, and the many reports that describe the urgent need to increase the + Launched a community-based social marketing campaign to encourage

scale, scope and intensity of current efforts to address phosphorus. Lake Erie's St. Thomas residents to use phosphorus free fertilizers.

deteriorating health serves as a warning to landowners, environmental agencies + Hosted the St. Thomas-Elgin Children’s Water Festival in 2014 and 2017, What is a watershed

and governments on both sides of the border that Great Lakes restoration and
protection must be a top priority.

teaching over 7,000 elementary students about the importance of water to
their lives and communities.

Kettle Creek Conservation Authority has prepared
this report card as a summary of the state of your

GRADING

xcellent

report card?

- . . . . _ B Good Ontario's Conservation Authorities
. p— . . . * The Carolinian Forest Festival celebrated its 10th anniversary in 2017, forests, wetlands, and water resources using data . report on watershed conditions every
Kettle Creek Conservation Authority is currently working collaboratively with educating over 13,000 grades 6 and 7 students since its inception about C Fair > " "
C fion-Ontario=local orovindal and federal T i > collected from 2013 to 2017. ive years. The watershed report cards
onservation Untario, local, provincial a ederal gove ent agencies, a the Carolinian Life Zone and our local forest resources. D Poor se Conservai i Ohtario saldalines and
community organizations to help improve local conditions with programs that ¥ VeryPoor Ut dardd a — S Cgu - a
standards developed by Conservation

are based in science, provide technical support and leverage funding dollars for
measurable success.

For more information on how this Watershed Report Card will inform
programming to improve the health of the Kettle Creek watershed and Lake Erie
visit www.kettlecreekconservation.on.ca.

Kettle Creek Conservation Authority
44015 Ferguson Line, St. Thomas, ON N5P 373 (Y
E-mail: info@kettlecreekconservation.on.ca ’;}:\’;
Website: kettlecreekconservation.on.ca
Phone: 519-631-1270 | Fax: 519-631-5026

Kettle Creek

Conservation Authority

The Watershed Report Card is available online and in other formats upon request.

Kettle Creek

Conservation Authority

Insufficient Data Authorities and their partners.



GROUNDWATER QUALITY

| “ SURFACE WATER QUALITY

FOREST CONDITIONS

WETLAND COVER

Groundwater is the water found beneath the earth’s surface

in layers called aquifers. Once an aquifer is contaminated,
it is often very difficult to repair, making groundwater a
precious resource.

What Did We Find?

» Nitrate and chloride concentrations are better than the
drinking water guidelines in all monitored wells (A grade).

+ Groundwater quality results are limited to the aquifer from
which the sample was taken. The quality of your well water
may vary from that of the monitoring wells.

Regardless of the excellent grades, groundwater quality

still has the potential to be negatively impacted by human
actions. Optimizing fertilizer application, regular maintenance
of septic systems, decommissioning unused wells and the
reduction in use of ion exchange water softeners can help to
reduce the potential degradation of water quality resources.

UPPER KETTLE CREEK

MONITORING WELL
Chloride z Nitrate

GRADING

B Good |
€ Fair

D Poor

Insufficient Data

Y DR I W e

Phosphorus loading is the biggest issue impacting surface
water quality in the Kettle Creek watershed. In the last five
years, 97.9% of the phosphorus samples collected have

exceeded the Provincial Water Quality Objective of 0.02 mg/L.

What Did We Find?

+ Surface water quality in the watershed is a D grade, or poor.

* Thislow grade is due primarily to phosphorus concentrations
consistently exceeding the PWQO and poor benthic
invertebrate Family Biotic Index results.

+ E.coli concentrations throughout the watershed are fair
(Cgrade).

Our actions on the land impact the quality of our water.
Surface water moves through the Kettle Creek watershed,
outletting to Lake Erie at Port Stanley. Surface water can
be impaired by fertilizers, pesticides, sedimentation and
erosion, heavy metals, petroleum products and chemicals.

Insufficient Data

LOWER KETTLE CREEK

Environment Canada recommends 30% forest cover in a
watershed to support wildlife species. The current forest
cover in the Kettle Creek watershed is 14.07%.

What Did We Find?
+ Forest Conditions Grades range from D to C (poor to fair).
+ Forest cover is being lost faster than it can be replaced.

+ Restoration and protection of natural habitats, particularly
the existing large forest patches, should be encouraged to
ensure ecosystem integrity is maintained.

Percent forest cover is the percentage of the watershed
that is forested. Based on 2015 aerial photography, the
watershed is losing 7.32 hectares of forest per year.
Forestry programs offered by Kettle Creek Conservation
Authority are critical to the watershed'’s overall health.
Planting an average of 50,000 trees per year is barely
keeping pace with the current rate of deforestation.

GRADING

B Good
C Fair

D Poor

Environment Canada recommends 10% wetland cover in
a watershed to support wildlife species. Only 1.34% of the
entire Kettle Creek watershed is wetland habitat.

What Did We Find?

+ Wetland cover in the KCCA watershed is a F grade (very
poor).

+ The Dodd Creek subwatershed has the least wetland cover
with less than half a percent of wetland cover and should be
an area of priority for restoration and wetland creation work.

Percent wetland cover is the percentage of the watershed

that is wetland habitat. Wetlands play an important role in the
ecological health of a watershed by filtering toxins, controlling
flood waters, groundwater recharge and acting as nursery areas
for many types of aquatic wildlife.

C Fair

D Poor

Insufficient Data
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Advisory Committee on the Environment
Report

The 7th meeting of the Advisory Committee on the Environment

June 6, 2018

Committee Room #4

Attendance

PRESENT: S. Ratz (Chair), K. Birchall, M. Bloxam, S. Brooks,
S. Hall, J. Howell, L. Langdon, G. Sass, N. St. Amour, T. Stoiber,
D. Szoller and A. Tipping and J. Bunn (Secretary)

ABSENT: M. Hodge

ALSO PRESENT: Councillor M. van Holst; W. Abbott, T.
Arnos, A. Boyd, P. Donnelly, M. Losee, J.P. McGonigle, P.Shack
and J. Skimming

The meeting was called to order at 12:15 PM.

1. Call to Order

11

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest

That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.

2. Scheduled Items

2.1

2.2

2.3

Waste Management Options

That the Managing Director, Environmental and Engineering Services &
City Engineer BE REQUESTED to review the attached presentation from
C. Marsales, Senior Manager, Waste Management Service, City of
Markham, with respect to the Markham Waste Diversion Strategy "Mission
Green" and explore the feasibility of implementing a similar program in
City of London facilities.

Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update

That it BE NOTED that the presentation appended to the agenda, from
J.P. Mcgonigle, Division Manager, Parks and Recreation, with respect to
an update to the Parks and Recreation Master Plan, was received.

Environmental Programs Annual Overview Update

That it BE NOTED that the staff report dated May 28, 2018, from J.
Stanford, Director, Environment, Fleet and Solid Waste, with respect to
the Environmental Programs Annual Overview Update, was received.

3. Consent

3.1

6th Report of the Advisory Committee on the Environment

That it BE NOTED that the 6th Report of the Advisory Committee on the
Environment, from its meeting held on May 2, 2018, was received.
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

6th Report of the Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory
Committee

That it BE NOTED that the 6th Report of the Environmental and Ecological
Planning Advisory Committee, from its meeting held on May 17, 2018,
was received.

4th Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory Committee

That it BE NOTED that the 4th Report of the Trees and Forests Advisory
Committee, from its meeting held on April 25, 2018, was received.

Municipal Council Resolution - Appointment of Andrew Powell to the
Advisory Committee on the Environment

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution, from its meeting
held on May 8, 2018, with respect to the appointment of Andrew Powell to
the Advisory Committee on the Environment, was received.

Municipal Council Resolution - 6th Report of the Advisory Committee on
the Environment

That it BE NOTED that the Municipal Council resolution, from its meeting
held on May 22, 2018, with respect to the 6th Report of the Advisory
Committee on the Environment, was received.

Notice of Completion - Master Plan - London Pollution Prevention and
Control Plan

That it BE NOTED that the Notice of Completion of the Master Plan for the
London Pollution Prevention and Control Plan, from M. McKillop, City of
London and T. Mahood, CH2M, was received.

Sub-Committees and Working Groups

4.1

Waste Sub-Committee

That the Civic Administration BE REQUESTED to undertake the following
with respect to the "Toilets Are Not Garbage Cans" public awareness
sticker initiative, coordinated by B. Orr, Sewer Outreach and Control
Inspector:

a) require all bathroom stalls within City of London facilities to
display the “Toilets Are Not Garbage Cans” sticker by no later than July
31, 2018;

it being noted that the above-noted sticker has already been approved for
use by the City of London Communications Department, is already
displayed in some, but not all, City of London facility bathroom stalls and is
already being displayed, voluntarily, by many organizations, including
retail stores, restaurants and schools;

b) identify to the Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE)
the key Civic Administration who would be responsible for implementing
the above-noted action, so that the ACE may follow up on the progress of
the implementation and in order to have a specific contact who can advise
the ACE of the reasons why a sticker is not displayed in certain instances;
and,

C) report back to the ACE by September 7, 2018 with respect to the
feasibility of requiring all facilities that receive City of London funding,
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including, but not limited to, Centennial Hall, the Covent Garden Market,
Museum London, London Public Library locations, police and fire stations,
Tourism London, the London Convention Centre, Dearness Home, Kettle
Creek Conservation Authority, Lower Thames Valley Conservation
Authority and the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority, to display
the above-noted sticker in all bathroom stalls;

it being noted that the Waste Sub-Committee report, appended to the
agenda, was received.

Iltems for Discussion

5.1

5.2

5.3

ACE Events Update

That it BE NOTED that the Advisory Committee on the Environment
Events Update document, submitted by S. Ratz, was received.

ACE Presentations/Events/Meeting List

That it BE NOTED that the Advisory Committee on the Environment
Presentations, Events and Meeting List document, dated May 16, 2018,
submitted by S. Ratz, was received.

ACE Representative on Municipal Agencies Group

That J. Ramsay, Project Manager, Rapid Transit, BE ADVISED that Mike
Bloxam will represent the Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE)
on the Municipal Advisory Group related to Rapid Transit; it being noted
that S. Hall will act as an alternate representative for the ACE on the
Advisory Group.

Deferred Matters/Additional Business

None.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 2:18 PM.
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MARKHAM DIVERSION STRATEGY A little about Markham: 5:’

Mission Green > Population 320,000
> Markham is the largest lower
tier municipality in York Region

> Markham has jurisdiction

(XX
0000 over collection :
o000 _ _ L -
00 » York Region provides material processing and
:. disposal for the 9 York local municipalities
¢ ”f(“*“ |- > Waste Management Dept part of Environmental
s Services — 5 FTE / 4 Recycling Depots / 9.2M
Operating budget / $88 per HH/yr
City of Markham Diversion | 332 Mission G tarted h ssee
. . Ission Green... r r
Principles H staried here &
L. . . _ Civic Centre
Municipal staff must ‘walk the talk’ -diversion is 500 Employees
not just for residents — municipal facilities must -
separate and recycle same as residents
One system for all - All residents whether living in —
a house, apartment and condo should have the *'*' lf " 1Tl
same diversion opportunities e

Same recycling program at homes and at school

Markham services all multi-res buildings — no
opting out allowed
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Mission Green at Work- Recycling Stations oo

Mission Green at Work

v All 42 City tfacilities have same program/containers

~ll waste bins removed from City Hall v City staff are their own waste managers
No employee workspace/desk waste containers allowed

HH Green Bin & i
Mission Green....Residential |:° Bi-weekly Collection ]

e MISSION GREEN - Mission Green Committee formed
e Focus Group — raccoons biggest concern

e 2004 — Pilot for weekly Green Bin and Bi-weekly
garbage collection at the some time — 12,000 homes

e Green bin - food, pet waste, diapers — in plastic bags
e Processing - Anaerobic Digestion

e Co-collect Green bin and blue box weekly/Garbage
bi-weekly

e High level of public acceptance
e City wide launch — 2005
e Instant increase in diversion
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Mission Green Tips

= Launch Green Bin and Bi-weekly Garbage at
the same time

= Accept only food? Don’t bother with Green Bin
program

- Address raccoon concerns

= No leaf and yard in Green Bin

- Have a good reason to reduce
garbage collection service ie

Landfill issue

Mission Green Resources

@rxHAM

Congratulations!
You are part of Mission Green!

Toolkit

| IMPORTANT

Revised Waste Collectio
Calendar for Phase 1 Res

004/2005 e C ALEND A

00PS

This miek eniy Bis Soe snd Groen B
materiact ot bng callected for recyiing.

Lametil muates 34 garboge] besnd tor W

el 50 plack oat for cbaesson BT

vw-.unmmunm
your co-speration.

muumlmau
For mm Cal MS41SI0S

Wesdin i

e Masons

Education &
Enforcement
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June 2004

> Newsletter Issue #1

. ~ Introduced pilot
S cmmmco B
smumos Sags K dan Pilot:
R > September 2004
> 12,000 homes
» 1 green bin, 1 kitchen catcher
» Introduced every other week

garbage collection

Mission Green - Phase 2

March 2005

> Newsletter Issue #2
» Green Bin Guide insert
» Announces July start date

Markham’s Green Bin
A HUGE SUCCESS!

B . b e,

mYORK REGION BANS THE USE
OF PLASTIC BAGS FOR YARD MATERIAL




Newsletter Insert

F’“‘" =
e Green Bin Guide ==
=1
y
n=
quile.

RACCOONS RALLY AGAINST
MARKHAM'S NEW GREEN BIN!

Starting the week of July 415, 2304 Markham
™ simpler Blus Bzz Program

Mission Green - follow up

November 2005

> Newsletter Issue #3
» Green Bin stats
» Clean streets

Michigan Inspects Our Garbage Trucks @

140

Mission Green Launch!
Week of July 4t 2005

set kitchen organics out |%
of the waste stream. ¢

‘1 e 1\ y ] .

Mission Green - Apartment Recycling 5::'

Mandatory Tri-sorters
All multi-res buildings
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Zero Waste for Schools
“Just Like Home”

Developed to encourage & support Markham schools to adopt Zero Waste practices
Grant provided to each school from the Markham Environmental Sustainability Fund
“Recycling Stations” (green bin & blue box) in every class room

Children must learn how to sort

GREEN BIN
‘4:3..0
s
St TR
s W
B  ‘ZEe: TRROTIL
10 BN
e e |
A

Before

Clear Bags for Residue

Clear bag program now fully implemented across Markham b4
Residue in dark bags at the curb are stickered and not collected

High level of public acceptance, participation, and compliance
Markham largest clear bag program in Canada
Resulted in significant collection cost savings
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New Initiatives

In 2012, Council approved the “Best of the Best” — Markham's Roadmap to
80% Diversion

1. Mandatory Material Separation By-law
2. Unlimited Clear Bags for Residue

3. Expanded Textile Diversion Program
4. Zero Waste for Schools Program

5. Curbside Electronics and Battery Collection Curbside Ban

Markham Diversion

eo0
Year 1 - Clear Bags April 2013 - March 2014 :.

Total Tonnes by Category

AVERAGE %
DIVERTED FROM
LANDFILL

80.38%

9.000 Tonnes by Category per Month
8,000
1,000
6,000
5.000
4,000
3000
2,000
1,000
e— - - Diversion Rate - - - -
B0%
" o omm O mm AN emw

Apr13 May-13 Jun-13 Jub13 Aug-13 Sep-13 Oct-13 Mow-13 Dec-13 Jan-14 Feb-14 Mar-14



NEW! - Textile Donation

Community Centers & Fire Stations
Textile collection ban — April 2017

On-site Food Composting

ee0o i i
Waste Management 3 Historical Data
eoo
o0
Performance s 2017 Waste Tonnage
Apartment
Curbside | Curbside Curbside b .
Month X X Yard Waste Recycling
Garbage | Recycling | Organics .
2016 York Region Waste Generation Rate (kg/capita) k (F/E Container)
Yor January 1,162 1,876 2,499 - 1186
o o i
. - Wt W B - oswomoae om Region February 902 151427 | 2212 - 957.00
= 2 : 96 70 8z = 7 286 7 303
ol N Bl S ' | SM4RT March 1133 | 1,849.15 | 2,548 = 957.00
g ~ Vioom . . )
per capita Living Plan April 1,262 1,811.72 2,335 863.45 968.00
Balanced vay 1,995 ,U. 16 ,040 1,205.66 1,27/2.00
m ﬂ u n *  SUBTOTAL e TOTAL Scorecard | June 1,591 ,001.54 2,813 1,256.01 1,013.00
w w3 m e e am w s 2016 July 1,357 1,734.86 2,451 967.27 986.00
Ll B B = e August 1,462 1,949.96 2,967 930.59 1,212.00
134 L 74 32 7 230 137 a8
P = as a 226 s 331 September 1,377 1,794.54 2,618 688.06 1,011.00
o e - » 6 254 il October 1,230 1,742.19 2,556 976.34 1,322.00
108 77 74 a3 8 308 23 an
November | 1,257.66 1,900.42 2,653.43 2,528.29 139.95
18 ” ” 20 1w 206 1s an
Eed 65 81 27 7 279 s 284 December 1,030.93 1,787.98 2,372.72 524.33 134.76
Town of Whitchurch-Stoudhel 113 74 e a2 6 309 2 !2‘7
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MUNICIPALITY

YORK REGION
TOTAL

MARKHAM

CURBSIDE

94,290.62

21,491.87

Markham's 81% Gross Curbside Diversion

- ....
- ............

PUBLIC Organics
DROP OFF
DEPOT DISPOSAL

39,958.87 134,249.49 .. --
- o -- ..

143



Planner: K. Gonyou

Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: John M. Fleming

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner

Subject: Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property at 2154
Richmond Street by Drewlo Holdings Ltd.

Public Participation Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning & City Planner, with
the advice of the Heritage Planner, the following actions BE TAKEN with respect to the
request for the demolition of the heritage listed property located at 2154 Richmond
Street:

a) The Chief Building Official BE ADVISED that Municipal Council consents to the
demolition of this property;

b) 2154 Richmond Street BE REMOVED from the Register (Inventory of Heritage
Resources); and,

c) The property owner BE REQUESTED to commemorate the historic contributions
of the McCormick-Brickenden-Greenway family in the future development of this

property.

Executive Summary

Summary of Request
A demolition request for the heritage listed property at 2154 Richmond Street was
submitted.

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action

The purpose of the recommended action is to remove the property from the Register
(Inventory of Heritage Resource) with the effect of allowing the buildings on the property
to be demolished.

Rationale of Recommended Action
Staff evaluated the property using the criteria of Ontario Heritage Act Regulation 9/06
and found that the property is not meet the criteria for designation.

Analysis

1.0 Background

1.1 Property Location

The property at 2154 Richmond Street is located on the east side of Richmond Street,
just north of Sunningdale Road East (Appendix A). The property is part of the former
London Township that was annexed by the City of London in 1993. The property abuts
the northern limits of the City of London.

1.2  Cultural Heritage Status

The property has been included on the Inventory of Heritage Resources since at least
2006. The Inventory of Heritage Resources was adopted as the Register pursuant to
Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act in 2007. The property at 2154 Richmond Street is
identified as Priority 2 resource.
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1.3 Description

The property at 2154 Richmond Street is a large property with a rural character. The
property is approximately 90 acres in size and is historically known as the south half of
Lot 16, Concession VI, in the former London Township. Portions of the original 100 acre
parcel were previously sold.

The property contains a house, barns, and drive shed (garage), which are described
below. The remainder of the property is agricultural fields, paddock, and treed areas.

1.3.1 House

The house at 2154 Richmond Street is located near the southwest corner of the
property, near to the intersection of Richmond Street and Sunningdale Road North
(Appendix B). The house is accessed by a drive off of Richmond Street, which is
enunciated by timber-clad lamp posts that flank the entrance to the driveway. The
driveway loops around the house. A pond is located to the north of the driveway.

The house has a complicated massing, which indicates many previous alterations and
additions to the original building. The existing house appears to have an augmented C-
shaped footprint, with a partial concrete (likely parged) and partial fieldstone foundation.
The building is two storeys in height with a hipped roof, with a small gable with attic
window in the north wing.

The buff brick portion of the building is believed to be the original structure, and likely
dating prior to 1878 as a structure is shown on the lllustrated Historical Atlas of
Middlesex County (see Figure 2, Appendix A). Detailing of the paired window on the
south facade suggests that the original building may have been constructed in the
Queen Anne Revival architectural style, which is demonstrated in the floral-motif
piercework in the wood trim of the window opening (see Image 7, Appendix B). This
type of motif is found on buildings in London with confirmed dates of construction in the
1870s and 1880s. A buff brick addition was added to comprise part of the north wing of
the main floor. This addition created an umbrage around the front door of the house.

From the side (north and south) facades, it is clear to see a large rear addition, which is
clad in half-timbering in a mock Tudor style. This cladding is continued on the second
floor addition to the original structure. The rear addition features a flat roof.

Some of the windows have been replaced with modern units, and some historic wood
windows remain however most wood windows have aluminum storm windows. The front
door is wood, but stylistically dates to the mock Tudor style additions to the building, as
does the exterior light at the front.

A drive shed (garage) is located behind the house. It is constructed of wood and has a
shed style roof. Some of the bays have sliding doors, whereas other bays are open.

1.3.2 Barns

The barns located at 2154 Richmond Street, together, form an ell with a common wall
(see Appendix B). Within the Stage 1 Archaeological & Built Heritage Assessment,
Upland North Area Plan (2002), the barns are noted as “display a spectrum of material
and building techniques extending from typical early forms of building with primitive
material and limited tools to an innovative application of industrial products.”

Unfortunately, a fire caused substantial damage to the barns on February 16, 2018.
This resulted in extensive damage to the structure (see Images 10-15, Appendix B).
While some of the north barn remains, little remains of the south barn.

The north barn demonstrates characteristics of an English Barn, with the basement
level at grade and a grain loft above. The south barn is a Bank Barn, which features a
gangway (or barn hill) on the east side to access the upper level of the structure
(hayloft). What can be seen of the remaining hewen timber structure appears to be
mortise-and-tenon joints. Both barns have an unusual concrete block foundation, with a
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rusticated or vermiculated cast detail (see Image 14, Appendix B). The interior walls of
the barns appeared to have been painted, suitable for the horses that were once
housed in the barns. The roof of the barns was clad in asphalt shingles, an unusual
material choice for a barn roof. Refuse visible on site from the fire damage included
earlier tin shingles which once clad the roof.

While at one point the barns may have been considered representative of a type and
construction method, the damage caused by the fire has destroyed the integrity of the
barns.

1.4  History

The Euro-Canadian history of this property begins with the grant of Lot 16, Concession
VI from the Crown to the Canada Company in 1829. Lot 16 was divided into north and
south halves, with the south half purchased by Folliot Gray in 1831. The property was
passed to William Gray, and purchased by Philip Swarts (sic. Swartz) in 1848. In 1854,
the south half of Lot 16 in Concession VI was purchased by George Walker. George
Walker’s son, George L. Walker, inherited his father’s farm in 1890.

The Walker’s called their farm “Spring Meadow,” after the many springs found on the
property which supplied the wells in the house, the barns, and a covered shelter near
the street designed to refresh travellers (London Township, Volume Il, p.297). The
spring-fed pond was stocked with trout (Greenway).

George L. Walker sold the property to George Gleeson McCormick in 1927. George G.
McCormick (1860-1936) was an heir to the McCormick Biscuit Factory fortune. He left
the company shortly after the death of his father, Thomas McCormick, in 1905, leaving
the management of the company to his brothers, Thomas and Frank. George G.
McCormick was subsequently the President of the London Loan and Savings as well as
the Consolidated Trusts Corporation (London Township, Volume II, p.297). He owned
one of the first private motor vehicles in London in 1906.

Establishing homes north of London was fashionable for London’s elite and influential
families. This trend continued into the twentieth century. For example, Gibbons Lodge
(1832 Richmond Street), built for the Gibbons family in the Tudor Revival style in 1932
or Hylands (now 120 Chantry Place), built for the Ivey family in the Georgian Revival
style in 1937.

George G. McCormick renamed the farm at 2154 Richmond Street, “Dorindale,” after
his wife, Dorinda Birely McCormick (1863-1930). Their daughter, Catherine Keziah
(“Kizzie”) McCormick Brickenden (1896-1993) recalled the motivation for acquiring the
country property at 2154 Richmond Street in about 1927:
In any case, the Geo. McC’s were happy in their bungalo across from our 960
Wellington place. However, there was a lot more paving going on in the city, and
to get a good ride outside our own paddock, necessitated quite a lot of clip-
clopping over pavement, and encountering much annoying traffic. Papa had his
eye on a good sized farm (90 odd acres), several miles north of the city limits. It
had a big, useable stables, a staunch house; where help could live; lots of trees
and ponds — altogether a lovely spot. It was promptly christened “Dorindale” after
Mommy, and she and Papa drove out often for a picnic in the little summer house
under the lovely shady trees. This happy situation did not last very long,
however, because dear Mommy (who had not been really strong since her bad
accident many years before, and yet had been such a source of love and
courage) had that rare quality of patience, plus cheerfulness, that is very scarce
— died all too soon (Brickenden 1978, 32).

Hunter and Jumper Canadian Sport Horses were raised at Dorindale, as well as Oxford
sheep and Guernsey cattle (Archaeologix 2002). The farm was planted with oats and
wheat, with a 10-acre apple orchard, and a grove of black walnut trees planted at the
behest of Sir William Mullock (Greenway n.d., Middlesex Centre Archives). George and
Dorinda McCormick also maintained a City house at 298 Dufferin Avenue (demolished
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in advance of the construction of City Hall at 300 Dufferin Avenue), and later the O. Roy
Moore-designed Spanish Revival masterpiece at 270 Victoria Street (heritage listed
property) following its completion in 1928. Kizzie Brickenden and her husband, George
Arthur Porte Brickenden (1896-1971), married in 1918 and lived at 960 Wellington
Street (demolished in 1993). George Brickenden was a pilot in the Royal Air Force
during WWI and a Wing Commander in WWII. He was also a partner in a London law
firm, first opened as Brickenden, McMillan and Ferguson, and later served as Judge in
Norfolk County.

Kizzie Brickenden took over management of the farm in about 1930 and inherited it
upon her father’s death in 1936. The farm house at 2154 Richmond Street was
remodelled to include the “Grandfathers wing” of the home. In her memaoirs (1978),
Kizzie Brickenden recounts,
Art’s and my plan for remodelling the very old, but sturdily built house at
“Dorindale” were pretty well advanced, and it wasn'’t too long before we moved
everything (horses first, and it was a treat to ride them in our own green fields,
instead of pavement!) And now both grandfathers were comfortable ensconced
in a special “Grandfathers Wing” which my own dear G. McC had added. A
happy arrangement indeed, for Art and me, and for the children, and under the
circumstances, probably the best for the two Grandpas (32).

It is suspected that these alterations in the 1930s led to the transition of what may have
originally been a Queen Anne Revival style farmhouse to a structure more like the
existing mock Tudor house building seen today. Mock Tudor, or Tudor Revival, was a
popular architectural style in the 1930s and is often typified by half timbering and
stonework detailing, as well as Tudor arch motifs. These characteristics can be seen
applied at the building located at 2154 Richmond Street through previous alterations.

As an accomplished local actress and producer of theatrical productions, Kizzie
Brickenden was instrumental in persuading the president of the Famous Players
Theatre to sell the Grand Theatre in 1945 to the London Little Theatre for $35,000 (100
Fascinating Londoners, 95-96). By 1949, 10% of Londoners (over 6,000 people) were
subscribers of the Grand Theatre (London: 150 Cultural Moments, 85). In 1971, the
London Little Theatre became Theatre London, and subsequently the Grand Theatre in
1983. The Grand Theatre, including its proscenium arch, is individually designated
under the Ontario Heritage Act, and located within the Downtown Heritage Conservation
District. The Brickenden Awards, “to celebrate and acknowledge excellence in
independent theatre in London, in recognition of the continued burgeoning of new and
non-mainstream theatre groups in London since the mid-90s,” were named in honour of
the late local actress, director, and playwright Kizzie Brickenden (Brickenden Awards).

In addition to her thespian accolades, Kizzie Brickenden’s memaoir, Catherine Keziah...
Her Story (1978), shared her passion for equestrian sports and pride in her family.
Family lore recounts a previous fire in the house at 2154 Richmond Street, where the
Arva volunteer firemen saved the house while Kizzie Brickenden had lunch at the Knotty
Pine Inn. Kizzie McCormick Brickenden was featured in Chatelaine magazine’s article,
“The Women of London” (1954), and 100 Fascinating Londoners (2005).

George and Kizzie Brickenden’s daughter, Alice Dorinda (“Dinnie”) Brickenden (Hall-
Holland) (Fuller) Greenway (b. 1920), received 6 acres at the southwest corner of the
farm as a gift from her parents upon her marriage to Squadron Leader William Hall-
Holland in 1942. A home was constructed at 2118 Richmond Street for the Hall-Holland
family, but was demolished in 2013. Dinnie Greenway remained on the farm with late
husbands, Col. Oswald M. Fuller and Dr. Robert Greenway, and subsequently moved
into the house at 2154 Richmond Street in the 1990s. Dinnie Greenway only recently
moved out of the house at 2154 Richmond Street after the fire on February 16, 2018.
Dinnie Brickenden is well regarded for her contributions to the local equestrian
community, including the Pony Club and the Royal Winter Fair.
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2.0 Legislative and Policy Framework

2.1 Provincial Policy Statement

Section 2.6.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) directs that “significant built
heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.”
“Significant” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) as, in regards to
cultural heritage and archaeology, “resources that have been determined to have
cultural heritage value or interest for the important contribution they make to our
understanding of the history of a place, and event, or a people.”

2.2  Ontario Heritage Act

Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires that a register kept by the clerk shall list
all properties that have been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. Section 27(1.2)
of the Ontario Heritage Act also enables Municipal Council to add properties that have
not been designated, but that Municipal Council “believes to be of cultural heritage
value or interest” on the Register.

The only cultural heritage protection afforded to heritage listed properties is a 60-day
delay in the issuance of a demolition permit. During this time, Council Policy directs that
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) is consulted, and a public
participation meeting is held at the Planning & Environment Committee.

Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act enables municipalities to designate properties to
be of cultural heritage value or interest. Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act also
establishes consultation, notification, and process requirements, as well as a process to
appeal the designation of a property. Appeals to the Notice of Intent to Designate a
property pursuant to Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act are referred to the
Conservation Review Board (CRB).

2.3  Official Plan/The London Plan

Chapter 13 (Heritage of the City of London’s Official Plan (1989, as amended)

recognizes that properties of cultural heritage value or interest
Provide physical and cultural links to the original settlement of the area and to
specific periods or events in the development of the City. These properties, both
individually and collectively, contribute in a very significant way to the identity of
the City. They also assist in instilling civic pride, benefitting the local economy by
attracting visitors to the City, and favourably influencing the decisions of those
contemplating new investment or residence in the City.

The objectives of Chapter 13 (Heritage) support the conservation of heritage resources,
including encouraging new development, redevelopment, and public works to be
sensitive to, and in harmony with, the City’s heritage resources (Policy 13.1.iii). This
direction is also supported by the policies of The London Plan (adopted 2016); The
London Plan has greater consideration for potential cultural heritage resources that are
listed, but not designated under the Ontario Heritage Act, through planning processes.

The Strategic Plan for the City of London 2015-2019 identifies heritage conservation as
an integral part of “Building a Sustainable City.”

2.4 Uplands North Area Plan

In preparation of the Uplands North Area Plan (2003), the Stage 1 Archaeological & Built
Heritage Assessment, Uplands North Area Plan (Archaeologix 2002) was prepared. This
surveyed past archaeological assessments to identify where further archaeological work
was required. Three properties with built heritage resources were also identified: 348
Sunningdale Road East (demolished in 2015), 2154 Richmond Street North, and 660
Sunningdale Road East. Both properties on Sunningdale Road East were previously
included on the Inventory of Heritage Resources, and 2154 Richmond Street was
subsequently added.

Regarding 2154 Richmond Street, the Uplands North Area Plan states,
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Both the house and the barn on this property are significant. This property should
be listed in the Inventory of Heritage Resources with a Priority 2 rating.

In a memo to the LACH on June 12, 2002, the Heritage Planner noted,

Both the house and the barn at 2154 Richmond Street are significant because of
their association with the McCormick and Brickenden families. While the house
has been greatly altered over time, the barn remains largely intact and displays
numerous significant aspects of construction. The report recommends that this
property should be listed in the Inventory of Heritage Resources with a Priority 2
rating. The report also recommends that efforts should be made to encourage the
preservation of the barn at 2154 Richmond Street.

2.5 Register (Inventory of Heritage Resources)

Municipal Council may include properties on the Inventory of Heritage Resources
(Register) that it “believes to be of cultural heritage value or interest.” These properties
are not designated, but are considered to have potential cultural heritage value or
interest.

Priority levels were assigned to properties included in the Inventory of Heritage
Resources (Register) as an indication of their potential cultural heritage value. Priority 2
properties are:
“Buildings merit evaluation for designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage
Act. They have significant architectural and/or historical value and may be worthy
of protection by whatever incentives may be provided through zoning
considerations, bonusing or financial advantages” (Inventory of Heritage
Resource, 2005).

The Inventory of Heritage Resources (Register) states that further research is required
to determine the cultural heritage value or interest of heritage listed properties.

3.0 Demolition Request

Written notice of their intention to demolish the house and barn located at 2154
Richmond Street was submitted by agents acting on behalf of the property owner and
received on April 27, 2018. This notice of intention to demolish was accompanied by a
structural investigation report of the barn structure (VanBoxmeer & Stranges
Engineering Ltd., April 17, 2018) which was referred to the Building Division.

Municipal Council must respond to a notice of intention to demolish a heritage listed
property within 60 days, or the request is deemed consented. During this 60-day period,
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) is consulted and, pursuant to
Council Policy, a public participation meeting is held at the Planning & Environment
Committee.

The 60-day period for the demolition request for the property at 2154 Richmond Street
expires on June 26, 2018.

Staff undertook a site visit of the property, accompanied by a representative of the
property owner, on May 2, 2018. The site visit included an exterior inspection of the
property and buildings.

4.0 Cultural Heritage Evaluation

4.1  Criteria for Determining Cultural Heritage Value or Interest
The criteria of Ontario Heritage Act Regulation 9/06 establishes criteria for determining
the cultural heritage value or interest of individual properties. These criteria are:
1. Physical or design value:
i. Is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type,
expression, material or construction method;
ii. Displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit; or,
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Demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement.

2. Historical or associative value:

Has direct associations with a theme, event,

belief, person, activity,

organization or institution that is significant to a community;

Yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an

understanding of a community or culture; or,

Demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder,

designer or theorist who is significant to a community.
3. Contextual value:

or,

Is a landmark.

Is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area;
Is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings;

A property is required to meet one or more of the abovementioned criteria to merit
protection under Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Should the property not meet
the criteria for designation, the demolition request should be granted and the property
removed from the Inventory of Heritage Resources (Register).

The evaluation of the property using the criteria of Ontario Heritage Act Regulation 9.06
can be found below.

Table 1: Evaluation of 2154 Richmond Street using the criteria of Ontario Heritage Act Regulation 9/06.

Cultural
Heritage Criteria Evaluation
Value
The Is a rare, unique, | The house located at 2154 Richmond Street has
property representative or | been substantially altered in a manner that does
has design | early example of | not demonstrate significant design or physical
value or a style, type, value. The house does not take the appearance of
physical expression, a farm house, which would be typically expected of
value material, or a house in this location, or of the mansions
because it, | construction established by prominent families the area north of
method London in the 1930s. It is not considered to be

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

The barns at 2154 Richmond Street may have
once been considered as representative examples
of barn types and construction methods in the
former London Township, however a fire on
February 16, 2018 has destroyed the integrity of
the barns to the extent where they no longer retain
physical features to represent cultural heritage
value or interest for the property.

Displays a high
degree of
craftsmanship or
artistic merit

The property is not considered to demonstrate a
high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit.
There is little detailing or ornamentation of the
house or barns to demonstrate a high degree of
craftsmanship or artistic merit.

Demonstrates a
high degree of
technical or
scientific

achievement

The property is not considered to demonstrate a
high degree of technical or scientific achievement.
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Cultural
Heritage Criteria Evaluation
Value

The Has direct The property is associated with the McCormick-
property associations with | Brickenden-Greenway family, who purchased the
has a theme, event, property at 2154 Richmond Street in 1927 and
historical belief, person, resided there until very recently. The McCormick-
value or activity, Brickenden-Greenway family has made many
associative | organization or contributions to the London community (the Grand
value institution that is | Theatre or the Pony Club, for example), and is of
because it, | significant to a local interest as demonstrated by the number of

community

local publications which highlight members of the
family, such as 100 Fascinating Londoners.

However, there are other properties in London
which are also, or perhaps better, reflect potential
significance of themes, people, organizations, and
institutions associated with the McCormick-
Brickenden-Greenway family:

e McCormick Factory, 1156 Dundas Street
(designated under the Ontario Heritage Act)

e Home of Thomas P. McCormick, brother of
George G. McCormick, 294 Wolfe Street
(West Woodfield Heritage Conservation
District) and 651 Talbot Street (heritage
listed property)

e Home of Frank A. McCormick (brother of
George G. McCormick), 238 Hyman Street
(West Woodfield Heritage Conservation
District)

e Home of G. F. Brickenden (parents of G. A.
P. Brickenden), 326 Queens Avenue (West
Woodfield Heritage Conservation District)

e Home of George G. and Dorinda
McCormick (parents of Keziah McCormick
Brickenden), 270 Victoria Street (heritage
listed property)

e Grand Theatre, 471 Richmond Street
(designated under the Ontario Heritage Act)

While the McCormick-Brickenden-Greenway family
may be influential in London, this is better
represented by the exemplary properties where
their contributions have been demonstrated.

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

The property is not believed to yield, or have the
potential to yield, information that contributes to an
understanding of a community or culture.

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

The property is not known to demonstrate or reflect
the work of an architect, artist, builder, designer, or
theorist who is significant to a community.
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Cultural
Heritage Criteria Evaluation
Value

The Is important in The property is not considered to define, maintain,
property defining, or support the varied character of the area in a
has maintaining, or significant manner. The surrounding area is
contextual | supporting the transitioning from an agricultural area to an area
value character of an that is residential in character. Alterations to the
because it, | area house does not lend itself to define, maintain, or

support the character of the past, current, or
anticipated future character of the area. The loss of
the barns has diminished the potential for this
property to be recognized as a tangible link to the
agricultural past of this area.

Is physically, The property is historically linked to its

functionally, surroundings as an old building, however not in a

visually, or significant manner. Landscaping, vegetation, and

historically linked | the topography of the property limit the potential

to its visual links of the property to the surrounding area.

surroundings The property is not physically or functionally linked
to its surroundings in a significant manner.

Is a landmark The property is not believed to be a landmark.

4.3 Consultation

Pursuant to Council Policy for the demolition of heritage listed properties, notification of
the demolition request was sent to 80 property owners within 120m of the subject
property on May 30, 2018, as well as community groups including the Architectural
Conservancy Ontario — London Region, London & Middlesex Historical Society, and the
Urban League. Notice was also published in The Londoner on May 31, 2018.

5.0 Conclusion

The evaluation of 2154 Richmond Street found that the property did not meet the criteria
for designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. The fire damage to the barns
located at 2154 Richmond Street has compromised their integrity to the extent where
the barns are no longer able to retain their cultural heritage value or interest. While the
property is directly associated with the McCormick-Brickenden-Greenway family, there
are other properties in London that better reflect the historic interest of this family. The
property was not found to have significant contextual values.

However, the McCormick-Brickenden-Greenway family is of historic interest. Research
and evaluation identified interesting information related to the history of the family, and
their role as leaders in London. Efforts should be made to recognize the contributions of
the McCormick-Brickenden-Greenway family in the future development of this property.
This could include, but should not be limited to: street names (noting that
Springmeadow Road already exists in London), park names or features, cultural
heritage interpretive signs, or entry features.
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Appendix A — Property Location
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Figure 1: Property location of 2154 Richmond Street.
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Figure 2: Detail of the Map of the Township of London in the lllustrated Historical Atlas of Middlesex County (187§
identifying the property now known as 2154 Richmond Street, with the building location circled in red.
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Appendix B —Images

Image 1: Main (west) fagéde of the house at 2154 Richmond Street (courtesy of Middlesex Centre Archives, London
Township Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee files, 1990).

Image 2: Main (west) facade of the house at 2154 Richmond Street (Archaeologix, 2002).
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Image 4: View of the property at 2154 Richmond Street from the entry feature at Richmond Street.
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Image 5: View of the house at 2154 Richmond Street from the drivewa, looking northeast.
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Image 6: View of the suth facade of the house located at 2154 Richmond Street. Note the difference in exterior
cladding materials and roof forms, which helps to articulate alterations to the original brick masonry building.
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Image 7: Detall of the floral-motif piercework in the wood trim of the window opening on the south faga
located at 2154 Richmond Street.
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Image 10: View looking southeast from into the barnyard, showing the north barn located at 2154 Richmond Street.
Note ruins of south barn in the distance beyond the north barn.
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Image 11: View of the barns Ioong east from the south lawn of the property at 2154 Richmond Street. Note the
extent of the damage to the south barn.

iy

Image 12: View of the east facades of the barns located at 2154 Richmond Street. Note the extent of the damage to
the south barn.
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Image 13: View of the south facades of the barns located at 2154 Richmond Street. Note the extent of the damage to
the south barn.

Imag f the cast concrete block which comprises the base of the barns located at 2154 Richmond Street.
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Image 15: Detail of the damage caused by fire on February 16, 2018 to the south barn located at 2154 Richmond
Street.
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS

3.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING — Demolition Request for Heritage Listed Property
— 2154 Richmond Street

(Councillor A. Hopkins indicating that it is quite an interesting family and she understands
in the staff report that the family be recognized; wondering whose responsibility that would
be, would that come from the Planning and Environment Committee to the London
Advisory Committee on Heritage or who would that be up to.); Mr. K. Gonyou, Heritage
Planner, indicating that it is very specifically worded as a request to the property owner as
this is not a heritage designated property, it is not possible to attach terms and conditions
to its demolition so at this point it is being made as a request; noting that the current
property owner was responsive to that request and they can anticipate that there will be
subsequent planning applications that he hopes we will all be conscious of in making sure
that this recognition is awarded.

(Councillor S. Turner advising that if you look on page 465 of the Planning and
Environment Committee Added Agenda, the London Advisory Committee on Heritage
report, they have the same recommendation but they have added a clause d), which reads
that the property owner BE REQUESTED to salvage any materials that have architectural
value during the demolition process and we would need a motion from the Planning and
Environment Committee to add that onto the recommendations.)

Paul Hinde, Planner, Ironstone Building Company, representing Mr. G. Bikas, Planner,
Drewlo Holdings, one of the sister companies of the Drewlo umbrella of companies —
expressing support for the staff recommendation; thanking staff for their diligent effort in
preparing the report in a timely manner; advising that they were also present at the London
Advisory Committee on Heritage Committee and answered any questions raised by the
Committee who ultimately have also recommended that the application be endorsed by
the Planning and Environment Committee.
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: John M. Fleming

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner
Subject: Parkland Dedication By-Law CP-9 Update

Public Participation Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the
following actions be taken with respect to the Parkland Dedication Requirements, Policies
and Procedures Review:

(a) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the
Municipal Council meeting on June 26, 2018 to amend By-law CP-9, Parkland
Conveyance & Levy By-law, to implement the changes to the parkland dedication
process;

(b) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix B” BE INTRODUCED at the
Municipal Council meeting on June 26, 2018 to amend Council policies 17(2) and
17(3); and

(c) that the revised Parkland Conveyance & Levy By-law CP-9 and the revised Council
Policy be brought into force and effect in September, 2018.

Executive Summary

By-law CP-9 was approved by Council in 2010 which provided a revised approach to the
calculation and collection of parkland dedication within the City of London. Included with
the bylaw is a fee schedule for various residential unit types. With the exception of a
minor change, the fees have remained consistent since 2010. In 2016, an independent
city-wide land appraisal was conducted for residential lands in the city and recommended
updates to the fee schedule to better reflect the true market value of developable lands.

This report also updates recent legislative changes from Bill 73 and minor housekeeping
recommendations to By-law CP-9 and the Council Policy Manual. Part two of the review
will examine more closely London’s approach to parkland dedication processes and
procedures, in comparison to industry standards.

AMEWATES

1.0 Background

1.1 History

After extensive review in 2010, Municipal Council approved a modified approach to the
calculation of parkland dedication and the collection of cash-in-lieu (CIL) of parkland in
the City of London. The review involved consultation with the Urban League, London
Development Institute (LDI) and the Home Builders Association. The agreed upon
approach was intended to provide benefits to both the municipality and the development
community. These benefits included a consistent city-wide value for residential land and
parkland, a bi annual independent appraisal of city-wide residential land, payment of CIL
fees at the time of building permit, the exclusion of parkland dedication for natural
heritage/hazard lands if dedicated to the City, a consistent value to constrained and
hazard lands, a simplified method of collecting CIL and the consistent inclusion of all
natural heritage/hazard lands in applications for plan of subdivision.
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Since the adoption of the by-law in 2010, the fees related to the collection of cash-in-lieu
of parkland have generally remained the same with the exception of minor increases to
row housing and apartment unit fees. These minor adjustments were to better reflect their
true market value. Notwithstanding these two fee increases, the residential unit values
remain lower than the current market value.

In 2016, Metrix Realty Group undertook a bi annual assessment of residential land
valuation for the City of London. Based on recent increases in land values throughout
the City, the consultant recommended an adjustment to the valuation table. Realty
Services reviewed the Metrix report and the recommendation and arrived at similar
conclusions.

1.2  Study Approach

In 2017, staff initiated the process to update By-law CP-9 and the associated fee
schedules. During that time, staff were directed to investigate other Ontario
municipalities’ approach to the collection of parkland dedication and or the collection of
cash-in lieu in Ontario. It was noted that some municipalities were able to obtain a higher
revenue from cash-in lieu than the current method implemented by the City of London.
However, the full details were not reviewed.

To implement the recommendations of the Metrix land appraisal, it was decided to divide
the study into two phases; a by-law up-date and a procedure review. The first phase
included in this report is to:
= update the current parkland dedication by-law with the revised land valuation from
the analysis undertaken by Metrix,
= to implement the amendments to the Planning Act from Bill 73 and
= to make minor housekeeping recommendations to the by-law and Council Policy
Manual.

The second phase will undertake a review and comparison of the current approach by
the City in collecting CIL and other approaches undertaken by a variety of municipalities
in the province, including the standard approach afforded to the City by the Planning Act.
The review will determine if sufficient value is being achieved through the current practice
or if an alternative practice should be implemented. This report will be brought forward
to PEC in the first quarter of 2019. The report will also address alternative forms of
accepting constrained or hazard lands as parkland. LDI has raised concerns with the
current land valuation of these lands and has suggested the concept of a tax receipt for
the dedication of constrained or hazard lands. This concept will be further investigated in
the second report.

2.0 Parkland Dedication

2.1  Current Legislative Authority — Parkland Dedication

The Planning Act provides municipalities with the authority to require the dedication of
parkland or cash-in-lieu for recreational purposes at the time of development. Under
Sections 51, 53 and 42 of the Act, municipalities can require 2% of the land area or cash
equivalent for commercial and industrial developments and 5% of the land area or cash
equivalent for all other types of developments.

The City can require, as a condition to the approval of plans of subdivision, plans of
condominium, consents; and, the development, infill or redevelopment of land the
conveyance of land for park or recreational purposes, cash-in-lieu of parkland and
parkland dedication, or a combination of the two or at the building permit stage.

To ensure the land values reflect current market value and re-adjusted if needed, the City
retained the services of Metrix Reality Group to undertake an independent review of the
current rates applied to the above residential categories in London’s residential market.
The consultant provided their 2016 report to Realty Services with their findings and
recommendations. The report was circulated to the London Development Institute for their
review and comment.
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The report and subsequent review from the Realty Services Division provided the
following:

Our analysis as outlined above revealed the existing rates charged by the City for all
four major density CIL rate categories are insufficient to meet the 5% maximum CIL
goal, and we recommend these rates should be adjusted upward. As specified in the
By-law, the low density category is further subdivided into four sub-categories based
on lot frontage; each sub-category receives a separate rate. Based on the central
tendency prices per acre estimated by the appraisal consultant, Realty Services
recommends the following rate adjustments:

Detached SFR Lots:

>= 60 ft. $1,900
50-59 ft. $1,550
40-49 ft. $1,300
<= 39 ft. $1,000

o O O O

Cluster Detatched/ Semi-detached/ Duplex: $975
Attached Rowhousing: $950
Attached Apartments: $550

Using the Metrix residential land pricing study as an approximate guide, Realty Services
recommends that a new base rate of $175,000 per acre be applied to City acquisitions of
table lands to be purchased for parkland use.

Residential Lot Average 2017 Cash- | Proposed 2018
Frontage Gross in-Lieu Rate | Cash-in-Lieu
Category Density Rate
Units/HA
Single Detached | > 18m 11 1,715 1,900
Lots 15t017.99 | 135 1,380 1,550
12t014.99 |16 1,130 1,300
<11.99 21 875 1,000
Cluster n/a 25.5 875 975
Detached/semi
detached/Duplex
Attached Row | n/a 39.5 775 950
house
Attached n/a 148 375 550
Apartment

From consultation with LDI concerns were raised with the increase to both the row
housing and apartment residential unit rates noting the increase in 2011 were 48% and
32 % respectively. It should be noted the initial value of land calculated for these two unit
types was based City-wide. The 2011 and the current suggested increases are based on
current market value of each residential unit type. The Metrix report concludes the value
of medium density land is $467,250 per hectare ($285,000/ac) and high density
residential is $845,310 per hectare ($660,000/ac).

The value calculated for the CIL rate for both these residential unit types is currently based
on the calculation of 5% of the overall area (Ha) rather than the alternative rate of 1
hectare per 500 residential units. The current use of the 5% value results in a much lower
CIL rate. The table below illustrates the comparison of the two values.
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Average Land | Average

Unit Type Value per HA | Density  per | CIL at 5% CIL at 1/500
(AC) HA (AC)

Medium

Density ?5126;5’25’80) ?155) $950 $2,804

(Row Housing) '

High  Density | $845,310 150

(Apartment) | ($660,000) (60) $550 $1690

Potentially modifying the City’s process for receiving CIL will be part of the Phase Il report.

2.2 Land Valuation of Open Space and Hazard Lands Included in Development
Application

Consistent with the previous valuations Reality Services and Metrix reviewed and

recommended the fair market value at which the City should purchase parkland. Based

on the valuation process the City currently purchases tableland for parkland purposes at

approximately $396,590 per hectare ($160,500 per acre), the proposed revised rate is

$432,420 per hectare ($175,000 per acre).

The valuation of open space and hazard lands is a difficult undertaking as there are no
open competitive markets for these environmentally constrained lands. Generally, lands
such as flood plain, steep ravines, woodlots and wetlands are only purchased by the
municipality or the conservation authority. Historically, the City of London has used a rate
of $13,590 per ha ($5,500 per acre) as a benchmark for the acquisition of open space or
hazard lands. As part of the 2010 “London Approach” constrained land values were
assigned to natural hazard lands and natural heritage lands. In conjunction with the
constrained land value ratio, natural hazard and natural heritage lands that are dedicated
to the city are excluded from the overall calculations of parkland dedication for the
development.

Under the premise that hazard lands do not provide development opportunity or financial
value to the land, lands delineated by the Conservation Authority as hazard lands are
valued at $13,590 per hectare (5,500 per acre) recognizing that many Ontario
municipalities do not provide cash incentives at all for these lands. Hazard lands are
generally easily defined and would still be exempt from the 5% parkland dedication
rate. The By-law accepts these lands as a contribution toward the parkland dedication
requirement at a constrained rate of 27 to 1 or a cash-value equivalent of $13,590 per
hectare ($5,500 per acre). As the base value of land has increased 14% from $370,645
per hectare ($150,000 per acre) to $432,420 per hectare ($175,000 per acre), the value
of hazard land should reflect the same; $16,036 per hectare ($6,490 per acre).

Open space lands outside of natural hazard lands, such as upland significant woodland
are valued at $22,230 per hectare ($9,000 per acre) because they provide some
recreational value for hiking (but no “development” potential). These features are currently
delineated through required environmental studies for applications of plan of subdivision
and are exempt from the 5% parkland dedication rate. The By-law accepts these lands
as a contribution toward the parkland dedication requirement at a constrained rate of 16
to 1 or a cash-value equivalent of $22,230 per hectare ($9,000 per acre). As the base
value of land has increased 14% from $370,645 per hectare ($150,000 per acre) to
$432,420 per hectare ($175,000 per acre), the value of significant features should reflect
the same; $27,026 per hectare ($10,938 per acre).

LDI has continually expressed concern that the rate paid for open space/hazard land has
remained the same for a number of years and should be increased to reflect market rates.
While the land itself does not contain any development value per se, there are intrinsic
and/or social values associated with these lands for both the municipality and its citizens,
if accessible. LDI has suggested the concept of a tax receipt for constrained or hazard
lands dedicated to the city. This approach will be further investigated in a future report.
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For this report, staff are recommending the value of the hazard and the constrained lands
increase by 14%.

2.3 Pathway Corridors

By-law CP-9 recognized that Section 51(25) of the Planning Act provides municipalities
with the authority to acquire pedestrian pathways, bicycle pathways, and transit right of
ways without forming any part of the parkland dedication. Generally, these facilities are
included within newly developing areas of the city as a 15 meter wide corridor; 5 meters
of which is dedicated to the City at no cost and the balance of the land is accepted as
parkland dedication.

The Council and Ministry approved the London Plan which requires that the dedicated
corridor be a minimum 25 meters. The matter is currently before the OMB as LDI, and
others have appealed the standard dedicated width of the corridor.

2.4  Bill 73 -The Smart Growth for Our Communities Act (2015)

On July 1, 2016, Bill 73 — the Smart Growth for Our Communities Act came into force
which provided a number of changes to the Planning Act and Development Charges Act.
The Bill introduced three significant changes to the way municipalities require the
conveyance of parkland or cash-in-lieu as a condition prior to development.

1. Prior to Bill 73, municipalities could pass by-laws requiring the conveyance of land
for parkland purposes (2% for commercial and industrial developments, 5% for all
other developments) as a condition of development or redevelopment. An
alternative rate of 1 unit per 300 residential units could also be applied provided
the Official Plan contained policies relating to the alternative rate. After Bill 73,
the Municipality may still include an alternative rate for the calculation of parkland
dedication but must prepare a “Parks Plan” which examines the need for parkland.
The Parks Plan must include public consultation and consultation with the schools
boards. For municipalities with a current approved alternative approach included
within their Official Plan, this requirement does not apply.

2. The current Official Plan and the Council/Ministry approved London Plan both
contain policies regarding the use of the alternative parkland calculation. Further,
the Council has previously adopted a Parks and Recreation Master Plan with an
update in 2015. Staff have retained a consultant to undertake a new Parks and
Recreation Master Plan that should be completed in 2019.

3. The alternative rate for the calculation of parkland dedication has been partially
amended. Prior to Bill 73, parkland dedication could be collected at 5% of the
overall site area or a rate of 1 hectare per 300 residential rates. Bill 73 maintains
this rate for the conveyance of lands, however, if there is insufficient desirable
parkland the City may accept cash-in lieu of parkland at a rate of 1 hectare per
500 residential units (in place of the 1/300 residential units). This revised rate is
only for cash-in lieu of parkland purposes.

4. Prior to Bill 73, municipalities were required to establish a specific account for
cash-in lieu funds collected as a condition of development or redevelopment. Bill
73 introduced more transparency in the recording of this account. Specifically,
the City Treasurer is required to publicly report out an annual financial statement
of the account including the opening and closing balance; acquisition of land or
machinery with the fund; construction or improvements to buildings with the fund,;
and details on any other expenses posted to the fund. These changes are
proposed in the Council Policy Manual and By-law CP-9.

2.5 Minor Housing Keeping Changes to the Council Procedure Manual

Since the approval of the By-law in 2010, minor changes have occurred to incorporate
department names and positions. The minor housekeeping amendments correct these
tittes and department names. Further, some concerns were expressed regarding the
clarity of industrial applications.
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In 2010, Council approved the policy to exempt industrial development from parkland
dedication with the exception of industrial land which contains natural heritage/hazard
lands. These natural heritage/hazard lands were to be dedicated to the City as their
contribution towards parkland dedication. This report is not suggesting any changes to
the policy, but rather include the policy within By-law CP-9.

3.0 Conclusion

By-law CP-9 was approved by Council in 2010 which provided a revised approach to the
calculation and collection of parkland dedication within the City of London. Included with
the bylaw is a fee schedule for various residential unit types. With the exception of a minor
change, the fees have remained consistent since 2010.

In 2016, an independent city-wide land appraisal was conducted for residential lands in
the city. The report recommended updates to the fee schedule to better reflect the true
market value. These proposed changes were circulated to LDI for their review and
comment.

A second phase of this report will be tabled with PEC in late 2018. This report will provide
a comparison of other parkland dedication methods/approaches implemented in the
province and make recommendations related to the London model.

Prepared by:

Bruce Page,
Senior Planner, Environmental and Parks Planning
Submitted by:

Andrew Macpherson, OALA
Manager, Environmental and Parks Planning
Recommended by:

John M. Fleming, MCIP, RPP
Managing Director, Planning and City Planner

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

June 11, 2018
AM/BP

Y:\Shared\parksplanning\rep&recs\PEC O-7590 June -18
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Bill No.(number to be inserted by Clerk's Office)
(2018)

By-law No. C.P.-1284-

A by-law to amend By-law CP-9 entitled
“A by-law to provide for the conveyance
of land and cash in lieu thereof for park
and other purposes”.

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

1. Section 2.1 of Part 2 of By-law CP-9 is repealed and the following new
section 2.1 is enacted in its place:

2.1 Land - for park purposes - conveyance - calculation

As a condition of development or redevelopment for residential purposes of
any land within the City of London, the Owner of such land shall, at the
request of the Corporation, convey to it for use for park or other public
recreational purposes as follows:

1) In the case of land proposed for residential development the greater of
either five (5%) percent of the land within the development application or
an amount of land that is in the same proportion to the number of dwelling
units proposed as one hectare bears to 300 dwelling units;

2) In the case of land proposed for development or redevelopment for
commercial purposes, land in the amount of two percent (2%) of the land
within the development application to be developed or redeveloped;

3) In the case of land proposed for development or redevelopment for
Industrial purposes, parkland dedication requirements will be waived,;

4) In the case of land proposed for development for use other than those
referred in 2.1 1) and 2.1 2), land in the amount of five per cent (5%) of
the land within the development application to be developed or
redeveloped; and

5) Where a development or redevelopment application contains defined
hazard or environmentally constrained open space lands, these lands will
be excluded from the calculation of parkland dedication as set out in
Section 2.1 provided the said lands, are in some form, dedicated to the
Corporation.

2. Section 2.2 of Part 2 of By-law CP-9 is repealed and the following new
section 2.2 is enacted in its place:

2.2 Cash -in lieu of land - prior to permit

Where the Corporation does not request the Owner to convey land, the
Owner shall pay money to the Corporation in lieu of such conveyance to
the prevailing value of the land otherwise required to be conveyed under
section 2.1 of this by-law before the issuance of the building permit or, if
more than one building permit is required for the development or
redevelopment, before the issuance of the first permit.
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As an alternative, the owner can pay the money in one lump sum at a
rate of 1 hectare of park land for every 500 residential units at a value
set out in Section 2.3.

Section 2.3 of Part 2 of By-law CP-9 is repealed and the following new
section 2.3 is enacted in its place:

2.3Land - value — per residential dwelling type — Table 1

The prevailing value of land otherwise required to be conveyed under
section 2.1 of this by-law for the twelve month period commencing
September 2018 and then every twenty-four months thereafter, may be
determined by multiplying the value per dwelling unit in Column Il of
Table 1 for the corresponding type of residential dwelling unit in Column
| by the number of that type of dwelling unit proposed on the land, and
then adding all of the values for each type of dwelling unit to arrive at the
prevailing land value.

Table 1
Column | Column I
Average Value of Land $432,420/hectare

($175,000/acre)

Residential Detached Units

Up to 11.99m lot frontage $ 1000.00
12m -14.99m lot frontage $1300.00
15m -17.99m lot frontage $1550.00
18m or greater lot frontage $1900.00

**Where lot frontage is defined under
Zoning By-law Z.-1
Cluster detached / Semi-detached /| $ 975.00

duplex

Attached Rowhousing $950.00

Attached Apartments $ 550.00

Value of Land for Alterative Rate Calculations

Singles/Semi-detached/Duplex $432,420/hectare
($175,000/acre)

Row Housing (Medium Density) $467,250/hectare
($285,000/acre)

Apartments (High Density) $845,310/hectare
($660,000/acre)

Value of Parkland

Hazard land $16,036/hectare
($6,490/acre)

Open space land $27,026/hectare
($10,938/acre)

Ration of hazard Land to table land 27t01

Ratio of open space land to table land 16to0 1

Table land to be purchased by the | $432,420/hectare

Corporation for parkland use ($175,000/acre)

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure
is for the purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in
case of any discrepancy between the two measures.

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in
accordance with Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P13, either
upon the date of the passage of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the
said section.
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PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

First Reading — June 26, 2018
Second Reading — June 26, 2018
Third Reading — June 26, 2018
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Appendix “B”

Bill No. (number to be inserted by Clerk's
Office)
2018

By-law No. A -

A By-law to amend Council Policies
17(2), 17(3) and 19(3) related to
Parkland Dedication.

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

Council Policy 17(2) is hereby amended by repealing the existing the
Council Policy 17(2) and enacting the attached revised policy in its place.

17(2) Parkland Dedication — Value of Parkland dedication

That the following policy for establishing a value for 5% land dedication or
the payment of cash-in-lieu in accordance with the market value be
established:

a. Cash-in-lieu of parkland dedication values will be set out in Table 1
of By-law CP-9, Parkland Dedication. These values will be evaluated
by an Accredited Appraiser (AACI), of the City’s choice, on a biennial
basis (every 2 years) to ensure the values of the by-law reflect the
current market value;

b. Realty Services will retain an independent Accredited Appraiser
(AACI) to undertake the review and through Planning Services to
make recommendations to Council on the appropriate amendments;
and

C. For non-residential cash-in-lieu of parkland payments, an appraisal
shall be undertaken by an Accredited Appraiser (AACI) and be
submitted to Development and Compliance Services and Realty
Services for review and confirmation

Council Policy 17(3) is hereby amended by repealing the existing Council
Policy 17(3) and enacting the attached revised policy in its place.

17(3) Parkland Dedication — Plan of Subdivision

That, with regard to the dedication of parkland using section 51.1 of the
Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chapter P.13, where an application has been
made for approval of a plan of subdivision, regard shall be had to the Official
Plan policies concerning requirements for land dedication or cash-in-lieu.

Consistent with the Official Plan where City Council determines that the
conveyance of parklands is desired, land in the amount of 2% for
commercial or industrial purposes and land for all other purposes at a rate
of one hectare for each 300 dwelling units or in the amount of 5% of the
land proposed for subdivision, whichever is greater, will be described in the
subdivision agreement and conveyed upon registration:

a. The City will require that all hazard and /or open space lands within

the land holdings of the owner are included in the application for
development;
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b. Lands defined and determined to be hazard or open space in a staff
approved ecological or environmental report will not be included
within the in the calculations for parkland dedication provided the
lands are acquired/dedicated, in some form, to the City;

C. The City retains the right not to accept the conveyance of land that
is considered not suitable or required for park and recreation
purposes including, but not limited to the size of the parcel, hazard
lands, wet lands, hydro lands, easements or other encumbrances
that would restrict the City’s use of the land. Where the City does
not request the Owner to convey table land, the City may:

I. accept the equivalent of land in cash value as determine in By-
law CP-9 Parkland Dedication or at a rate of 1 hectare per 500
residential units;

ii. accept hazard land and/or open space lands included within the
application at a rate consistent with their value as determined in
By-law CP-9 Parkland Dedication; or

lii. accept a transfer of an over dedication of parkland in a
neighbouring plan of subdivision under the same ownership as
outlined in Official Plan Policy 16.3.2 v).

d. Lands that have been identified, to the satisfaction of the City, as
hazard or open space and that are not included as parkland
dedication will be acquired by the City at a rate determined in By-law
CP-9. The City reserves the right to determine if the hazard and/or
open space lands will form the part of the required parkland
dedication;

e. Where the city is to acquire large tracks of hazard and/or open space
lands the following price index shall be applied:

Size in Ha Size Multiplier
0 t0 9.99 1
>10 0.69 (31%)
f. The parkland dedications from applications for consent to create

additional building lots will also fall under this policy. Where an
application to register a condominium is caused by "development"
rather than solely by conversion of an existing building, parkland
dedications will be sought according to Council policy; and

g. Industrial development or division of industrial lands (consents, plan
of subdivision) will not be subject to a 2% parkland dedication rate
except where the City has an interest in acquiring natural heritage
features as a land dedication.

Council Policy 17(4) is hereby amended by repealing the existing Council Policy
17(4) and enacting the attached revised policy in its place.

17(4) Parkland Dedication Cash-in-lieu

That the following policy be established for the valuation of cash-in-lieu of
parkland dedicated to the City under Section 42, 51.1 and 53 of the Planning
Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chapter P.13;:

a. Cash-in-lieu of parkland dedication values will be set out in Table 1

of By-law CP-9, Parkland Dedication. These values will be evaluated
by an Accredited Appraiser (AACI), of the City’s choice, on a biennial
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basis (every 2 years) to ensure the values of the by-law reflect the
current market value;

Realty Services will retain an independent Accredited Appraiser
(AACI) to undertake the review and through Environmental & Parks
Planning make recommendations to Council on the appropriate
amendments;

The valuation of Table 1 will take into account the value of residential,
hazard and open space lands on a city-wide basis on the day before
the day of draft approval. The following values are to be considered

in the valuation:

Table 1

Column |

Column Il

Average Value of Land

$432,420/hectare
($175,000/acre)

Residential Detached Units

Up to 11.99m lot frontage

12m -14.99m lot frontage

15m -17.99m lot frontage

18m or greater lot frontage

*Where lot frontage is defined under
Zoning By-law Z.-1

Cluster detached / Semi-detached /
duplex

Attached Rowhousing

Attached Apartments

$ 1000.00
$1300.00
$1550.00
$1900.00

$ 975.00

$ 950.00
$ 550.00

Value of Land for Alterative Rate Calculations

Singles/Semi-detached/Duplex
Row Housing (Medium Density)

Apartments (High Density)

$432,420/hectare
($175,000/acre)
$467,250/hectare
($285,000/acre)
$845,310/hectare
($660,000/acre)

Value of Parkland

Hazard land
Open space land

Ration of hazard Land to table land
Ratio of open space land to table land

$16,036/hectare
($6,490/acre)
$27,026/hectare
($10,938/acre)
27to1

16to 1

Table land to be purchased by the
Corporation for parkland use

$432,420/hectare
($175,000/acre)

The revised Table 1 of By-law CP-9 will be implemented in
September 2018; and

For non-residential cash-in-lieu of parkland payments, an appraisal
shall be undertaken by an Accredited Appraiser (AACI) and be
submitted to Development and Compliance Services and Realty
Services for review and confirmation.
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4.

Council Policy 17 is hereby amended by adding the attached policy:

17(5) Parkland Dedication — Site Plan

That the following policy be established for the dedication of parkland or
cash-in-lieu of parkland to the City under Section 42 of the Planning Act,
R.S.0. 1990, Chapter P.13, where an application has been made for site
plan approval:

a. Where commercial, residential or other land use is developed under
Section 42 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, Chapter P.13, has not
made previous contributions to parkland dedication, a condition for
fulfillment of the parkland dedication will be a condition of site plan
approval; and

b. Where land is not desired or available for the municipality, cash-in-
lieu of parkland will be required prior to the issuance of a building
permit and valued at the day before the day of issuance of the
building permit.

Council Policy 17 is hereby amended by adding the attached policy:

17(6) Parkland Dedication — Acquisition of Parkland Outside a Plan of
Subdivision

That the following policy be established for the acquisition of hazard land
and/or open space land outside an application under 42, 51.1 or 53 of the
Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chapter P.13.

a. Where hazard lands are to be purchased outside a development
application, a rate consistent with Table 1 of By-law CP-9 shall apply;
and

b. Other open space lands may be acquired at a higher value relative

to their environmental or recreational value

Council Policy 17 is hereby amended by adding the attached policy:

17(8) Parkland Accounts

That the following policy be established for the updating of the current
Parkland Reserve Fund.

a. Funds received from cash-in-lieu payments for parkland dedication
will be maintained in a separate fund and used for the acquisition of
land, the development, management and restoration of parks and
open spaces and other recreational needs.

b. The account shall maintain with a minimum balance of $300,000 for
advantageous acquisitions as they may arise.

C. The City Treasurer will present to Council an annual public financial
statement containing the following:

i. the opening and closing balances,
il. any land or machinery acquired with the funds,
iii. any buildings erected, improved or repaired with the funds,
iv. details of the amount spent, and
v. how capital costs for the land, machinery or buildings described
above will be funded if the costs are not fully covered by the special
fund
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7. Council Policy 19(3) is hereby amended by repealing the existing Council
Policy 19(3) and enacting the Attached revised policy in its place

19(3) Subdivision of Land by Consent

That a policy be established to provide that whenever a situation arises
where land is being subdivided by means of "Consents to Register", the
following points are to be observed:

a. the agreement (which takes the place of a normal subdivision
agreement) should not be executed by the City until after certain
conditions have been first met, namely:

i) deposit of cash or conveyance of security lots;

i) 5% land dedication or payment of cash in lieu of 5%
dedication; and

i) deposit with the Director of Development Services of any
conveyances for streets, easements or other purposes.

b. the Director of Development Services should refrain from executing
consents until advised by the Managing Director of Legal and Corporate
Services that the agreement has been executed on behalf of the City;
and

c. the Managing Director, Development and Compliance Services and
Chief Building Official will refrain from issuing building permits for any lot
until advised by the Consent Authority that the appropriate conveyance
has been executed with the "Consent" affixed thereto.

d. Industrial development or division of industrial lands (consents) will not
be subject to a 2% parkland dedication rate except where the City has
an interest in acquiring natural heritage features as a land dedication.

PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading — June 26, 2018
Second Reading — June 26, 2018
Third Reading — June 26, 2018

178



Bill No. 299
2018

By-law No. CP-9

A by-law to amend By-law No. CP-9 entitled “A by-
law to provide for the conveyance of land and cash
in lieu thereof for park and other purposes.”

WHEREAS section 42 of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P.13, authorizes the
council of a local municipality to pass by-laws requiring as a condition of development or
redevelopment the conveyance of land or the payment of money to the value of the land otherwise
required to be paid in lieu of such conveyance for park or other recreational purposes;

AND WHEREAS Chapter 16 of the Official Plan for the City of London Planning
Area - 1989 contains specific policies dealing with the provision of land for park or other public
recreational purposes and the use of the alternative requirement in subsection 42(3) of the
Planning Act, R.S.0O. 1990, c. P.13;

AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council wishes to implement certain changes to
the parkland dedication process, effective September 1, 2018;

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

1. Section 2.1 of Part 2 of By-law No. CP-9 is hereby repealed and the following new
section 2.1 is enacted in its place:

2.1 Land - for park purposes - conveyance - calculation

As a condition of development or redevelopment for residential purposes of any
land within the City of London, the Owner of such land shall, at the request of the
Corporation, convey to it for use for park or other public recreational purposes as
follows:

1) In the case of land proposed for residential development the greater of either
five (5%) percent of the land within the development application or an amount
of land that is in the same proportion to the number of dwelling units proposed
as one hectare bears to 300 dwelling units;

2) Inthe case of land proposed for development or redevelopment for commercial
purposes, land in the amount of two percent (2%) of the land within the
development application to be developed or redeveloped,;

3) In the case of land proposed for development or redevelopment for Industrial
purposes, parkland dedication requirements will be waived;

4) In the case of land proposed for development for use other than those referred
in 2.1 1) and 2.1 2), land in the amount of five per cent (5%) of the land within
the development application to be developed or redeveloped; and

5) Where a development or redevelopment application contains defined hazard or
environmentally constrained open space lands, these lands will be excluded
from the calculation of parkland dedication as set out in Section 2.1 provided
the said lands, are in some form, dedicated to the Corporation.

2. Section 2.2 of Part 2 of By-law No. CP-9 is hereby repealed and the following new
section 2.2 is enacted in its place:

2.2 Cash - in lieu of land - prior to permit

Where the Corporation does not request the Owner to convey land, the Owner
shall pay money to the Corporation in lieu of such conveyance to the prevailing
value of the land otherwise required to be conveyed under section 2.1 of this by-
law before the issuance of the building permit or, if more than one building permit
is required for the development or redevelopment, before the issuance of the first
permit.
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3.

As an alternative, the owner can pay the money in one lump sum at a rate of 1
hectare of park land for every 500 residential units at a value set out in Section
2.3.

Section 2.3 of Part 2 of By-law No. CP-9 is hereby repealed and the following new

section 2.3 is enacted in its place:

4.

2.3 Land — value — per residential dwelling type — Table 1

The prevailing value of land otherwise required to be conveyed under section 2.1
of this by-law for the twelve month period commencing September 1, 2018 and
then every twenty-four months thereafter, may be determined by multiplying the
value per dwelling unit in Column |l of Table 1 for the corresponding type of
residential dwelling unit in Column | by the number of that type of dwelling unit
proposed on the land, and then adding all of the values for each type of dwelling
unit to arrive at the prevailing land value.

Table 1
Column | Column Il
Average Value of Land $432,420/hectare

($175,000/acre)

Residential Detached Units

Up to 11.99m lot frontage $ 1000.00
12m -14.99m lot frontage $1300.00
15m -17.99m lot frontage $1550.00
18m or greater lot frontage $1900.00

*Where lot frontage is defined under
Zoning By-law Z.-1
Cluster detached / Semi-detached / duplex | $975.00

Attached Rowhousing $ 950.00

Attached Apartments $ 550.00

Value of Land for Alterative Rate Calculations

Singles/Semi-detached/Duplex $432,420/hectare
($175,000/acre)

Row Housing (Medium Density) $467,250/hectare
($285,000/acre)

Apartments (High Density) $845,310/hectare

($660,000/acre)

Value of Parkland

Hazard land $16,036/hectare ($6,490/acre)

Open space land $27,026/hectare
($10,938/acre)

Ration of hazard Land to table land 27t01

Ratio of open space land to table land 16to 1

Table land to be purchased by the | $432,420/hectare

Corporation for parkland use ($175,000/acre)

The inclusion in this by-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for

the purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy
between the two measures.

5.

This by-law shall come into force and effect on September 1, 2018.
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PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading — June 26, 2018
Second Reading — June 26, 2018
Third Reading — June 26, 2018
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File: OZ-8883
Planner: Name: M. Campbell

Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members
Planning & Environment Committee
From: John M. Fleming

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner
Subject: 1616958 Ontario Inc.

335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street
Public Participation Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the
following actions be taken with respect to the application of 1616958 Ontario Inc.
relating to the properties located at 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street:

(@) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the
Municipal Council meeting on June 26, 2018 to amend the Official Plan by
ADDING a policy to section 10.1.3 — Policies for Specific Areas;

(b)  the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "B" BE INTRODUCED at a
future Council meeting, to amend The London Plan by ADDING a policy to
Specific Policies for the Neighbourhoods Place Type; by ADDING the subject
lands to Map 7 — Specific Policy Areas — of The London Plan AND that three
readings of the by-law enacting The London Plan amendments BE WITHHELD
until such time as The London Plan is in force and effect.

(c) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "C" BE INTRODUCED at the
Municipal Council meeting on June 26, 2018 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, in
conformity with the Official Plan as amended in part (a) above, to change the
zoning of the subject property FROM a Residential R2/Light Industrial (R2-3/L18)
Zone, TO a Holding Residential R2/Restricted Office Special Provision (h-_+R2-
3/RO(*)) Zone and a Holding Residential R2/Restricted Office Special Provision
(h-_*R2-3/RO(**))Zone;

Executive Summary

Summary of Request

The applicant requested an Official Plan Amendment (“OPA”) to the 1989 Official Plan
(“1989 OP”) to add a policy to Chapter 10 (Policies for Specific Areas), and a Zoning
By-law Amendment (“ZBA”) to Zoning By-law Z.-1 to change the zoning of the subject
lands from a Residential R2/Light Industrial (R2-3/L18) Zone to a Residential R2 Special
Provision/Restricted Office Special Provision (R2-3(_)/RO(_)) Zone.

The requested amendments would permit existing non-residential uses in the existing
buildings, limit the maximum gross floor area of existing non-residential uses to their
existing size, permit existing site conditions which do not meet the standard
requirements of the requested zones nor the standard parking requirements in the
Zoning By-law. The requested amendments would permit the existing lot area and lot
frontage of each parcel as the minimum lot area and minimum lot frontage for
residential uses to prevent the fragmentation of the subject lands for future multi-
residential uses and to address compatibility issues between the existing industrial uses
and new residential uses.

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action

The purpose and effect of the recommended OPA and ZBA is to permit the existing
non-residential uses in the existing buildings and permit existing site conditions. The
recommended OPA would add a policy to Chapter 10 (Policies for Specific Area) to the
1989 OP, and a policy to Specific Policies for the Neighbourhoods Place Type to The
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London Plan (“The LP”) to permit automotive repair garages, support offices and
charitable organization offices in the existing building at 335-385 Saskatoon Street; and
studios, warehouse establishments, and support offices in the existing building at 340-
390 Saskatoon Street.

The recommended ZBA would change the zoning of the subject lands from a
Residential R2/Light Industrial (R2-3/L18) Zone to a Holding Residential R2/Restricted
Office Special Provision (h-_+R2-3/RO(*)) Zone and a Holding Residential R2/Restricted
Office Special Provision (h-_+R2-3/RO(**)) Zone. The recommended Restricted Office
Special Provision (RO(*)) Zone would permit automotive repair garages up to a
maximum gross floor area of 477 m?, and support offices and charitable organization
offices up to a maximum gross floor area of 2,824 m? in the existing building, a minimum
parking requirement of 60 parking spaces for permitted non-residential uses and other
existing site conditions such as minimum yard depths, maximum lot coverage, minimum
landscaped open space, minimum parking area setback to required road allowances
and minimum driveway and parking aisle widths at 335-385 Saskatoon Street.

The recommended Restricted Office Special Provision (RO(**)) Zone would permit
studios up to a maximum gross floor areas of 479 m?, warehouse establishments up to
a maximum gross floor areas of 940 m?, and support offices up to a maximum gross
floor areas of 3,238 m? in the existing building, a minimum parking requirement of 45
parking spaces for permitted non-residential uses and other existing site conditions
such as minimum yard depths, maximum lot coverage, minimum landscaped open
space, minimum parking area setbacks to required road allowances and minimum
driveway and parking aisle widths at 340-390 Saskatoon Street.

The recommended (h-__) holding provision would ensure there is no land use conflict
between the existing industrial uses and future residential uses should the site be
developed for residential uses at a later date.

Rationale of Recommended Action

1. The recommended amendments are consistent with the 2014 Provincial Policy
Statement (“PPS”) which directs municipalities to maintain suitable sites for
employment uses and consider the needs of existing and future businesses. The
recommended amendments are consistent with the PPS which promotes
appropriate development standards to facilitate compact development in settlement
areas.

2. The recommended amendment conforms to the 1989 OP policies which list the
necessary condition(s) for approval of Policies for Specific Areas, and would
augment the general policies of the Low Density Residential (‘LDR”) designation to
allow the continued use of the existing non-residential buildings on the subject lands
for existing non-residential uses until the subject lands can redevelop for residential
uses in accordance with the LDR designation.

3. The recommended amendment conforms to The LP policies which list the necessary
condition(s) for approval of Specific Area Policies, and would augment the general
policies of the Neighbourhoods Place Type to allow the continued use of the existing
non-residential buildings on the subject lands for existing non-residential uses until
the subject lands can redevelop for residential uses in accordance with the
Neighbourhoods Place Type.

4. The recommended amendment to Zoning By-law Z.-1 will conform to the Official
Plan and The LP as recommended to be amended. The recommended amendment
to the Zoning By-law will permit the existing non-residential uses in the existing
buildings; and limit the non-residential uses to their existing size to maintain an
acceptable level of compatibility with the surrounding residential uses. The
recommended amendment to the Zoning By-law will regularize and permit existing
site conditions which do not meet the standard requirements of the requested zones,
nor the standard parking requirements in the Zoning By-law. The existing site
conditions can accommaodate the existing non-residential use without serious
adverse impacts for surrounding residential land uses.
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5. The recommended holding provisions will ensure compatibility between existing
industrial uses on the subject lands and new residential uses.

1.0 Site at a Glance

1.1  Property Description

The subject lands are located south of the intersection of Saskatoon Street and Dundas
Street and are known municipally as 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street. 335-385
Saskatoon Street is located on the west side of Saskatoon Street and consists of an
irregular shaped parcel approximately 0.64 hectare (1.58 acres) in size. This westerly
parcel also abuts Borden Street to the south. 340-390 Saskatoon Street is located on
the east side of Saskatoon Street and consists of an irregular shaped parcel
approximately 0.55 hectares (1.36 acres) in size. The easterly parcel also abuts
Whitney Street to the north and Borden Street to the south.

The existing buildings located at 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street are
rectangular brick buildings that have been purpose-built for non-residential uses (See
Figure 1 and 2). The existing building located at 335-385 Saskatoon Street is 1-storey in
height. The existing building located at 340-390 Saskatoon Street is predominately 1-
storey in height, with a 2-storey component located towards the northerly end of the
parcel. The long building masses along Saskatoon Street are broken-up by a series of
building recesses and projections and the interior of the buildings can be divided into
several smaller units. There are several windows and man-doors along the front of the
existing buildings that provide views and direct pedestrian access to Saskatoon Street
and several man-doors and larger loading doors along the rear of the existing buildings
to facilitate loading and service functions. In particular, there are two (2) elevated
loading doors and one (1) elevated loading dock along the rear of the existing building
at 340-390 Saskatoon Street.

The on-site surface parking area associated with the building at 335-385 Saskatoon
Street is located at the northerly and southerly ends of the site and runs continuously
around the rear of the building (See Figure 3). There are 60 existing on-site parking
spaces as well as two (2) driveways on Saskatoon Street and one (1) driveway on
Borden Street that provide vehicular access to the site. Landscaped open space on the
westerly parcel is limited to a small grassed area at the northerly end of the site and
between the building and Saskatoon Street.

The on-site surface parking area associated with the building at 340-390 Saskatoon
Street is located at the northerly and southerly ends of the site and at the rear of the
building, but the surface parking area does not run continuously around the rear of the
existing building (See Figure 4). There are 45 existing on-site parking spaces and two
(2) driveways, one from Saskatoon Street the other from Borden Street, which provide
vehicular access to the site. There is a 3 metre (10 foot) wide City-owned lane located
immediately east of 340-390 Saskatoon Street that runs north-south between Whitney
Street and Borden Street and a corresponding 3 metre (10 foot) wide private right-of-
way easement located along the rear of 340-390 Saskatoon Street and the side of 1680
Borden Street that runs parallel to, and immediately west of the City-owned lane. 340-
390 Saskatoon Street and 1680 Borden Street have shared rights of access over the
private right-of-way. The parking located along the rear of the building at 340-390
Saskatoon Street is accessed from the City-owned lane and the private right-of-way
easement.

The location of the on-site surface parking area on both the westerly and easterly
parcels do not meet the standard setback required between parking areas and road
allowances nor do the on-site surface parking areas provide standard drive aisle widths.

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix E)
o Official Plan Designation — Low Density Residential
e The London Plan Place Type — Neighbourhoods
e EXxisting Zoning — Residential R2/Light Industrial (R2-3/LI8) Zone
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1.3 Site Characteristics

e Current Land Use — Automotive Repair Garage, Support Offices (335-385
Saskatoon Street), and Support Offices, Studios, Warehouse Establishments
(340-390 Saskatoon Street)

e Frontage — 20 m (66 ft.) along Borden Street (335-385 Saskatoon Street);
and 25 m (82 ft.) along Borden Street (340-390 Saskatoon Street)

e Depth — Irregular (335-385 Saskatoon Street); and Irregular (340-390
Saskatoon Street)

e Area-— 0.64 hectare (1.58 acres) (335-385 Saskatoon Street); and 0.55
hectares (1.36 acres) (340-390 Saskatoon Street)

e Shape — Irregular (335-385 Saskatoon Street); and Irregular (340-390
Saskatoon Street)

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses
e North — Commercial
e East — City-owned Lane and Single Detached Dwellings
e South — Single Detached and Semi-Detached Dwellings
e West — Hydro One Substation and Corridor and Single Detached Dwellings

Figure 2: 340-390 Saskatoon Street (East Side) [ooking North to Whitney Street
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Figure 3: 335-385 Saskatoon Street (West Side) — Site Plan Existing Conditions
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2.0 Description of Proposal

2.1 Development Proposal

The requested amendments are intended to recognize and permit existing non-
residential uses in the existing buildings and existing site conditions such as exterior
side yard, lot coverage, landscaped open space, gross floor areas for specific uses and
parking provisions which do not meet standard requirements of the Zoning By-law. The
requested amendments do not contemplate expansions or alterations to the existing
buildings or changes in the existing site conditions at 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon
Street. Site Plan Approval is not required.

3.0 Relevant Background

3.1 Planning History

A minor variance (File No. A05/120) was granted by the Committee of Adjustment in
2006 that permitted the lands at 1640 Borden Street, owned by Hydro One, to be used
as an accessory parking area comprised of 46 parking spaces for 335-385 Saskatoon
Street. In addition to the minor variance, there is also a 5-year renewable lease Hydro
One has entered into with owner of 335-385 Saskatoon Street. As discussed in Section
4.3 of this report the accessory parking area cannot be counted towards the on-site
parking supply for 335-385 Saskatoon Street, but was a factor when considering the
appropriateness of the request to recognize the 60 existing on-site parking spaces at
335-385 Saskatoon Street as the minimum parking space requirement for all permitted
non-residential uses.

3.2 Requested Amendment

The applicant requested an OPA to the 1989 OP to add a policy to Chapter 10 (Policies
for Specific Areas), to allow the existing non-residential uses in the existing buildings
until such time as the subject lands can be redeveloped for residential land uses in
accordance with the LDR designation. The specific policy area would permit at 335-385
Saskatoon Street automotive repair garages, support offices and charitable organization
offices in the existing building; and at 340-390 Saskatoon Street studios, warehouse
establishments, and support offices in the existing building.

The applicant also requested a ZBA to Zoning By-law Z.-1 to change the zoning of the
subject lands from a Residential R2/Light Industrial (R2-3/LI8) Zone to a Residential R2
Special Provision/Restricted Office Special Provision (R2-3(_)/RO()) Zone. The
requested Residential R2 Special Provision (R2-3(_)) Zone would permit the existing lot
area and lot frontage of each parcel as the minimum lot area and minimum lot frontage
for residential uses to prevent the fragmented redevelopment of the subject lands for
residential uses and to address compatibility between the existing industrial uses and
new residential uses.

The requested Restricted Office Special Provision (RO(*)) Zone would permit at 335-
385 Saskatoon Street automotive repair garages up to a maximum gross floor area of
477 m?, support offices and charitable organization offices, each up to a maximum
gross floor area of 2,824 m? in the existing building, a minimum parking requirement of
60 parking spaces for permitted uses and other existing site conditions such as
minimum yard depths, maximum lot coverage, minimum landscaped open space,
minimum parking area setbacks to required road allowances and minimum drive aisle
widths.

The requested Restricted Office Special Provision (RO(**)) Zone would permit at 340-
390 Saskatoon Street studios up to a maximum gross floor areas of 479 m?, warehouse
establishments up to a maximum gross floor areas of 940 m?, and support offices up to
a maximum gross floor areas of 3,238 m? in the existing building, a minimum parking
requirement of 45 parking spaces for permitted uses and other existing site conditions
such as minimum yard depths, maximum lot coverage, minimum landscaped open
space, minimum parking area setbacks to required road allowances, and minimum
drive aisle widths.
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3.3 Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix D)

Notice of Application was published in the Public Notices and Bidding Opportunities
section of The Londoner on April 5, 2018, and sent to property owners in the
surrounding area on April 11, 2018. The notice advised of a possible amendment to the
1989 OP to add a Specific Policy to Chapter 10 (Policies for Specific Areas) and a
possible amendment to The LP to add a Specific Policy to the Neighbourhoods Place
Type to permit the existing non-residential uses in the existing buildings. The notice also
advised of a possible amendment to Zoning By-law Z.-1 to change the zoning from a
Residential R2/Light Industrial (R2-3/L18) Zone to a Residential R2 Special
Provision/Restricted Office Special Provision (R2-3(_)/RO(_)) Zone. The notice advised
of the requested Residential R2 Special Provision (R2-3(_)) Zone to permit the existing
lot area and lot frontage of each parcel as the minimum lot area and minimum lot
frontage for residential land uses. The notice also advised of the requested Restricted
Office Special Provision (RO(_)) Zone to permit the existing non-residential uses in the
existing buildings, limit the maximum gross floor area of the permitted non-residential
uses to their existing sizes, permit existing site conditions which do not meet the
standard requirements of the requested zone nor the standing parking provisions in the
Zoning By-law.

Three (3) replies were received from the public as part of the community engagement
process. A landowner west of 335-385 Saskatoon Street expressed concern about the
automotive repair garage proposed to be permitted on the westerly parcel and potential
emissions such as noise, odour, particulates, and vibration. The landowner was
concerned that future automotive repair garages would be more intense than the
existing automotive repair garage known as Dave’s Tire and Auto Repair. The
recommended amendments however, are intended to permit only the existing uses in
the existing buildings and would not allow for the automotive use on the westerly parcel
to expand beyond the scope of the business activities, or the physical size, that
currently exists.

A landowner east of 340-390 Saskatoon Street expressed concern about snow storage
and stormwater management practices creating off-site impacts that periodically block
access to the City-owned lane. The landowner also expressed concern about picnic
benches encroaching onto the City-owned lane which sometimes results in
inappropriate language or lewd behaviour during employee breaks and/or lunch hours
affecting the privacy of the residential properties located to the east. Truck traffic
associated with warehouse establishments on the easterly parcel was also a concern.
Snow storage and stormwater management are site plan control and/or property
standards matters, and personal behaviour resulting in the misuse of the City-owned
lane is an enforcement matter. With regards to concerns about permitting warehouse
establishments on the easterly parcel, the location of the subject lands, the constrained
access to loading facilities at the rear of the existing building, and the quality of the
loading facilities are expected to limit the intensity of warehouse establishments. Similar
to the automotive use on the westerly parcel, the recommended amendments to permit
warehouse establishments on the easterly parcel, would not allow for the warehouse
use to expand beyond the scope of business activities, or the physical size, that
currently exists, and the associated truck traffic is not expected to intensify.

Concern was also expressed by a landowner about the use of on-street parking
immediately in front of the existing buildings at 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street
by employees of the former support office use (AutoData); the difficulties of having to
navigate around vehicles parked on the street; and vehicle speeds along Saskatoon
Street. As discussed in Section 4.3 of this report the former support office use
(AutoData) likely generated a parking demand at the high-end of the standard parking
rate requirement for support offices, and any future support offices would likely generate
a lower parking demand. Speeding vehicles is an enforcement issue.
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3.4 Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix E)

3.4.1 Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS)

The PPS provides broad policy direction on matters of Provincial interest related to land
use planning and development. The PPS does not assign land use designations to
properties. The PPS provides policies on key issues such as the efficient use of land
and infrastructure and ensuring appropriate opportunities for employment and
residential development, including support for a mix of land uses.

3.4.2 1989 Official Plan

The 1989 OP contains policies that guide the use and development of land within the
City of London and is consistent with the policy direction set out in the PPS. The 1989
OP assigns land use designations to properties, and the policies associated with those
land use designation provide for a general range of uses, and form and intensity of
development that may be permitted.

The subject lands are designated LDR on Schedule “A” — Land Use to the 1989 OP.
The LDR designation is intended for low-rise, low-density housing forms including
single-detached, semi-detached and duplex dwellings. A limited range of non-residential
uses are contemplated in the LDR designation including secondary uses that are
considered to be integral to, or compatible with, residential neighbourhoods and/or
convenience commercial uses. The existing non-residential uses on the subject lands
are not contemplated in the LDR designation.

3.4.3 The London Plan

The LP is the new Official Plan for the City of London (Council adopted, approved by
the Ministry with modifications and partially in force and effect). The subject lands are
located within the “Neighbourhoods” Place Type on Map 1 — Place Types in The LP,
with frontage on a “Neighbourhood Connector” (Saskatoon Street) on Map 3 — Street
Classifications. The broadest range of use and intensity contemplated for the subject
lands in The LP are single-detached, semi-detached, duplex and converted dwellings,
townhouses, secondary suites, group homes and home occupations, triplexes, and
small-scale community facilities; a minimum height of 1-storey and a maximum height of
2.5-storeys. The existing non-residential uses on the subject lands are not contemplated
within the Neighbourhoods Place Type. At the time of writing this report the
Neighbourhoods Place Type policies were not in force and effect due to appeals to the
Ontario Municipal Board.

4.0 Key Issues and Considerations

4.1  Specific Policy Areas

As noted above, within the LDR designation and the Neighbourhoods Place Type
certain non-residential uses are contemplated as permitted secondary or convenience
commercial uses that are compatible with a neighbourhood environment (Policy 3.2 and
Policy 3.2.1). However, the existing non-residential uses on the subject lands are not
contemplated in the LDR designation nor the Neighbourhoods Place Type necessitating
the need for specific area policies. The applicant has requested specific area policies be
added to the 1989 OP to augment the general policies of the LDR designation that
would otherwise apply. Planning Services staff have considered the appropriateness of
this request.

1989 Official Plan (1989 OP)

Chapter 10 — “Policies for Specific Areas” in the 1989 OP allows Council to consider
policies for specific areas when it is in the interest of Council to maintain the existing
land use designation while allowing for a site specific change in land use (Policy 10.1.1
iM)). In the near-term, the recommended amendment would permit the continued use of
the existing non-residential buildings on the subject lands for existing non-residential
uses, while not affecting the long-term ability of the subject lands to redevelop in
accordance with the LDR designation once market conditions warrant redevelopment
for residential uses.
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To assist in evaluating the appropriateness of policies for specific areas relative to
surrounding land uses, a Planning Impact Analysis will be undertaken (Policy 10.1.2.).
The existing non-residential uses recommended to be permitted on the subject lands
have been reviewed through a Planning Impact Analysis according to the relevant
criteria of Section 3.7, and the relevant criteria have been met based on the analysis
provided through-out in this report and summarized in Appendix F.

The London Plan (The LP)

The LP includes Specific Policies to the Neighbourhoods Place Type that serve to
augment the general policies for Neighbourhoods Place Type with more specific
policies. In The LP, Specific Area Policies may be applied where the applicable place
type policies would not accurately reflect the intent of City Council with respect to a
specific site or area (Policy 1729 ).

Specific Area Policies may only be considered in limited circumstances where the
following conditions apply (Policy 1730_ 1.-5.):

1. “The proposal meets all other policies of the Plan beyond those that the specific
policy identifies.” With the exception of the general policies for the
Neighbourhoods Place Type, the proposal by the applicant generally conforms to
the policies of The LP.

2. The proposed policy does not have an adverse impact on the integrity of the
place type policies or other relevant parts of this Plan.” Since the specific area
policy will limit the non-residential uses to the existing buildings and their existing
size, the specific area policy will discourage the non-residential uses from
establishing any further, or intensifying, on the subject lands.

3. “The proposed use is sufficiently unique and distinctive such that it does not
establish an argument for a similar exception on other properties in the area.”
The existing buildings located on the subject lands were purpose-built for non-
residential uses. The continued use of existing buildings on the subject lands will
not create a precedent for the recommended specific area policies elsewhere.

4. “The proposed use cannot be reasonably altered to conform to the policies of the
place type.” As noted above, the existing buildings on the subject land were
purpose-built for non-residential uses and cannot readily be used for low-rise,
low-density housing forms as intended by the place type policies.

5. “The proposed policy is in the public interest, and represents good planning”. In
the near-term, permitting the existing non-residential uses in the existing non-
residential buildings would avoid potential hardships or vacancies when trying to
re-tenant the space and contribute to the vitality of the neighbourhood.

4.2 Land Use Compatibility
Planning Staff considered the appropriateness and compatibility of permitting the
existing non-residential uses on the subject lands within the receiving neighbourhood.

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS)

The PPS directs that municipalities shall support economic development and
competitiveness by “...maintaining a range and choice of suitable sites for employment
uses which support a wide range of economic activities and ancillary use, and take in to
account the needs of existing and future businesses” and by “encouraging compact,
mixed-use development that incorporates compatible employment uses to support
liveable and resilient communities” (Policy 1.3.1 b) and c)).

Consistent with the PPS, permitting the existing non-residential uses on the subject

lands would allow the subject lands to continue to be used for employment uses that
contribute to economic activity and employment options within the neighbourhood.
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1989 Official Plan (1989 OP)

An objective for all residential designations in the 1989 OP is to minimize the potential
for land use compatibility issues which may result from an inappropriate mix of low,
medium and high residential densities or residential and non-residential uses (Policy
3.1.1 vii). The use of the existing non-residential buildings on the subject lands for non-
residential uses has not caused serious adverse impacts on near-by residential uses
historically, and has achieved a reasonable level of acceptance within the
neighbourhood.

The London Plan

For all planning and development The LP tries to achieve good fit and compatibility with
the surrounding context (Policy 193 ). For all planning and development applications
potential impacts on adjacent near-by properties will be considered along with the
degree to which impacts can be managed and/or mitigated. (Policy 1578 5.) As noted
above, the use of the existing non-residential buildings on the subject lands for non-
residential uses has not caused serious adverse impacts on near-by residential uses
historically, and has achieved a reasonable level of acceptance within the
neighbourhood.

The current Light Industrial (LI8) zone that applies to the subject land permits “existing
industrial uses”. The recommended amendments would provide greater clarity than the
current LI8 zone in terms of the types of industrial uses to be permitted on the subject
lands. The recommended amendments would identify specific, individual, existing non-
residential uses to be permitted on the subject lands. Many of those uses can be found
as permitted secondary or complementary uses to primary industrial uses in various
Light Industrial (LI) zone variations; however, in an effort to move towards conformity
with the LDR designation and Neighbourhoods Place Type, it is recommended that the
existing non-residential uses be permitted and regulated by the Restricted Office (RO)
zone.

D-6 Guidelines: Compatibility between Industrial Facilities and Sensitive Land Uses
were released by the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (formerly the
Ministry of the Environment) in 1995 in accordance with the Environmental Protection
Act. These guidelines are intended to be applied in the land use planning process to
prevent or minimize land use conflict due to the encroachment of sensitive land uses
and/or industrial uses on one another. The residential uses that surround the subject
lands are considered to be sensitive land uses. Through the community engagement
process a concern was expressed that automotive repair garages have the potential to
causes emissions such as noise, odour, particulates, and vibration that may impact the
enjoyment of surrounding residential properties. The recommended amendments would
however, not allow automotive repair garages to expand beyond the scope of business
activities or the physical size of the existing automotive use on the site, known as
Dave’s Tire and Auto Repair. Subsequently, no new impacts on surrounding residential
properties are expected to result from recognizing and permitting the existing
automotive repair garage on the westerly parcel. The distance between the westerly
parcel and surrounding residential properties would also exceeds the minimum
separation distance recommended between automotive uses as Class | industrial
facilities and sensitive land uses.

Through the community engagement process, a concern was also expressed about the
compatibility of warehouse establishments proposed to be permitted on the easterly
parcel and the potential for truck traffic associated with warehouse establishments
negatively impacting residential properties with rear yards facing the existing loading
facilities. As discussed in Section 1.1 in this report, the proximity of loading facilities to
the residential properties is an existing site condition. Although, warehouse
establishments on the easterly parcel does not meet the minimum separation distances
between industrial facilities and sensitive land uses that is recommended by the D-
series guidelines, it is anticipated that the location of the subject lands, the constrained
access to the loading facilities, and the quality of the loading facilities will limit the
intensity of warehouse establishments on the subject lands. Similar to the automotive
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repair garages on the westerly parcel, the recommended amendments would not allow
warehouse establishments to expand beyond the scope of business activities or the
physical size that currently exists, and the associated truck traffic is not expected to
intensify. Given the low number of community responses received through the
community engagement process (a total of 3) which expressed concern about the
existing uses to be permitted on the subject lands, it would appear the existing non-
residential uses on the subject lands have achieved an acceptable level of compatibility
with the surrounding residential properties.

The applicant has requested a special provision be added to the Residential R2 (R2-3)
Zone to recognize the existing lot area and lot frontage of each parcel as the minimum
lot area and minimum lot frontage for residential uses to prevent the fragmentation of
the subject lands for future residential uses, and to address the potential issue of
compatibility between the existing industrial uses and future residential uses on the
subject lands. Since recognizing the existing lot area and/or the existing lot frontage as
minimum requirements would restrict the number of dwelling units to a maximum of two
(2) dwelling units per lot as permitted by the R2-3 Zone, as an alternative to the
requested special provision, a holding provision is recommended by Planning Staff. The
recommended holding provision would require a compatibility study to demonstrate that
the D-6 Guidelines can be met, or mitigation measures provided, to the satisfaction of
the City of London prior to redevelopment for residential uses.

4.3 Parking

The applicant has requested special provisions for both the easterly and westerly
parcels to permit the existing on-site parking spaces as the minimum parking
requirement for all uses to be permitted by the Restricted Office Special Provision Zone.
Planning Staff have evaluated whether permitting reductions to the minimum parking
space requirement for both parcels is appropriate and have considered the concern
raised through the community engagement process about on-street parking.

The applicant has requested a special provision to recognize and permit the existing 60
parking spaces on the westerly parcel as the minimum parking requirement for all uses
to be permitted by the Restricted Office Special Provision Zone. The most onerous
minimum parking requirement for the requested range of uses on the westerly parcel
would be 106 parking spaces resulting in a deficiency of 46 spaces.The applicant has
also requested a special provision to recognize and permit the existing 45 parking
spaces on the easterly parcel as the minimum parking requirement for all uses to be
permitted by the Restricted Office Special Provision Zone. The most onerous minimum
parking requirement for the requested range of uses on the easterly parcel would be 72
parking spaces resulting in a deficiency of 27 spaces.

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS)

The PPS promotes appropriate development standards to facilitate compact
development in settlement areas (Policy 1.1.3.4). Consistent with the PPS the
recommended special provisions will permit the existing on-site parking supply as the
minimum parking requirement for all existing non-residential uses. The existing parking
supply is anticipated to provide reasonable parking levels to maintain existing business
activities. The relief from the standard parking rate requirements in the Zoning By-law
provided by the recommended special provisions is will be aided by the restrictions on
the intensity of the permitted uses (i.e. gross floor area maximums) and the requirement
that all uses occur within the existing buildings.

1989 Official Plan (1989 OP)

The 1989 OP supports the provision of parking that is adequate for the land uses which
are to be supported, and at a standard that promotes compatibility with adjacent land
uses (Policy 18.2.12). In conformity with the 1989 OP, the recommended special
provisions are anticipated to provide reasonable parking levels to maintain existing
business activities.

The London Plan (LP)
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The LP directs that the Zoning By-law establish parking standards that don’t require
excessive amounts of parking, and recognizes that in areas well served by transit,
reduced parking rates may be appropriate (Policy 271 _). The LP provides for
accessory parking lots in utility corridors where acceptable to the relevant utility,
compatible with surrounding land uses, and permitted in the applicable place type
(Policy 463 _). Within the Neighbourhoods Place Type, The LP directs that on-street
parking may be permitted to address parking requirements (Policy 936_4.).

The support office use (AutoData) that formerly occupied significant portions of the
existing buildings on both the east and west side of Saskatoon Street generated a
parking demand at the high-end of the standard parking rate requirement for a support
office, and any future support office would in all likelihood generate a lower parking
demand. To provide greater flexibility in terms of the types of office uses that could re-
tenant the existing buildings, the recommended amendments would also permit an
office of a charitable organization which has a slightly higher standard parking rate
requirement (1 space/40 m?) than a support office (1 space/45 m?). Notwithstanding the
difference in the standard parking rate requirements, Planning Staff do not anticipate
that an office of a charitable organization at this location will actually generate greater
demand for parking than the previous support office use. Transportation Planning and
Design Division did not express any issues or concerns with the recommended
reduction in required on-site parking. The subject lands are located within walking
distance of existing bus transit routes along Dundas Street which provides an
alternative to private automobiles as a mode of transportation to and from the subject
lands.

The existing on-site parking supply is also supplemented by 46 existing parking spaces
located on the Hydro One lands at 1640 Borden Street adjacent to the westerly parcel.
As noted in Section 3.1 of this report, a Minor Variance was granted by the Committee
of Adjustment in 2006 (File 05/120) permitting the accessory parking area at 1640
Borden Street for use by 335-385 Saskatoon Street. The accessory parking area cannot
not be included in the official on-site parking supply for 335-385 Saskatoon Street
according to the provisions of the Zoning By-law, as the accessory parking area is
located on a separate lot. However, Planning Staff have taken into account the
existence of the additional 46 parking spaces when considering the appropriateness of
the requested site-specific provision that would permit the existing on-site parking
supply as the minimum parking requirement for all permitted non-residential uses. The
46 parking spaces located at 1640 Borden Street is equivalent to the on-site parking
supply deficiency at 335-385 Saskatoon Street

In addition to the accessory parking area located at 1640 Borden Street there is on-
street parallel parking permitted on both sides of Saskatoon Street immediately in front
of the existing buildings at 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street which would allow
for convenient, short-term parking for visitors. To manage long-term employee parking
on public streets and any potential negative impacts on the movement of traffic along
Saskatoon Street and on adjacent properties, on-street parking is prohibited along
Saskatoon Street outside of the permitted areas immediately in front of the existing
buildings on the subject lands, and on-street parking is restricted in duration during
regular business hours (maximum 2 hours) on certain side-streets (e.g. Borden Street,
west of Saskatoon Street) to make on-street parking less attractive for employees.

Since the purpose and intent of the recommended amendments is to recognize and
permit a range of non-residential uses that have existed on the subject lands for some
time, the demand for parking is not expected to be more intense than previously
experienced, and any associated off-site impacts are not expected to be made worse by
permitting the existing on-site parking supply as the minimum parking requirement.

5.0 Conclusion

The recommended amendments to permit the continued use of the existing non-
residential buildings on the subject lands for existing non-residential uses is consistent
with the PPS which directs municipalities to maintain suitable sites for employment uses
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and consider the needs of existing businesses. Consistent with the PPS, which
promotes appropriate development standards to facilitate compact development,
recognizing and permitting the existing on-site parking supply as the minimum parking
requirement for existing non-residential uses would avoid an unnecessary oversupply of
parking. The existing non-residential uses currently operate on the subject lands with
the existing site conditions without serious impacts to surrounding residential land uses.

The continued use of the existing non-residential buildings on the subject lands for non-
residential uses within a residential area necessitates the need for amendments to the
1989 OP and The LP to add specific areas policies. The recommended amendments
meet the conditions in the 1989 OP and The LP for specific area policies. Since the
specific area policy will limit the non-residential uses to the existing buildings, the
specific area policy will discourage the non-residential uses from expanding further or
intensifying on the subject lands. It is not expected that the specific area policies will
affect the ability of the subject lands to redevelop for residential uses in the future.

Once the 1989 OP and The LP are amended to include specific area policies, the
recommended amendment to the Zoning By-law would conform to the 1989 OP and
The LP. The recommended amendment to the Zoning By-law will permit the existing
non-residential uses in the existing buildings and limit the non-residential uses to their
existing range of business activities and size to maintain an acceptable level of
compatibility with the surrounding residential uses. The recommended holding
provisions will ensure compatibility between existing industrial uses on the subject lands
and new residential uses.

Prepared by:

Melissa Campbell, MCIP RPP
Planner II, Current Planning
Submitted by:

Michael Tomazincic, MCIP RPP
Manager, Current Planning
Recommended by:

John M. Fleming, MCIP RPP

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner
Note: The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons qualified
to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications can be
obtained from Planning Services

MC/mc

\\FILE2\users-z\pdpl\Shared\implemen\DEVELOPMENT APPS\2018 Applications 8865 to\88830Z - 335-385 and
340-390 Saskatoon St (MIC)\PEC\OZ-8883 - 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon St PEC Report (Apr 17-18).docx
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Bill No.(number to be inserted by Clerk's Office)
2018

By-law No. C.P.-1284-

A by-law to amend the Official Plan for
the City of London, 1989 relating to 335-
385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street.

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

1. Amendment No. (to be inserted by Clerk's Office) to the Official Plan for the
City of London Planning Area — 1989, as contained in the text attached hereto and forming
part of this by-law, is adopted.

2. This by-law shall come into effect in accordance with subsection 17(38) of
the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c.P.13.

PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading — June 26, 2018
Second Reading — June 26, 2018
Third Reading — June 26, 2018
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AMENDMENT NO.
to the
OFFICIAL PLAN FOR THE CITY OF LONDON

PURPOSE OF THIS AMENDMENT

The purpose of this Amendment is to add a policy in Section 10.1.3 —
“Policies for Specific Areas” to the Official Plan for the City of London to
permit existing non-residential uses in existing buildings.

LOCATION OF THIS AMENDMENT

This Amendment applies to lands located at 335-385 and 340-390
Saskatoon Street in the City of London.

BASIS OF THE AMENDMENT

Chapter 10 — “Policies for Specific Areas” of the Official Plan allows Council
to consider policies for specific areas where one of four criteria apply. One
of these criteria is “the change in land use is site-specific and is located in
an area where Council wishes to maintain the existing land use designation,
while allowing for a site specific use” (Section 10.1.1 II)).

The recommended amendment will recognize and permit the existing non-
residential land uses in the existing buildings until such time as the subject
lands can be redeveloped for residential land uses as intended in the Low
Density Residential designation.

THE AMENDMENT

The Official Plan for the City of London is hereby amended as follows:

1. Section 10.1.3 — “Polices for Specific Areas” of the Official
Plan for the City of London is amended by adding the
following:

335-385 Saskatoon Street

In the Low Density Residential designation, automobile repair
garages, charitable organization offices, and support offices
may be permitted in the existing buildings.

340-390 Saskatoon Street

In the Low Density Residential designation, support offices,

studios and warehouse establishments may be permitted in
the existing buildings.
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Bill NO. (number to be inserted by Clerk's Office)
2018

By-law No. C.P.-___

A by-law to amend The London Plan for
the City of London, 2016 relating to 335-
385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street.

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

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

2. This by-law shall come into effect in accordance with subsection 17(38) of
the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c.P.13.

PASSED in Open Council on

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading —
Second Reading —
Third Reading —
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AMENDMENT NO.
to the

THE LONDON PLAN FOR THE CITY OF LONDON

A. PURPOSE OF THIS AMENDMENT

The purpose of this Amendment is to add new policies to the Specific Policies for the
Neighbourhoods Place Type and to add certain lands described herein to Map 7 —
Specific Policy Areas, to The London Plan for the City of London.

B. LOCATION OF THIS AMENDMENT

1. This Amendment applies to lands located at 335-385 and 340-390
Saskatoon Street in the City of London.

C. BASIS OF THE AMENDMENT

The recommended amendment will recognize and permit the existing non-
residential land uses in the existing buildings until such time as the subject
lands can be redeveloped for residential land uses as intended in the
Neighbourhoods Place Type.

D. THE AMENDMENT

The London Plan for the City of London is hereby amended as follows:
The London Plan is hereby amended as follows:

1. Specific Policies for the Neighbourhoods Place Type of The London Plan for
the City of London are amended by adding the following:

335-385 Saskatoon Street

()_ In the Neighbourhoods Place Type at 335-385 Saskatoon Street,
automobile repair garages, charitable organization offices, and support offices
may be permitted in the existing buildings.

340-390 Saskatoon Street

()_ In the Neighbourhoods Place Type at 340-390 Saskatoon Street,
support offices, studios, and warehouse establishments may be permitted in
the existing buildings.

2. Map 7 — Specific Policy Areas, to The London Plan for the City of London
Planning Area is amended by adding a specific policy area for the lands
located at 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street in the City of London, as
indicated on “Schedule 1”
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Appendix C

Bill No.(number to be inserted by Clerk's Office)
2018

By-law No. Z.-1-18

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to
rezone an area of land located at 335-
385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street.

WHEREAS 1616958 Ontario Inc. has applied to rezone an area of land
located at 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street, as shown on the map attached to this
by-law, as set out below;

AND WHEREAS upon approval of Official Plan Amendment Number
(number to be inserted by Clerk’s Office) this rezoning will conform to the Official Plan;

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

1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to
lands located at 335-385 Saskatoon Street, as shown on the attached map
comprising part of Key Map No. A108, from a Residential R2/Light Industrial (R2-
3/LI8) Zone to a Holding Residential R2/Restricted Office Special Provision (h-_*R2-
3/RO(*)) Zone.

2) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to
lands located at 340-390 Saskatoon Street, as shown on the attached map
comprising part of Key Map No. A108, from a Residential R2/Light Industrial (R2-
3/LI8) Zone to a Holding Residential R2/Restricted Office Special Provision (h-_*R2-
3/RO(**)) Zone.

3) Section Number 3.8 2) of the Holding (h) Zone is amended by adding the following
Holding Provision:

) h-_ Purpose: To ensure that there is no land-use conflict between
existing industrial and future residential uses on these lands,
the "h-_" symbol shall not be deleted and the lands shall not
be developed for residential uses until a compatibility study
has demonstrated that Ministry of the Environment and
Climate Change D-6 Guidelines: Compatibility between
Industrial Facilities and Sensitive Land Uses can be met, or
mitigation measures provided, to the satisfaction of the City of
London.

Permitted Interim Uses: any non-residential use permitted by
the applicable zones.

4) Section Number 18.4 a) of the Restricted Office (RO) Zone is amended by adding
the following Special Provision:

) RO(*) 335-385 Saskatoon Street
a) Permitted Uses
)] Automobile Repair Garages

i) Offices, Charitable Organization
i) Offices, Support

b) Regulations
) Location of Permitted Uses
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)

Vi)

vii)

viii)
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Permitted uses shall be restricted to the existing
building.

Exterior Side Yard as existing
Setback

(minimum)

Lot Coverage as existing
(maximum)

Landscape Open Space as existing
(minimum)

Gross Floor Area 2,824 m? (30,397 ft?)
Office, Charitable

Organization and

Office, Support

(maximum)

Gross Floor Area 477 m? (5,134 ft?)
Automotive Repair Garage

(maximum)

Parking 60 spaces for all permitted
(minimum) uses.

Parking Areas as existing

Setback to Required
Road Allowance
(minimum)

Driveways and as existing
Parking Aisles

Widths

(minimum)

Section Number 18.4 a) of the Restricted Office (RO) Zone is amended by adding
the following Special Provision:

RO(**)

a)

b)

340-390 Saskatoon Street

Permitted Uses

) Offices, Support

i) Studio

i) Warehouse Establishment

Regulations

) Location of Permitted Uses
Permitted uses shall be restricted to the existing
building.

i) Exterior Side Yard as existing
Setback
(minimum)

1)) Lot Coverage as existing
(maximum)

V) Landscape Open Space as existing

(minimum)
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Gross Floor Area 3,238 m? (34,854 ft?)
Office, Support

(maximum)

Gross Floor Area
Studio
(maximum)

479 m? (5,156 ft?)

Gross Floor Area
Warehouse Establishment

940 m? (10,118 ft?)

(maximum)

Parking 45 spaces for all permitted
(minimum) uses.

Parking Areas as existing

Setback to Required

Road Allowance

(minimum)

Driveways and as existing

Parking Aisles
Widths
(minimum)

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy

between the two measures.

This By-law shall come into force

Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.

and be deemed to come into force in accordance with
S.0. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage

of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section.

PASSED in Open Council on

First Reading — June 26, 2018
Second Reading — June 26, 2018
Third Reading — June 26, 2018

June 26, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk
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Appendix D — Public Engagement

Community Engagement

Public liaison: On April 5, 2018, Notice of Application was published in the Public
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner. On April 11, 2018, Notice
of Application was also sent to 139 property owners in the surrounding area. A
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site.

3 replies were received

Nature of Liaison: The notice advised of a possible amendment to the 1989 OP to add
a Specific Policy to Chapter 10 (Policies for Specific Areas) and a possible amendment
to The LP to add a Specific Policy to the Neighbourhoods Place Type to permit the
existing uses in the existing buildings. The notice also advised of a possible amendment
to Zoning By-law Z.-1 to change the zoning from a Residential R2/Light Industrial (R2-
3/LI8) Zone to a Residential R2 Special Provision/Restricted Office Special Provision
(R2-3()/RO()) Zone. The notice advised of the requested special provision to the
Residential R2 (R2-3) Zone to regularize and permit the existing lot area and lot
frontage of each parcel as the minimum lot area and minimum lot frontage for
residential land uses to prevent the fragmented redevelopment of the subject lands for
residential uses and to address compatibility between existing industrial uses and new
residential uses. The notice also advised of the requested special provision to the
Restricted Office (RO) Zone to regularize and permit the existing non-residential uses in
the existing buildings, limit the maximum gross floor area of the permitted non-
residential uses to their existing sizes, permit existing site conditions which do not meet
the standard requirements of the requested Restricted Office (RO) zone, nor the
standard parking provisions in the General Provisions Section of the Zoning By-law.

Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following:

Concern for: automotive repair garages proposed to be permitted on 335-385
Saskatoon Street (the westerly parcel) and the potential for emissions such as noise,
odour, particulates, and vibration; and that automotive repair garages would be more
intensive than the current automotive repair garage known as Dave’s Tire and Auto
Repair.

Concern for: snow storage and stormwater management practices on 340-390
Saskatoon Street (the easterly parcel) creating off-site impacts impeding access along
the City-owned lane; picnic benches encroaching into the City-owned lane which
sometimes results in inappropriate language or lewd behaviour during employee breaks
and/or lunch hours affecting the privacy of the residential properties located to the east;
and truck traffic associated with permitted a warehouse establishment.

Concern for: the use of on-street parking immediately in front of the existing buildings
at 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street by employees of the former support office
use (AutoData); the difficulties of having to navigate around vehicles parking on the
street; and vehicular speeds along Saskatoon Street.
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Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner”

From: Bryan Muzylowsky

Sent: Friday, April 13, 2018 5:45 PM

To: Campbell, Melissa <mecampbell@london.cax

Subject: Comment and Input on Saskatoon Street Businesses As Well As Parking

Dear Melissa Camphell,

First of all thank you for informing me about the Business Development and for providing us with the
necessary information regarding the businesses going in on Saskatoon Street. First of all and foremost | would
like to express the fact that | have no problem myself with businesses and growing employment in any part of
the London area. The only problem we do want to address as a community is the fact that we have had major
problems with Auto Data in the past allowing their staff to park in the 2 hour parking zones and with the staff
parking on both sides of the road it has been very difficult trying to drive around these obstacles on the street
every single day. Another issue | would like to address is people getting out of wo'k and speeding down
Borden Street as well as Saskatoon Street like drag racers. It seems anymore wher bylaws come into play that
nobody wants to follow the rules anymore and therefore we expect that if businesses are going to be going in
on Saskatoon Street that these employees park in the parking lot that's given to them and not on the street
where they want to. Anyone caught violating the bylaw should have their car towad to the impound

yard. It's time we as a community are treated like these very same employees would like to be treated and
that they respect our wishes too.

Sincerely,

Bryan Muzylowsky

From: Carol Stevens

Sent: Thursday, May 3, 2018 8:11 AM

To: Campbell, Melissa <mecampbell@iondon.ca>
Subject: Fw: Notice of Planning Application

Ms Campbell,
Please see the attached email to our Ward Ceuncillor; Bill Armstrong.
We would appreciate any attention you can give this concern. Thank you. Carol Stevens

From:
Sent: Sunday, Aprif 22, 2018 4:24 PM

To: barmstro@®london.ca
Subject: Notice of Planning Application

Dear Mr. Armstrong,
We have received a notice of planning application, File:0Z-8883, Applicant 1616958 Ontario Inc

The property that they are proposing the changes in zoning (335 — 385 Saskatoon Street) is directly behind us.
Most of the proposed changes are not too concerning because they have been existent for some time in the
sense that office spaces were always used and at one time a small appliance parts business. Currently as far as
we know there is only the Tire Repair shop in that complex now. Our concern is the proposal for the
automotive garages —increased noise level, the possible use of isocyanatas and other paint products increasa
the potential for harmful fumes and decrease in our property value.

We are not in support of changing the existing zoning to residential uses in future, the potential for that
property to become low income rental units/town houses would decrease our property value. Again when
that type of housing is part of the landscape of a residential neighbourhood it changes the entire climate of
the area.

We are in support of suppoart offices but would like a more defined definition of this, charitable offices,
studios and warehouse use of the existing buildings.

Mr. Armstrong we chose our street to live on because both my husband and | are “east enders”. We wanted
to stay in the east end, we are supportive of all business located in the east end and try to frequent their
businesses over trendy ones outside of the east end. We chose our street because it was a quiet street with
well looked after properties. My husband and | believe any of the other proposed changes outside of the ones
we have voiced our approval will diminish the serenity and visual appeal of our neighbourhood.

Thank you for giving our concerns your attention.

Carol Stevens
Jim Stevens
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From

Sent: Sunday, May 6, 2018 9:41 AM

To: Campbell, Melissa <mecampbell@london.ca>
Subject: RE: Notice of Planning Application

Ms. Campbell,

Thank you for taking the time to address our concerns, T appeciate the clarification of the proposals for zoning
change, It would seem from your

email that we do not have to be alarmed by any of the new zoning proposals.

We understand the owner's need to make this property appealing to a broader base of potetial renters. It 1s not
good business for the owner or neighbourhood to have long standing vacancies. If it is still the same owner as &
few years ago we know him to be a reasonable man

ILis our hope that we are not left sitting on our deck listening to air rachets and impact guns all day. Ms.
Campbell it is not our intention to be difficult but one of the appealing asthetics of our street is it's serenity. One
friend describes it as the prettiest street in London in the summer another says it reminds her of the street "Dick

and Jane" lived on in her grade two reader! So you can appreciate why we want to preserve that as long as we
can.

Thank you. Carol

Telephone Written

Ruth-Anne McCutcheon Bryan Muzylowsky
363 Vancouver Street 1622 Borden Street
London, ON London, ON

N5W 4S7 N5W 2R2

Carol & Jim Stevens
386 Thiel Street
London, ON

N5W 4P8

Agency/Departmental Comments
May 2, 2018: Development Services (Engineering)

Waste Water and Drainage Division

e No concerns for the official plan and/or re-zoning application.

e The following are to be considered when/if these lands coming for site plan
approval:

o The sewer available to the subject lands is the 200mm vitrified clay sewer
on Saskatoon Street.

Transportation Division

e The following are to be considered when/if these lands coming for site plan
approval:

o Road widening dedication of 13.0m from centre line required on
Saskatoon Street

o Dedicated 6.0m x 6.0m daylight triangles required at:
» NW corner of Borden Street & Saskatoon Street
» NE corner of Borden Street & Saskatoon Street
» SE corner of Whitney Street & Saskatoon Street

o Detailed comments regarding access design and location will be made
through the site plan process

o Remove all parking spaces within dedicated lands

Water Division

No comments were received.
Additional comments may be provided upon future review of the site.

April 23, 2018: London Hydro

e No objection to the official plan and/or re-zoning application.

209



File: OZ-8883
Planner: Name: M. Campbell

April 20, 2018: Upper Thames River Conservation Authority

e No objection to this application.

Appendix E — Policy Context

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

Provincial Policy Statement
1.1.3.4 — Settlement Areas
1.3.1 b) and c) — Employment

1989 Official Plan

3.1.1 vii) — General Objectives for all Residential Designations
3.2 — Low Density Residential

3.2.1 — Low Density Residential, Permitted Uses

10.1.1 ii) — Policies for Specific Areas, Criteria

10.1.2. — Policies for Specific Areas, Planning Impact Analysis
18.2.12 — Transportation Planning, Parking Policies

The London Plan

Table 11 — Range of Permitted Heights in Neighbourhoods Place Type

Table 10 — Range of Permitted Uses in Neighbourhoods Place Type

193 - City Building Policies, City Design, What are we trying to achieve

271 - City Building Policies, City Design, Parking

463 - City Building Policies, Civic Infrastructure, Policies for all Infrastructure
936_4. — Place Type Policies, Urban Place Types, Neighbourhoods, Form

1578 5. — Our Tools, Evaluation Criteria for Planning and Development Applications
1729 - Our Tools, Specific Area Policies

1730_1.-5. — Our Tools, Specific Area Policies
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File: OZ-8883
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Planning Impact Analysis 1989 OP, Section 3.7
Applicable Criteria Only

(a) compatibility of proposed uses with
surrounding land uses, and the likely
impact of the proposed development on
present and future land uses in the area.

(b) the size and shape of the parcel of
land on which a proposal is to be located,
and the ability of the site to accommodate
the intensity of the proposed use;

(c) the supply of vacant land in the area
which is already designated and/or zoned
for the proposed use;

(f) the height, location and spacing of any
buildings in the proposed development,
and any potential impacts on surrounding
land uses;

(h) the location of vehicular access points
and their compliance with the City’s road
access policies and Site Plan Control By-
law, and the likely impact of traffic
generated by the proposal on City streets,
on pedestrian and vehicular safety, and
on surrounding properties;

() the exterior design in terms of the bulk,
scale, and layout of buildings, and the
integration of these uses with present and
future land uses in the area;

The existing non-residential uses have
not historically caused serious adverse
impacts on near-by residential uses and
have achieved a reasonable level of
acceptance within the neighbourhood.

To manage the intensity of the proposed
use of the subject lands, special
provisions would limit existing non-
residential uses to be permitted to their
existing size within the existing buildings.
Site conditions will be recognized and
permitted which do not meet standard
requirements in the requested zones, but
which are existing site conditions. The
existing parking supply is anticipated to
provide reasonable parking levels to
maintain existing non-residential uses.
The existing non-residential uses on the
subject lands are not contemplated in the
immediate residential neighbourhood.
The purpose and intent of the
recommended amendments is to allow for
the continued use of the existing non-
residential buildings on the subject lands
for existing non-residential uses until the
subject lands can redevelop for
residential uses as per the long term
planned intent for the area.

The requested amendments do not
contemplate expansions or alterations to
the existing buildings or changes in the
existing site conditions. The existing
conditions are not anticipated to have
potential impacts on surrounding land
uses.

The requested amendments do not
contemplate expansions or alterations to
the existing buildings or changes in the
existing site conditions. The existing
conditions are not anticipated to have
potential impacts on surrounding land
uses.

The requested amendments do not
contemplate expansions or alterations to
the existing buildings or changes in the
existing site conditions. The existing
conditions are not anticipated to have
potential impacts on surrounding land
uses.
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(I) compliance of the proposed
development with the provisions of the
City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-law, Site
Plan Control By-law, and Sign Control By-
law; and

File: OZ-8883
Planner: Name: M. Campbell

The recommended amendments include
special provisions to regularize and
permit existing site conditions which do
not meet the standard requirements of
the requested zones, nor the standard
parking requirements in the Zoning By-
law. The subject lands will be complaint
with the Zoning By-law as amended. Site
Plan Approval is not required, therefore
compliance with the Site Plan Control By-
law will not be addressed at this time.
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS

3.4 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING - 335-385 and 340-390 Saskatoon Street (OZ-
8883)

. Laverne Kirkness, Kirkness Planning Consultants — introducing the owner, Robert Isaac,
and Rob Secco from SDI Construction and Sue Hillis from Dale Brain Injury Services;
expressing appreciation to M. Campbell, Planner Il and M. Tomazincic, Manager, Current
Planning, for working with them so closely because this is a very unique situation; advising
that they have two thirty-thousand square foot buildings built around 1955, owned by Mr.
Isaac for approximately fifteen years and most of the building was occupied by Auto Data
who has relocated because they needed more space in what they know as the old Bell
building at Talbot Street and Dundas Street; indicating that they are Downtown and happy;
pointing out that the problem with the two buildings is the zoning, they have this R2-3
Zoning Residential which is of no practical value but it does implement the policy
framework to some extent and then they have this LI-8 existing industrial zoning permitted
use thing which is very unclear and uncertain so they are coming to the Planning and
Environment Committee to ask for more certainty and basically asking for support offices,
Auto Data type offices; stating that Mr. Isaac has a buyer for the west block, the 335 to
385, Rob Secco of SDI Construction who has a tenant that happens to be Dale Brain Injury
Services; noting that this seems like a perfect fit, a match made in heaven as they are
rezoning the property to support offices but if you could add charitable not for profit offices,
they could find a new location, a much better location, really, a more central location for
Dale Brain Injury Services organization; stating that the east side, they do not have a
tenant so the charitable offices are not going to happen there, there is no need at this point
but they will have the support offices but there is also some existing tenants, a Pilates
studio on the east side and warehouse and also on the west side the auto tire dealership
which they simply want to protect because they have been there for ten years or more and
doing well and not creating any problems; indicating that to find these two buildings of
each around thirty thousand square feet and to give them a more definite, specific zoning
that requires a Chapter 13 policy makes so much sense, he thinks there is public interest
served as well because the neighbourhood now knows more about what existing industrial
uses are; expressing agreement with the staff report; hoping the Planning and
Environment Committee support it and recommend it to Council so that they can get on
with their progress and next steps for Dale Brain Injury Services.
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Report to Planning and Environment Committee

To: Chair and Members

Planning & Environment Committee
From: John M. Fleming

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner
Subject: Paramount Development (London) Inc.

809 Dundas Street

Public Participation Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the
following actions be taken with respect to the application of Paramount Development
(London) Inc. relating to the property located at 809 Dundas Street:

(@) The comments received from the public during the Public Engagement process
attached as Appendix “A” to the staff report dated June 5, 2018, BE RECEIVED

(b) Planning staff BE DIRECTED to make the necessary arrangements to hold a
future public participation meeting regarding the above-noted application in
accordance with the Planning Act, R.S.0 1990, c.P. 13.

(c) IT BEING NOTED that staff will continue to process the application and will
consider the public, agency, and other feedback received during the review of the
subject application as part of the staff evaluation of the subject application.

Executive Summary
Summary of Request

The requested amendment is to permit a site-specific bonus zone to allow for a mixed-
use development of two 24 storey apartment buildings set atop a three storey podium
with ground floor commercial space, at a total density of 710 units per hectare.

Purpose and the Effect
The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to:
i) Present the requested amendment in conjunction with the statutory public meeting;

i) Preserve appeal rights of the public and ensure Municipal Council has had the
opportunity to the review the Zoning By-law Amendment request prior to the
expiration of the 150 day timeframe legislated for Zoning By-law Amendments;

i) Introduce the proposed development and identify matters raised to-date through the
technical review and public consultation; and

iv) Bring forward a recommendation report for consideration by the Planning and

Environment Committee at a future public participation meeting once the technical
review is complete.
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1.0 Site at a Glance

1.1  Property Description

The subject site is located at the southeast corner of the intersection of Dundas Street
and Rectory Street and has an area of approximately 7,100m2. The site is currently
developed with two commercial buildings, including one mixed use building with
residential on the second floor. The site is an irregular shape with a ‘notch out’ to the
west along Rectory where there is currently a two storey building which is not part of the
proposed application and not proposed to change. The site has frontage on Dundas
Street, Rectory Street, and abuts a municipal laneway located to the south.

The site is located within a Main Street Commercial Corridor, and is surrounded by a
diverse range of commercial, institutional and mixed use buildings including: to the west
- the heritage designated building Aeolian Hall; to the east - medical/dental offices, the
Western Fair Regional Facility, and the Western Fair Farmer’s Market; to the north - the
Ontario Court of Justice/Provincial Offences Court, a range of commercial uses, to the
south - the Western Fair and parking. In the broader area, there is also a residential
neighbourhood and the Old East Heritage Conservation District located further north.

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix C)
e Official Plan Designation — Main Street Commercial Corridor (MSCC)
e The London Plan Place Type — Rapid Transit Corridor
e EXxisting Zoning — (OR*BDC(20)*D250*H46) Zone

1.3 Site Characteristics

Current Land Use — Commercial plaza/mixed use
Frontage — 23m (75 ft) (Rectory Street)

Depth — 111m (364 ft)

Area — 7,100m2 (76,424 sq ft)

Shape - Irregular

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses

North — Institutional/Commercial Corridor

East — Commercial and Western Fair Farmer’'s Market
South — Western Fair (Parking)

West — Recording Studio/Aeolian Hall/Commercial Corridor
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2.0 Description of Proposal

2.1 Development Proposal

The proposal is for a mixed use development with two 24-storey apartment buildings
with a total of 480 residential units constructed on a 3-storey podium. The total
residential density of the proposed development is 703 units per hectare (UPH).
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Figure 1: Conceptual Site Plan

The building provides a maximum height of 82m (269ft), with the residential tower
portion exhibiting a distinct art-deco style. The podium materials are comprised of a
variety of brick, and the tower composition is comprised of stucco/coloured concrete.
The top four storeys of the building (floors 21-24) are terraced along the east and west

portions.
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Figure 2: Conceptual Rendering: view from the northwest

A total of 342 parking spaces for the development have been accommodated through
one level of underground parking and two levels of above ground, structured parking
which is fully enclosed in the building. Vehicular access to the parking is proposed at
the rear of the site from the shared laneway along the south boundary of the subject

lands.
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Figure 3: Conceptual Rendering: view from the south

A total of 1,845m?2 (19,860 sq ft) of commercial gross floor area is proposed on the
ground floor addressing Dundas Street, and the north portion of Rectory Street. The
commercial area is divided into a number of separate units (approximately 10 bays).
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Figure 4: Conceptual Rendering: view from the northeast

2.2 Submitted Studies

The application was accepted as completed on February 9, 2018. The following
information was submitted with the application:
e Planning Justification Report
Heritage Impact Statement
Preliminary Sanitary Capacity Report
Site Plan
Traffic Impact Assessment
Urban Design Brief
Zoning Referral Record

2.3 Requested Amendment

The requested amendment is for a site specific bonus zone to allow for the proposed
mixed use development. The base Business District Commercial zone with existing
height and density provisions is proposed to be maintained. The bonus zone is
requested to permit the following:

e Maximum Density of 710 UPH;
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e Maximum height of 82m; and,
e Maximum lot coverage of 74%.

3.0 Relevant Background

3.1 Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B)

There were 22 responses provided through the community consultation period,
including those from the Community Information Meeting, which was held on March 29,
2018, where approximately 29 people attended. The most commonly received
comments include:

Support for:
e the project as proposed and the associated revitalization potential
Concerns for:

no affordable housing being provided in a location that could support it

the impact of the shadows and loss of sunlight cast by the buildings

better design of the east wall (and the potential to incorporate a mural)

provide distinctive treatments for storefronts and use materials found in area
height proposed is too tall for area

better connectivity to Dundas Street, the BRT station and Western Fair market
increased traffic congestion and use of the laneway for vehicles

area is currently under-parked, provide obvious parking for the proposal

better address the Dundas Street and Rectory Street corner

roof detail lacks continuity

impacts of construction regarding noise, dust, vibration, and service interruptions
overload on infrastructure with additional population, need to provide additional
public facilities and services

offer timed rental structure to encourage independent small businesses

e provide additional setbacks around 432 Rectory Street for access and function

3.2 Policy Context

The Old East Village area has been the focus of numerous studies, plans and efforts to
revitalize and invigorate the corridor. In 1998 there was the Mayor’s Task Force on Old
East London Report, followed by “Re-establishing Value-A Plan for the Old East Village”
prepared by the Planners Action Team in 2003. In 2004 Council adopted Official Plan
Policies and Zoning By-law amendments to establish an Old East Village Community
Improvement Project Area and create separate and distinctive segments of focus.

Most recently, the Old East Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual was created in
2016.

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014, provides policy direction on matters of
provincial interest related to land use planning and development. The policies support
efficient and resilient development patterns through a range of uses, and appropriate
infill and intensification in settlement areas and main streets.

With respect to sustaining healthy, liveable and safe communities, the PPS states:
1.1.3.2 — “Land use patterns within settlement areas shall be based on: a) densities and
a mix of land uses which: 1) efficiently use land and resources; 2) are appropriate for,
and efficiently use, the infrastructure and public service facilities which are planned or
available, and avoid the need for their unjustified and/or uneconomical expansion,”

The PPS supports long-term prosperity through:
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1.7.1 c) — “maintaining and, where possible, enhancing the vitality and viability of
downtowns and mainstreets”

1.7.1. d) — “encouraging a sense of place, by promoting well-designed built form and
cultural planning, and by conserving features that help define character”

In accordance with section 3 of the Planning Act, all planning decisions ‘shall be
consistent with’ the PPS.

Re-establishing Value — A Plan for Old East Village 2003

The plan ‘Re-establishing Value: A Plan for the Old East Village’ was created in 2003 to
revitalize the Old East Village Corridor. It was developed by the Planners Action Team
(PACT) through the Ontario Professional Planners Institute (OPPI) to address the
underlying issues impacting the corridor, and contained specific recommendations to
improve the corridor. Priorities were identified in the PACT report which were further
implemented through the Community Improvement Plan and other municipal processes.

Old East Village Community Improvement Plan (CIP) 2004

The Old East Village CIP was established in 2004 to provide the context for a
coordinated municipal effort to improve the physical, economic and social climate of the
Old East Village, and was implemented through OZ-6749. The focus was to improve
private investment, property maintenance, renewal and desirability of the Old East
Corridor and provide a suite of financial incentives. The OEV CIP established a
strategic vision for the larger commercial corridor and its constituent sub-districts to:
serve as a focal point for the surrounding residential community; offer goods and
services which are useful to, and used by, the surrounding community; offer some
goods and services for a broader City-wide market; and foster a pedestrian-oriented
streetscape, while not excluding automobiles.

The purpose of the CIP is stated as follows:
p.14 — “The Community Improvement Plan is to provide a context for revitalization
initiatives in the corridor, and to guide the municipal decision-making process so that

actions are undertaken that are supportive of, and instrumental in, encouraging renewal
in the Old East Village”

Old East Village Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual 2016

The Old East Village Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual (OEVCC UDM) was
created in 2016, and recognizes that the Old East Village is an important area in
London’s history and future. The design manual is intended to guide new development,
renovation, and restoration in a way that aligns the vision established for the area and
the Community Improvement Plan. The goal of the manual is to provide a basis for
promoting high quality design that will complement the existing area.

2.1 Site Layout

a) Building Location

“Locate new buildings in line with the existing built line in order to maintain visual
continuity and spatial enclosure of the street.”

“On corner sites, locate buildings at the corner and ensure that both street facing
facades include an equal level of architectural detail.”

2.2 Built Form

a) Building Height Guidelines
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“Design buildings that are a minimum of two storeys along the commercial corridor,
include additional storeys at prominent gateways and intersections.”

“Step back, a minimum of 3.0m, all storeys above the third storey in order to reduce any
overpowering or overshadowing effects on the street or adjacent properties.”

¢) Massing and Rhythm

“Follow the established facade rhythm of the street when designing a new building by
dividing the proposed building into bays that are proportionate to the surrounding
buildings.”

“Continue the horizontal and vertical proportions established by surrounding existing
buildings.”

“Ensure the massing of new buildings does not negatively affect adjacent buildings,
particularly with respect to impact on air flow, sunlight, and sky views”

2.3 Facade Design

“All new buildings should be designed so that they include a defined base, middle and
top. This is can be achieved by using unique details in street level windows and doors, a
signboard for the business name dividing the first and second floor, and features such
as upper floor windows and cornice detail.”

Official Plan

The subject site is designated Main Street Commercial Corridor (MSCC), which takes
the form of long established, pedestrian-oriented business or mixed-use districts, and is
also located within the Old East Village Special Policy Corridor, which extends from
Adelaide Street North to Charlotte Street along Dundas Street.

The following are policy excerpts from the Official Plan related to this development
application:

4.4.1.1 Planning Objectives

‘i) Provide for the redevelopment of vacant, underutilized or dilapidated properties within
Main Street Commercial Corridors for one or more of a broad range of permitted uses at
a scale which is compatible with adjacent development;

if) Encourage development which maintains the scale, setback and character of the
existing uses;

iv) Encourage mixed-use development to achieve higher densities and to reinforce the
objectives of achieving a diverse mix of land uses.”

4.4.1.4 Permitted Uses

“Permitted uses in Main Street Commercial Corridors include small-scale retail uses;
service and repair establishments, food stores; convenience commercial uses; personal
and business services; pharmacies; restaurants; financial institutions; small-scale
offices; small-scale entertainment uses; galleries; studios; community facilities such as
libraries and day care centres, correctional and supervised residences; residential uses
(including secondary uses) and units created through the conversion of existing
buildings, or through the development of mixed-use buildings. Zoning on individual sites
may not allow the full range of permitted uses.”

4.4.1.7 Scale of Development

“ii) Residential densities within mixed-use buildings in a Main Street Commercial
Corridor designation should be consistent with densities allowed in the Multi-Family,
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High Density and Medium Density Residential designations according to the provisions
of Section 3.4.3. of this Plan.

iv) Main Street Commercial Corridors are pedestrian-oriented and the Zoning By-law
may allow new structures to be developed with zero front and side yards to promote a
pedestrian streetscape.”

4.4.1.9 Urban Design

‘iv) provides appropriate building massing and height provisions to ensure main streets
define the public spaces in front of and in between buildings.

V) provides for architectural guidelines to enable greater influence on building
elevations, entrances and materials;”

The Old East Village Special Policy contains further guidance for development and
recognizes that the corridor is not homogeneous. The existing conditions and future
goals for the corridor differ from district to district, and area-specific policies have been
established for four separate segments along the corridor including: the Village Core
(Adelaide to Lyle), the Village Annex (Village Core east to Rectory), the Entertainment
and Recreation District (the Western Fair) and the Area of Transition and
Redevelopment (Village Annex east to Charlotte), which is where the subject site is
located.

4.4.1.13.2 Old East Village
‘i) The Area of Transition and Redevelopment

The Area of Transition and Redevelopment extends from the eastern edge of the
Village Annex to Egerton Street on the south side of Dundas Street and to Charlotte
Street on the north side of Dundas Street. (OPA No. 373 - 2005/11/07)

While this area does include some high quality buildings which strongly relate to the
corridor, the Area of Transition and Redevelopment includes large gaps in the
streetscape created by parking lots, major institutional uses, office uses, light industrial
uses, auto-oriented commercial uses, and residential buildings. Given the length of the
entire corridor extending from Adelaide Street, this district is not currently considered a
viable part of a continuous pedestrian commercial streetscape. Furthermore, its existing
form does not support such a function unless there is significant redevelopment.

This plan supports the transition of this area to provide for a mix of uses. Unlike other
segments of the corridor, development in the Area of Transition will not be required to
support a pedestrian-orientation. The Area of Transition and Redevelopment will be pre-
zoned to allow for medium and large scale development such as multi-family housing
and mixed use development. Demolition of important buildings on the streetscape will
be actively discouraged through the application of site-specific, lower intensity zoning
that will remain in place until such time as a zoning amendment is approved
concurrently with a development agreement.”

The bonusing provisions set out in the Official Plan are as follows:

19.4.4 ii) Objectives

“‘Bonus Zoning is provided to encourage development features which result in a public
benefit which cannot be obtained through the normal development process. Bonus
zoning will be used to support the City's urban design principles, as contained in

Chapter 11 and other policies of the Plan, and may include one or more of the following
objectives:
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(a) to support the provision of the development of affordable housing as provided for by
12.2.2.

(b) to support the provision of common open space that is functional for active or
passive recreational use;

(c) to support the provision of underground parking;

(d) to encourage aesthetically attractive residential developments through the enhanced
provision of landscaped open space;

(e) to support the provision of, and improved access to, public open space,
supplementary to any parkland dedication requirements;

(f) to support the provision of employment-related day care facilities;

(9) to support the preservation of structures and/or districts identified as being of cultural
heritage value or interest by the City of London,

(h) to support innovative and environmentally sensitive development which incorporates
notable design features, promotes energy conservation, waste and water recycling and
use of public transit;

(1) to support the preservation of natural areas and/or features; and

(j) to support the provision of design features that provide for universal accessibility in
new construction and/or redevelopment.”

London Plan

The subject site is located within the Rapid Transit Corridor Place Type and within the
Old East Village Main Street segment. Rapid Transit Corridors are intended to be
vibrant, mixed-use, mid-rise communities that border the length of our rapid transit
services and include segments with unique character. The site is within the Main Street
Specific Segment Policies of The London Plan for the Old East Village, which includes
special policies for the lands that extend along Dundas Street from the Downtown to
Quebec Street (844.1)

Use: 837.1 — “A range of residential, retail, service, office, cultural, recreational, and
institutional uses may be permitted within the Corridor Place Type.”

837.2 - “Mixed-use buildings will be encouraged.”

Form: 841.3 - “The mass of large buildings fronting the street should be broken down
and articulated at grade so that they support a pleasant and interesting
pedestrian environment. Large expanses of blank wall will not be permitted to
front the street, and windows, entrances, and other building features that add
interest and animation to the street will be encouraged.”

Intensity: 847 — “Buildings in these three Main Street segments will be a maximum of 12
storeys in height. Type 2 Bonus Zoning beyond this limit, up to 16 storeys, may
be permitted in conformity with the Our Tools part of this Plan.”

Bonusing Provisions Policy 1652

“Under Type 2 Bonus Zoning, additional height or density may be permitted in favour of
facilities, services, or matters such as:

1) Exceptional site and building design.

2) Cultural heritage resources designation and conservation.
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3) Dedication of public open space.

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

5) Community garden facilities that are available to the broader neighbourhood.

6) Public art.

7) Cultural facilities accessible to the public.

8) Sustainable forms of development in pursuit of the Green and Healthy City
policies of this Plan.

9) Contribution to the development of transit amenities, features and facilities.

10) Large quantities of secure bicycle parking, and cycling infrastructure such as
lockers and change rooms accessible to the general public.

11) The provision of commuter parking facilities on site, available to the general
public.

12) Affordable housing.

13) Day care facilities, including child care facilities and family centres within nearby
schools.

14) Car parking, car sharing and bicycle sharing facilities all accessible to the
general public.

15) Extraordinary tree planting, which may include large caliper tree stock, a greater
number of trees planted than required, or the planting of rare tree species as
appropriate.

16) Measures that enhance the Natural Heritage System, such as renaturalization,
buffers from natural heritage features that are substantively greater than
required, or restoration of natural heritage features and functions.

17) Other facilities, services, or matters that provide substantive public benefit.”

4.0 Matters to be Considered

A complete analysis of the application is underway and includes a review of the
following matters, which have been identified to date:

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS)

e Consideration for consistency with policies related to a mix of residential and
commercial uses, efficient use of land, infrastructure and services that support
transit

Community Improvement Plan (CIP)
e Consideration for how the proposed development achieves the vision of the CIP

Old East Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual (OEVCC UDM)

e Evaluation of the proposed built form and site layout in relation to the urban
design direction

Official Plan
¢ Conformity to policies related to: the appropriateness of the level of proposed

intensification with respect to the bonusable provisions
e Impacts on adjacent properties and mitigation of identified impacts
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e Compatibility with the surrounding neighbourhood and existing neighbourhood
character and streetscape

London Plan

e Conformity to policies related to: the appropriateness of the level of proposed
intensification with respect to the new planning direction
e The proposed bonusable features with respect to the bonusing framework

Technical Review

e Functional servicing analysis and available sanitary capacity to accommodate the
proposed intensity

e A review of the Transportation impact assessment to ensure no negative impacts
on existing and future road conditions

e Heritage implications regarding nearby listed or designated properties and
archaeological potential

e Appropriate and desirable design of towers

Zoning

e Suitability of the requested bonus zone and regulation amendments in relation to
the proposed development and neighbourhood

5.0 Conclusion

Planning staff will review the comments received with respect to the proposed zoning
by-law amendment and report back to Council with a recommendation for Zoning By-
law Amendment. A future public participation meeting will be scheduled when the
review is complete and a recommended action is available.

Prepared by:

Sonia Wise, MCIP RPP
Planner II, Current Planning
Submitted by:

Michael Tomazincic, MCIP RPP
Manager, Current Planning
Recommended by:

John M. Fleming, MCIP RPP

Managing Director, Planning and City Planner
Note: The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons qualified
to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications can be
obtained from Planning Services

June 11, 2018

/sw
\\FILE2\users-z\pdpl\Shared\implemen\DEVELOPMENT APPS\2018 Applications 8865 to\8875Z - 809 Dundas St
(SW)\PEC Report\PEC-Report June - 809 Dundas St.docx
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Appendix A — Public Engagement

Public liaison: On February 22, 2018 Notice of Application was sent to 71 property
owners in the surrounding area. Notice of Application was also published in the Public
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on February 23, 2018. A
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site.

22 replies were received

Nature of Liaison: Possible change Zoning By-law Z.-1 from an Office
Residential/Business District Commercial Special Provision (OR*BDC(20)*D250*H46)
Zone which permits a wide range of commercial, retail and residential uses with a
maximum density of 250 units per hectare and an approximate height of 15 storeys
46m), to a Business District Commercial Special Provision Bonus
(BDC(20)*D250*H46*B-__) Zone to permit the existing range of uses permitted by the
Business District Commercial Zone variation, with an increased lot coverage, an
increased height of 82m, and an increased maximum density of 710 Units per hectare
through a bonus zone, in return for eligible facilities, services and matters outlined in
Section 19.4.4 of the Official Plan, such as the provision of enhanced urban design and
underground parking.

Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following:
Support for:

Tasteful and appropriate design, quality materials, supportive of/excited for project (x 9),
project will provide revitalization for area (x 4), traditional street frontage design

Concern for:

Affordable Housing:

Provide some affordable housing units (x4), as a mix of the total units (x 2), as part of
the bonusing provisions, provide a minimum of 20%

Sunlight and Shadowing:

Shadow cast from building affect solar panels on Life Spin building (x 4), 12 storey form
would cast less shadow, impacts on both sides of Dundas Street, creation of gloomy
spaces

Building Design:

East blank wall needs to be addressed with better treatment (x 4), utilize east wall for a
mural (x 2), provide distinctive treatment of storefronts (x 2), replicate materials found
on existing storefronts in area, provide heritage design in heritage district, better
address Rectory and Dundas corner, roof detail lacks continuity and visually splits the
building,

Height

Highrise buildings are changing the skyscape of OEV, no more than 15 storeys, 12
storeys should be the maximum, zoning requirements should be more inclusive than
just height regulations, proposed height is too drastic compared to what is there now

Connectivity

Connectivity to Dundas St should be a high priority, pedestrian connectivity to BRT
station at Dundas & Ontario (x 2), provide sidewalk along laneway to connect to
Western Fair

Transportation
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Concern for the high traffic volume on the laneway, currently inadequate public parking
in area (x 2), commercial parking should be obvious, support increased demand for
parking with increased provision of spaces, traffic congestion

Construction

Impacts of construction on business operations (x 3), noise impacts (x 3), dust (x 2),
vibration (x 3) structural impacts (x 3), street closures and service interruptions (x 4),
damage from construction vehicles

Servicing

Overload on infrastructure, the area can’t support the influx of several hundred more
residents, public spaces/schools need to accommodate tower dwellings

Other

Offer timed rental structure to encourage independent small businesses, provide
additional setbacks for 432 Rectory Street for function and emergency access (x 2)
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From: Paul Moiseshyn [maiIto:_]

Sent: Sunday, March 11, 2018 5:35 PM
To: Wise, Sonia <swise@london.ca>
Subject: Bylaw amendment Z-8875

Hello Ms Wise

I welcome any efforts at urban intensification and renewal. It will be great for the neighbourhood.
Please let me know how it goes and if there is anything I can do help support a positive outcome
then let me know.

Thank you

Paul Moiseshyn

Michael J. Chester

BARRISTER & SOLICITOR

March 14, 2018

City of London
Planning Services
P.O. Box 5035
London, Ontario
N6A 4L9

Fax: 519-661-5397
Attention: Ms. Sonia Wise
Dear Ms. Wise:

Re: Paramount.Developments Inc.- 809 Dundas Street-File Z-8875;
My client: 875020 Ontario Inc.- 432 Rectory Street, London, Ontario

I act for 875020 Ontario Inc. My clients have provided to me a copy of the Notice of Application
t0 Amend the Zoning By<Law dated February 21, 2018, with respect to the above-noted
Application. My client’s property is located at 432 Rectory Street which adjoins the Paramount
property and is shown as the “Existing Building” on the Conceptual Site Plan,

My client objects to the rezoning based on the Conceptual Plan submitted. The primary reason

for the objection is the proximity of the proposed buildings to my client’s property. The plan
indicates that the new buildings would surround my client’s property and would be located

within what would appear to be perhaps no more than two metres from the rear of my client’'s -
building. The specific issues arising from the close proximity to my clients building would be as
follows:

1. The depth of the excavation required to support the 24 storey towers would be significant, A
portion of my client’s building and foundation is over one hundred years old. I believe my client
has an implied easement of support over sufficient portions of Paramount’s property as would be
necessary to support the foundation for its building. The excavation that would be necessary at
such a close proximity could cause my client’s foundation to be damaged or completely collapse
if proper excavation support practices involving excavation supports and underpinnings were not
implemented. My client would want there to absolute certainty that its building would not be
adversely impacted in any way by the excavation and construction;

51 MaxweLL CrescenT, LONDON, ONTARIO NSEX 1Y8
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2. My client operates a recording studio at this property. The noise and vibration caused by
construction in such close proximity would have a serious negative impact on its ability to carry
on business for a significant period of time;

3. Once the new buildings were completed, there would not be sufficient room for any sort of
vehicle access to the rear of my client’s property for matters such as building maintenance or
dealing with emergencies such as a fire.

I trust that the Planning & Environment Committee will consider my client’s objections and

concerns at its meeting and I would appreciate being provided details of any future public
meeting, as would my client.

Yours very truly,

217w

Michael J. Chester
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DR. NICHOLAS J.V, HOGG

HOSCS

BSz, MSe, g 5 . FROD{C)
§ [ ot

ORAL AND MAXILLOFACIAL SURGEON
843 Dundas Street, London, ON NSW 228

p | —

March 21, 2018

Sonia Wise, Planner

City Of London Planning Services
P.0. Box 5035

LONDON ON N6A 4L9

Re: Proposed Development at 809 Dundas Street

| am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed change to the Zoning By-Law that is currently
planned for 809 Dundas. My office Is located directly beside the proposed site at 843 Dundas Street, | run
an Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery specialty practice at this location and perform delicate maxillofacial
surgical procedures on a daily basis, serving patients from London and all across southwestern Ontario. |
provide surgical care and anaesthesia for patients requiring specialty services and help patients with
conditions such as oral cancer and facial deformities. Many of my patients have depression and anxiety as
well as more serious psychiatric disorders such as schizophrenia. | am worried about the effects that long
term construction will have on both my patients and my staff who provide care for these patients. The
scale of this project is enormous, | am deeply concerned that this development will negatively impact my
property and my ability to adequately service patients who require my care,

When | was initially in the planning phases for my facility, | was advised that there were numerous
restrictions and guidelines in place that | was obliged to adhere to. These restrictions were governed by
both the City of London and the Old East Village Business Improvement Association. | was forced to scale
back on my planned development as a result of these restrictions and had to make numerous
modifications to my initial plans. | was told there were many reasons for the various rules that were in
place, both from a city planning perspective (infrastructure and existing bylaws) as well as for reasons
related to the aesthetics of reinvigorating the Old East Village. | was told that these rules were in place
for 2 reason and that all existing buildings and future developments would have to adhere to these same
restrictions. The scope of the planned project at 809 Dundas s much more profound than | would have
ever expected.

One of the changes to my Initial building plan was due to the existing Zoning By-Laws regarding building
height. The planning committee informed me that the buildings in this area would be restricted regarding
total height. As a result, | had to modify my plans for a second storey and bulld a basement instead. | was
forced to incur additional costs for a sewage ejection system that was required to be installed due the
increased depth of my basement. Ironically, the proposed development is a dramatic shift from the
previous regulations as the two towers are planned to be 24 stories high. | had no indication that this
would ever be allowed based the tight restrictions that were imposed on my development.

| am concerned that the foundation of my building is at risk along with the structure, | am alarmed that
during the extensive period of construction for the proposed development that the work being done will
be extremely disruptive on my ability to perform delicate surgical procedures. My facility is a sterile
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environment and the dust and debris that will be generated from the heavy construction will make my
daily operations incredibly difficult. | take great pride in the fact that my property is immaculate as it is
reflective of my profession, yet with the extensive construction it will become a daily, and even hourly
battle to maintain it to its present standards. Additional daily maintenance for the property is not an
additional responsibility | am willing to assume.

During the planning phase for my facility, the surface covering of my building was also dictated and | was
not allowed to use stone or brick on the outside walls. This was done as part of the reinvigoration of the
Old East Village and to ensure consistency in the look and feel of the neighbourhood. 1am concerned
that the plannad project will not be subjected to the supposed rules that were placed on my
development. |'was not able to build my building in the way that | had originally envisioned but still
adhered to the rules that were in place.

I am also worried that during construction of the proposed development that access to my building will
be difficult for my patients. There may be road blockages that impede access to my parking lot. Also,
there is the potential that vehicles related to the project may attempt to park in my parking lot and/or
access the new construction site via my parking lot. There is the potential that my building may be
damaged by large vehicles attempting to access the construction site through my narrow driveway. This
has occurred before with significant damage to my facility. The construction relate to the new
development would be disruptive to my practice and on impact my focus in serving my patients’ needs.

While | believe that the infill created by this project would be a positive development for the Old East
Village and for the City of London, | am extremely concerned on the impact that it will have on my
position as the adjacent neighbour. | chose to settle in London following 18 years of post-secondary
education, and | have specialized skills that few others possess in North America. | provide specialized
services for the residents of East London as well as from all across Middlesex County and southwestern
Ontario, and | would like to continue to do so in a world class facility. | would like to have my concerns
addressed appropriately prior to any further action on the proposed development at 809 Dundas Strest.

sincerely,

Dr. Nichaolas ). V. Hogg,

BSc, MSc, DDS, MD, MSc, FRCD(C)

Oral and Maxillofacial Surgeon

Subspecialty training in Craniofacial Surgery
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Comments from 809 Dundas Community Consultation

March 29, 2018

Summary and Thematic Analysis provided by the Old East Village BIA
Submitted April 16, 2018

Promotion of Event and Recruitment of Attendees:

Business and property owners in the Old East Village Community Improvement Plan (CIP) received
invitations to the community consultation event. Invitations by the BlA were conferred through an
email and telephone campaign for the 10 days preceding the event. The telephone campaign reached
out to 114 business owners.

Information and invitations for the event was circulated to the Old East Village residents through
telephone, social media, and individual networks of the Old East Village Community Association and
board members of the Old East Village Business Improvement Area (BIA). Residents, property owners,
and interested parties were requestad to call and RSVP for the event.

33 attendees of the March 23, 2017 community consultation who left contact information were also

contacted via telephone.

Attendees to the event were asked to register and fill out and return comment cards. Of those who
attended 29 people registered and 16 comment cards were submitted. 2 property owners submitted a
letter and is included in the comments.

Attendance breakdown:
Attendess were asked to check all that apply.

4 — OEV Commercial Property Owners
3 — Business Owners

7 — OEV Residents

5 — Interested Party

1 — Unidentified

Thematic Analysis:

Feedback received from comment cards and letters are summarized in this section. Attendees of the
community consultation were eager to share their thoughts on the proposed redevelopment.
Comments from the cards generally showed optimism for the redevelopment paired with constructive
observations on specific features or outcomes. Of these considerations seven themes were observed

and broken down in mare detail.
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The first of these relates to affordability of prospective commercial and residential clients. Attendees
identified that they would like to see a percentage of the residential units meet the criteria for
affordable housing. They felt that a development of this scale created a great opportunity for inclusion.
Comments also suggested that the commercial units have a yearly progressive rent structure to help

foster independent small business.

The next theme identified was the impact shadowing may have on the surrounding properties. There
are properties north of the proposed redevelopment site that utilize solar panels. Specifically 4
attendees expressad concern over the impacts on power generation a large development would have on
those properties. Some commenters believed that the shadowing from the building would create
“gloomy” spaces and have a negative impact on the buildings around the redevelopment.

The third theme encompasses the design of the building. Attendees felt that the conceptual plans show
a very plain, non-windowed wall facing east. Comments suggested that character of some kind be added
architecturally. Comnmenters requested that the storefronts replicate the diversity of materials and
designs found along the Dundas corridor to keep with the heritage feel of the older buildings. An
additional suggestion was to use the east facing wall as a space for a mural to add to the collection
found around the Old East Village. Specifically the mural at the London Clay Arts Centre was suggested

as an example.

Following building design a theme of building height was identified. Some attendees felt that the height
of building should not exceed 12 to 15 stories. Commenters thought that the building heights higher
than this and the influx of people from it would create pedestrian and vehicular congestion. Others felt
that a building with a height as proposed would feel contextually out of place with the current built form
of the Old East Village.

The fifth theme of comments focused on the connectivity of the redevelopment to the Dundas corridor.
Attendees expressed that they would like to see the redevelopment’s connectivity to Dundas as a high
priority. The redevelopment will be a prime location for the upcoming Bus Rapid Transit implementation
along with access to the Western Fair District. Attendees would like to see the south facing side of the

redevelopment address these amenities.

The sixth theme from the comment cards involved the changes to the neighbourhood's parking situation
in relation to the redevelopment. Comments expressed concern over an increase in parking demand
brought from the addition of commercial storefronts. Neighbouring properties would like to make sure

that their respective customers and clients have access to parking as demand increases.

The final theme identified from comments is the possible disruption caused during construction. The
redevelopment site is surrounded by couple of businesses that music plays an integral role in the
success of their enterprise. A few commenters expressed concern over noise and vibrations that will
occur during construction and the effect it may have on their daily businesses. Disruptions to traffic and
parking are expected and more information on how those would be handled was requested.
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The Old East Village BlA would like to thank you for receiving the above thematic analysis based upon
comments, conversations, and letters during the community consultation. The BlA takes an active role
in the participation process for new neighbourhood development. We are pleased to provide this
feedback and look forward to working with all parties as this project progresses.

Comment Cards

The comments in this report are taken word for word from the received comment cards and letters. They

have been categorized according to theme.

Positive General Comments:

+ Tasteful and appropriate looking — will be interested to see how the ground level units are
developed & marketed — Would love you stage your model suites!!

¢ CQuality material for the build, especially facing Dundas and Rectory.

¢+ Very excited for this project.

¢ | think this is a fantastic way to revitalize what is often seen as a downtrodden area of the city. A
new building and new business space will bring life back to the east end.

¢ A great development for this up-and-coming neighbourhood.

¢ Will bring great traffic to local businesses, more people to the core and attract & retaining
young families.

¢ | think this will be great for the community. East London deserves a project such as this, with all
of the other new developments in the area it will aid in reclaiming Old East as a premiere part of
London and a desirable place to live.

+ Greatplan!

o« Overall like design and the traditional strest frontage.

¢ Just want to say what a great project lan Stone & company are working on.

¢+ Very excited to see amazing things taking shape on Dundas Street.

* Great to see a residential and commercial development on this site

Comments regarding Affordability in Residential and Commercial Units:

¢ Offer timed rental structures to encourage independent small business to fill commercial units.
Ex.67% year 1, 80% year 3, 95% year 3 ect. Will help infill gquickly and support small independent
business growth.

¢ Can the inclusion of some affordable housing be contemplated as a condition of exceeding the
present standards in terms of both height and density?

¢ lam involved @ lifespin @ Ontario and Dundas site. We work with families at or near the
poverty line. | would like to see some of the units used as affordable housing for people. We are
a community that care about our neighbours. What a good opportunity for this development to
consider and act upon.

¢ There is no guarantee that this development has at least 20% affordable units, which should be
in place no matter how high you negotiate
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* 'Would be great to see some % of units as affordable housing. We need buildings that integrate
affordable & market rent units.

Comments regarding Shadowing from new building:

¢ The shadow may impact solar panels at Life*Spin

¢ Weare also very concerned about the shadows these buildings will have as we have solar panels
on our roof which generated income which we depend upon. No doubt we will have a loss of
sunlight due to the height of these proposed buildings. | would feel the 12 stories to be much
maore acceptable.

¢+ Shadow impact on existing solar panels in the neighbourhood

* Shadowing impacts on solar panels on south side of Dundas.

¢ The shadow and light impact studies will show these towers will create gloomy spaces.

Comments regarding the building design:

¢+ East facing wall needs better/attractive detail, ect.

¢ The blank wall facing the dental building (east elevation) can be a canvas for wall art similar to
the east wall of the London Clay Arts Centre. This would create a wall art theme in OEV.

¢+ Blank wall facing east nesd detail, character, windows.

& Brick walls on the west [east] side of building — understand that this wall edges on property line,
so windows on the side (laneway) may not be feasible. However, given that it faces on to
laneway and other businesses the wall should have some kind of aesthetic treatment e.g. mural
(Simon Shegelmans OEV Posters) or repetition of some facade detail on the wall-which is tall,
extensive and visible from Dundas Street.

¢ The key consideration in my view, in light of the character of the OEV neighbourhood, is
distinctive treatment of each of the store fronts.

* Heritage district should have heritage design

¢ Infrastructure overload

¢ The proposal for commercial units that support the scale of the commercial corridor could be
beneficial to the development of the business district. However, it is really important that the
commitment to design storefront facades using materials that replicate the variety of storefront
facades on the corridor is followed through.

¢ Re:street views; more detail is retained on the Dundas/Rectory corner, windows and other
detail — brick facade facing street not supportable

¢ Roof detail lacks continuity and visually “splits’ building. It is possible to replicate crenellations
on the east facing the lack of continuity of the feature visual ‘splits” the building — looks like two
separate buildings.

Comments regarding building height:

¢ Highrise buildings are changing the skyscape of OEV. I'm not sure the area can support the
congestion that will be caused by the influx of several hundred more residents.
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¢« No more than 15 stories!

¢+ Most major cities have more inclusive zoning requirements than simple height restrictions!
Twelve stories high is enough for this corridor.

¢ The height is much too drastic a difference for this area compared to what is there now.

Comments regarding Connectivity:

¢« Connectivity to Dundas needs to be a HIGH priority.

& Pedestrian connectivity to BRT station (@ Dundas & Ontario

+ | feelthere should be a sidewalk along the land to allow residents can use to walk to Western
Fair and proposed BRT station.

¢ The first [concern] is the use of the rear laneway for a relatively large volume of traffic which it is

not designed for.

Comments regarding Parking:

+ Offer obvious parking for the customers of commercial units.

¢ Only parking problems.

# Neighbourhood parking issues: although we recognize that the building will likely have its own
parking garage, an increase in population and commercial retail businesses proposed for the
ground floor will put a big stress on parking resources in the neighbourhood. We do not
currently have enough public parking and are concerned that we will lose business if the extra

parking needs come in the neighbourhood without the creation of additional parking facilities.

Comments regarding construction concerns:

* We are concerned about our ability to operate during construction dus to noise and vibrations
coming from the construction site in such close proximity. We are primarily a music venue and
often record concerts and do recording sessions during daytime hours.

& We are concerned about interruptions in services during construction and how these will impact
owr clients, rentals, and productions.

¢ Street closures and business interruption related to these issues are also a concern for us.

¢ Our building is an 1883 Designated Heritage Site. We have concerns that the vibrations might
affect the structure and safety of our building.

Miscellaneous Comments:

# Doesn't look like EMAC recording studio has enough space to perform functions, i.e. access ect.
This needs to be corrected.

* Traffic congestions

+ Potential fires

¢ Public spaces/schools nesded to accommodate tower dwellers.
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March 9, 2018

Re: Application Z-8875

Dear Ms. Wise:

This is in response to the notice of February 21, 2018, regarding an
application to amend the Zoning By-Law, at 809 Dundas St., by Paramount
Developments. | own an office building at 849 Dundas St. and (full disclosure)
I've been on the OEV BIA board for about 9 years. | have 2 major concerns with
the proposal.

The first is the use of the rear laneway for a relatively large volume of
traffic, which it is not designed for. I understand that this is owned by the City of
London. It is not serviced by the City, and | believe the Western Fair District does
some basic snow clearing and maintenance. This laneway is NECESSARY for
access to parking lots for at least 3 buildings on the block. It is not wide enough
for 2 cars to fit comfortably, there’s no drainage, no room for snow plowing,
room for sidewalks, and is just a dirt surface (with pot holes) on the west end
where the building is proposed. I'm not sure what the traffic study will show, but
| think this will be a huge problem for access to the lane, and for traffic flow in
general, We need the lane to be easily accessible for our customers. There's also
the ongoing maintenance issue. Will this be turned into a proper street with all
that goes with it?

The second issue is the height of the structure. As you note in the letter,
“any change to the Zoning By-law MUST conform to the policies of the Official
Plan, London’s LONG-RANGE planning document”. According to section 19.4.4 of
the official plan which is referenced:

- Principle i) .... Also, the height and density bonuses received should not
result in a scale of development that is INCOMPATIBLE with adjacent uses
or EXCEEDS the capacity of available services.

- Objectives ii) Bonus zoning is provided to encourage development
features, which result in a PUBLIC benefit which cannot be obtained
through the normal development process.

- Section 4.5 of the Official Plan suggests that a Planning Impact Analysis
should be undertaken for issues such as this one.

And according to the London plan:

- Rapid Transit and Urban Corridors: Intensity 840, 1- Development within
the corridors will be sensitive to adjacent land uses and employ such
methods as transitioning building heights or providing sufficient buffers
to ensure COMPATIBILITY.
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- Table 9, shows that the standard height for this area is 12 storeys, and
that even with MAXIMUM class 2 bonusing, it is 16 storeys.

- Main Street: Intensity section 847, 2.: Buildings....will be a maximum of 12
storeys in height. Type 2 Bonus Zoning beyond this limit, up to 16 storeys,
may be permitted in conformity with the Our Tools part of this Plan.

- Bonus Zoning:
1642: ... the applicant shall submit a JUSTIFICATION REPORT that
identifies the facilities, services or matters that are to be provided
and how the PUBLIC benefit is commensurate with the extent of
the greater height and density that is being requested.
1650: ... However, an applicant must demonstrate that this greater
height or density represents GOOD planning.
1652: (public benefits that qualify for bonusing are)....facilities,
services, or matters such as:

1- Exceptional building and design.

15 other descriptions

17- Other facilities, services, or matters that provide
substantive PUBLIC benefit.

My point is that the height is much too drastic a difference for this area
compared to what is there now, and for the future concept of a “village”. There is
no high rise such as this in Wortley village, which the developers themselves
compare this area to. So it is not “compatible” with the "vision” for the area in my
opinion. It also does not fit with the 16 storey maximum bonus for the area. It
does not provide any of the 17 PUBLIC benefits that would qualify for bonusing,
except possibly “exceptional building design”. Indoor parking in the building will
not be public, so it does not qualify. And it will considerably exceed the services
for the area.

A justification report, if provided, could not possibly support such a large
bonus as requested, or support it as GOOD planning.

Just to be clear, I'm all in favour of this development as long as it’s
restricted to 16 storeys, and the laneway is not encumbered by traffic. In it's
present iteration, it does not confirm to the long-term plans for the city, and
therefore should not be approved.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,
%'3'5 Wezrr

Victor Wagner
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Dear SirfMadame,

| writing B0 wou teday b the affcial capacity of The Aealian Hall Musical Arts Association to enpress
conperns my Board of Directors have expressed o me regarding the pending development by
Paramount Developments {London] Inc. at $% Dundas 5t.

Alehgugh our arganization @ thrilled to see the interest in creating increased densty in the core and aur
neighhourhaod, we have same isswes that need to b= resobved belore we feel we can support this
development,

Hizre are the issues:

1. We gre concerned abaut gur ahilicy to operate during constrection due to naise and sibratians
camang fram the construction Site in such Ckse proximizy. Wie are primarnily a msic venisse and
pften record concerts and da recarding sesdans dusing daytime hours,

T We are concerned shaut intermaptians in serdices duning constructian and how these will impact
our clignits, rentals and productions.

%, Cwr building is an 1883 Designatad Heritage Sibe. WWe hawe conoerns that the vibrations created
while hammerang gilings for the Tound 350 and other large vibrations m'.EhT-iﬁE"UThl‘ soruciure
and datety of our buildng.

4. Meighbourhood parking issuss: although we recognize that the building will lely heve its gwn
parking garage. an increass in population and commercial retail busineises propoesed fos the
ground flosr will put & big stress an parking resources in the nelghbourhaad. 'We do not
currently have enough paublic parking and are concerned that we willl kse business if the axtia
parking nesds coma in the neighbourhood withowt the creatlon of additional parking facilities.

5. Swreet closures and business interruption related o these Hsues are also a concenn fior us,

e welcome your response b aur Cancerns.

sincaraly,

Clark Bryan
Exacutrvg Director
The Asalian
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Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner”

Telephone

Written
Paul Moiseshyn

Robert Nation & Joe Vaughn (EMAC)
432 Rectory St, London ON N5W 3W4
Nicholas Hogg

843 Dundas St, London ON N5W 2Z8
Victor Wagner

849 Dundas St, London ON N5W 2Z8
Jesse Helmer

706 Princess Ave, London ON N5W 3M3
Kate Fowler

1018 Dundas St, London ON N5W 3A3
Jeff Pastorius

623 Dundas St, London ON N5W 271 &
778 Elias St, London ON

Frank Filice

831 Elias St, London ON N5W 3N9
Sarah Meritt

831 Elias St, London ON N5W 3N9
Louis Polakovic

925 Plantation Rd, London ON N6H 2Y1
Lewis Seale

1-1036 Dundas St, London ON N5W 3A5
Zack Lawlis

78 Stuart St, London ON N5Y 1S3
Kathryn Eddington

709 Princess Ave, London ON N5W 3M2
Esther Andrews

481 Dorinda St, London ON N5W 4B3
Jacqueline Thompson

866 Dundas St, London ON N5W 277
Cassie Norris

23-1290 Sandford St, London ON N5V
3X8

Caleb Denomme

766 Princess Ave — Upper

London ON N5W 3M4

Jason Jordan

970 Willow Dr, London ON N6E 1P3
Vito Pettinato

724 Dundas St, London ON N5W 274
Bryan Clark/Andrew Rosser (Aeolian Hall)
795 Dundas St, London ON N5W 276
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Agency/Departmental Comments

Development Services Engineering — March 21, 2018

Transportation

The following items are to be considered during the site plan approval stage:

Road widening Dedication:
» Dedicate 0.692m to obtain 10.75m from centreline along Dundas Street.
» Dedicate 0.692m to obtain 10.75m from centreline along Rectory Street.
» Dedicate new 6.0m x 6.0m sight triangle on the southeast corner of
Dundas Street and Rectory Street.

King Street, Ontario Street, and Dundas Street have been identified as rapid
transit corridors in the Council approved Rapid Transit Master Plan (RTMP). The
preliminary recommendations have identified Ontario Street as a candidate for a
transit station, through the ongoing Transit Project Approval Process (TPAP) and
has also been identified for a conversion from one way northbound traffic to a
two way street with the addition of a southbound lane for traffic, the corridors and
transit station locations will be refined in greater detail through the TPAP
process. For information regarding the RTMP or TPAP please use the following
web link: https://www.shiftlondon.ca/

Stormwater Engineering

The following items are to be considered during the site plan approval stage:

Please note that as per City as-constructed drawing 17211, the site, at a C=0.37,
is tributary to the existing 750mm storm sewer on Ontario Street via the 600mm
storm sewer on Dundas Street fronting the site. However, the 750mm storm sewer
on Ontario (STMH3 to STMH2 in as-con 17211) appears to be in surcharge
condition and therefore hydraulic calculations should be required (storm sewer
capacity analysis) to demonstrate the capacity of the existing 750 storm sewer
system is not exceeded.

Proving there is sufficient pipe capacity to service the site, on-site SWM controls
should be designed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. On-site SWM controls
design should include, but not be limited to required storage volume calculations,
flow restrictor sizing, etc.

Considering the number of parking spaces, the owner may be required to have a
consulting Professional Engineer confirming that water quality will be addressed
to the standards of the Ministry of the Environment and to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer. Applicable options could include, but not be limited to the use of
oil/grit separators, catchbasin hoods, bioswales, etc.

The subject lands are located in the Central Thames Subwatershed. The
Developer shall be required to provide a Storm/drainage Servicing Report
demonstrating that the proper SWM practices will be applied to ensure the
maximum permissible storm run-off discharge from the subject site will not
exceed the peak discharge of storm run-off under pre-development conditions.

Wastewater and Drainage Engineering

As part of the City’s Pollution Prevention Control Plan (PPCP) and sanitary
modeling in this area, it has been flagged that there is potential constraints in the
English Street sanitary sewers downstream of this subject site. The English
Street sanitary sewers downstream of this proposed development has been the
subject of flow monitoring. Consequently WADE is taking steps to do additional
flow monitoring to evaluate sanitary flows including wet weather.

Dundas Street from Rectory to Adelaide has been identified for lifecycle
replacement infrastructure works tentatively in 2020. English Street is still being
considered for lifecycle replacement infrastructure works tentatively for 2021
pending budgets and approvals.
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e Based on the significant intensification proposed as part of the initial zoning pre—
application WADE requested a preliminary sanitary sewer capacity assessment.
WADE is asking that the assessment be revised to include an inventory of all
existing and abandoned connections to the municipal system inclusive of all
storm sewers and connections on this site be accounted for to ensure no storm
p.d.c.’s or connections are directed to the sanitary system.

e WADE is recommending an ‘h’ provision be applied until this density is
supportable or upgrades in the downstream system have been undertaken.

Water

The following items are to be considered during the site plan approval stage:

e Water is available from the 250 CI on Dundas Street and the 200mm CI on
Rectory.

e Based on the number of units and the potential height of the development, water
servicing (including looping requirements) must be in compliance with section
7.9.3 of the City of London Design specifications.

e The design should consider the potential ownership structure of the property, ie.
condo corporation, single ownership etc. and the servicing requirements based
on that ownership structure.

London Hydro — March 19, 2018

London Hydro has no objection to this proposal or possible official plan and/or zoning
amendment. However, London Hydro will require a blanket easement.

UTRCA - March 19, 2018 Excerpt
No objections.

Urban Design — March 21, 2018

Urban Design staff commend the applicant for incorporating the following into the
design; Providing for a continuous street wall along the Dundas Street frontage;
Providing appropriate scale/ rhythm/ materials/ fenestration of the podium along the
Dundas Street and Rectory Street frontages in keeping with the Old East Village
Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual; Incorporating all parking within the
structure; Providing for appropriate tower setbacks from Dundas Street; Providing a
north-south orientation of the towers, which limits the extents of shadows; Including a
high proportion of transparent glazing on the towers; Providing for articulation on the
exterior concrete columns on the towers.

Urban design staff have been working closely with the applicant through the rezoning
process to address many of the design concerns that have been raised by the
community, the Urban Design Peer Review Panel, and City staff. Some of the design
concerns that remain outstanding include;

e Treatment of the podium at the intersection of Rectory and Dundas; include
further windows on the ground floor elevations and further details on the upper
facades.

e Treatment of the podium on the north half of the east facade; consider including
openings or variation on this facade as it will be highly visible for the foreseeable
future.

e Tower variation; Provide some variation between the two towers to address the
perception of width and to add interest to the skyline

e Tower Massing, consider further articulation on the east and west facades of the
towers, and consider the addition of colour to the towers in order to further break
up the massing.

The applicant should provide a response to the UDPRP Memo issued following the
March 2018 meeting detailing how they have considered all of the Panels comments.
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Urban Design Peer Review Panel — March 29, 2018

The Panel provides the following feedback on the submission to be addressed through
the Zoning Bylaw amendment underway:
e The Panel is supportive of the 3-storey podium which creates a pedestrian scale
to the development along Dundas Street in character with the area.

e The Panel has a concern with the amount of overlap between the two proposed
towers in terms of overlook and shadows cast on the space in-between them.
There is a preference for the towers to stagger, providing offset between the
towers in plan. This could involve a reduction in floor plate (and possibly
dispersing density in a different manner e.g. additional floors on a stepped back
podium or additional height on one or both towers) to allow for the staggering.

e The Panel suggests that the proponent and City staff evaluate the east tower
relative the east property line to ensure appropriateness of separation with
respect to tower overlook and impact on the possibility of a future tower
development, should future tall buildings be deemed appropriate for the area.

e As an alternative to commercial ground floor space, the proponent could also
consider street-fronting town houses in the podium. These could be multi-storey
and provide additional screening for the upper parking garage levels facing the
street.

e The Panel is supportive of the articulation of tower. Consideration should be
given to providing some variation among the two towers to address the
perception of width and add interest to the skyline.

e The Panel supports the canopy feature over the Dundas Street residential
entrance and suggests further emphasizing this area to define it along the length
of the facade.

e The Panel supports all parking located within the building. Consideration should
be given for active openings to the second and third floor parking garage.
Additionally, the Panel encourages a design that includes some active use
(residential or commercial) on at least a portion of these upper floors for more
“eyes on the street”, particularly after hours when commercial units are closed.

e The symmetry of the two tower scheme works well at the drop-off area, where
the towers land on the ground, but from the Dundas Street perspective,
consideration could be given to provide more variation to the skyline.

e Openings/variation along the eastern facade should be considered, even if minor,
knowing that a future development may hide this fagade in the future.

Concluding comments:

The Panel supports the overall design concept with the integration of the design
recommendations noted above and commends the applicant for their thoughtful
approach to the design at this early stage of development. This UDPRP review is based
on City planning and urban design policy, the submitted brief, and noted presentation. It
is intended to inform the ongoing planning and design process. Subject to the
comments and recommendations above, the proposed development represents an
appropriate solution for the site.

LACH - March 28, 2018

BE ADVISED that the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (LACH) is satisfied with
the research contained in the Heritage Impact Statement dated January 2018, prepared
by Zelinka Priamo Ltd. for the adjacent property located at 795 Dundas Street;
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Appendix B — Policy Context

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

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014

Community Improvement Plan for Old East Village

Old East Village Commercial Corridor Urban Design Manual

Z.-1 Zoning By-law

Site Plan Control Area By-law

Lane Maintenance Policy By-law A.-6168-43
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Appendix C — Additional Information

Additional Maps

LOCATION MAP Legend
Subject Site: 809 Dundas Street Planner : SW
Applicant: Paramount Developments (London) Inc. Created By - MB D SubjectSite
File Number : Z-8875 Date - 2018/04/27
Scale : 1:1500
Pregared by - Graphics & Wormason Senices | Plaming Division N
Camaoraion of the Cay of Lardan ‘f‘(
Fle-pamng prgectsh ocaionmap=MXDs %
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Zoning as of March 19, 2018
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Additional Reports

November 2004 - OZ-6749 - Old East Village Corridor Community Improvement Area
(CIP), including Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments.

April 2008 - Expansion of the Old East Village Corridor Community Improvement Plan.

Z-7519 - Planning and Environment Committee — June 15, 2008
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING COMMENTS

3.5 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING — 809 Dundas Street (Z-8875)

* Harry Froussios, Zelinka Priamo Ltd., Planning Consultants and Agents for Paramount
Development Inc. — advising that he is here to bring the Planning and Environment
Committee up to speed on where they are with the application at this point in time and
where they go from this point on; advising that they have a brief presentation prepared
and he will not take up too much of the Planning and Environment Committee’s time, Ms.
S. Wise, Planner I, has given the Planning and Environment Committee a lot of the
background, he is just going to add a few things and then they are going to have Mr. John
Nicholson and Mr. Jim Sheffield go through a little more detail in terms of the proposed
development; stating that the Planning and Environment Committee might know some of
these businesses such as Paramount Print, Painting and Decorating, Carter’s Printing,
which is actually on the subject lands and East Park Golf Gardens; advising that they have
been able to incorporate a lot of the public comments into what is before the Planning and
Environment Committee today; noting that it is an ongoing process, there are still things
that they are looking at in terms of tweaking the design, adding certain elements through
the comments that they received and they look forward to working with those groups as
they move forward; indicating that the two above-ground parking levels will not be visible
to the public; indicating that the proposed design has had regard for and respects the
character of existing buildings, such as Aeolian Hall, in this area; noting that the Dundas
Street wall will be extended across the subject lands in a manner that is reminiscent of
and will enhance the historical streetscape of Dundas; advising that the proposed scale
and form of the development is in keeping with other recently approved and constructed
high density residential developments, for example, the Medallion which was brought up
on the slides; however, this proposed development will also incorporate the commercial
uses on the main floor which is important to revitalize the Old East Village area; the
bonusable features that are attributable to the bonus development will provide an overall
benefit to the community, those are things that are still being discussed with staff and we
anticipate that the bonusable elements will be discussed and agreed to very shortly. (See
attached presentation.)

« John Nicholson, Nicholson Sheffield Architects Inc. — providing a quick summary;
reiterating that Ms. S. Wise, Planner Il, has done a wonderful job laying this out for the
Planning and Environment Committee; indicating that the site, which is indicated in red,
with the Medallion project currently built and extended in turquoise, a future development
site indicated in yellow; showing the site more fully developed with the rendered site
conditions; showing the site slightly tweaked from the version that Ms. S. Wise, Planner
I, was presented with showing a greater setback at the top of the penthouse level on one
tower to the north and the other tower to the south; showing a slight change from the
image presented by Ms. S. Wise, Planner Il; indicating that they have grown the corner
plaza from the corner in response to some comments from members of the public to allow
more things to unfold opposite Aeolian Hall so it spreads that open corner along; indicating
that you will notice that they have spent a lot of time developing the texture and materiality
of the three lower floors, completely in line with the guidelines in question and the towers
take on a slightly different texture but they do relate to each other upstairs and down
through massing and materials; showing an image of the towers and the three Medallion
towers nearby; noting that the one on the right just finished; showing a view of Rectory
Street, showing the parking garage, this is projected, the parking garage is to the right and
then there is the recording studio, the three storey element on the corner, Aeolian Hall on
the left behind the trees and the tower is tucked in behind on the right hand side; showing
a picture going the wrong way on King Street but it gives you a feel of the relative height
of the towers and you can see the stepping aspect that they have chatted about at the
penthouse level itself; showing a different view of the towers and penthouses with the
open space of the Western Fair behind and Medallion and beyond; showing the main
entrance, as described before, is off the lane, they do have a main drop off, a main
entrance that goes to the centre of the two towers off of Dundas Street for obvious
connectivity; advising that they were encouraged to access off the lane by staff so they
have all of the access to the parking below that level; advising that if the Planning and
Environment Committee wants to go into more detail on this they can, but they have been
asked to provide a series of solar impact studies, the building across the street and then
some, the sight across the street and then if you go to the next intersection, you will see
a number of solar reflectors on the roof on the corner of Ontario Street and Dundas Street

253



and they were asked specifically by that owner to take a look at the impact of the shadow
on that site which they have done; indicating that this has really allowed them to evaluate
this and there is an impact, there is no question, but this is not a significant impact beyond
the twelve storeys which is allowed as a right; showing the impact of about one month’s
difference, depending on the weather and the sunlight; reiterating that it is approximately
one month difference of shade and shadow; advising that his diagram is available for
further analysis.

Jacqueline Thompson, Executive Director, LIFE*SPIN, 866 Dundas Street — advising that
many but not all of you know, LIFE*SPIN is an independent social agency offering services
that make life better for more than five thousand individuals and families in London each
year; indicating that they have made a written submission which is in the package and
there is no need for her to recite it all here so the Committee can have a look there;
however, there are two key points that they wanted to reinforce; advising that the first is
affordable housing, through our contact with the disadvantaged, LIFE*SPIN is kept acutely
conscious of London’s affordable housing deficit; stating that, for too many Londoners,
paying market rents comes at a cost of grocery budgets, denies many priced opportunities
for children and more; too many people are thrown back on such expedients as couch
surfing; LIFE*SPIN urges the Planning and Environment Committee to make the inclusion
of affordable units a requirement for all major residential developments as per the
bonusing provision as set out in the Official Plan that refers to support the provision of
affordable housing; if this rezoning is granted, the 809 Dundas Street development, is a
place to start, between bonusing and any injection of public money that provides support
to that is appropriate there is no good reason that a number of affordable units could not
be included in the four hundred eighty units proposed there; referring to the London Plan,
the Main Street Developments, talk about it being a maximum of twelve storeys giving it
up to sixteen with bonusing, not twenty-seven, sixteen; asking the Planning and
Environment Committee to look at that and the justification report on the public benefits to
the community because they are missing the affordable housing and that is critical in this
neighbourhood; it is also high time, they believe that Council get a comprehensive report
from the Affordable Housing Corporation, the City’s Affordable Housing Corporation,
accounting for how our affordable housing reserve fund is being applied to create new
affordable housing in our city; the second issue that was addressed briefly was the
shadowing; stating that, in order to create a sustainable revenue source for LIFE*SPIN,
who is not publicly funded, they had solar panels installed on the roof of the building four
years ago; advising that the financial return to date has been more than $27,000 to say
nothing of the green equivalent energy such as taking one hundred ninety-eight vehicles
off the streets or the planting of eight hundred and fifty-one trees; the hour by hour
shadowing study that they have been able to consult shows that their solar panels located
about half a block from 809 Dundas Street will be shaded for part of the afternoons from
October to March reducing their annual income from the solar panels by about thirteen
percent; stating that that loss of revenue is manageable but they do regret the diversion
of every single dollar from direct services to the people who look to them for help;
acknowledging the assistance that they have received in this matter from the Old East
Village Business Improvement Area, the City of London Planning department as well as
the frank and courteous hearing extended to them by Paramount Developments; advising
that the Planning and Environment Committee would have received correspondence from
the OIld East Village Community Association in support of their submission to the
Committee that inclusionary zoning, as noted in the Ontario Regulation 232.13 is important
for the residents in this neighbourhood.

Mohamed Moussa, 155 Thornton Avenue — advising that he remembers this place when
it was an A&P grocery store; indicating that he spent the first seven years of his life living
half a block away from here and the Saturday afternoon grocery trips with his mother;
stating that, long ago, the A&P closed and there is not a time that he does not drive by
that he looks at this and thinks to himself what can we make of better use of this and why
has it not happened; expressing that he is very glad to see this proposal here and fully
supports it; realizing that both Committee and Council cannot mandate that affordable
housing be part of it, hoping that this will be one of the first in London that does do that.
Jen Pastorius, Manager, Old East Village Business Improvement Area — (See attached
presentation.)

Gary Brown, 35A — 59 Ridout Street South — advising that he was out at this site on his
bike a little while ago and he has been thinking a lot about this because it is precedent
setting, do not think that it is not; the Committee gets to decide; stating that one of the
things that this city has been criticized the most for by outside architectural experts is the
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building of thumbs; just building buildings that are not surrounded by other tall buildings,
they stick out, they look terrible and they really do; advising that this is another thumb but
maybe it is the beginning; noting that he does not know; indicating that the developer is
getting rid of one of his favourite coffee stores, that is beside the point; advising that he
has known Clarke for a long time and it is next to an extremely important historical building;
indicating that he has wrestled in his mind and it is not his neighbourhood so he does not
get to decide, but he has wrestled in his neighbourhood, does the good far outweigh the
potential bad because, to him, Dundas Street especially in the Old East Village, as a
cyclist, as a pedestrian, it is human scale everything is down low, you walk down the street
you feel like you belong there, you feel like you are home and this is the start of something
different, this is a very tall building right on the street; advising that the Medallion properties
are backed off the street; noting that he thinks that is a good idea personally; wishing that
inclusionary zoning and everything was a part of their life now and maybe this is the
beginning of that but it is up to the Planning and Environment Committee and the Planning
department as this is setting a precedent as the first tall building on that area in this part
of the city, it is going to stick out like a sore thumb for a little while but if you want it to be
the start of something new than he can kind of understand that; noting that these are the
things that he wrestles back and forth in his mind; realizing that it is very different from Old
South, they have accorded this to Wortley Village but they have opposed tall buildings
amongst other tall buildings, generally we consider that to be good design; indicating that
this will be on its own so it is either the beginning of something new or they have built
another thumb in the middle of nowhere in our city and we will know this for the next one
hundred years; indicating that these are his thoughts of going forward, has no opinion of
yes, no or good idea, bad idea; wishing there was a track record of this particular developer
so that he could say “Oh, look what they have done, that is fantastic”; he does not believe
that there is with tall buildings here, it is the first time, it is a leap of faith for everybody, it
could be a good thing, it could be a bad thing, it all depends; wishing we would get the
street interaction part of it designed well as we have tried extremely hard, he knows that
we have not got it yet, almost every tall building that we have built feels very sterile when
you walk by with the street interaction and he thinks that it is even more important that this
particular design really get done right in the Old East Village because to him that is part of
the charm is it being a human scale environment.
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The Developer — Paramount Developments (London) Inc.

e Developer is London based with significant ties to the
Community, and has a strong interest in the revitalization
of Old East Village

809 DUNDAS STREET e Comprised of a group of individuals with diverse
PROPOSED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT backgrounds in land holdings, development, and business

operations.

e Very active participant in ongoing discussions with City
Staff, Old East Village BIA, and the public
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12 STOREY SHADOW STUDY Benefits of Proposed Development

e The proposed development represents a significant
revitalization project within the Old East Village; potential
to be a catalyst for additional development and
revitalization of the Old East Village Community.

e  Provides a desired and preferred form of housing with
modern facilities designed to high architectural standards
that will contain a range of amenities and commercial uses
typical of contemporary mixed-use buildings.

e All parking facilities are contained within underground /
structured parking; carefully designed to be out of view
from the public realm.

e The proposed development is located proximate to a wide
range of services, amenities, commercial establishments,
and will make extensive use of existing and planned public
transit, including the future planned BRT line.
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Benefits of Proposed Development (continue)

e Proposed design has had regard for, and respects, the
character of existing buildings of importance (i.e. Aeolian
Hall) in the area.

e  The scale and built form of the proposed development is in
keeping with other recently approved and constructed high-
density residential apartment buildings in the area.
However, the proposed development also includes a
significant amount of commercial floor area.

e Bonusable features attributable to the proposed
development will provide an overall benefit to the
Community.
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Re: 809 Dundas Street Proposed Development Public Participation Meeting

Thank you for providing the opportunity to speak to this project. The Old East Village BIA has been
involved since very early on. Paramount Developments reached out to us at the beginning stages of
their project and as a result we hosted two community consultations in the Old East Village which
was attended by both City of London staff and the project developers, provided the business and
residential community with the opportunity to review the renderings and provide comment and area
context.

At the first opportunity for feedback in March 2017, the thematic analysis showed majority of the
comments focused on the design of the facade, the portion of the building on Rectory and the
podium between the two towers.

At the following meeting in March 2018, as Harry, the project planner has also stated, the comments
submitted at the first community consultation regarding those specific design elements had been
noted and utilized in the new renderings. This was a clear sign that developers were listening and
integrating local feedback into the project.

At that meeting further input was gathered, which also has been thematically analyzed and attached
to tonight’s Planning Report. So | will not go through the specifics as they are on record.

Subsequent to the most recent March meeting the BIA has been pleased to organize and attend
additional meetings with City Staff and area property/business owners who have further and more
specific questions, and moving forward | would happily do the same for any property owner who
would like to discuss specific elements of the development as it relates to them.

| understand that there will be another Public Participation meeting further into this process, the BIA
looks forward to working with Paramount Developments, City of London and area businesses to
further inform this project in Old East Village.

Comments provided at June 18, 2018 Planning and Environment Committee.

By: Jen Pastorius, Manager of the Old East Village BIA.
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June 14, 2018

City of London

300 Dufferin Avenue
London, ON

N6B 172

Mayor Brown and Councillors:

Re. Impact of Requested Zoning Change at 809 Dundas Street “Z-8875”
LIFE*SPIN wishes to draw two matters to your attention as you consider the request for
a change in zoning at 809 Dundas Street. These are:

e affordable housing; and

e the shadow that would be cast by the towers proposed for this property.

Should the question arise, let it be on the record that LIFE*SPIN favours appropriate
intensification, for all the well-known reasons — notably to limit infrastructure costs and
the loss of productive agricultural land. By “appropriate intensification,” we mean
intensification that is balanced against other values.

LIFE*SPIN’S INTERESTS

Celebrating its 25th anniversary this year, LIFE*SPIN is an independent social agency
that offers a range of free services to more than 5,000 low-income individuals and
families, helping them improve their quality of life and move towards self-sufficiency.

Excepting summer student employment, LIFE*SPIN operates without tax dollars. Our
services are funded by donations, rents from commercial and residential tenants in our
heritage building on the northeast corner of Dundas and Ontario Streets, income from
solar panels on the roof of this building, and a handful of miscellaneous sources.

Of particular relevance to this request for rezoning and the towers proposed at 809
Dundas Street are:

e the opportunity to add to London’s stock of affordable housing; and

e the shadowing of our rooftop solar panels, our only guaranteed source of income.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Through its routine contacts with disadvantaged persons, LIFE*SPIN is kept acutely
aware of London’s deficit in affordable housing. For too many Londoners, paying market
rent cuts into grocery budgets, denies many priced opportunities to children, and more.
Too many people are thrown back on catch-as-catch-can expedients like “couch-
surfing.”
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We at LIFE*SPIN are proud of the contribution we make to filling the affordable housing
gap. About half the space in our building is accounted for by ten well-maintained
apartments for which we charge below-market rents. But this is obviously a long way
from meeting London’s overall needs.

The residential towers proposed for 809 Dundas offer an opportunity to reduce
London’s affordable-housing deficit. LIFE*SPIN, therefore, urges Council to:

¢ make the inclusion of some affordable units an element in “bonusing” this proposed
development; and

e bring forward policy to implement an inclusionary zoning bylaw as permitted by
Regulation 232/18 under the Ontario Planning Act, and to do so quickly enough that
it can be applied to this development.

We also take this occasion to urge Council to:

e restore to the 2018 budget funds diverted from the Ontario Renovates and Home
Ownership programs; and

e order a comprehensive report from its Housing Development Corporation,
accounting for how the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund is being applied to create
new affordable housing.

Further, as a matter of public policy, LIFE*SPIN believes that affordable units should be
mixed in among market-rent units, not isolated in affordable-only buildings or zones
within a building. Mixing can give low-income families valuable role-modelling that
encourages movement towards self-sufficiency, particularly helpful to children.

Between bonusing and any injection of public money that proves appropriate, there is
no good reason that a number of affordable units could not be included among the 480
units proposed for 809 Dundas Street.

SHADOWING

The towers proposed for 809 Dundas Street would stand 82 metres high (an increase of
fully 78% over the 46 metres allowed by the present zoning) while the number of
storeys proposed is 27 (an increase of 80% from15).

With our building just a half-block away, the shadow cast by the towers would have a
measurable impact on our solar panels.

LIFE*SPIN had these panels installed across the whole roof of its building with a view to
establishing a new, sustainable revenue stream. It is, indeed, our only guaranteed
source of funds.

(I cannot resist noting that getting this done offers, a good illustration of the LIFE*SPIN
way. It was accomplished through partnerships with the Western University Career
Centre, which managed the project, unpaid work by engineering and business students
and professionals, and hundreds upon hundreds of hours of volunteer research and
labour.)

In the four years since they were installed, the solar panels have generated 49.72 Mwh
of energy, the equivalent of taking 198 vehicles off the roads or planting 851 trees. They
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have also generated income of more than $27,000 for LIFE*SPIN.

The hour-by-hour shadowing study we have been able to consult, thanks to the
Planning Department, shows that the towers as proposed would shade our solar panels
part of the afternoons from October to March, reducing the annual return by 13%.

Amounting to $832, the loss of revenue may, on the face of it, seem trifling. But it equals
more than 15% of our annual telephone bill, and we do regret every diversion of dollars
from direct service to clients.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Before closing, LIFE*SPIN wishes to acknowledge the assistance it has received in this
matter from Jen Pastorius of the Old East Village Business Improvement Area and from
the City of London Planning Department as well as the frank and courteous hearing
extended to us by Paramount Development (London) Inc., the developers.

We also thank the Planning and Environment Committee for this opportunity to express
our concerns.

Respectfully submitted,

Jacqueline Thompson
Executive Director of LIFE*SPIN

cc Sonia Wise, Planning Services
Jen Pastorius, OEV BIA
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File: 39T-17502 / OZ-8147
Planner: L. Mottram

Report to Planning and Environment Committee

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

Managing Director, Development & Compliance Services
and Chief Building Official

Subject: Application By: Thames Village Joint Venture Corporation
1738, 1742, 1752 and 1756 Hamilton Road

Public Participation Meeting on: June 18, 2018

Recommendation

That, on the recommendation of the Senior Planner, Development Services, the following
actions be taken with respect to the application of Thames Village Joint Venture
Corporation relating to the properties located at 1738, 1742, 1752 and 1756 Hamilton
Road:

(@) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A-1" BE INTRODUCED at the
Municipal Council meeting on June 26, 2018 to amend the Official Plan to delete
the “Secondary Collector” road classification on Schedule ‘C’ — Transportation
Corridors map;

(b)  the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A-2" BE INTRODUCED at the
Municipal Council meeting on June 26, 2018 to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, in
conformity with the Official Plan, to change the zoning of the subject property
FROM an Urban Reserve (UR4) Zone, a holding Urban Reserve (h-2:UR4) Zone,
a Residential R1 (R1-14) Zone, an Environmental Review (ER) Zone, an Open
Space (0OS4) Zone, and a holding Open Space (h-2:0S4) Zone TO:

i) a holding Residential R1 Special Provision (h*h-100-R1-3(*)) Zone to permit
single detached dwellings on lots with a minimum lot frontage of 10 metres and
a minimum lot area of 300 square metres; together with a special provision for
a maximum lot coverage of 45% for one (1) storey dwellings;

i) a holding Residential R1 Special Provision (h+h-100°R1-3(**)) Zone with a
special provision to permit the existing single detached dwelling with a
minimum front yard depth of 1.5 metres;

iii) a holding Residential R4 Special Provision (heh-100R4-6( )) Zone to permit
street townhouse dwellings with a minimum lot area per unit of 145 square
metres, together with a special provision for a minimum lot frontage of 7.0
metres, a minimum front and exterior side yard depth of 3.0 metres to a main
building and 6.0 metres to a garage, and a minimum rear yard depth of 6.0
metres where access from the front yard to the rear yard of each unit is provided
through the garage;

iv) a holding Residential R6 Special Provision (heh-100R6-5( )) Zone to permit
various forms of cluster housing including single detached, semi-detached,
duplex, triplex, fourplex, townhouse, stacked townhouse, and apartment
buildings up to a maximum density of 35 units per hectare and a maximum
height of 12 metres; together with a special provision for a minimum interior
side and rear yard depth of 5.0 metres, and to permit open or covered but
unenclosed decks or porches not exceeding one storey in height to project into
the required yard no closer than 2.0 metres to a lot line adjacent an Open Space
(OS5) Zone; and,

v) an Open Space (OS5) Zone to permit such uses as conservation lands,
conservation works, passive recreation uses which include hiking trails and
multi-use pathways, and managed woodlots;

it being noted that the following holding provisions have also been applied:

e (h) - to ensure orderly development and adequate provision of municipal
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services, the “h” symbol shall not be deleted until the required security
is provided and that the conditions of draft plan approval will ensure the
execution of a subdivision agreement prior to development;

e h-100 - to ensure there is adequate water service and appropriate
access, a looped watermain system must be constructed and a second
public access must be available;

(c) the Planning and Environment Committee REPORT TO the Approval Authority the
issues, if any, raised at the public meeting with respect to the application for Draft
Plan of Subdivision of Thames Village Joint Venture Corporation relating to a
properties located at 1738, 1742, 1752 and 1756 Hamilton Road;

(d) Council SUPPORTS the Approval Authority issuing draft approval of the proposed
plan of residential subdivision, submitted by Thames Village Joint Venture
Corporation (File No. 39T-17502) (Project No. OVE DP), dated September 20,
2017, as red-line amended, which shows a draft plan of subdivision consisting of
69 single detached residential lots, 2 cluster housing blocks, 1 street townhouse
block, 7 open space blocks, 1 road widening block, 2 reserve blocks, 2 temporary
turning circles, and 3 local streets; SUBJECT TO the conditions contained in the
attached Appendix "A-3"; and,

(e) the Applicant BE ADVISED that Development Finance has summarized claims and
revenues information as attached in Appendix “A-4”.

Executive Summary

Summary of Request

The applicant has requested approval of Draft Plan of Subdivision, Official Plan and
Zoning By-law Amendments to facilitate the development of a residential subdivision
consisting of low density single detached dwellings, cluster dwellings, street townhouse
dwellings, open space lands, and public road access via local street connections to
Hamilton Road.

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action

The purpose and effect is the creation of a residential plan of subdivision which will consist
of
e 69 single detached dwelling lots, including retention of one existing home on its
own lot;
e a 29 unit vacant land condominium;
e a street townhouse block with potential to yield approximately 20 to 25 residential
units;
e over 12 hectares of open space lands incorporating ravines, stream corridors, and
buffers; and
e three local streets with two access road connections to Hamilton Road.

Rationale of Recommended Action

The proposed Thames Village Joint Venture Corp. Draft Plan of Subdivision, Official Plan
and Zoning By-law amendments are consistent with The London Plan, the City’s Official
Plan, the Old Victoria Area Plan, and the Provincial Policy Statement. The recommended
red-lined draft plan and conditions of draft approval will create a residential subdivision
compatible with adjacent lands, provide good connectivity and opportunities for a multi-
use trail system, and appropriate protection and enhancement of natural heritage
resources. The recommended Draft Plan of Subdivision, Official Plan and Zoning By-law
Amendments represent good land use planning and an appropriate form of development.

266



File: 39T-17502 / OZ-8147
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1.0 Site at a Glance

1.1  Property Description

The southwesterly half of the site is characterized by tableland consisting of open fields
previously in agricultural use. The northeasterly half of the site is composed of steep,
wooded ravines in which there are two watercourses tributary to the Thames River to the
north. Residential uses existing on the property consist of a single detached dwelling
fronting the east side of Hamilton Road (1738 Hamilton Road), and an existing dwelling
at the back of the property located on tableland overlooking the Thames River and
adjacent ravine (1742 Hamilton Road). Not far to the east is another home within the
same area, but located on a separate parcel of land outside the proposed subdivision
lands (municipal address 1746 Hamilton Road). Both residential properties share a
private lane for access from Hamilton Road.

A strip of residential dwellings situated on approximately 30 metre (100 ft.) wide by 67
metre (220 ft.) deep lots has developed over time along the north side of Hamilton Road.
This was partly the result of a subdivison plan (R.P. 747) registered many years ago when
the area was within the Township of Westminster. Through that registered plan, Oriole
Drive, Bobolink Lane, and Cardinal Lane were dedicated as public highways. Oriole Drive
and Bobolink Lane will be utilized to provide the subdivision plan with public road access
to Hamilton Road.

The proposed subdivision lands are traversed by an untravelled road allowance lying east
of Hamilton Road between Concession 1 and Broken Front Concession ‘B’ (known as the
“‘Base Line” road allowance). The process of legally closing the road allowance as a
public highway has been approved by Municipal Council. The bulk of the road allowance
will be retained by the City for open space purposes, except for a small portion which is
to be sold to the adjacent property owner/developer in order to connect development
lands lying on either side of the road allowance. These lands are also traversed by the
Hydro One Networks transmission corridor easement. Adjustments to the draft plan have
been made to ensure that future residential development does not encroach into the
hydro corridor easement lands.

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix D)
e Official Plan Designations — “Low Density Residential”, “Multi-family,
Medium Density Residential”, and “Open Space”
e The London Plan Place Types — “Neighbourhoods” and “Green Space”
e Existing Zoning — Urban Reserve (UR4), holding Urban Reserve (h-2:UR4),
Residential R1 (R1-14), Environmental Review (ER), Open Space (0S4),
and holding Open Space (h-2:0S4)

1.3  Site Characteristics

Current Land Use — residential dwellings and vacant lands

Frontage — 95 metres (312 ft.)

Depth — varies from approx. 270 metres (886 ft.) to 600 metres (1,970 ft.)
Area — approx. 19.4 hectares (48 acres)

Shape —irregular

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses

North — stormwater management facility, Thames River and open space
East — agriculture

South — low density residential

West — low density residential
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15 Location Map

Location Map Legend
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2.0 Description of Proposal

2.1
The proposed draft plan of subdivision will consist of 69 single detached dwelling lots,
including the retention of one existing home on its own lot; a 29 unit vacant land
condominium; a street townhouse block with potential yield of approximately 20 to 25
units; over 12 hectares of open space lands including the ravines, stream corridors,
buffers, and a narrow strip of land within the hydro corridor between the proposed
subdivision and the Old Victoria SWMF1; and three local streets with two access road

connections to Hamilton Road.

Development Proposal
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2.2 Development Proposal - Enlargement
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3.0 Revelant Background

3.1 Planning History

The subject lands were included within the Urban Growth Boundary and designated
Urban Reserve - Community Growth through the “Vision London” planning process, which
was implemented through the adoption of Official Plan Amendment No. 88 in 1996. The
Planning Area was originally identified as “Summerside East” but later changed to
become known as “Old Victoria” based on the proximity of Old Victoria Road.

The Old Victoria Area Planning Study was initiated in December 2005. The Area Plan
was subsequently brought forward for consideration and recommended for approval at a
Public Participation Meeting of Planning Committee on September 24", 2007. At its
meeting on October 1, 2007, London City Council adopted the Old Victoria Area Plan
pursuant to Section 19.2.1. of the Official Plan, as a guideline document for the review of
planning applications, and the development of public facilities and services within the Old
Victoria Community.

City Council also adopted Official Plan Amendment No. 427, which confirmed land use
designations, road alignments and environmental features on Map Schedules “A”, “B” and
“C” of the Official Plan. In addition to mapping modifications, OPA 427 also included the
adoption of area specific policies in Section 3.5.18 of the Official Plan (later carried over
into “The London Plan” under Specific Policies for Neighbourhood Place Types Policies
1000 to 1011) to provide further guidance with respect to the form of development, public
infrastructure facilities and environmental protection measures to be supported within the
planning area.

A parallel Municipal Class Environmental Assessment for Stormwater Management was
carried out for the Old Victoria Planning Area, concurrent with the preparation of the Area
Plan, to determine the appropriate facilities required to address stormwater flows. The
SWM strategy provided for the creation of two off-line wet ponds to service future
development lands within the area. The first pond located north of the Victoria on the
River subdivision is completed and operational. The pond serves the post development
catchment area for much of the westerly portion of the Old Victoria Planning Area. The
second SWM pond located on the east side of Hamilton Road, immediately adjacent the
Thames Village Joint Venture proposed subdivision, serves the easterly portion of the
planning area is now complete and operational.

3.2 Requested Amendment

Draft Plan of Subdivision — Request for approval of a draft plan of subdivision consisting
of 69 single detached residential lots (Lots 1 - 69), two (2) cluster housing blocks (Blocks
70 & 71), one (1) street townhouse block (Block 72), seven (7) open space blocks (Blocks
73 - 79), one (1) road widening block (Block 80), two (2) reserve blocks (Blocks 81 & 82),
temporary turning circles (Blocks 83 - 86), and three (3) local streets (Streets “A”, “B” &
“C”).

Official Plan Amendment — Request for amendment to the Official Plan to Schedule ‘C’
— Transportation Corridors map to delete the “Secondary Collector” road classification on
the east side of Hamilton Road. (Note: There was also a request to amend Schedule ‘B2’
- Natural Resources and Natural Hazards map to remove the “Aggregate Resource Area”
delineation. Upon further review of the mapping, it was determined this delineation does
not apply to the subject lands. It was broadly applied to include existing residential uses
along the north side of Hamilton Road which would preclude future extraction activity).

Zoning By-law Amendment — Request for amendments to the Zoning By-law to change
the zoning from an Urban Reserve (UR4) Zone, a holding Urban Reserve (h-2:UR4)
Zone, a Residential R1 (R1-14) Zone, an Environmental Review (ER) Zone, an Open
Space (0S4) Zone, and a holding Open Space (h-2:0S4) Zone to the following zones:

Residential R1 Special Provision (R1-3()) to permit single detached dwellings on lots with
a minimum lot frontage of 10 metres and a minimum lot area of 300 square metres;
together with a special provision for a maximum lot coverage of 45% for one (1) storey
dwellings (Lots 1 - 69);

Residential R4 Special Provision (R4-6()) to permit street townhouse dwellings with a
minimum lot area per unit of 145 square metres and minimum lot frontage per unit of 5.5
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metres; together with a special provision for minimum front and exterior side yard depth
of 3.0 metres to main building and 6.0 metres to garage, and minimum rear yard depth of
6.0 metres (Block 72);

Residential R6 Special Provision (R6-5( )) to permit various forms of cluster housing
including single detached, semi-detached, duplex, triplex, fourplex, townhouse, stacked
townhouse, and apartment buildings up to a maximum density of 35 units per hectare and
maximum height of 12 metres; together with a special provision for minimum interior side
and rear yard depth of 5.0 metres, and to permit open or covered but unenclosed decks
or porches not exceeding one storey in height to project into the required yard no closer
than 2.0 metres to a lot line adjacent an Open Space (OS5) Zone (Blocks 70 & 71);

Open Space (OS5) to permit such uses as conservation lands, conservation works,
passive recreation uses which include hiking trails and multi-use pathways, and managed
woodlots (Blocks 73 — 79).

3.3 Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix B)

In response to the Public Notice of Application, concerns were expressed by a resident
on Hamilton Road regarding impact of development of street townhouses backing onto
existing single family homes.

In response to the Departmental/Agency circulation of the Notice of Application, the
Environmental Impact Studies and associated background studies, concerns were
expressed with respect to the environmental impacts on the natural heritage system,
particularly the impact of development on the local groundwater regime, tributaries,
wetlands and seeps, and groundwater dependent ecosystems; post-development
groundwater infiltration / surface water run-off; buffers and encroachment; trail planning;
and environmental management plan and monitoring.

3.4 Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix C)

Old Victoria Area Plan

This planning area includes the lands bounded by the Thames River on the north,
Commissioners Road East on the south, the Old Victoria Road alignment on the east and
the lands that include the Victoria on the River subdivision on the west. The same area
was also the subject of Official Plan Amendment No. 427 which applied land use
designations, environmental mapping delineations, transportation corridors and area
specific policies in section 3.5.18 of the Plan.

The Area Plan provided the basis and supporting documentation for OPA 427, including
detailed information that is intended to assist in interpreting and implementing the more
generalized Official Plan policies that apply to the Old Victoria area. While the Area Plan
should be considered as a guide in evaluating the subdivision application, it does not
have Official Plan status and there is flexibility to interpret or modify provisions of the Area
Plan within the context of overriding Official Plan policies.

Official Plan

Official Plan Amendment No. 427 confirmed the land use designations, road alignments
and environmental features on Map Schedules “A”, “B” and “C” of the Official Plan. In
addition to mapping modifications, OPA 427 also included the adoption of area specific
policies in Section 3.5.18 of the Official Plan, which provide further guidance with respect
to the form of development, public infrastructure facilities and environmental protection
measures to be supported within the Old Victoria Community Planning Area.

The London Plan

The OId Victoria Community Planning Area policies in the Official Plan have been
incorporated into the “The London Plan” under Specific Policies for Neighbourhood Place
Types (Policies 1000 to 1011).

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014

The proposal must be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and land use
planning policies aimed at 1. Building Strong Healthy Communities, 2. Wise Use and
Management of Resources, and 3. Protecting Public Health and Safety.
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4.0 Key Issues and Considerations

4.1 Issue and Consideration # 1 - Impact of development of street townhouses
backing onto existing single family homes.

Residents on Hamilton Road whose homes presently back onto an open field expressed
concern with future development on Block 72, the loss of privacy and enjoyment of their
rear yards. This block is intended for future development of street townhouses. Being a
multiple-attached form of residential development, any future development will be subject
to Site Plan Approval. Privacy fencing along the rear property line of the street townhouse
block is typically not a requirement of the subdivison approval process; but, perimeter
privacy fencing, landscaping and screening will be reviewed at the site plan stage, and
appropriate measures to protect privacy of rear yard amentiy space can be incorporated
into the approved site plan and development agreement prior to development.

Official Plan and The London Plan

The recommendation conforms with the Official Plan under Section 19.9.2 iv), and The
London Plan under the Our Tools Policies 1681-6, with respect to matters to be
considered as part of Site Plan Approval — “Matters Addressed by Site Plan Control —
Location and design of on-site exterior lighting, landscaping, buffering, fencing, outdoor
storage, and garbage disposal facilities”.

4.2 Issue and Consideration # 2 - Impact of development on the groundwater
regime, tributaries, wetlands, and groundwater dependent ecosystems.

Concerns with respect to groundwater impacts on natural heritage features and functions
have been the focus of much back-and—forth between the applicant/consultant and the
Conservation Authority during the review of the EIS and Hydrogeological Assessment.
The recent response received from the UTRCA indicated that they have reviewed the
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) submissions for the subject lands prepared by the
applicant’s consultant, Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI); and the Hydrogeological
Assessment reports prepared by Golder Associates Ltd. The Conservation Authority
reports that they are generally satisfied with the technical studies that have been
submitted to support this development application. While there are still some outstanding
concerns (as outlined in their correspondence attached to this report), they have advised
that these concerns can be addressed at the Detailed Design stage of the subdivision
approval process. Therefore, draft plan conditions are being recommended to ensure
that:

e aFinal Environmental Impact Study which consolidates all of the various ecological
submissions and addresses the Conservation Authority’s outstanding concerns be
prepared to the satisfaction of the UTRCA, including the preparation of a
Homeowners Information Package (D.P. Condition No. 120)

e a Final Hydrogeological Assessment and Water Balance Analysis which
addresses the outstanding concerns be prepared to the satisfaction of the UTRCA
(D.P. Condition No. 121); and,

e if it is determined through the review of the Final EIS, Hydrogeological & Water
Balance and Stormwater Management studies that there is a need for a larger
buffer to protect the natural hazard and natural heritage lands and their functions,
that the draft plan be redlined to accommodate the required buffer (D.P Condition
No. 122)

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014

The outstanding concerns are addressed by the recommended draft plan conditions
which must be satisfied prior to Final Approval of the subdivision plan, and entering into
a Subdivision Agreement. This approach is considered to be reasonable, and consistent
with the Provincial Policy Statement - Section 2.1 Natural Heritage 2.1.1.: “Natural
features and areas shall be protected for the long term”; Section 2.1.8: “Development and
site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural heritage features
and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 unless the ecological function of the
adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no
negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions”; and Section
2.2.1:"Planning Authorities shall protect, improve or restore the quality and quantity of
water by:.....c) identifying water resource systems consisting of ground water features,
hydrologic functions, natural heritage features and areas, and surface water features
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including shoreline areas, which are necessary for the ecological and hydrological
integrity of the watershed.”

Official Plan

The recommendation conforms with the Official Plan under Section 15.1.1 Natural
Heritage Objectives — 15.1.1iii) “Protect, maintain and improve surface and groundwater
quality and quantity by protecting wetlands, groundwater recharge areas and headwater
streams.” and Section 15.4.9. Groundwater Recharge Areas, Headwaters and
Aquifers:”...The City will require the protection of the hydrological function of these
sensitive areas through its planning approval processes.”

The London Plan

The recommendation is consistent with similar policy objectives reflected in the Natural
Heritage and Water Resource policies of The London Plan: Policy 1308-3 “Protect,
maintain and improve surface and groundwater quality and quantity by protecting
wetlands, groundwater recharge areas and headwater streams.”; Policy 1363_ The City
shall protect, improve or restore the quantity and quality of groundwater and surface water
through its planning approval processes, consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement
and in conformity with the Natural Resources policies of this Plan.....”; and Policy 1393 _
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to natural
heritage features and areas until appropriate studies have been completed to satisfy
provincial and municipal policy and the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been
evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the
natural heritage features or on their ecological functions.”

4.3 Issue and Consideration # 3 — Thames Valley Parkway (TVP) trail crossing
the hydro corridor.

City staff held discussions and met on-site with Hydro One Networks Inc. (HONI) officials
regarding the issue of a crossing for the future trail over the hydro transmission corridor
at the City’s Storm Water Management Facility (Old Victoria SWMF No. 1) outlet. HONI
was initially opposed to any public path encroachment into the easement; however, they
have now agreed in principle to the pathway crossing the easement, subject to their
review and approval of the detailed design and the entering into an Encroachment
Agreement. Detailed planning for the multi-use trail alignment will proceed in conjunction
with the detailed design of the subdivision. Parks planning staff have been heavily
involved in the conceptual routing for the trail and have recommended a draft plan
condition that a conceptual plan be provided by the owner/subdivider delineating the
alignment of the west-east Thames Valley Parkway (TVP multi-use pathway) from Whites
Bridge (crossing the Thames River at Hamilton Road) to the eastern boundary of the
proposed plan of subdivision with approval from all impacted agencies and utilities. If
approval of the alignment cannot be secured, redline revisions to the plan of subdivision
will be required to accommodate the 10 meter wide multi-use pathway corridor (D.P.
Condition No. 116). A 15 meter wide corridor was originally requested; however, a
narrower corridor width will be required in order to work around some “pinch” points, such
as between the rear of Lots 14 and 15 and limit of the ESA boundary. The UTRCA also
requests the proposed pathway/trail be located outside of erosion/slope hazard lands
including the 6 metre erosion access allowance.

It should also be noted that HONI objected to the original draft plan submission (May
2017) as it showed the rear yards of residential lots (Lots 1 to 12) encroaching into the
hydro easement. A revised draft plan has since been re-submitted (November 2017)
which has removed the lots and a portion of the bulb of Street ‘A’ road allowance outside
of the easement. The remnant strips of land identified as Blocks 78 and 79 will remain as
open space and be conveyed to the City. HONI comments with respect to their approval
of grading and drainage plans, fencing, and warning clauses are addressed by the
recommended draft plan conditions (D.P. Conditions No. 69, 107 and 113)

Old Victoria Area Plan

The vision of a having a multi-use trail is one of the key components of the area plan as
expressed under Section 3.1 Vision Statement — “To provide internal linkgages
throughout OId Victoria Area based on multi-use trails, parks and roads for public transit,
bicycles and walking”, Section 4.4.4 Multi-Use Trails — “Neighbourhood multi-use trails
should be frequently connected to the creek corridors via public parks, hydro corridors,
and public and private streets.”; and Section 7.2.3 Open Space and Trail System — ‘Many
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opportunities exist in this area to provide a well integrated and looped trail system that
links the natural and protected areas with the community focal points.”....... “The future
Old Victoria Area is anticipated to have an extensive network of multi-use trails throughout
that will loop and connect to various points of the Thames Valley Parkway. It is intended
that the majority of the trails will be within parkland, public squares and other open space

areas such as the Hydro corridor.”

4.4 Issue and Consideration # 4 — Buffers, Encroachment, Environmental
Management Plan and Monitoring

Comments from EEPAC generally expressed disagreement with the Environmental
Impact Study’s calculations for determining the proposed buffer encroachment and
compensation areas. These areas establish the limit of development for most of the lots
backing onto the ESA lands (Lots 12 to 48). The results of the calculations indicate the
total area of proposed encroachment into the development setback (or buffer) is 546.77
square metres. The total area of proposed development setback compensation is
2,101.43 square metres, exceeding the area of encroachment by 1,554.66 square
metres. The results of the EIS calculations conclude the total area of compensation more
than off-sets the amount of setback encroachment.

The EIS Addendum (July 2015) states that “‘Recommendations are provided in the EIS to
minimize impacts and ensure that mitigation measures are installed and functioning.
These include recommendations to mitigate direct, indirect and induced impacts that may
arise during the proposed development. Monitoring recommendations have also been
provided to ensure that construction-stage mitigations are functioning appropriately,
restoration plantings are establishing as expected, and established development
setbacks and protective buffers are being respected. The proposed development,
including areas of proposed localized encroachment into the development setbacks, is
not anticipated to cause significant negative impacts to the ESA ...... ”

Environmental and Parks Planning staff will be further refining these recommendations
as this development proceeds to the Focused Design Study stage, and have also
recommended as a condition of draft plan approval that the Owner prepare and submit a
restoration and compensation plan as identified in the recommendations of the
Environmental Impact Study and Addendum prepared by Natural Resource Solutions Inc.
dated July 2015. The restoration plan shall also include a monitoring program for the
restoration and compensation lands for a period of five (5) years. Prior to submitting the
focused design study, the Owner and his consultants, shall meet with staff to scope out
the requirements of the restoration and compensation plan. (D.P. Condition No. 117)

Other recommended draft plan conditions include the requirements for fencing without
gates at the interface of lots and blocks in this plan adjacent any park or open space
areas (D.P. Conditions No. 106), as well as requirements that the Owner develop and
deliver to all purchasers and transferees of the lots in this plan, a homeowner
guide/education package acceptable to the City and UTRCA. (D.P. Conditions No. 109
and 120)

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014

Based on the accepted EIS, the recommended draft plan and conditions of draft approval
are consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement - Section 2.1 Natural Heritage 2.1.1.:
“Natural features and areas shall be protected for the long term”, Section 2.1.8:
“Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural
heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 unless the
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their
ecological functions”

Official Plan

The recommended draft plan and conditions of draft approval conforms with the Official
Plan under Section 15.1.1 Natural Heritage Objectives — 15.1.1ii) - “Provide for the
identification, protection and rehabilitation of significant natural heritage areas.” and
Section 15.3.6. Ecological Buffers - "Ecological buffers serve to protect the ecological
function and integrity of the Natural Heritage System. Ecological buffers will be required
around, or adjacent to, and other components of the Natural Heritage System, based
upon the recommendations of an approved Environmental Impact Study.”
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The London Plan

The recommended draft plan and conditions of draft approval conforms with The London
Plan (as adopted by Council and currently under appeal) under Policy 1308-2 - “Provide
for the identification, protection, rehabilitation, and management of natural heritage
features and areas and their ecological functions.” and Policy 1412. - "Ecological buffers
are required to protect natural heritage features and areas, and their ecological functions
and proceesses, to maintain the ecologcial integrity of the Natural Heritage System.”

More information and detail is available in Appendix B and C of this report. The
consultant’s response to the EEPAC comments is provided in Appendix C.

45 Issue and Consideration #5 —Is the recommended Official Plan Amendment
appropriate?

Schedule “C”, Transportation Corridors map is recommended to be amended by deleting
the “Secondary Collector” road classification on the east side of Hamilton Road. The
alignment as shown on Schedule “C” appears as a short “loop” or “crescent” connecting
future development with access to Hamilton Road via Oriole Drive and Bobolink Lane
(see Appendix D map excerpt). The subdivision draft plan continues to incorporate the
basic configuration, except it would be to the standards of a local street. The City’'s
Transportation Planning and Design and Development Services staff have reviewed the
proposed draft plan and have no concerns with the change in classification to a local
street. This follows a recent amendment to the Official Plan to change the road
classification on the west side of Hamilton Road (Oriole Drive) from a “Primary Collector”
to a local road. It is also consistent with Map 3 - Street Classifications Map in The London
Plan, which identifies the lands on the east side of Hamilton Road to be served by future
Neighbourhood Streets.

4.6 Issue and Consideration # 6 — Is the recommended zoning appropriate?

The following provides a synopsis of the recommended zones, permitted uses,
regulations, and holding provisions to be applied to lots and blocks within the draft plan.
Reference should be made to the Zoning Amendment Map found in Appendix “A-2” of
this report.

Single Detached Residential Lots 1 to 64, Lots 66 to 67, and Lot 69 — are
recommended to be zoned holding Residential R1 Special Provision (heh-100-R1-3(*))
Zone to permit single detached dwellings on lots with a minimum lot frontage of 10 metres
and minimum lot area of 300 square metres; together with a special provision for a
maximum lot coverage of 45% for one (1) storey. The special provision to increase lot
coverage from 40% to 45% will allow for construction of one floor bungalows with flexibility
to add slightly more livable floor area to meet the needs of home builders and purchasers.
The recommended zoning is consistent with the R1-3(17) zoning approved for the
applicant’s OIld Victoria East subdivision now being developed on the west side of
Hamilton Road which has similar sized lots. It should be noted that Lot 65 is
recommended to be “red-lined” out of the draft plan and will maintain the existing R1-14
Zoning. The lot contains an existing dwelling that now represents a remnant parcel as a
result of a severance application to sever the vacant rear portion of the property to be
joined with the proposed subdivision lands.

Single Detached Residential Lot 68 — is recommended to be zoned holding Residential
R1 Special Provision (heh-100°R1-3(**)) Zone with a special provision to permit the
existing single detached dwelling with minimum front yard depth of 1.5 metres. This
special provision zone will provide for the retention of the existing dwelling in its present
location. The owner has expressed a strong desire to retain the dwelling consisting of a
brick bungalow in good condition on its own lot within the draft plan of subdivision. Based
on an accepted design option for the future Oriole Drive alignment, the edge of the road
allowance will be approximately 2.0 metres from the southwest corner of the house, plus
a 5.25 metre wide boulevard. Although there will be a relatively shallow front yard, the
house will be retained on a much larger lot area providing sufficient clearance for a
driveway and parking leading to the side and rear yard.

Street Townhouse Block 72 — is recommended to be zoned holding Residential R4

Special Provision (heh-100R4-6( )) Zone to permit street townhouse dwellings with a

minimum lot area per unit of 145 square metres, together with a special provision for a

minimum lot frontage of 7.0 metres, a minimum front and exterior side yard depth of 3.0
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metres to the main building and 6.0 metres to the garage, and minimum rear yard depth
of 6.0 metres where access from the front yard to the rear yard of each unit is provided
through the garage. A 5.5 metre minimum lot frontage per unit is the standard regulation.
However, recently staff have been recommending a minimum lot frontage of 7.0 metres
per unit in order to ensure there is adequate spatial separation to install and maintain
underground utility, water and private drain connections between the unit and the services
within the road allowance that it fronts on.

A minimum front and exterior side yard depth of 3.0 metres to the main building in place
of the zone standard of 4.5 metres has been determined to be appropriate, and achieves
community design objectives in the Old Victoria Area Plan for a strong building orientation
to the street. Recognizing that Block 72 backs onto a developed area with fairly deep lots
and deep rear yards, staff are of the opinion that a regulation that requires a 6.0 metres
minimum rear yard setback for the street townhouse block is appropriate. Given that the
proposed block is long and its depth is shallow, the unit’s rear yards are expected to be
wider. Therefore, a 6.0 metre minimum rear yard depth should provide sufficient buffer
adjacent to existing residential rear yards.

Cluster Housing Blocks 70 & 71 — are recommended to be zoned holding Residential
R6 Special Provision (heh-100+R6-5( )) Zone to permit various forms of cluster housing
including single detached, semi-detached, duplex, triplex, fourplex, townhouse, stacked
townhouse, and apartment buildings up to a maximum density of 35 units per hectare and
maximum height of 12 metres; together with a special provision for minimum interior side
and rear yard depth of 5.0 metres (in place of 6.0 metres when the wall of a unit contains
windows to habitable rooms), and to permit open or covered but unenclosed decks or
porches not exceeding one storey in height to project into the required yard no closer than
2.0 metres (in place of 3.0 metres) to a lot line adjacent an Open Space (OS5) Zone.
These blocks are intended to be developed for a Vacant Land Condominium with access
provided by a private driveway. The recommended special provisions for yard setbacks
and yard encroachments have been determined to be appropriate, as the block is
intended to be developed for single detached cluster housing within a confined area
surrounded by open space.

Open Space Blocks 73 to 79 — are recommended to be zoned Open Space (OS5) Zone
to permit such uses as conservation lands, conservation works, passive recreation uses
which include hiking trails and multi-use pathways, and managed woodlots. This zone is
appropriate for the natural heritage features within the subdivision plan that are to be
protected and maintained as Open Space, including the adjacent buffer blocks.

Holding Provisions

Since this subdivision will be developed in phases, it is recommended that the standard
holding (h) provision be applied to all proposed residential lots and blocks. The “h”
provision is applied in almost all subdivision approvals for the purpose of ensuring
adequate provision of municipal services, that the required security has been provided,
and that a Subdivision Agreement or Development Agreement is entered into. A holding
(h-100) provision is recommended for all residential blocks in the subdivision in order to
ensure there is adequate water service and appropriate access. A looped watermain
system must be constructed and a second public access must be available.

The recommended zones for the various lots and blocks within the proposed draft plan of
subdivision, and the holding provisions applied to the zones, are considered appropriate
and conform with the land use designations and policies of the Official Plan, the Place
Types and policies of The London Plan, and are in keeping with the guidelines of the Old
Victoria Area Plan.

4.7 Issue and Consideration # 7 — Is the subdivision design in keeping the Old
Victoria Area Plan and City’s Placemaking Design Guidelines?

The main attraction of this site is the unique backdrop of natural areas and passive open
space. Both components of the public and private realm incorporate these features into
the subdivision design. Street ‘B’ ties the subdivision together and is the main focal point
providing a “window” street to the open space on the east side, and a long street
townhouse block on the west provides opportunities for a strong street-oriented built form.
The proposed private driveway serving the vacant land condominium block will act as a
window street to the open space as its key design feature. Street ‘A’ (Bobolink Lane) and
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Street ‘C’ (Oriole Drive) will be the main entrances to the neighbourhood providing public
road connections to Hamilton Road. The site’s configuration is the major influence on the
road and lot pattern which has been largely determined by the development limits and
buffer setbacks from the ESA. Buffers generally range from 10 to 30 metres along the
edge of the ESA and its features, including some identified encroachment and
compensation areas. The subdivision plan provides good connectivity with two public
access points to Hamilton Road, and planning for a future multi-use trail through the area
and around the adjacent SWM facility to the north, will provide excellent opportunities for
walking and cycling. Overall, the design incorporates elements of the City’s Placemaking
and OId Victoria Area Plan Community Design Guidelines and is considered to be
appropriate.

5.0 Conclusion

Based on Staff’s review, the proposed Thames Village Joint Venture Corp. Draft Plan of
Subdivision, Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments are consistent with the
Provincial Policy Statement, The London Plan, the City’'s Official Plan, and the Old
Victoria Area Plan. The recommended red-lined draft plan and conditions of draft approval
will create a residential subdivision compatible with adjacent lands, provide good
connectivity and opportunities for a multi-use trail system, and appropriate protection and
enhancement of natural heritage resources. The proposed plan represents good land use
planning and is an appropriate form of development.

Recommended by:

Larry Mottram, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner, Development Services
Reviewed by:

Lou Pompilii, MCIP RPP
Manager, Development Planning (Subdivision)
Concurred in by:

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

George Kotsifas, P.ENG

Managing Director, Development and Compliance

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

June 11, 2018
GK/PY/MF/LP/LM/Im

Y:\Shared\DEVELOPMENT SERVICES\ - Subdivisions\2017\39T-17502 - 1738, 1752 and 1756 Hamilton Road (LM)\Draft
Approval\PEC Report.docx

CC. Matt Feldberg, Manager, Development Services (Subdivisions) — electronic only
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Appendix A
Appendix "A-1"

Bill No. (number to be inserted by Clerk's Office)
2018

By-law No. C.P.-1284-

A by-law to amend the Official Plan for
the City of London, 1989 relating to
properties located at 1738, 1742, 1752
and 1756 Hamilton Road.

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

1. Amendment No. (to be inserted by Clerk's Office) to the Official Plan for the
City of London Planning Area — 1989, as contained in the text attached hereto and forming
part of this by-law, is adopted.

2. This by-law shall come into effect in accordance with subsection 17(38) of
the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c.P.13.

PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading — June 26, 2018
Second Reading — June 26, 2018
Third Reading — June 26, 2018
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AMENDMENT NO.
to the
OFFICIAL PLAN FOR THE CITY OF LONDON

A. PURPOSE OF THIS AMENDMENT

The purpose of this Amendment is:

1. Toamend Schedule “C” — Transportation Corridors of the Official Plan
to delete the “Secondary Collector” road classification.

B. LOCATION OF THIS AMENDMENT

1. This Amendment applies to lands located at 1738, 1742, 1752 and
1756 Hamilton Road in the City of London.

C. BASIS OF THE AMENDMENT

The amendment is being considered in conjunction with a proposed draft
plan of subdivision consisting of low density residential uses served by local
streets, including two public road connections to Hamilton Road. The City’s
Transportation Planning and Design and Development Services staff have
reviewed the proposed draft plan and have no concerns with the change in
classification to a local street. This follows a recent decision by Municipal
Council to amend the Official Plan to change the road classification on the
west side of Hamilton Road (Oriole Drive) from a “Primary Collector” to a
local road. It is also consistent with Map 3 - Street Classifications Map in
The London Plan, as adopted by Municipal Council, which identifies the
lands on the east side of Hamilton Road to be served by future
Neighbourhood Streets.

D. THE AMENDMENT

The Official Plan for the City of London is hereby amended as follows:

1. Schedule “C”, Transportation Corridors to the Official Plan for
the City of London is amended by deleting the “Secondary
Collector” road classification, as indicated on the schedule
attached hereto.
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Appendix "A-2”

Bill No.(number to be inserted by Clerk's Office)
2018

By-law No. Z.-1-18

A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to
rezone an area of land located at 1738,
1742, 1752 and 1756 Hamilton Road.

WHEREAS Thames Village Joint Venture Corp. has applied to rezone an
area of land located at 1738, 1742, 1752 and 1756 Hamilton Road, as shown on the map
attached to this by-law, as set out below;

AND WHEREAS this rezoning conforms to the Official Plan;

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

Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to
lands located at 1738, 1742, 1752 and 1756 Hamilton Road, as shown on the
attached map, from an Urban Reserve (UR4) Zone, a holding Urban Reserve (h-
2:UR4) Zone, a Residential R1 (R1-14) Zone, an Environmental Review (ER) Zone,
an Open Space (0S4) Zone, and a holding Open Space (h-2:0S4) Zone to a holding
Residential R1 Special Provision (h+h-100-R1-3(*)) Zone, a holding Residential R1
Special Provision (heh-100-R1-3(**)) Zone, a holding Residential R4 Special
Provision (h+h-100+R4-6( )) Zone, a holding Residential R6 Special Provision (heh-
100+R6-5()) Zone, and an Open Space (OS5) Zone.

Section Number 5.4 of the Residential R1 Zone is amended by adding the following

Special Provision:

) R1-3(%)
a) Regulations
)] Lot Coverage 45%
One (1) Storey
Single Detached
Dwelling
(Maximum)
) R1-3(**)
a) Regulations
)] Front Yard Depth 1.5 metres

)

For Existing Dwelling

(Minimum)

Section Number 8.4 of the Residential R4 Zone is amended by adding the following

Special Provision:

R4-6()
a) Regulations
) Lot Frontage 7.0 metres
(Minimum)
1)) Front and Exterior 3.0 metres

Yard Depth for
Main Dwelling
(Minimum)
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Front and Exterior 6.0 metres
Yard Depth for

Garage

(Minimum)

Rear Yard Depth 6.0 metres

Where Access From
The Front Yard to the
Rear Yard is through
the Garage
(Minimum)

4)  Section Number 10.4 of the Residential R6 Zone is amended by adding the following

Special Provision:

) R6-5( )

a) Regulations

)

Interior Side and
Rear Yard Depth 5.0 metres
(Minimum)

Open or covered but unenclosed decks or porches not
exceeding one (1) storey in height may project into the
required yard no closer than 2.0 metres to lot line
adjacent an Open Space (OS5) Zone

The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the
purpose of convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy

between the two measures.

This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with
Section 34 of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage
of this by-law or as otherwise provided by the said section.

PASSED in Open Council on June 26, 2018.

First Reading — June 26, 2018

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

Second Reading — June 26, 2018

Third Reading — June 26, 2018
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AMENDMENT TO SCHEDULE "A" (BY-LAW NO. Z.-1)
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Appendix "A-3”
(Conditions to be included for draft plan approval)

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON’S CONDITIONS AND
AMENDMENTS TO FINAL APPROVAL FOR THE REGISTRATION OF THIS
SUBDIVISION, FILE NUMBER 39T-17502 ARE AS FOLLOWS:

NO.

CONDITIONS

10.

This draft approval applies to the draft plan as submitted by Thames Village Joint
Venture Corporation (File No. 39T-17502), prepared by Archibald, Gray & McKay
and certified by Juan D. Zapata, Ontario Land Surveyor dated , 2018 (Project No.
OVE DP), as red-lined revised, which shows 69 single detached residential lots, 2
cluster housing blocks, 1 street townhouse block, 7 open space blocks, 1 road
widening block, 2 reserve blocks, 2 temporary turning circles, and 3 local streets.

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

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

The Owner shall request that street(s) be named to the satisfaction of the City.

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

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

The Owner shall enter into the City’s standard subdivision agreement (including
any added special provisions) which shall be registered against the lands to which
it applies. Prior to final approval the Owner shall pay in full all municipal financial
obligations/encumbrances on the said lands, including property taxes and local
improvement charges.

In conjunction with registration of the Plan, the Owner shall provide to the
appropriate authorities such easements and/or land dedications as may be
required for all municipal works and services associated with the development of
the subject lands, such as road, utility, drainage or stormwater management
(SWM) purposes, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.

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

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

11.

12.

13.

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

)

ii)

Vi)

A preliminary sanitary drainage area plan, including the sanitary sewer
routing and the external areas to be serviced, to the satisfaction of the City.
Due to the depth of the outlet sewer on Hamilton Road, the sanitary plan
shall include design details related to the connection of the internal sewers
to the existing sewer on Hamilton Road and the proposed inverts of the
internal subdivision sewers;

A servicing report for the lands which have been identified as requiring
pumped sanitary servicing. The report shall confirm that there is no viable
option to provide gravity servicing, identify that a pumped system would be
constructed at the Owner’s cost and be privately owned and operated,
identify the type of private servicing system(s) which may be implemented
and describe how the ownership and operation of the private system will be
managed for the development of the lands within Blocks 70 and 71.

A servicing report that demonstrates an outlet to serve the subject lands
and how it will ultimately outlet to the municipal sanitary sewer on Hamilton
Road.

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

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

Confirmation that the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority has
agreed in principle to the construction of any proposed sanitary sewer
through any Blocks in this Plan within the UTRCA regulatory area.

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

)

Construct sanitary sewers to serve this Plan and connect them to the
existing municipal sewer system, namely, the 750 mm (30”) diameter
sanitary sewer located on Hamilton Road.

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

Make provisions for oversizing of the internal sanitary sewers in this draft
plan to accommodate flows from the upstream lands external to this plan,
all to the satisfaction of the City. This sewer must be extended to the limits
of this plan and/or property line to service the upstream external lands; and
Where trunk sewers are greater than 8 metres in depth and are located
within the municipal roadway, the Owner shall construct a local sanitary
sewer to provide servicing outlets for private drain connections, to the
satisfaction of the City. The local sanitary sewer will be at the sole cost of
the Owner. Any exception will require the approval of the City Engineer.

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

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

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

iv) Implementing any additional measures recommended through the
engineering drawing submission.
V) Installing Parson Manhole Inserts (or approved alternative satisfactory to

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

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

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

and Stormwater Management (SWM)

15.

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

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

i) Identifying major and minor storm flow routes for the subject and external
lands, to the satisfaction of the City. This plan is to indicate any interim and
ultimate conditions and any associated infrastructure and easements;

iii) Providing a preliminary plan demonstrating how the proposed grading and
road design will match the grading of the proposed Stormwater
Management Facility to be built by the City;

iv) Addressing the rerouting, enclosure and/or removal of any existing open
watercourses in this plan and identify the needs for any setbacks from the
open watercourses;

V) Providing details of the crossing of the watercourse to Block 70;

Vi) Developing an erosion/sediment control plan that will identify all erosion and
sediment control measures for the subject lands in accordance with City of
London and Ministry of the Environment standards and requirements, all to
the satisfaction of the City. This plan is to include measures to be used
during all phases on construction; and

Vi) Implementing SWM soft measure Best Management Practices (BMP’s)
within the Plan, where possible, to the satisfaction of the City. The
acceptance of these measures by the City will be subject to the presence
of adequate geotechnical conditions within this Plan and the approval of the
City Engineer.
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The above-noted Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report or a
SWM Servicing Letter/Report of Confirmation, prepared by the Owner’s consulting
professional engineer, shall be in accordance with the recommendations and
requirements of the following:

i)
i)

ii)

The SWM criteria and environmental targets for the South Thames
Subwatershed Study and any addendums/amendments;

The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Environmental Study
Report for OIld Victoria Plan — Storm Drainage and Stormwater
Management Servicing Works (January 15, 2009);

The approved Functional Stormwater Management Plan/Report for Old
Victoria SWMF # 1 (AECOM 2015) and any other applicable
Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report(s) for the subject
lands or outlet systems;

iv) The City’s Design Requirements for Permanent Private Stormwater

v)

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

The approved Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report for
the subject lands;

vi) The Stormwater Letter/Report of Confirmation for the subject development

prepared and accepted in accordance with the file manager process;

vii) The City of London Environmental and Engineering Services Department

X)

Design Specifications and Requirements, as revised,;

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

Policies, requirements and practices;

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

Manual, as revised; and
Applicable Acts, Policies, Guidelines, Standards and Requirements of all
required approval agencies.

In accordance with City standards or as otherwise required by the City Engineer,
the Owner shall complete the following for the provision of stormwater
management (SWM) and stormwater services for this draft plan of subdivision:

)

Vi)

Construct storm sewers to serve this plan, located within the South Thames
Subwatershed, and outlet them to the Thames River via the proposed
regional Stormwater Management (SWM) Facility (Old Victoria SWM # 1)
and the identified Tributary 2 in the Functional Stormwater Management
Plan/Report for Old Victoria SWMF # 1 Report and all related
stormwater/drainage servicing infrastructure in and related to, this plan of
subdivision;

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

Grade and drain all boundaries of the Lots/Blocks, open space and
renaturalization areas in this plan to blend in with the abutting SWM Facility
in this plan, at no cost to the City;

Construct and implement erosion and sediment control measures as
accepted in the Storm/Drainage and SWM Servicing Functional Report or a
SWM Servicing Letter/Report of Confirmation for these lands, the Owner
shall confirm the required erosion and sediment control measures were
maintained and operating as intended during all phases of construction,
and the Owner shall correct any deficiencies of the erosion and sediment
control measures forthwith; and

Address forthwith any deficiencies of the stormwater works and/or
monitoring program.
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Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval for any lot/block in

this plan, or as otherwise approved by the City, the Owner shall complete the

following:

i) All storm/drainage and SWM related works to serve this plan must be
constructed and operational in accordance with the approved design criteria
and accepted drawings, all to the satisfaction of the City;

i) Construct and have operational the major and minor storm flow routes for
the subject lands, to the satisfaction of the City;
iii) Implement the re-routing, enclosure and/or removal of any existing open

watercourses in this plan and identify the needs for any setbacks from the
open watercourses, to the satisfaction of the UTRCA and City; and,

iv) Implement all geotechnical/slope stability recommendations made by the
geotechnical report accepted by the City.

Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval for any Lots/Blocks
in this plan, the OId Victoria SWMF # 1, to be built by the City, to serve this plan,
must be constructed and operational.

The Owner shall cross reference the submitted draft plan with the reference plan
33R-19767 for the adjacent Old Victoria SWM Facility # 1 block to ensure they are
consistent as there are some discrepancies. Any additional land shall be included
as part of the adjacent Open Space Block.

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

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

i) the effects of the construction associated with this subdivision on the
existing ground water elevations and domestic or farm wells in the area
i) identify any abandoned wells in this plan

iii) assess the impact on water balance in the plan
iv) any fill required in the plan

V) provide recommendations for foundation design should high groundwater
be encountered
Vi) identify all required mitigation measures including the design and

implementation of Low Impact Development (LIDs) solutions

vii)  address any contamination impacts that may be anticipated or experienced
as a result of the said construction

iX) provide recommendations regarding soil conditions and fill needs in the
location of any existing watercourses or bodies of water on the site.

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

all to the satisfaction of the City.
Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner’s
professional engineer shall certify that any remedial or other works as

recommended in the accepted hydro geological report are implemented by the
Owner, to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.
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The Owner shall ensure that any storm drainage areas within this draft plan of
subdivision which cannot be serviced by the proposed SWM Facility shall be
identified and SWM on-site controls for these specified areas shall be provided in
accordance with the accepted Design Requirement for Permanent Private
Stormwater Systems, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. Also, any parts
of this draft plan that are not serviced by the proposed Old Victoria SWMF # 1 shall
be required to provide quality controls for all storm flows, all to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer.

The Owner’s professional engineer shall ensure that all existing upstream external
flows traversing this plan of subdivision are accommodated within the overall minor
and major storm conveyance servicing system(s) design, all to the specification
and satisfaction of the City Engineer.

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

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

Watermains

28.

In conjunction with the engineering drawings submission, the Owner shall have
their consulting engineer prepare and submit a water servicing report including the
following design information, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer:

i) Water distribution system analysis & modeling and hydraulic calculations
for the Plan of Subdivision confirming system design requirements are
being met;

i) Identify domestic and fire flows for the potential ICI/medium/high density

Blocks from the low-level water distribution system;

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

iv) Include modeling for two fire flow scenarios as follows:

- Max Day + Fire confirming velocities and pressures within the system at the
design fire flows; and

- Max Day + Fire confirming the available fire flows at fire hydrants at 20 PSI
residual. Identify fire flows available from each proposed hydrant to be
constructed and determine the appropriate colour hydrant markers
(identifying hydrant rated capacity);

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

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

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

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

iX) Identify any need for the construction of or improvement to external works
necessary to provide water servicing to this Plan of Subdivision;
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X) Identify any required watermain oversizing, if necessary, and any cost
sharing agreements;

Xi) Identify the effect of development on existing water infrastructure — identify
potential conflicts;

xii)  Include full-sized water distribution and area plan(s);

xiii)  Ildentify on the water distribution plan the location of valves, hydrants, and
the type and location of water quality measures to be implemented
(including automatic flushing devices), the fire hydrant rated capacity and
marker colour and the design fire flow applied to development blocks.

Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval the Owner shall
install and commission the accepted water quality measures required to maintain
water quality within the water distribution system during build-out, all to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City. The measures which are
necessary to meet water quality requirements, including their respective flow
settings, etc. shall be shown clearly on the engineering drawings.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval, and in accordance
with City standards, or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, the Owner shall
complete the following for the provision of water service to this draft Plan of
Subdivision:

i) Construct watermains to serve this Plan and connect them to the existing low-
level municipal system, namely the existing 250 mm diameter watermain on
Hamilton Road;

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

i) The available fire flow and appropriate hydrant colour code marker (in
accordance with the City of London Design Criteria) are to be shown on the
engineering drawings; the coloured fire hydrant markers will be installed by the
City of London at the time of Conditional Approval;

The Owner shall obtain all necessary approvals from the City Engineer for the
servicing of all Blocks in this Plan of Subdivision prior to the installation of any
water services to or within these Blocks.

With respect to Blocks 70 and 71, the Owner shall include in all agreements of
purchase and sale and/or lease, a warning clause advising the
purchaser/transferee that if it is determined by the Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change (MOECC) that the water servicing for the Block is a regulated
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drinking water system, then the Owner or Condominium Corporation may be
required to meet the regulations under the Safe Drinking Water Act and the
associated regulation O.Reg. 170/03.

If deemed a regulated system, the City of London may be ordered by the Ministry
of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) to operate this system in the
future. The system may be required to be designed and constructed to City
standards.

STREETS, TRANSPORATION & SURVEYS

Roadworks

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

The Owner shall construct a cul-de-sac(s) on Street ‘A’ and Street ‘C’ in
accordance with City of London Standard DWG. SR-5.0, to the specifications and
satisfaction of the City Engineer. The Owner shall provide a raised circular centre
island within the cul-de-sac(s) or as otherwise directed by the City Engineer.

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

At ‘tee’ intersections, the projected road centreline of the intersecting street shall
intersect the through street at 90 degrees with a minimum 6 metres (20’) tangent
being required along the street lines of the intersecting road, all to the satisfaction
of the City Engineer.

In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings submission, the

Owner shall have its consulting engineer provide the following, all to the

specifications and satisfaction of the City Engineer:

i) provide a proposed layout plan of the internal road network including taper
details for streets in this plan that change right-of-way widths with minimum
30 metre tapers for review and acceptance with respect to road geometries,
including but not limited to, right-of-way widths, centreline radii, tapers,
bends, intersection layout, daylighting triangles, etc., and include any
associated adjustments to the abutting lots. The roads shall be equally
tapered and aligned based on the road centrelines and it should be noted
tapers are not to be within intersections.

The Owner shall provide a minimum of 5.5 metres (18’) along the curb line between
the projected property lines of irregular shaped lots around the bends and/or
around the cul-de-sacs on Street ‘A’ and Street ‘C’.

The Owner shall ensure all streets with bends of approximately 90 degrees shall
have a minimum inside street line radius with the following standard:

Road Allowance S/L Radius
200m 9.0m
19.0m 9.5m
18.0m 10.0 m

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

i) Bobolink Drive and Oriole Drive, Street ‘A’ (from Hamilton Road to Street ‘B’)

and Street ‘C’ have a minimum road pavement width (excluding gutters) of
8.0 metres (26.2’) with a minimum road allowance of 20 metres (66’).
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i) Street ‘A’ (from Street ‘B’ to cul-de-sac) and Street ‘B’ have a minimum road
pavement width (excluding gutters) of 6.0 metres (19.7’) with a minimum
road allowance of 18 metres (60’).

The Owner shall align Street ‘A’ opposite Bobolink Lane, to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer.

The Owner shall align Oriole Drive/Street ‘C’ opposite Oriole Drive to the west of
Hamilton Road, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall
make an application to the City to lift the existing 0.3 metre reserves at the east
limits of Bobolink Lane and Oriole Drive, to the satisfaction of the City.

In conjunction with Focused Design Studies submission, the Owner shall submit a
concept plan to show how Municipal Nos. 1742 and 1746 Hamilton Road will be
serviced and accessed and identifying the location of an easement over Blocks 70,
71 and 75 if needed for servicing and access of 1746 Hamilton Road.

The Owner shall register an easement for access from the easterly limit of Street
‘C’ to 1742 and 1746 Hamilton Road, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall
provide access for 1752 and 1754 Hamilton Road to Oriole Drive/Street ‘C’ and
close and restore the boulevard for the existing accesses to Hamilton Road, to the
satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.

The Owner shall contact the City to request the closure and conveyance of the
existing road allowance within this plan, to the satisfaction of the City.

Sidewalks/Bikeways

49.

The Owner shall construct a 1.5 (5’) sidewalk on one side of the following streets:
i) Street ‘C’ — north and west boulevard
i) Bobolink Lane — west boulevard from Hamilton Road to Street ‘B’
iif) Oriole Drive — west boulevard
iv) Street ‘B’ — north boulevard

Street Lights

50.

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

Boundary Road Works

51.

52.

The Owner shall red-line this plan to align Oriole Drive and opposite Oriole Drive
in the subdivision on the west side of Hamilton Road, to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.

The Owner shall construct Bobolink Lane at the intersection of Hamilton Road with
a minimum pavement width of 10.0 metres for a minimum storage length of 30.0
metres tapered back over a distance of 30.0 metres to a minimum pavement width
of 8.0 metres on the standard road width of 20.0 metres.
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The Owner shall align the travelled portion of Bobolink Lane perpendicular to
Hamilton Road, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

The Owner shall construct Oriole Drive at the intersection of Hamilton Road with a
minimum pavement width of 9.0 metres on a right-of-way width of 20.5 metres for
a minimum storage length of 30.0 metres tapered back over a distance of 30.0
metres to the standard road width of 20.0 metres.

Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall
undertake external works on Bobolink Lane and Oriole Drive, to construct fully
serviced public street connections to the subdivision, all to the specifications and
to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City.

The Owner shall make minor boulevard improvements on Hamilton Road adjacent
to this Plan, to the specifications of the City and at no cost to the City, consisting
of clean-up, grading and sodding as necessary.

Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall
install temporary street lighting at the intersection of Hamilton Road and Oriole
Drive, and the intersection of Hamilton Road and Bobolink Lane, to the
specifications of the City, at no cost to the City.

If the temporary access to 1691 Hamilton Road is still in place and functioning,
prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall
construct a restricted access to Bobolink Lane in accordance with City standards,
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City. Access to Bobolink
Lane is to be restricted to right in/right out until such time as the temporary access
to 1691 Hamilton Road is removed and decommissioned to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer.

Sufficient security shall be provided to remove the restricted access in the future,
if necessary, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

The Owner shall remove the right in/right out access on Bobolink Lane at such
time as the temporary access to 1691 Hamilton Road is removed and
decommissioned, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Road Widening

60.

61.

The Owner shall dedicate sufficient land to widen Hamilton Road to 18.0 metres
(59.06’) from the centreline of the original road allowance.

The Owner shall dedicate 6.0 m x 6.0 m “daylighting triangles” at the intersection
of Oriole Drive with Hamilton Road in accordance with the Z-1 Zoning By-law,
Section 4.24.

Vehicular Access

62.

The Owner shall restrict access to Hamilton Road by establishing blocks for 0.3
metre (1’) reserves along the entire Hamilton Road frontage, to the satisfaction of
the City. All vehicular access is to be via the internal subdivision streets.

Construction Access/Second Access Roads

63.

The Owner shall direct all construction traffic associated with this draft plan of
subdivision to utilize Hamilton Road or other routes as designated by the City.
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Should an emergency access be required to accommodate development, the
Owner shall locate, construct, maintain and close the access to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer.

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

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

The Owner shall construct a temporary turning facility for vehicles at the following
location(s), to the specifications of the City:

1) Street ‘B’ — south limit
i) Street ‘C’ — south limit

Temporary turning circles for vehicles shall be provided to the City as required by
the City, complete with any associated easements. When the temporary turning
circles(s) are no longer needed, the City will quit claim the easements which are
no longer required, at no cost to the City.

The Owner shall notify the future owners of Blocks 70 and 71 that only one access
will be permitted for the blocks to Street ‘C’. A joint access agreement must be
established for the shared access, to the specifications and satisfaction of the City.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

The Owner shall comply with any requirements of all affected agencies (eg. Hydro
One Networks Incorporated, Ministry of Natural Resources, Upper Thames River
Conservation Authority, etc.), all to the satisfaction of the City.

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

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

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

In conjunction with the Focused Design Studies submission, the Owner shall
provide, to the City for review and acceptance, a geotechnical report or update the
existing geotechnical report recommendations to address all geotechnical issues
with respect to the development of this plan, including, but not limited to, the
following:

i) servicing, grading and drainage of this subdivision
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i) road pavement structure

iii) dewatering

iv) foundation design

V) removal of existing fill (including but not limited to organic and deleterious
materials)

Vi) the placement of new engineering fill

vii)  any necessary setbacks related to slope stability for lands within this plan

viii)  identifying all required mitigation measures including Low Impact
Development (LIDs) solutions,

iX) Addressing all issues with respect to construction and any necessary
setbacks related to erosion, maintenance and structural setbacks related to
slope stability associated with the Thames River, existing ravines and
proposed Lots and Block(s) within this plan, if necessary, to the satisfaction
and specifications of the City. The Owner shall provide written acceptance
from the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority for the final setback.

and any other requirements as needed by the City, all to the satisfaction of the
City.

The Owner shall implement all geotechnical recommendations to the satisfaction
of the City.

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

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

In the event the draft plan develops in phases, upon registration of any phase of
this subdivision, the Owner shall provide land and/or easements along the routing
of services which are necessary to service upstream lands outside of this draft plan
to the limit of the Plan.

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

The Owner acknowledges that servicing for Block 72 must be approved through
Site Plan Approval by the City prior to any installation of servicing.

The Owner shall have the common property line of Hamilton Road graded in
accordance with the City of London Standard “Subdivision Grading Along Arterial
Roads”, at no cost to the City.

Further, the grades to be taken as the centreline line grades on Hamilton Road are
the existing centreline of road grades as determined by the Owner’s professional
engineer, satisfactory to the City. From these, the Owner’s professional engineer
is to determine the ultimate elevations along the common property line which will
blend with the existing road grades, all to the satisfaction of the City.
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The Owner shall advise the City in writing at least two weeks prior to connecting,
either directly or indirectly, into any unassumed services constructed by a third
party, and to save the City harmless from any damages that may be caused as a
result of the connection of the services from this subdivision into any unassumed
services.

Prior to connection being made to an unassumed service, the following will apply:
i) Inthe event discharge is to unassumed services, the unassumed services
must be completed and conditionally accepted by the City;

i)  The Owner must provide a video inspection on all affected unassumed
sewers;

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

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

i) commence upon completion of the Owner’s service work, connections to
the existing unassumed services; and
i) continue until the time of assumption of the affected services by the City.

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

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

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

If a permanent venting system or facility is recommended in the report, the Owner

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

Should any contamination or anything suspected as such, be encountered during
construction, the Owner shall report the matter to the City Engineer and the Owner
shall hire a geotechnical engineer to provide, in accordance with the Ministry of
the Environment “Guidelines for Use at Contaminated Sites in Ontario”, “Schedule
A — Record of Site Condition”, as amended, including “Affidavit of Consultant”
which summarizes the site assessment and restoration activities carried out at a
contaminated site, in accordance with the requirements of latest Ministry of
Environment and Climate Change “Guidelines for Use at Contaminated Sites in
Ontario” and file appropriate documents to the Ministry in this regard with copies
provided to the City. The City may require a copy of the report should there be
City property adjacent to the contamination.

Should any contaminants be encountered within this Plan, the Owner shall
implement the recommendations of the geotechnical engineer to remediate,
removal and/or disposals of any contaminates within the proposed Streets, Lot and
Blocks in this Plan forthwith under the supervision of the geotechnical engineer to
the satisfaction of the City at no cost to the City.

In the event no evidence of contamination is encountered on the site, the
geotechnical engineer shall provide certification to this effect to the City.

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

In conjunction with the Focused Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have
its professional engineer provide an opinion for the need for an Environmental
Assessment under the Class EA requirements for the provision of any services
related to this Plan. All class EA’s must be completed prior to the submission of
engineering drawings.

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

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

Prior to any work on the site, the Owner shall decommission and permanently cap
any abandoned wells located in this Plan, in accordance with current provincial
legislation, regulations and standards. In the event that an existing well in this Plan
is to be kept in service, the Owner shall protect the well and the underlying aquifer
from any development activity.
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In conjunction with the engineering drawings submission, in the event the Owner
wishes to phase this plan of subdivision, the Owner shall submit a phasing plan
identifying all required temporary measures, and identify land and/or easements
required for the routing of services which are necessary to service upstream lands
outside this draft plan to the limit of the plan to be provided at the time of
registration of each phase, all to the specifications and satisfaction of the City.

If any temporary measures are required to support the interim conditions in
conjunction with the phasing, the Owner shall construct temporary measures and
provide all necessary land and/or easements, to the specifications and satisfaction
of the City Engineer, at no cost to the City.

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Owner shall make all necessary arrangements to have adequate private
easements registered on title and included in the Agreement of Purchase and Sale
or Lease and in the transfer of deed of the external lands to the north of this Plan
(1746 Hamilton Road), a covenant by the purchaser or transferee stating that the
purchaser or transferee of the said Lots and/or Blocks, to allow the owner 1746
Hamilton Road, to access the external lands for private access, to the satisfaction
of the City, at no cost to the City.

The Owner shall provide access for 1746 Hamilton Road in order to not create a
land locked parcel and the existing hydro services for the residential property at
1746 Hamilton Road are to be relocated, all to the satisfaction of the City and
London Hydro, at no cost to the City.

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

At the time this plan is registered, the Owner shall register all appropriate
easements for all existing and proposed private and municipal servicing required
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in this plan, to service external lands, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at
no cost to the City.

Prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall
make adjustments to the existing works and services within this draft plan (e.g. Lot
16) and on Hamilton Road, Oriole Drive and Bobolink Lane, adjacent to this plan
to accommodate the proposed works and services on this street to accommodate
the lots in this plan fronting this street (e.g. private services, hydro poles, street
light poles, traffic calming, etc.) in accordance with the approved design criteria
and accepted drawings, all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, at no cost to
the City.

The Owner shall include in the Agreements of Purchase and Sale or lease and in
the transfer of deed of Block 70 in this plan, a covenant by the purchaser or
transferee stating that the purchaser or transferee of the said lots to observe and
comply with the private easements and private sewer services needed for the
servicing of Block 71 in this plan. No landscaping, vehicular accesses, parking
access, works or other features shall interfere with the above-noted municipal or
private maintenance accesses, servicing, grading or drainage that services other
lands.

Prior to the issuance of any Certificates of Conditional Approval, the Owner shall
have the existing access and services to 1738 Hamilton Road, 1742 Hamilton
Road and 1752 and 1754 Hamilton Road relocated and/or reconstructed to the
satisfaction of the City should the existing dwellings on Lots 65 and 68 and Block
71 be retained. Any portion of the existing services not used shall be removed or
abandoned and capped to the satisfaction of the City, at no cost to the City. In
addition, the Owner shall regrade areas within Lots 65 and 68 to be compatible
with the proposed subdivision grading and drainage, to the satisfaction of the City.

PLANNING

105.

106.

107.

108.

In conjunction with the Focused Design Studies submission, the owner shall
prepare and submit a tree preservation report and plan for lands within the
proposed draft plan of subdivision. The tree preservation report and plan shall be
focused on the preservation of trees within lots and blocks. The tree preservation
report and plan shall be completed in accordance with current approved City of
London guidelines for the preparation of tree preservation reports and tree
preservation plans, to the satisfaction of the City Planner. Tree preservation shall
be established first and grading/servicing design shall be developed to
accommodate maximum tree preservation as per the Council approved Tree
Preservation Guidelines.

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

The Owner shall construct 1.8m high continuous chain link fencing adjacent the
Hydro One Networks Inc. (HONI) transmission corridor from Lots 1 to 3 and Lots
4 to 12, with no gates leading to back or side yards.

Where lots or blocks abut an open space area, all grading of the developing lots
or blocks at the interface with the open space areas are to match grades to
maintain existing slopes, topography and vegetation. In instances where this is
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not practical or desirable, any grading into the open space shall be to the
satisfaction of the Manager of Environmental and Parks Planning.

The Owner shall develop and deliver to all purchasers and transferees of the lots
in this plan, a homeowner guide/education package as approved by the Manager
of Parks Planning and Design that explains the stewardship of natural areas and
the value of existing tree cover, as well as indirect suburban effects on natural
areas. The Owner shall submit the homeowner guide/education package for
review and acceptance, in conjunction with the Focused Design Studies
submission.

The Owner shall implement the recommendations of the Old Victoria East
Subdivision 1691, 1738, 1742 Hamilton Road, London, Ontario Environmental
Impact Study Addendum prepared by Natural Resource Solutions Inc. dated July
2015 for the lands on the east side of Hamilton Road, and updated by subsequent
addendums, to the satisfaction of the City. In conjunction with the Focused Design
Studies submission, the Owner shall provide a schedule indicating how each of
the accepted Environmental Impact Study Addendum recommendations will be
implemented and satisfied as part of the subdivision approval process.

The Owner shall convey Blocks 73, 74, 75, 76, and 77 to the City in order to satisfy
a portion of the required parkland dedication based on the rates for hazard, open
space and constrained lands. The remaining parkland dedication will be taken as
cash-in-lieu as per By-law CP-9, to the satisfaction of the Manager of
Environmental and Parks Planning.

Prior to undertaking any works or site alteration including filling, grading,
construction or alteration to a watercourse in a Conservation Regulated Area, the
Owner shall obtain a permit or receive clearance from the Upper Thames River
Conservation Authority.

Prior to final approval, the Owner shall ensure that any lot located adjacent to the
hydro easement shall have registered on title to the lot, and included in agreements
of purchase and sale or lease, the appropriate Hydro One Networks Inc. (HONI)
warning clause(s), to the satisfaction of the City.

In conjunction with the Focused Design Studies submission, the Owner shall have
a qualified acoustical consultant prepare a noise study concerning the impact of
traffic noise on future residential uses adjacent arterial roads. The noise study
shall be prepared in accordance with the Ministry of the Environment Guidelines
and the City of London policies and guidelines. Any recommended noise
attenuation measures are to be reviewed and accepted by the City. The final
accepted recommendations shall be constructed or installed by the Owner, or may
be incorporated into the subdivision agreement.

The Owner shall carry out a Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment by a licensed
archaeologist. Implementation recommendations as a result of the assessment
must be addressed, to the satisfaction of the Approval Authority. No final approval
shall be given, and no grading or other soil disturbance shall take place on the
subject property prior to the owner providing confirmation that the Ministry of
Tourism, Culture, and Sport has reviewed and accepted the Stage 1-2
Archaeological Assessment into the Ontario Public Register.

In conjunction with the Focused Design Studies submission, the owner shall
provide a conceptual park plan delineating the alignment of the west-east Thames
Valley Parkway (TVP multi-use pathway) from Whites Bridge to the eastern
boundary of the proposed plan of subdivision with approval from all impacted
agencies and utilities, to the satisfaction of the Manager of Environmental and
Parks Planning. If approval of the alignment cannot be secured, redline revisions
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to the plan of subdivision will be required to accommodate the 10 meter wide multi-
use pathway corridor.

In conjunction with the Focused Design Studies submission, the owner shall
prepare and submit a restoration plan and compensation plan as identified in the
recommendations of the Environmental Impact Study and Addendum prepared by
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. dated July 2015. The restoration plan shall also
include a monitoring program for the restoration and compensation lands for a
period of five (5) years. Prior to submitting the focused design study, the Owner
and his consultants, shall meet with staff to scope out the requirements of the
restoration and compensation plan.

Prior to Final Approval of this Plan, the Owner shall submit a Municipal Address
Change Application with the City, to change the addresses of 1742 and 1746
Hamilton Road, all related costs shall be solely at the Owner’s expense and at no
cost to the City.

UTRCA

119.

120.

121.

122.

The Owner shall complete a Final Stormwater Management Plan/Report which
addresses the Conservation Authority’s outstanding concerns (as noted in their
correspondence dated May 1, 2018), to the satisfaction of the UTRCA.

The Owner shall complete a Final Environmental Impact Study which consolidates
all of the various ecological submissions and addresses the Conservation
Authority’s outstanding concerns (as noted in their correspondence dated May 1,
2018),to the satisfaction of the UTRCA. A Homeowners Information Package shall
also be prepared, to the satisfaction of the UTRCA.

The Owner shall complete a Final Hydrogeological Assessment and Water
Balance Analysis which addresses the Conservation Authority’s outstanding
concerns (as noted in their correspondence dated May 1, 2018), to the satisfaction
of the UTRCA.

If it is determined through the review of the Final Environmental Impact Study,
Hydrogeological & Water Balance and Stormwater Management studies that there
is a need for a larger buffer to protect the natural hazard and natural heritage lands
and their functions, the draft plan be redlined to accommodate the required buffer.
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Recommended Red-Line Revisions/Notes to Draft Plan
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Summary of Red-Line Revisions/Notes to Draft Plan

1. Remove blocks identified for proposed temporary turning circles (Blocks 83 to
86) - these are to be easements

2. Revise limits of Draft Plan to remove severed portion of property at 1752 & 1754
Hamilton Road

3. Adjust lots fronting Oriole Drive to include entire revised right-of-way alignment,
to the satisfaction of the City

4. Add 0.3 metre reserve and 6m x 6m daylighting triangles
5. Street ‘A’ centreline should intersect Street ‘B’ centreline at a 90 degree angle

6. Correct any discrepancies between the limits of Draft Plan and Reference Plan
for Old Victoria SWM Facility # 1 (Plan 33R-19767)

7. Revise limits of Draft Plan to remove severed portion of property at 1742
Hamilton Road

8. Revise the centreline radii of all streets in accordance with City standards. At
‘tee’ intersections, the projected road centreline of the intersecting street shall
intersect the through street at 90 degrees with a minimum 6 metres (20’) tangent
being required along the street lines of the intersecting road

Provide a minimum of 5.5 metres (18’) along the curb line between the projected
property lines of irregular shaped lots around the bends and/or around the cul-de-
sacs on Streets ‘A’ and ‘C’

All streets with bends of approximately 90 degrees shall have a minimum inside
street line radius with the following standards:

Road Allowance S/L Radius
200m 9.0 m
19.0m 9.5 m
18.0m 100 m
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Appendix "A-4"

1738, 1742, 1752 and 1756 Hamilton Road - Thames Village Jolnt Venture

Draft Plan
307-17502
lated Estim Costs a eve
. Estimated Cost
Estimated DC Funded Servicing Costs ) oo
Claims for developer led construction from CSRF
- No eligible daims NIL
Total NIL
Estimated Total DC Revenues
(2018 Rates) o0 e
CSRF $3,113,014
UWRF $280,492
TOTAL $3,393,508
1 There are no anticlpoted ciaims assoctated with this development.
2 Esfimaled Revenues are caloulated using 2018 DC rales and may lake many yeers (o recover, The imates includes DC cost

recovery for “soft services” (e, police, parks and recrestion laciities, ibrary, growth studies). Thers is no comparative cost slocation
¥ the Eslimated Coal sechion of the report, so the reader should use caution in comparing the Cost with the Reverwe soction,

Reviewed by:
My 11 2018 /(/"3/
Date ! tt Feldberg /
Manager, Developme rvices
(Subdivisions)
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Appendix B — Public Engagement

Community Engagement

Public liaison: On May 17, 2017, Notice of Application was sent to 26 property owners
in the surrounding area. Notice of Application was also published in the Public Notices
and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on June 1, 2017. An Updated Notice
of Application was sent out to surrounding property owners on November 21, 2017, and
Notice of Application was published in The Londoner on December 7, 2017. A “Planning
Application” sign was also posted on the site.

4 replies were received

Nature of Liaison: The creation of a residential subdivision consisting of low density
single detached dwellings, cluster dwellings, street townhouse dwellings, open space
lands, and public road access via local street connections to Hamilton Road.

Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following:

Concern for:
Future development of street townhouses backing onto existing single family homes:

Will there be fencing along the rear property lines of existing homes on Hamilton Road
adjacent the future street townhouse block?

Development Services also received concerns with respect to the growth of long weeds
and grass on the subject lands; as well as requests for general information and
approximate timing for development.

Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner”
Telephone Written
Brad Sparling — 1716 Hamilton Road Mark McManus / Valco Consultants

James Elsley / McKenzie Lake Lawyers
LLP

Jameson Lake / Cushman & Wakefield
Southwestern Ontario
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Agency/Departmental Comments:

Upper Thames River Conservation Authority

Hydro One Network Inc. (HONI)

EEPAC Working Group comments to PEC October 10, 2017

Letter response to the EEPAC Working Group comments prepared by Natural
Resource Solutions Inc.

PoONE

UPPER THAMES RIVER e 3
A Casadian )
Herltage River 4
CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
“Inspiring o Healthy Environmesd
May 1, 2018

City of London - Development Services
P.O. Box 5035
London, Ontario N6A 4L9

Attention: Larry Mottram (sent via e-mail)

Dear Mr. Mottram:

Re: File No. 39T-17502/0Z-8147 — Updated Application for Draft Plan of Subdivision and
Official Plan & Zoning By-Law Amendment
UTRCA Comments & Conditions of Draft Plan Approval
Applicant: Thames Village Joint Venture Corp.
1738, 1742, 1752 & 1756 Hamilton Road, London

The Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) has reviewed this updated application
with regard for the policies in the Environmental Pianning Policy Manual for the Upper Thames River
Conservation Authority (June 2006). These policies include regulations made pursuant to Section
28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, and are consistent with the natural hazard and natural
heritage policies contained in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014). The Upper Thames River
Source Protection Area Assessment Report has also been reviewed in order to confirm whether
these lands are located in a vulnerable area. The Drinking Water Source Protection information is
being disclosed to the Municipality to assist them in fulfilling their decision making responsibilities
under the Planning Act.

PROPOSAL

The applicant is proposing a residential plan of subdivision comprised of 69 single detached
residential lots, two cluster housing blocks, cne street townhouse block and seven open space
blocks.

CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT

As shown on the enclosed mapping, the subject lands are regulated by the UTRCA in accordance
with Ontario Regulation 157/06 made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation Authonities Act.
The regulation limit is comprised of riverine flooding and erosion hazards and wetland features
including the surrounding areas of interference. The UTRCA has jurisdiction over lands within the
reguiated area and requires that landowners obtain written approval from the Authority prior to
undertaking any site alteration or development within this area including filling, grading. construction,
alteration to a watercourse and/or interference with a wetland

1424 Clarka Road, London, Ont NSY 588 Phone 519451 2800 Fax 10451 1188 Emad nQline hamesiiver on 3 vwww thameasriver on ¢3
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UTRCA Comments & Draft Conditions of Approval
Fil T-17 147 -

UTRCA ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICY MANUAL (2006)
The UTRCA’s Environmental Planning Policy Manual is available online at:

http:/ithamesriver on.ca/planning-permits-maps/utrca-environmental-policy-manual/

The following policies are applicable to the subject lands:

3.2.2 General Natural Hazard Policies

These policies direct new development and site alteration away from hazard lands, No new hazards
are to be created and existing hazards should not be aggravated. The Authority also does not
support the fragmentation of hazard lands through lot creation which is consistent with the Provincial
Policy (PPS)

3.2.3 Riverine Flooding Hazard Policies

These policies address matters such as the provision of detailed flood piain mapping, floodplain
planning approach, and uses that may be allowed in the flood plain subject to satisfying UTRCA
permit requirements.

3.2.4 Riverine Erosion Hazard Policies

The Authority generally does not permit development and site aiteration in the meander belt or on
the face of steep slopes. ravines and distinct valley walls. The establishment of the hazard limit must
be based upon the natural state of the slope, and not through re-grading or the use of structures or
devices to stabilize the siope.

The UTRCA has reviewed multiple geotechnical submissions for the proposed development the
most recent being titled Thames Village Joint Venture Ltd. Consolidated Slope Stability
Investigation Thames Village Residential Development 1742 Hamilton Road London, Ontario
prepared by exp dated July 2017. We are generally satisfied with the submission but will require a
FINAL Consolidated Geotechnical Report as a condition of draft plan approval. The report shall be
properly stamped sealed and signed by a professional engineer

Based on discussion with City staff, we understand that a recreational pathwayl/trail is being
considered/proposed on the subject lands. The UTRCA has not had the benefit of reviewing the
location of this pathway and remind planning staff that any proposed pathwayitrail shall be located
outside of the riverine erosion/slope hazard lands which includes the 6 metre erosion access
allowance. We also recommend that the draft plan be redlined to identify the location of the
pathway/trail.

3.2.6 & 3.3.2 Wetland Policies

New development and site alteration is not permitted in wetlands. Furthermore, new development
and site alteration may only be permitted in the area of interference and /or adjacent lands of a
wetland if it can be demonstrated through the preparation of an Environmental Impact Study (EIS)
that there will be no negative impact on the hydrological and ecological function of the feature.

The UTRCA has reviewed various Environmental Impact Studies (EIS) and submissions for the
subject lands including the OId Victoria East Subdivision 1691, 1738, 1742 Hamilton Road
London, Ontario Environmental Impact Study Addendum prepared by Natural Resource

2
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UTRCA Comments & Draft Conditions of Approval
Fil T-17 147 -

Solutions Inc, (NRSI) dated January 2015, revised July 2015, and a series of responses, the most
recent being incorporated in the Hydrogeological Assessment dated April 13, 2018. Thank you for
the additional assessment of the degree to which the ESA natural features are influenced by
groundwater verses surface water hydrological inputs and the anticipated thermal regime of
Tributary 2 and 2 C watercourses.

The UTRCA is generally satisfied that:
1. All of the groundwater locations have been identified.
2. The protocol for classifying stream thermal regimes is consistent with Chu et. al 2008".

3. The thermal tolerance of fish species from Coker et al. 2001% was considered when
determining if a potential increase of 1.4 °C or 1.6 °C will impact these species.

However, the following concerns will need to be addressed in a Final Consolidated EIS, prepared to
the satisfaction of the Conservation Authority:

1. Given that calculations are being deferred to the detailed design stage, the UTRCA cannot
confirm whether:

a) maintaining 100% of the pre-construction infiltration volume through subsurface
exfiltration system and lot-level BMPs and LIDs that will capture and treat up to the 95th
percentile rain event will mitigate the reduced infiltration from the increase in impervious
surfaces.

b) orifice controls are adequate measures to control outlet flow rates.
Please address in the Final EIS

2. The Final EIS shall confirm/demonstrate how the SWH (i.e. small localized occurrences of
apparent groundwater upwelling) will be protected, including appropriate buffers. If it is
determined through the review of the FINAL EIS, Hydrogeclogical & Water Balance and
Stormwater Management studies that there is a need for a larger buffer, the draft plan will
have to be redlined to accommodate the required buffer.

3. Please provide a discussion as to how the exfiltration trenches will address salt from the road
runoff they are capturing and exfiltrating into the surrounding native soils through perforated

pipes.

4. Please provide a discussion as to how backyard pools will be drained, given that the rear lot
areas of the majority of the lots will be directing water toward rear-lot ponding areas, where
the runoff will be captured and allowed to passively infiltrate. Note that excess runoff from
these areas will be allowed to naturally sheet flow directly into the ESA features. The
UTRCA's concern is the amount of untreated pool water (with chemicals such as chlorine,
sait) that will be released into the natural heritage features without any form of treatment, A
Homeowners Information Package shall be prepared for the development to the satisfaction
of the UTRCA which among others matters shall address backyard pools (and run off).
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5. What is the mitigation plan if the temperature of the tributaries increases such that the
existing cool water stream is not maintained? What is the mitigation plan if surface and
ground water levels are not maintained? What is the mitigation plan if these quality
parameters are not maintained?

The UTRCA will require a baseline water temperature established on two (2) years of data
rather than just one (1). For water temperature, the consultant needs to collect the daily
maximum water temperature from July 1 to August 31 between 4pm and 6pm. The loggers
must record at least 1 data point during that time of day.

In addition to the minimum two year baseline requirement, the UTRCA will reguire that
monitoring/measurements continue throughout construction, and then 5 years of monitoring
post project completion,

6. The UTRCA requires the monitoring plan to include justification supporting the level of effort
and methodologies {e.g. monitoring durations, frequency, timing, etc,)

3.3.3.1 Significant Woodlands Policies

The UTRCA does not permit new development and site alteration in woodlands considered to be
significant. Furthermore, new development and site alteration is not permitted on adjacent lands to
significant woodlands unless an EIS has been completed fo the satisfaction of the UTRCA. As
indicated, the UTRCA is generally satisfied with the ecological information that has been provided
however, a Final Consolidated EIS will be required as a condition of draft plan approval to address
our interests and outstanding concerns.

UTRCA PEER REVIEW COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL REPORTS

Hydrogeological Study & Water Balance

The UTRCA has reviewed the Revised Report Hydrogeological Assessment Old Victoria East
Subdivision - North Parcel, London, Ontario prepared by Golder Associates Ltd. dated April
2018. The Site is the north parcel! of the Old Victoria East Subdivision (Thames Village Joint
Venture) and the area proposed for development is an ecologically important natural heritage
feature. On Site and immediately surrounding the proposed development are groundwater
dependent ecosystems (GDE's). Further, some of the existing residents on Hamilton Road have
self- supplied well water from the shallow aquifer.

The hydrogeological Assessment is comprehensive. The current report incorporated data with
seasonal high and lows measured in multiple wells over a year period (2017-2018), continuous data
and a number of comprehensive water analyses have been completed in February 2018 A
significant attempt to integrate the natural heritage and hydrogeology has been completed,

Low impact development (LID) measures have been proposed to compensate for changes proposed
to pre and post development. LID features, if placed in pertinent areas to maintain groundwater
quantity and quality may provide some protection to the existing natural heritage. The LID and
stormwater components have not been detailed at this point. At this stage, it is possible for
deveiopment to proceed with the recommended further investigation and monitoring.
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Areas of concern to be elaborated and/or discussed in the FINAL Hydrogeological Report include:

1. The groundwater contours developed on Site reflect the table land areas more than the areas
of sensitive groundwater features. It is unclear when one combines all the data sets provided
{quality and quantity) that the contours reflect the gradient and flow direction. It is established
that groundwater dependent ecosystems are present throughout the Site (both seeps and
wetlands) and groundwater upwelling occurs in a number of locations.

a. Shallow aquifers reflect surface topoegraphy and to some extent confining layers at depth
(gradient often changes). The contours do not reflect the topography or shallow water table in
the natural heritage areas or between the upland and lowland areas. In many cases the water
table indicated is above the topography (Figure 7a and 7b).

b. Streams and watercourses are documented as gaining. Water table contours should
reflect this and divert up-gradient

c. The implication of the results of the piezometers are not discussed or integrated,
Piezometers are normally installed to investigate the gradient at a location. The piezometer
water should be sampled to compare and contrast groundwater to surface water at its exit
point.

i. P1 appears to have a higher static than P2; similarly P4 is often higher than P3: what
does this indicate? What was the purpose of installing piezometers at this location?
Piezometers are sometimes installed at locations such as skunk cabbage to understand
gradients within a wetland and determine if the setting is ephemeral or wet or whether
sustained groundwater level is needed for some plant species.

2. The wetland is also a GDE and the interpretation of groundwater and this feature needs
expansion. There is more discussion with respect to the seeps which is also important

3. The shallow aquifer appears to be semi-confined at depth- by a till (see Figure 3 cross
sections- till varies between 249-252 m ASL). The elevation of the till appears to control the
GDE type of feature and the gradient of the water table. Above the till, where the shallow
aquifer is present- wetlands are present. Where the shallow aquifer pinches out -seeps are
more common. The upper part of the till acts as an aquifer (see BH 103 screened intill). The
highest water table variation (indicates high conductivity) in BH 202 and hydraulic conductivity
estimated as 9*10-5 m/s. The 200 series monitoring wells have similar responses on Figure
4a and likely indicates something about recharge at these locations.

4. Water Quality. The surface water quality appears to be significantly affected by groundwater
input. NRSI documented gaining streams. A straight line between end members on the Piper
diagram (Figure 6) indicates mixing groundwater and surface water. With the exception of
sodium and chloride the remaining major cations and anions for all samples are similar (also
indicated in the cation and anion section of the Piper diagram),

a.  BH 2 is currently in a farm field. Outline possible sources of sodium chloride at BH 2
(e.g. pool drainage, septic system/ water softener?} If pool drainage, how mightthis apply on
Site and how can this be controlled? These levels exceed half MAC for drinking water and will

5
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the domestic wells be impacted by increased de-icing, pool drainage etc.? Similarly, road de-
icing can impact natural heritage.

b. Compare and contrast sodium (and chloride) levels in BH 2 with the shallow monitor BH
203 adjacent to Hamilton Road where road de-icing would be expected.

C. Compare and contrast sodium (and chloride) levels in BH 2 with surface water
measurements. Is groundwater contaminating surface water?

d. Will the location of recreational pools and pool drainage affect LID design, performance
and maintenance? Dissolved anions and cations are poorly remediated in LID systems.

e. Water temperature: Provide further discussion of the water temperature vanations. The
graph is very difficult to read. The water temperature (less variation) varies significantly from
the air temperature. Groundwater recharge normally occurs when the daily maximum is above
0 degrees C. Recharge appears to occur on days when the temperature is below 0 air
temperature, Confirm the air temperature and document- is it daily average versus daily
maximum. Provide discussion on trends in locations. For example Tmp 3 is coldest throughout
the period of record and Tmp 2 is the warmest and what might that mean with regard to
groundwater input?

f. Other anthropogenic influences do to change in landscape are nutrients. Nutrients are
often soluble and not filtered in LID situations. Nitrate in groundwater is only elevated in BH2 at
this time. Address nutrient reduction in proposed development areas.

More work is needed to clarify the wetland features and the dynamics between wetlands, seeps and
groundwater recharge/ discharge. Overall, the integrated approach has demonstrated many
relationships but further work is required however the proposed development can likely move ahead
for draft plan approval. The LID appear to be the panacea but the details of water quality (including
temperature and salt), water quantity and where the recharge occurs in the LID is not adequately
addressed at this stage of the development and is the limiting factor,

Follow Mitigation program indicated in Section 8 1 {(Recommendations}. Follow monitoring plan as
indicated in Section 8.2, This is a significant local feature with groundwater dependence.

Urban environments significantly alter the nature of recharge to underlying aquifers. The change
from rural to urban varies depending on the type of infrastructure used to manage stormwater. It is
generally accepted that an increase in impervious surfaces associated with urbanization can lead to
locally reduced groundwater recharge rates and increased surface runoff. Changes to groundwater
recharge resulting from conversion of land for development is less documented due to lack of data
from field-based studies. Therefore, it is important to monitor post development for five (5) years, in
order to determine that the design features maintain the natural heritage system and mitigate for the
groundwater changes to quality and quantity as predicted. In addition, to ensure that existing
residents on self- supply drinking water are maintained in quantity and quality during and following
development.
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Stormwater Management Report

The UTRCA has reviewed the Proposed Functional Stormwater Management Plan Proposed Old
Victoria East Subdivision — Phase 2 and Phase 3 1742 Hamilton Road, London ON prepared by
ENGPLUS dated February 2017, revised April 10, 2018 (received April 18, 2018). We offer the
following comments:

1. The UTRCA requires the staging and sequencing of the erosion and sediment control
drawings for the SWM LIDs proposed for the site at Detailed Design. The drawings shall be
signed, sealed and dated by a P.Eng.

2. The UTRCA regulatory storm event is the 250 — year storm, Please update the SWM report
by reporting the 250- year storm flows under the pre and post-development conditions at the
detailed design stage.

3. Please provide detailed design/calculations of the proposed SWM LIDs at the detail design
stage as mentioned in the report.

4, Please check the printing/font error in the sheet no. SK1

5. Please provide a FINAL Stormwater Management Plan to the satisfaction of the UTRCA at
the detailed design stage.

DRINKING WATER RCE PROTECTION

Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006 is intended to protect existing and future sources of drinking
water. The Act is part of the Ontario govemment's commitment to implement the recommendations
of the Walkerton Inquiry as well as protecting and enhancing human health and the environment.
The CWA sets out a framework for source protection planning on a watershed basis with Source
Protection Areas established based on the watershed boundaries of Ontario’s 36 Conservation
Authorities, The Upper Thames River, Lower Thames Valley and St. Clair Region Conservation
Authorities have entered into a partnership for The Thames-Sydenham Source Protection Region.

The Assessment Report for the Upper Thames watershed delineates three types of vulnerable
areas. Wellhead Protection Areas, Highly Vulnerable Aquifers and Significant Groundwater
Recharge Areas. We wish to advise that the subject lands are identified as being within a vulnerable
area. Mapping which shows these areas is available at:

http:/imaps.thamesriver.on.ca/GVH_252/?viewer=tsrassessmentreport

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS_2014)
Section 2.2.1 requires that: "Planning authonties shall protect, improve or restore the quality and
quantity of water by:

e) implementing necessary restrictions on development and site alteration to:
1. protect all municipal drinking water supplies and designated vulnerable areas, and
2. protect, improve or restore vulnerable surface and ground water features, and their
hydrological functions.”
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Section 2.2.2 requires that "Development and site alteration shall be restricted in or near sensitive
surface water features and sensitive ground water features such that these features and their
related hydrologic functions will be protected, improved or restored.”

Municipalities must be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement when making decisions on
land use planning and development.

Policies in the Approved Source Protection Pian may prohibit or restrict activities identified as posing
a significant threat to drinking water. Municipalities may also have or be developing policies that
apply to vulnerable areas when reviewing development applications. Proponents considering land
use changes, site alteration or construction in these areas need to be aware of this possibility. The
Approved Source Protection Plan is available at:

http #/www sourcewaterprotection on ca/source-protection-plan/approved-source-protection-plan/

RECOMMENDATION

The UTRCA is generally satisfied with the technical studies that have been submitted to support this
development application. While there are lingering concems as indicated in our correspondence, the
Conservation Authority is of the opinion that these likely can be addressed in the required FINAL
technical reports at Detailed Design, Accordingly, the UTRCA offers the following conditions of draft
plan approval:

That a Final Stormwater Management Plan/Report which addresses the Conservation
Authority’s outstanding concerns (as noted in this correspondence) be prepared to the
satisfaction of the UTRCA.

That a Final Environmental Impact Study which consolidates all of the various ecological
submissions and addresses the Conservation Authority’s outstanding concerns (as noted in
this correspondence) be prepared to the satisfaction of the UTRCA. A Homeowners
Information Package shall also be prepared to the satisfaction of the UTRCA.

That a Final Hydrogeological Assessment and Water Balance Analysis which addresses the
Conservation Authority's outstanding concerns (as noted in this correspondence) be
prepared to the satisfaction of the UTRCA.

That if it is determined through the review of the FINAL EIS, Hydrogeological & Water Balance
and Stormwater Management studies that there is a need for a larger buffer to protect the
natural hazard and natural heritage lands and their functions, that the draft plan be redlined
to accommodate the required buffer.

That the draft plan be redlined to identify any proposed pathway/trail which shall be located

entirely outside of the natural hazard lands which includes the 6 metre erosion access
allowance.

That the necessary Section 28 approvals be obtained from the UTRCA prior to undertaking
any site alteration or development within the regulated area.
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UTRCA REVIEW FEES

Consistent with UTRCA Board of Directors approved policy, Authority Staff are authorized to collect
fees for the review of Planning Act applications and peer review of technical reports. Our fee to
review this application is $5,850.00 and the UTRCA's fee to peer review the technical reports is
$4,100.00. We will invoice the applicant under separate cover. Furthermore, the UTRCA will collect
peer review fees when the FINAL technical reports are submitted at Detailed Design

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact the
undersigned at extension 293.

Yours truly,
UPPER THAMES RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

fos=n

C st
Christine Creighton
Land Use Planner

IS/TT/ LN/IB/CClcc

Enclosure — Regulations Mapping (please print on legal size paper to ensure that the scales are
accurate)

c.c. Sentvia e-mail -

Applicant - Thames Village Joint Venture Corp.
UTRCA - Mark Snowsell & Brent Verscheure — Land Use Regulations Officers
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Hydro One Networks Inc. 7,
Facilities & Real Estate h d ( 1
FO. Box 4300 y ro
Markhom, Ontario L3R 525

www HydmOM"cocm one
Courier:

185 Clagg Road

Markham, Ontarie &G 187

VIA E-MAIL ONLY TO LMOTTRAM@LONDON.CA
December 8, 2017

City of London

Development Services

300 Dufferin Ave, PO Box 5035
London, ON NB6A 4L9

Attention: Larry Mottram

Dear Mr. Mottram

Re: Draft Plan of Subdivision, Thames Village Joint Venture
1738, 1742, 1752, 1756 Hamilton Road

City of London
File: 39T-17502

Please be advised that Hydre One Networks Inc. (*"HONI") has completed a preliminary review of
the proposed plan titted "Old Victoria East Subdivision", dated September 2017 and attached to
the City of London circulation dated November 21, 2017 (“the Plan”). As the subject property is
abutting and/or encroaching onto @ HONI high voltage transmission corridor (the “transmission
cormdor”), HONI does not approve of the proposed subdivision at this time, pending review and
approval of the required information.

The comments detailed herein do not constitute an endorsement of any element of the
subdivision design or road layout, nor do they grant any permission to access, use, proceed with
works on, or in any way alter the transmission corridor lands, without the express written
permission of HONI.

The following should be included as Conditions of Draft Approval:

1. Prior to HONI providing its final approval, the developer must make arrangements
satisfactory to HONI for lot grading and drainage. Two copies of the lot grading and
drainage plans (true scale), showing existing and proposed final grades, must be
submitted to HONI for review and approval. The drawings must identify the
transmission corridor, location of towers within the corridor and any proposed uses
within the transmission corrider, Drainage must be controlled and directed away from
the transmission corridor.

2. Any development in conjunction with the subdivision must not block vehicular access
to any HONI facilities located on the transmission corridor. During construction, there
must be no storage of materials or mounding of earth, snow or other debris on the
transmission corridor.
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3. Al the developer's expense, temporary fencing must be placed along the transmission
corridor prior to construction. Permanent 1.8 meter high continuous chain link fencing
must be installed along the transmission corridor after construction is compieted with
no gates leading to back or side yards of the subdivision.

4. The costs of any relocations or revisions to HONI facilities which are necessary to
accommodate this subdivision will be bome by the deveioper. The developer will be
responsible for restoration of any damage to the transmission corridor or HONI
facilities thereon resulting from construction of the subdivision

5. HONI's easement rights are to be protected and maintained.

6. Blocks 78 and 79 as shown in the Plan will be transferred to the City as open space.
Structures or obstructions of any nature which may interfere with the safe and efficient
operation of the transmission line are not permitted within these Blocks

7. Public access to the corridor is not permitted. A gate must be installed between Lots 3
and 4 on the Plan in order to prevent public access to the corridor. The City of London
may use and access this gate for maintenance purposes.

8. When available, detailed designs for access and multi-use servicing affecting the
transmission corridor (near Units 22 & 23 on the Plan) must be submitted to HONI for
review and approval,

9. Historically, HONI has had access to the transmission corridor from Hamilton Road,
through Street C and the area north of Street C, as shown in the Plan. HONI requires
the same continuous access during and after construction of the subdivision has been
completed, and will require an easement to maintain this access if the area is
designated as a private road.

In addition, HONI requires the following be conveyed to the developer as a precaution:

10.  The transmission lines abutting the subject lands operate at either 500,000, 230,000 or
115,000 volts. Section 188 of Regulation 213/91 pursuant to the Occupational Heaith
and Safety Act, require that no object be brought closer than 6 metres (20 feet) to an
energized 500 kV conductor. The distance for 230 kV conductors is 4.5 metres (15
feet), and for 115 kV conductors it is 3 metres (10 feet). It is the developer's
responsibility to be aware, and to make all personnel on site aware, that all equipment
and personnel must come no closer than the distance specified in the Act. They
should also be aware that the conductors can raise and lower without waming,
depending on the electrical demand placed on the line.

Our preliminary review only considers issues affecting HONI's transmission faciliies and
transmission corridor lands. For any proposals affecting distribution facilities (low voltage), the
developer should consult the local distribution supplier.

if you have any questions, please contact me at dennis.derango@hydroone.com or at 905-946-
6237.

File: 38T-17502 Page 20f3
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Yours truly,

Dennis De Rango

Specialized Services Team Lead, Real Estate
Hydro One Networks Inc.

cc.  Joan Zhao - Hydro One Networks Inc.

Dan White — Hydro One Networks Inc.
Paul Hinde — Tridon Group

File: 38T-17502
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EEPAC Working Group Comments

THAMES VILLAGE

THAMES VILLAGE

Documents reviewed:

« 2015 Thames Village (Old Victoria East Subdivision 1691, 1732, 1742
Hamilton Road) EIS prepared by Natural Resource Solution (EIS 7-2015);
« 2015 exp’s Hydrogeological Assessment and Water Balance;
» 2017 Golders’ Hydrogeological Assessment;
« 2013 exp’s Slope Stability Investigation;
« 2017 exp’s Consolidated Slope Assessment; and
« 2015 AECOM'’s Old Victoria SWM Facility No., Functional Design Volume II-
Supplemental Reports.
« consultant’s document dated April 12, 2017 reply to City and UTRCA
Submitted by: Berta Krichker, Sandy Levin, Alison Regehr, lan Whiteside
August 24, 2017 EEPAC meeting

INTRODUCTION

This EIS should not be accepted until a “holistic” document is prepared for
review by the City and agencies. In its current form, with multiple documents, is
confusing and liable to misinterpretation and understanding. EEPAC is
concerned that it will be difficult for staff to provide clear conditions of
development which is important as this development is being shoehorned
adjacent to an ESA.

Ideally, the City should buy lands in this area to avoid having a development on
each side of the ESA “finger” (Tributary 2c)

EEPAC is disappointed that it has not been involved in the review of this proposal
since its review of the 2013 draft of the EIS addendum. It only received at its May
meeting, a copy of the April 12, 2017 letter from the consultant which was a
collection of responses from the consultant to the City and the UTRCA. EEPAC was
not invited to the April 14, 2015 meeting referred to in the July 2015 version of
the addendum (EIS 7-2015). In fact EEPAC only received EIS 7-2015 (which
contained the consultant’s comments to EEPAC’s 2013 comments, when it asked
for a single comprehensive version in June, 2017,

Further, EEPAC has grave concerns about this development proposal as will be
detailed below. In general, it is being shoehorned into an ESA with many hopeful
comments in the EIS that all will be right with the ESA after construction.
However, the EIS is weak on considering and mitigating post construction
impacts. It generally relies on standard conditions to provide the protection for
the ESA post construction. This report includes recommendations for additional
conditions of development and holding provisions meant to provide for a more
detailed review of those post EIS Plans mentioned in the EIS 7-2015.

The Impact Analysis in EIS 7-2015 ignores the continued access to the Hydro
corridor and the impact of grading which will not match existing grades. It
appears permission has been given to encroachments (p. 93) that were permitted
so that the constraints fit the development. The development should be sized to

1
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fit the constraints instead. Itis also quite amazing that the impact analysis claims
no significant impact from increased human entry into an ESA that has no
managed trail system or Conservation Master Plan. There is also no mention of
cats and dogs in the impact analysis either.,

If, despite the deficiencies, the City recommends changes to the land uses, EEPAC
has the following recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION #1: A specific holding provision(s) be applied to this
subdivision and no Draft Conditions for this subdivision be issued by the City until
all required clarifications and details listed below be provided by the owner and
its consultants for EEPAC acceptance, all to the satisfaction of the City, MOECC
and the supported by UTRCA:

« the hydrogeological assessment including water balance;

« the slope stability investigation and its buffers, dewatering detailed
methodology and measures;

« specific water quality/quantity and erosion control monitoring
program under the pre (existing baseline conditions) and post construction
conditions (including, but not be limited to, water quality basic chemistry
and biological monitoring-BioMap);and

« acumulative impact evaluations of major features and functions
of environmental/ecological system that may be impacted by the
proposed land development and services.

Theme 1 - GROUND WATER AND INFILTRATION

The EIS references that discharge to the Thames from the Tributaries is cold
water. We have concern is geochemistry/ temperature changes from
dewatering/ surface water drainage (and flow into Thames) could have
deleterious impact on habitat.

It appears that there is groundwater discharge along the entire length of the
tributaries (Tributary 1, 2, 23, 2b, 2c, and 6) with the presence of Skunk Cabbage,
Marsh Marigold, and Watercress indicating the presence of groundwater
discharge - groundwater discharge is not just confined to the visible seeps. This
likelihood is further supported by the groundwater flow map prepared by
Golders, which indicates the groundwater table of the unconfined aquifer is
higher than ground surface and is therefore likely discharging to the

tributaries. The report should address the potential impact to groundwater
discharges along the entire length of the Tributaries.

RECOMMENDATION #2: This matter requires further commentary/ analysis prior
to acceptance of the report. Impacts to the tributaries must be quantified.

Post development infiltration needs to be given a second look, with a more
holistic approach that looks at the development as a whole {including the impact
of the SWM facility) rather than piecemeal. EEPAC has two concerns:

The report we reviewed was in isolation to the other areas being
developed. Groundwater flow to the tributaries will come from both the upland
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portions and the site covered by the Golders report, and post development
infiltration for the entire site needs to be considered.

The addendum to the exp report from June, 2015 that discussed post
development infiltration is insufficient and inconclusive:

« A), infiltration in the developed areas, even after mitigation measures, is
expected to range between 40 and 65%, well below the 90% target cited in
the Golders report.

« B) The assumptions regarding post development infiltration in Parcel 6,
which is essentially the ESA, is likely wrong. The report assumes that run-
off from adjacent parcels is treated as precipitation in Parcel 6; it is not, in
my opinion (precipitation is evenly distributed over the entire site, whereas
run off is a point source and will likely not infiltrate into the water
table. As well, infiltration upstream in the areas being developed is much
more important given groundwater flow into the upper reaches of the
tributaries. Regardless, relying on infiltration outside of the development
site to achieve one's "80%" target is not consistent with the
Guidelines. The target should be applicable to the areas being developed
only, not the developed areas plus adjacent areas.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The report not be accepted until this matter is clarified
and the 80% infiltration target is demonstrated to be accurate.

RECOMMENDATION #4:

A. Clarification and specific required details be integrated in the
final Hydrogeological Assessment report, that demonstrate the proposed
required hydrogeological systems performance and
the system components correlation with: seepage, aquifers connections,
wetlands, surface water infiltration areas and discharges, major water
resources functions and features.

8. Also, all of the above-noted information be integrated in the water balance
evaluations for the pre and post-construction conditions for the subject
lands. In this report the proposed hydrogeological systems’ performance
under post-construction conditions be designed to mimic the pre-
construction conditions or at a minimum to meet a post construction water
balance target of 80% of the pre-construction water balance conditions
and infiltration measures be maximized to maintain the
environmental/ecological health of this system.

¢ The site specific mitigations measures,
dewatering methodology and procedure be included in
the Hydrogeological Assessment report in coordination with the
infrastructure and grading final design for this subdivision.

THEME 2 - SITE MONITORING DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

The report references the likely need for a Permit to Take Water during
construction activities, as the likely dewatering volumes are in excess of 400,000
litres per day. Additionally, we reference the City of London guidelines for
Sediment and Erosion, which specifies that controls must be put in place to
ensure adequate protection of water quality in open watercourses within the
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City's boundaries. EEPAC has concern that dewatering during construction, as
well as construction in general, could have an adverse impact on the adjacent ESA
related to potential erosion and/ or increase in sediment entering the water
course,

RECOMMENDATION #5:

A. The dewatering plan should include an Erosion Sediment Control Plan, as
well as appropriate measures to ensure the nearby watercourses located in
the ESA are note impacted by the dewatering activities. The effectiveness
of these measures should be evaluated consistent with groundwater
monitoring program discussed in Section 8.

B. Post-construction/dewatering, groundwater quality sampling should be
conducted again to ensure no change to the baseline conditions. The wells
being sampled post construction should be downstream of the construction
site.

C. For certainty, the parameters being analyzed should include BTEX as
discussed in Section 4.2,

RECOMMENDATION #6:

A. Clarifications and specific details be provided in the Consolidated Slope
Assessment Report, the Hydrological Assessment Report and the final
design of grading and storm/drainage SWM proposed servicing. This
information needs to reaffirm that all surface water from the subject lands
will be directed from the slope stability areas (as identified in the exp Slope
Stability Investigation report).

B. The final Slope Assessment report be required to confirm that the proposed
slope stability buffers are based on all applicable engineering,
environmental/ecological requirements and be required to identify
the applicable dewatering detailed methodology/measures, the monitoring
requirements to protect slope stability during construction activities.

THEME 3 - POST DEVELOPMENT GROUNDWATER INFILTRATION/ SURFACE
WATER RUN-OFF

EEPAC would like to have a more detailed assessment of the pre and post
development water balance. The report noted that it is important that the post-
development water infiltration be sufficient to maintain the groundwater seeps
into watercourses. These seeps are cited as being important to maintain.

In particular, EEPAC is concerned with the following:

The minimum post-development infiltration required to maintain the seeps is
90% of the pre-infiltration level (Section 6.2.4). Exp Services Inc. in their
Hydrological Assessment and Water Balance Report on the Thames Village
Residential Development (February, 2015) estimated the post-development
infiltration will be 41.9% without mitigation measures, and from 71.0% to 89.6%
with mitigation measures. While the Report discussed potential mitigation
measures to increase post development infiltration, none were quantified. EEPAC
recommends two additional mitigation measures:
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RECOMMENDATION #7

a. increase the depth of topsoil throughout the development, as a thicker
layer of topsoil is able to infiltrate/store/evaporate more water

8. take actions to reverse soil compaction before laying topsoil {or reduce soil
compaction in the first place) (e.g.
http://www.sustainabletechnologies.ca/wp/home/urban-runoff-green-
infrastructure/low-impact-development/soakaways-infiltration-trenches-
and-chambers/catchment-scale-evaluation-of-rear-yard-soakaways-and-

soil-amendments/)
RECOMMENDATION #8:

A - Quantify the impact of the proposed mitigation technigues in order to
demonstrate achieving a minimum 90% pre-development infiltration rate.

B - Incorporate these design elements into the site plan.

C - Post-development, monitor the site to ensure that the groundwater seeps
remain and that groundwater infiltration is not less than 90% of the pre-
development infiltration rate.

Reports identify the subject site as not being connected to the storm water
management pond. Rather, surface water (including stormwater runoff) from the
site will presumably drain to the tributaries, bypassing the SWM Facility. Section
6.2.1 states there will be an increase in surface runoff post-development owing to
an increase in impermeable areas, which could result in significant diff