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  TO:  CHAIR AND MEMBERS   
PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

 FROM: JOHN M. FLEMING 
MANAGING DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND CITY PLANNER 

 SUBJECT: APPLICATION BY: WESTERN UNIVERSITY  
1836 RICHMOND STREET 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING ON 
APRIL 8, 2014 

 

 RECOMMENDATION 

 
That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the following 
actions be taken with respect to the application of Western University relating to the property 
located at1836 Richmond Street: 

 
(a) the proposed by-law attached hereto as Appendix "A" BE INTRODUCED at the 

Municipal Council meeting on April 15, 2014, 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 (UR2) Zone, TO a Holding Residential R5/Residential R7/Residential R8 
Special Provision (h-4•h-5•h-18•h-54•h-55•h-79•h-89•R5-7(*)/R7(*)/R8-4(*)) Zone, an 
Open Space Special Provision (OS5(*)), an Open Space Special Provision (OS5(**)) 
Zone, and an Urban Reserve Special Provision (UR2(*)) Zone;  

(b) The Site Plan Approval Authority BE REQUESTED to consider the following issues 
through the site plan process:  
 

i) consider a concept plan for the entire site, including urban design guidelines and 
principles as per the Placemaking Guidelines, to ensure that the property is 
developed in a logical and comprehensive fashion; 

ii) locate buildings close to, and oriented toward Richmond Street to create an 
active street edge and contribute to the character of the future transit node at 
Richmond Street and Fanshawe Park Road West; 

iii) locate taller buildings adjacent to Richmond Street rather than internal to the site, 
to enclose the street and create a transition in height through the site; 

iv) use a combination of setback, built form, building orientation and height for 
buildings at the north-west corner of the site to provide a sensitive transition from 
the existing residential development to the north to the new development on the 
subject site; 

v) locate parking underground or in the side or rear yards of proposed buildings and 
away from Richmond Street or any other future street frontages, to screen the 
parking and provide active uses at the street edge.  Where this is not possible, 
screen any parking that is visible from a public street with enhanced landscaping 
such as shrubs and/or low landscape walls; 

vi) include convenient, safe and direct pedestrian connections from the public 
sidewalk to the building entrances, through the site and between buildings to 
facilitate pedestrian movement to and through the site; 

vii) retain the necessary topography and design the site to protect and enhance 
unobstructed view(s) of the Downtown skyline in order to create amenity for all 
future residents of the property;  

viii) incorporate Gibbon’s Lodge and any other historic features identified through the 
statement of cultural heritage value and interest for the property in a functional 
and meaningful way into the new development; 

ix) incorporate trees identified in the required tree retention plan into the landscaping 
plans for new development in order to retain some of the existing vegetation; 



                                                                                    Agenda Item #      Page #  
 

 

 

 

 
File: Z-8229 

Planner:  B. Debbert 

 

2 
 

and, 
x) prepare and implement to the satisfaction of the Managing Director of 

Environmental and Engineering Services and City Engineer, the 
recommendations of a hydrogeological and geotechnical report. 

 
(c) the request to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1 to change the zoning of the subject 

property FROM an Urban Reserve (UR2) Zone TO a Residential R5/Residential 
R7/Residential R8 Special Provision (R5-7(_)/R7(_)/R8-4(_) Zone, a Holding Residential 
R5/Residential R7/Residential R8 Special Provision (h-__*R5-7(_)/R7(_)/R8-4(_) Zone, 
an Open Space Special Provision (OS5(_)) Zone, and an Open Space Special Provision 
(OS5(_)) Zone, BE REFUSED for the following reasons:  

i) On the development lands, consideration of a 0.0 metre building setback from 
the ecological buffer is premature until a more detailed Environmental Impact 
Study is prepared by the developer, which is based on detailed development 
plans and includes recommendations and conclusions accepted by the City 
addressing building setbacks; 

ii) On the development lands, it is appropriate to include a reduced front yard 
setback, not requested by the applicant, in order to facilitate the placement of 
buildings close to the street in support of urban design principles; 

iii) On the development lands, it is appropriate to include holding provisions, not 
requested by the applicant, to ensure that  detailed geotechnical studies, public 
site plan approval, archaeological assessment, noise, traffic impact, tree 
preservation, storm/drainage and stormwater servicing are addressed prior to 
development, at the site plan approval stage;  

iv) On the maximum ecological buffer, an alternative is recommended to the 
requested Residential Zones with a holding provision requiring the completion of 
an EIS which reviews detailed development plans and refines the exact 
boundaries of the Maximum Ecological Buffer.  The recommended Urban 
Reserve Special Provision (UR2(*)) Zone provides impartiality on the ultimate 
outcome of a more detailed Environmental Impact Study, and provides an 
explanation of the expectations to be met before Residential and/or Open Space 
Zones are applied to the area to delineate the development limit; 

v) It was appropriate to extend the minimum ecological buffer through the existing 
developed area on the property to prevent future development or site alteration in 
the area intended to protect the Environmentally Significant Area and Provincially 
Significant Wetland; 

vi) It is appropriate to extend the maximum ecological buffer to the area between the 
minimum ecological buffer and the existing dwelling to prevent future 
development or site alteration in the area until the final development limit is 
determined. 

vii) It is appropriate to include a limited range of non-residential uses, not requested 
by the applicant, as permitted uses within the existing buildings which have 
heritage significance, in order to facilitate their conservation.  
 

(d) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to work with the London Advisory Committee on 
Heritage and the Owner to prepare a statement of cultural heritage value and interest for 
the property at 1836 Richmond Street. 
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 PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER 

 
January 31, 2011 - Report to Built and Natural Environment Committee re: 1836, 1890 
Richmond Street, 27 Northcrest Drive and 34 – 35 Debbie Lane, recommending the application 
of the Open Space designation to the Gibbons Wetland/Woodland Environmentally Significant 
Area and environmental policy changes. 
 

  
 PURPOSE AND EFFECT OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

 

The recommended action will permit multi-family residential development on a portion of the 
property, and protect the adjacent Gibbons Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) and 
Environmentally Significant Area (ESA), with appropriate buffers, from development on the 
remaining portion of the property.  This will be achieved through the application of different 
zoning to four separate areas and the inclusion of special regulations for the use of the existing 
buildings on the property.  These areas are described below and illustrated on the following 
page. In addition, staff are recommending that city staff, the London Advisory Committee on 
Heritage and the Owner undertake the preparation of a statement of cultural heritage value and 
interest for the property.  

Development Area (see Figure 1 on Page 5):  
 
The recommended series of Holding Residential Special Provision zones will permit cluster 
townhouse and cluster stacked townhouse dwellings with a maximum density of 60 uph and a 
maximum height of 12.0 m, and apartment buildings, senior citizen apartment buildings, 
handicapped persons apartment buildings, lodging house class II, stacked townhouses, nursing 
homes, retirement lodges, continuum-of-care facilities and emergency care establishments with 
a maximum density of 75 uph and a maximum height of 13.0 m.  
 
The area to be rezoned  includes Gibbons Lodge.  To facilitate a future designation of the 
structure under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, additional uses in addition to existing uses, 
including commercial  recreation establishments, day care centres, dwellings, offices, places of 
worship, studios and University School related functions within existing buildings, are 
recommended.   
 
Special provisions in the Development Area will permit the density calculations to be based on a 
total lot area of 5.6 ha., which includes the final ecological buffer.  They will also permit a 
minimum front yard setback of 0.0 metres to allow the buildings to be located close to Richmond 
Street. 
 
The recommended holding provisions will require a detailed geotechnical study, an 
archaeological assessment, a noise study, a traffic impact study, a tree preservation report, and 
a storm/drainage and stormwater servicing report prior to site plan approval.  They will also 
require the applicant to complete a public site plan approval process. 
 
Environmentally Significant Area (see Figure 1 on Page 5): 
 
This area is the Environmentally Significant Area and Provincially Significant Wetland identified 
in the Official Plan through the adoption by Council of Official Plan Amendment 492 in 2011.  
The recommended Open Space (OS5(**)) Zoning applied to this area will allow conservation 
lands, conservation works, passive recreation uses and managed woodlots.  A special provision 
indicates there is no minimum lot frontage requirement, since the zoned area technically does 
not have frontage on an open public road.   
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   Figure 1 
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Minimum Ecological Buffer (see Figure 1 on Page 5): 
 
This buffer was identified through the recommendations of the Environmental Impact Study 
prepared by Natural Resource Solutions Inc. and accepted by the City.  The recommended 
Open Space (OS5(*)) Zoning is intended to ensure that these lands remain undeveloped.  The 
primary permitted use is an ecological buffer, defined as “a combination of trees, shrubs, grass 
or other plants identified in the Native Species Planting Guidelines for the City of London, which 
are intended to provide protection to wetlands, stream corridors and other important natural 
features or functions. Within the ecological buffer, existing vegetation which is desirable, as 
identified in an approved environmental study, will be maintained. Horticultural activities and the 
placement or removal of fill shall not be permitted, except where it has been recommended in 
an approved environmental study.”  
 
The minimum buffer area includes the garage and sheds associated with Gibbons Lodge.  To 
facilitate the conservation of the garage, should it be considered in the statement of cultural 
heritage value and interest for the property under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, additional 
uses in addition to existing uses, including commercial  recreation establishments, day care 
centres, dwellings, offices, places of worship, studios and University School related functions 
within existing buildings, are also recommended.  To avoid further site disturbance in this area, 
any parking required in association with such uses must be located within the Development 
Area. 
 
A special provision indicates there are no minimum lot frontage or area requirements, since the 
zoned area technically does not have frontage on an open public road and does not meet the 
minimum lot area requirement for the zone. 
 
Maximum Ecological Buffer (see Figure 1 on Page 5): 
 
This area was identified as the maximum possible buffer through the recommendations of the 
Environmental Impact Study prepared by Natural Resource Solutions Inc. and accepted by the 
City.  The recommended Urban Reserve (UR2(*)) Zoning will be applied to this area until such 
time as a detailed site plan is submitted, accompanied by a more detailed Environmental Impact 
Study that is acceptable to the City and which identifies the appropriate outer limit of 
development to protect the nearby environmental features.   This area will then be required to 
be rezoned to apply the appropriate Residential and/or Open Space Zones.  In the interim, the 
existing driveway and parking associated with Gibbons Lodge, conservation lands, managed 
woodlots and passive recreation are permitted uses.  
 
A special provision indicates there are no minimum lot frontage or area requirements, since the 
zoned area technically does not have frontage on an open public road ad does not meet the 
minimum lot area requirement for the zone. 
 

 RATIONALE 

 
1. The recommended Zoning By-law amendment is consistent with the Provincially Policy 

Statement because it represents the efficient use of land, utilizes existing infrastructure, 
promotes intensification, redevelopment and compact urban form, provides an 
appropriate range of housing types and densities, promotes the use of alternative forms 
of transportation, protects natural heritage features, directs development away from 
natural hazards, and facilitates the conservation of cultural heritage and archaeological 
resources. 
 

2. The recommended Zoning By-law amendment to change from the Urban Reserve (UR2) 
Zone to a range of Residential R5,R7 and R8 zones is in keeping with the use, intensity 
and form policies of the Official Plan for lands in a Multi-family, Medium Density 
Residential designation. 
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3. Special provisions in the Residential R5, R7 and R8 zones to permit density calculations 
to include the ecological buffer are consistent with the Environmental policies of the 
Official Plan. 
 

4. A special provision to permit a reduced front yard setback in the Residential R5, R7 and 
R8 zones, and various design elements recommended for consideration at the site plan 
approval stage, will encourage a development that is urban in nature, promote the use of 
alternative modes of transportation and a walkable pedestrian environment, and 
incorporates heritage elements, significant views and existing tree canopy into new 
development. 
 

5. Special provisions to permit an appropriate range of institutional, commercial recreation 
and small-scale office uses in existing buildings is in keeping with the intent of the 
Secondary Use policies of the Official Plan and facilitates the conservation of the 
heritage structure(s) on the property. 
 

6. The recommended holding provisions applying to the Residential zones will ensure that 
outstanding matters related to servicing, construction, traffic and noise impacts, 
archaeological preservation, tree preservation and a public review process will be 
addressed prior to site plan approval. 

 
7. The recommended Zoning By-law amendment to change from the Urban Reserve (UR2) 

Zone to an Open Space (OS5(**)) Zone is in keeping with the policies of the Official Plan 
to prevent development within significant environmental features. 
 

8. The recommended Zoning By-law amendment to change from the Urban Reserve Zone 
to an Open Space (OS5(*)) Zone establishes a minimum buffer that will protect the 
significant environmental features from development impacts.  The inclusion of the 
existing garage and sheds within the minimum buffer will prevent the introduction of 
impacts within the buffer as a result of possible demolition, construction and 
intensification activities. 
 

9. The recommended retention of the Urban Reserve (UR2) Zone on the maximum buffer 
addresses the expectations that might be created through the application of either a 
Residential or Open Space zone with a holding provision on the property.  The special 
provision sets out the expectation that the land can be rezoned upon completion of an 
EIS acceptable to the City, and that a rezoning will be required to clearly delineate the 
final development limit.   

 

 BACKGROUND 

 

Date Application Accepted: August 27, 2013 Agent: Monteith Brown Planning 
Consultants (Jay McGuffin) 

REQUESTED ACTION:  

Possible change to Zoning By-law Z.-1 FROM an Urban Reserve (UR2) Zone TO the 
following:  

 a Residential R5/Residential R7/Residential R8 Special Provision (R5-7(_)/R7(_)/R8-
4(_) Zone to permit cluster townhouse and cluster stacked townhouse dwellings with a 
maximum density of 60 uph and a maximum height of 12.0 m, apartment buildings, 
senior citizen apartment buildings, handicapped persons apartment buildings, lodging 
house class II, stacked townhouses, nursing homes, retirement lodges, continuum-of-
care facilities and emergency care establishments with a maximum density of 75 uph 
and a maximum height of 13.0 m, all with special provisions permitting a 0.0 m rear 
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yard setback and permitting the density calculations to include lands proposed to be 
located within the Maximum Environmental Buffer and Minimum Environmental Buffer 
zones described below;  

 a Holding Residential R5/Residential R7/Residential R8 Special Provision (h-__*R5-
7(_)/R7(_)/R8-4(_) Zone which would be applied to the lands in the Maximum 
Ecological Buffer zone to permit the uses and densities listed above, with a holding 
provision that would prevent development until an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) 
is prepared which reviews detailed development plans and refines the exact 
boundaries of the Maximum Ecological Buffer;  

 an Open Space Special Provision (OS5(_)) Zone which would be applied to the lands 
in the Minimum Ecological Buffer zone to permit conservation lands, conservation 
works, passive recreation uses and managed woodlots with special provisions to 
permit a minimum lot area and frontage of 0.0 m; and,  

 an Open Space Special Provision (OS5(_)) Zone which would be applied to the PSW 
and ESA to permit conservation lands, conservation works, passive recreation uses 
and managed woodlots with special provisions to permit a minimum lot frontage of 0.0 
m.   

 

 SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 

 Current Land Use – Single detached residence, wooded area  

 Frontage – 246 metres (2,468 feet)  

 Depth – 636 metres (2,087 feet) variable 

 Area – 17.6 ha. (43.49 acres)  

 Shape - irregular  

 

  SURROUNDING LAND USES: 

 North   - Single detached cluster dwellings and single detached dwellings 

 South  - Vacant land, retirement home, seniors apartment building, townhouses,  
          Masonville commercial area 

 East     - Public open space, cluster single detached and townhouse residential, single 
           detached residential 

 West    - townhouse, cluster single detached and large lot single detached dwellings  

 

OFFICIAL PLAN DESIGNATION: (refer to Official Plan Map) 

 Schedule A – Land Use – Multi-family, Medium  Density Residential, Open  Space 

 Schedule B1 – Natural Heritage Features – Environmentally Significant Area,                   
Provincially Significant Wetland, Maximum Hazard Line,  

 Schedule B2 – Natural Resources and Natural Hazards – UTRCA Regulation Limit, 
Riverine Erosion Hazard Limit, Steep Slope Outside of the Riverine Erosion Hazard 
Limit 

EXISTING ZONING: (refer to Zoning Map) 

 Urban Reserve (UR2)  
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 PLANNING HISTORY 

 
In the summer of 2009, City staff initiated an Official Plan amendment to designate part of the 
subject property, City-owned lands at 34 and 35 Debbie Lane and other adjacent lands, as an 
Environmentally Significant Area and Provincially Significant Wetland, following the direction of 
Council to protect the Gibbons Wetland/Woodland.  The issue of the recognition of these lands 
as environmentally significant arose from the consideration of planning matters surrounding 
proposed development of 34 Debbie Lane, formerly owned by Sifton Properties Limited, and the 
committed involvement of the Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands Residents Association (SHURA).   
 
Through the review process, as the major landowner affected by the proposed change, the 
University sought amendments to the Environmental policies of the Official Plan to address 
public access issues on privately owned lands, a City requirement to install signage or boundary 
demarcation to identify the limit of publicly owned lands, and include provisions to address the 
inclusion of ecological buffers in development sites. 
 
The University also expressed its desire to move forward with a rezoning of the area from the 
UR2 Zone to an appropriate zone to implement the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential 
designation on the lands remaining outside of the environmentally sensitive area, in order to 
protect the long-term value of its property and to establish an expectation of future development 
on these lands.   The University has indicated that it does not have specific development plans 
at this time. It was understood that the lands to be protected would be rezoned to an Open 
Space (OS5) Zone through the same rezoning process.  
 
Council adopted Official Plan Amendment 492, which came into force on March 4, 2011.  The 
amendment changed Schedule “A” of the Official Plan from the Environmental Review, Low 
Density Residential and Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designations, to the Open 
Space designation.  The amendment also changed Schedule “B-1” – Natural Heritage Features 
by changing the Unevaluated Vegetation Patch to an Environmentally Significant Area, and 
removed the remainder of the Unevaluated Vegetation Patch, Unevaluated Stream and Ravine 
Corridor, and Unevaluated Wetland identifications.  The amendment also included general 
policy changes for Environmentally Significant Areas.  Of particular interest to the review of the 
current application is the policy permitting lands identified as ecological buffers to be zoned to 
permit their inclusion in calculating and applying zoning regulations applicable for the lot. 
 

 SIGNIFICANT DEPARTMENT/AGENCY COMMENTS 

 
City Engineering 
 
The City of London’s Environmental and Engineering Services Department offers the following 
comments with respect to the aforementioned Zoning By-Law amendment application: 

 
• The Transportation Planning & Design Division has reviewed the above-noted 

application and requests a holding provision for a Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) to be 
undertaken to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to a development agreement 
being entered into for this site. The TIA will identify the infrastructure required to 
accommodate development on the subject lands including but not limited to access (type 
and location), turn lane requirements and traffic controls (traffic signals). 
 

• The water servicing for the proposed development area will require servicing from the 
Uplands Pumping Station and associated high level water distribution system for the 
north part or upper tier of the area and from the low level system for the southern portion 
or lower tier area. 
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• The high level water distribution system would need to be extended along Richmond 
Street from Plane Tree Drive to site entrances. The requirement for looping is based on 
the development form. Looping is required for more than 80 single family or multi-family 
dwelling units. If the development form were apartment buildings, looping would be 
required for complexes with more than 300 units. If looping is required, a plan would 
need to be provided which demonstrates how looping of the watermain system would be 
provided. Oversizing of services to a minimum 1” or 25 mm size for individual units 
would be required for all dwelling units above 280 m ground elevation. 
 

• For the southern portion or lower tier part of the site, the existing 400 mm (low level 
system or Arva Service Pressure area) watermain on Richmond Street which fronts the 
site is available to provide servicing to the site. The looping requirements would be as 
described above. If looping is required, a plan would need to be provided which 
demonstrates how looping of the watermain system would be provided. Oversizing of 
services to a minimum 1” or 25 mm size for individual units would be required for all 
dwelling units above 267 m ground elevation.  
 

• The SWM Unit recommends that a holding provision be placed on the subject lands until 
the City of London accepts the owner’s consulting engineers storm/drainage and SWM 
servicing design in relation to the proposed development in accordance with the Central 
Thames Subwatershed criteria and the City of London Design Specifications and 
requirements all to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This includes but is not limited to 
minor, major flow conveyances systems, SWM measures (quantity, quality and erosion 
control) and the adequate capacity of the outlet systems.  
 

• The SWM Unit has no further comment with respect to EXP.’s Slope Stability 
Assessment for 1836 Richmond Street, dated May 2012 and received September 17, 
2013, but offer the following preliminary comments in advance of the development 
application: 
 

o The report (p. 6) describes the watercourse as having “intermittent and typically 
low-velocity flows” and on this basis “an erosion allowance of 2 m is generally 
considered to be appropriate along the base of this slope.” This value should be 
confirmed at the development application stage to ensure that the flow regime for 
the watercourse is not altered by the proposed storm/drainage and SWM 
servicing for the proposed development. A larger erosion allowance setback may 
be required should the flow regime be altered under post development 
conditions; 

 
o A hydrogeological and geotechnical evaluation and water balance is required for 

the subject lands to ensure that the proposed development maintains the pre 
development water balance. Additional setbacks may be required to ensure the 
water balance is maintained; 

 
o Additional structural setbacks from the top of slope may be required depending 

on the proposed structures identified at the development approval stage; and 
 

o Hydrogeological and geotechnical evaluations are required at the development 
approval stage for the remnant valley slope. 

 
The above comments, among other engineering and transportation issues, will be addressed in 
greater detail when/if these lands come in for site plan approval. 
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Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee 
 
Zoning 
 
Recommendation #1 – The zoning for the lands within the maximum buffer should be OS5 with 
special provision and holding provision that would prevent development until an Environmental 
Impact Study is prepared which reviews a detailed development plan and refines the boundary 
of the maximum ecological buffer. Zoning the maximum buffer lands as Residential with special 
provision is not appropriate. 
 
Data collection and report layout 
 
EEPAC acknowledges the detailed and well laid out format of the EIS and applauds NRSI for 
excellent report. 
 
Buffer Calculation 
 
EEPAC commends NRSI for the use of the buffer width calculations, as per the Environmental 
Management Guideline, to determine the minimum and maximum buffers.  The boundary of the 
maximum buffer line is well set out by delineating the PSW buffer and examining the factors of 
top of slope and erosion hazard limits to come up with a limit that adequately protects the 
environmental area. 
 
Storm Water Management Ponds 
 
 EEPAC advises that caution be taken when planning the location Storm Water Management 
Ponds to ensure that they convey adequate water to the wetland and the Masonville stream by 
a system that conveys water into the different areas of the ESA.  EEPAC agrees that a detailed 
EIS be undertaken when considering the placing of storm water management ponds. In no 
circumstance should the SWM facility be placed within the minimum buffer area. Placement 
within the maximum buffer area will be subject to an acceptable EIS conclusion.  
 
This is a well assembled EIS that makes a good assessment of the natural features and 
importance of this ESA. 
 
Transportation Advisory Committee 
 
The TAC expressed concern with the access on Richmond Street, with the increase in traffic 
and the impact of the increase in traffic at the intersection of Richmond Street and Fanshawe 
Park Road. 
 
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) 
 
December 18, 2013 
MNR’s comments have been summarized by Planning Staff, below: 
 
High Level Comments: 

- MNR questioned the approach to determining minimum and maximum buffers; 
- MNR expressed reservations that in the absence of a detailed development plan, it is not 

clear how the maximum buffer has considered potential/unknown impacts identified in 
the EIS. 

- MNR did not support the use of a holding provision on a residential zone in the  
maximum buffer because it would inappropriately establish the principle of development. 

 
Provincially Significant Wetland: 

- One figure in the EIS depicts an incorrect wetland boundary 
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Species at Risk: 
- Without a detailed development proposal it is difficult to assess potential impacts to 

Species at Risk and the implications of the proposed project under the Endangered 
Species Act, 2007. 

- Technical comments were provided regarding the documentation of SAR species, field 
work and documentation inaccuracies. 

- Pure Red Mulberry and Butternut are subject to habitat protection under the Endangered 
Species Act, 2007.  A Butternut Health Assessment must be completed if any project 
activities are proposed to occur within 25 metres of a Butternut tree. 

- Future EIS work prior to a specific development proposal should include a re-
assessment for evidence of American Badger and its habitat. 

 
Significant Wildlife Habitat: 

- MNR expressed concerns about the methodologies used to identify and assess impacts 
on significant wildlife habitat. 

 
 
February 20, 2014 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) submitted additional information on January 20, 2014 in 
response to MNR’s comments on the EIS.  MNR did not provide a detailed response, indicating 
that “the City is the approval authority for this application and needs to ensure that its decision is 
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement.  As the application currently stands, 
notwithstanding the recommended buffers, the proposed ZBA will permit development and site 
alteration within the adjacent lands to a natural heritage feature.  Without knowing what the 
development will be, it is unclear how it can be determined that there will be no negative 
impacts to the features and their ecological functions.  The follow-up report that was prepared 
acknowledges this on page 1 by stating that “due to the limited detail available in regard to 
future development, specific impacts associated with potential development on the subject 
property have not been assessed and general recommendations have been provided to guide 
future development.””  
 
As the agency responsible for confirming Provincially Significant Wetland boundaries, the MNR 
confirmed that the PSW mapping shown on Figure 1 of the February 2013 EIS coincides with 
the MNR approved boundary. 
 
Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) 
 
October 21, 2013 
The UTRCA’s comments have been summarized by Planning Staff, below: 
 
Conservation Authorities Act: 

- The lands are regulated by the UTRCA.   
- The Regulation Limit includes riverine flooding and erosion hazards associated with 

Masonville Creek and the Arva Moraine Significant Wetland Complex and the 
surrounding area of interference.   

- Written approvals from the UTRCA are required for any site alteration or development 
within this area. 

 
UTRCA Environmental Planning Policy Manual: 

- The UTRCA’s policies for natural hazards, riverine flooding and erosion, wetlands and 
significant woodlands apply. 

- On October 1, 2012 the UTRCA signed off on a geotechnical study for the subject lands. 
- New development and site alteration is permitted only in the area of interference and/or 

adjacent lands of a wetland if an Environmental Impact Study prepared by a qualified 
professional demonstrates there will be no negative impact on the hydrological and 
ecological function of the feature. 

- New development and site alteration is not permitted on adjacent lands to significant 
woodlands unless an EIS has been completed to the satisfaction of the UTRCA.  The 



                                                                                    Agenda Item #      Page #  
 

 

 

 

 
File: Z-8229 

Planner:  B. Debbert 

 

17 
 

woodland feature on the site was identified as being significant in the Middlesex natural 
Heritage Study, July 2003. 

 
Environmental Impact Study: 

- The UTRCA deferred the delineation of the Environmentally Significant Area boundary to 
the City and the Provincially Significant Wetland boundary to the Ministry of Natural 
Resources as they are the final approval agencies. 

- The UTRCA requested: 
o clarification of the ecological buffers in relation to specific species of trees and 

from the watercourse. 
o Additional technical clarification related to the buffer widths. 

- The UTRCA indicated that it considers storm water management ponds and facilities to 
be part of the development envelope and agrees that both should remain outside of the 
final buffer. 

 
Drinking Water Source Protection: 

- There are no vulnerable areas associated with this property. 
 
December 10, 2013 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) submitted additional information on November 27, 2013 
in response to UTRCA’s comments on the EIS.  UTRCA remained dissatisfied with some of the 
response provided and returned comments to NRSI further articulating the information that was 
required.   
 
February 17, 2014 
NRSI prepared additional information on December 13, 2013 in response to UTRCA’s 
December 10 comments.  This information was provided to City staff on January 7, who then 
forwarded it to the UTRCA for a response.  The UTRCA advised as follows: 
 
…We are satisfied with this response and have no outstanding concerns with the EIS.  NRSI 
has provided an excellent response to the Authority’s questions. 
 
Given that the applicant has provided a satisfactory geotechnical study and EIS for the 
proposed zone change to permit a multi-family residential development on a portion of this 
property while protecting the significant natural heritage features located on the balance of the 
lands, the UTRCA ha no objections to this application.  We remind the proponent that Section 
28 approvals pursuant to the Conservation Authorities Act will be required for development 
proposed on these lands. 
 
London Hydro 
 
No objection. 
 
Bell Canada 
No conditions/objections to the application as submitted. 
 
If there are any conflicts with existing Bell Canada facilities or easements, the Owner/Developer 
shall be responsible for re-arrangements or relocations. 
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PUBLIC 
LIAISON: 

On September 18, 2013, Notice of Application was sent to 
303 property owners in the surrounding area.  Notice of 
Application was also published in the Public Notices and 
Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on 
September 12, 2013. A “Possible Land Use Change” sign 
was also posted on the site. 

A Revised Notice of Application was published in The 
Londoner on March 13, 2014, and Revised Notice of 
Application combined with the Notice of Public Meeting was 
mailed to 303 property owners on March 11, 2014.  The 
revisions were initiated by City staff and did not result from 
any change to the nature of the application by Western 
University.  The details are below. 
 

Replies were 
received from 
32 households.  
In addition, a 
petition from 
124 North 
Centre Road 
contained 19 
signatures in 
addition to those 
of the Board of 
Directors for the 
condominium 
corporation. 

Nature of Liaison:  

September 18, 2013 

The purpose and effect of this zoning change is to permit multi-family residential development 
on a portion of the property, and to protect the adjacent Arva Moraine Provincially Significant 
Wetland (PSW) and Environmentally Significant Area (ESA), with appropriate buffers, from 
development on the remaining portion of the property. 

Possible change to Zoning By-law Z.-1 FROM an Urban Reserve (UR2) Zone TO the 
following:  

 a Residential R5/Residential R7/Residential R8 Special Provision (R5-7(_)/R7(_)/R8-
4(_) Zone to permit cluster townhouse and cluster stacked townhouse dwellings with a 
maximum density of 60 uph and a maximum height of 12.0 m, apartment buildings, 
senior citizen apartment buildings, handicapped persons apartment buildings, lodging 
house class II, stacked townhouses, nursing homes, retirement lodges, continuum-of-
care facilities and emergency care establishments with a maximum density of 75 uph 
and a maximum height of 13.0 m, all with special provisions permitting a 0.0 m rear 
yard setback and permitting the density calculations to include lands proposed to be 
located within the Maximum Environmental Buffer and Minimum Environmental Buffer 
zones described below;  

 a Holding Residential R5/Residential R7/Residential R8 Special Provision (h-__*R5-
7(_)/R7(_)/R8-4(_) Zone which would be applied to the lands in the Maximum 
Ecological Buffer zone to permit the uses and densities listed above, with a holding 
provision that would prevent development until an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) 
is prepared which reviews detailed development plans and refines the exact 
boundaries of the Maximum Ecological Buffer;  

 an Open Space Special Provision (OS5(_)) Zone which would be applied to the lands 
in the Minimum Ecological Buffer zone to permit conservation lands, conservation 
works, passive recreation uses and managed woodlots with special provisions to 
permit a minimum lot area and frontage of 0.0 m; and,  

 an Open Space Special Provision (OS5(_)) Zone which would be applied to the PSW 
and ESA to permit conservation lands, conservation works, passive recreation uses 
and managed woodlots with special provisions to permit a minimum lot frontage of 0.0 
m.   

The City may also consider the following:  

 a component to the requested holding provision that would require all or a portion of 
the Maximum Ecological Buffer lands to be rezoned to an Open Space (OS5) Zone if 
recommended by an EIS accepted by the City; and,  

 the application of other holding provisions to address urban design, noise, traffic 
impact, detailed geotechnical studies, storm/drainage and stormwater servicing, 
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archaeological assessment, and tree preservation in the development area.   

An Environmental Impact Study (Natural Resource Solutions Inc., February 2013) has been 
completed for this application.  A plan illustrating the Minimum and Maximum Ecological 
Buffers concept and the zoning requested to be applied to these lands is attached. 

February 26, 2014 

The University hosted a community meeting which was attended by 21area landowners, City 
Planning Staff and the Ward Councillor.  Monteith Brown staff gave a brief presentation 
followed by a question and answer session which addressed many of the public 
concerns/comments. 

March 11, 2014 

The public was notified of revisions to the additional matters that may be considered by the 
City, which arose through the review of the details of the application.  These included: 

 permitting commercial recreation establishments, day care centres, dwellings, offices, 
places of worship, studios and university school related functions within the existing 
heritage buildings, 

 a front yard setback of 0.0 metres, 

 consideration of another zoning solution for the Maximum Environmental Buffer which 
clarifies the future intent for these lands, and, 

 a holding provision for public site plan approval. 

Responses:   

Note: the numbers in brackets following the statement indicate the number of times this, or a 
similar comment, was made.   

Proposed Development: 

 Not opposed in principle to responsible development of multi-unit residential housing 
on the western portion of the property (1 - petition) 

 Maximum and minimum buffer zones should not be used as part of the density 
calculation (9) – this is permissive, not mandatory in policy (1) 

 1890 Richmond is developed at 10 uph and the proposal is 75 uph plus (not really 
MDR any more if buffer is used)  – not realistic and poor planning (8) 

 0.0 metre rear yard setback allows for all the dwellings to border directly onto the 
Buffer Zones which is home to the wildlife (5) – the 0 setback should be considered 
when a detailed development proposal comes forward, not now. 

 A detailed development proposal should be available to show what will be built (3) 

 Concerned it will be another high rise such as the Carapella building (1) 

 Don’t want stacked townhouses as are being constructed on Fanshawe – feel dwarfed 
by them (124 North Centre Road) (1) 

 Will it be student housing?(1) 
 
Site Plan matters: 

 What kind of landscaping/buffering adjacent to existing development would be 
provided? (1) 

 
Preservation of Green Space and Wildlife Habitat: 

 Loss of green space (7) 

 Impact of loss of green space on wildlife (12) 

 Provided lists of wildlife that has been observed on the property and in the area 
(several) 

 Loss/inadvertent destruction of Wetland and ESA (5) 

 Concern that rezoning the buffer as Open Space will allow for buildings and 
recreational activities (1) 
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 Concern with maximum buffer zone as it should be zoned OS5 and preserved from 
any form of development.  Or request a public site plan meeting and process to allow 
the public to review the detailed EIS and comment on any other aspects of a 
proposed site plan. (1 - petition) 

 Loss of mature trees (7) 

 This property should be preserved intact and development should go elsewhere (7) 

 Support the recommendations of Section 12 of the EIS (1 - petition) 
 
Drainage and Stormwater Management: 

 Concern that zoning the buffers as Open Space will permit storm/drainage and SWM 
facilities to be installed in a sensitive area (6) destroying the landscape (1) 

 Concern that Woodland Trails (124 North Centre Road) could become vulnerable to 
flooding if untoward alterations are made to the current drainage pattern.  Stormwater 
and drainage should drain westward. (1 – petition) 

 Potential impact on drainage at 1890 Richmond Street and related remediation costs 
(1) 

 
Traffic Impacts: 

 Recent developments on Richmond Street North (Richmond Village, Tricar 
apartments) have already impacted traffic flow from Fanshawe to Sunningdale Road 
in a significant way. (3) 

 A traffic light for the new development would prohibit southbound movements from 
1890 Richmond during peak times because of traffic backups at the light. (1) 

 Speed limit of 60kph on Richmond should be enforced (1) 

 
Understood Commitments for the Property: 

 Past role of the University as stewards of the environment (3) 

 Helen Gibbons bequeathed the Gibbons Lodge and grounds to the University as a 
residence for the president.  Erosion of the original intent of the bequeath with 
conditions. Assume intent was to preserve the home as a prestigious dwelling in the 
community (2) 

 Attached the University’s draft report of the Task Force on Strategic Planning, which 
committed to preserving the rear 25 acres of land as a nature reserve for students and 
faculty 

 Giving in to profit motive (7) 
 
Heritage Preservation: 

- Potential loss of Gibbons Lodge – architectural and heritage value (2) 
 
Other: 

- The City turned down the Debbie Lane application (5) 
- Approval will encourage other developers to encroach into the ESA (1) 
- Loss of property values (1) 
- The University should clean up the green space and put up barriers in an expanded 

area so the animals are free to run without getting hit by cars (1) 
- Support the proposed zoning as it would contribute to efficient, cost effective 

development and adequately protect natural heritage features that exist (1) 
- University fought Sifton on height because of the view, and now they’re wanting to do 

the same thing (2) 
- Apartment building (Carapella) was to have been condo but is now rental (1) 
- Will the ESA be conveyed to the City? (1) 
- Is the ESA likely to be rezoned for development in the future? (1) 
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 ANALYSIS 

 
Subject Site: 
The subject lands are a 17.6 ha parcel located on the east side of Richmond Street north of the 
Masonville Commercial Area and the retirement home and senior’s apartment building on North 
Centre Road.  The property is currently the site of the University President’s Residence, 
surrounding landscaped grounds, and a natural area.  A ridge line runs through the middle of 
the property from east to west, with lands at a lower elevation location on the south part of the 
property.    
 
An Official Plan amendment (OPA 492) in 2011 protected approximately 2/3 (12 ha.) of the 
property from future development through the identification and designation of the Gibbons 
PSW/ESA on Schedules “A” and “B-1” of the Official Plan.  The tablelands which are the site of 
the existing historically significant homestead and grounds have been designated for Multi-
family, Medium Density Residential development since 1998, when City Council approved the 
Uplands Community Plan and related Official Plan amendments.   
 
Nature of the Application: 
On the west part of the property, comprising approximately one-third of the landholdings, the 
applicant is requesting the land be rezoned for a range of medium density residential uses to 
implement the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation that applies to this part of 
the site.  Depending on the exact built form, the requested density ranges from 60 to 75 units 
per hectare, with maximum heights of 12 to 13 metres (3 to 4 stories depending on construction 
techniques and ceiling heights).   The applicant has also requested special provisions that 
would permit a 0.0 m rear yard setback, and permit the density calculations to include lands 
required to provide an ecological buffer to the natural area.  The University has indicated that it 
does not have specific development plans at this time, and therefore a site concept was not 
provided. 
 
On the east part of the property, comprising approximately two-thirds of the landholdings, the 
applicant proposes the application of Open Space Zones to implement the Open Space 
designation on the identified Environmentally Significant Area and Provincially Significant 
Wetland, and the required minimum ecological buffer identified in the Environmental Impact 
Study prepared by Natural Resource Solutions Inc..  In addition the applicant proposes a 
Residential Zone on the identified maximum ecological buffer, with a holding provision that 
would prevent development until an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is prepared which 
reviews detailed development plans and refines the exact limit of development. Special 
provisions were also requested to address the fact that the natural area and buffers are 
technically landlocked and/or undersized in accordance with the Open Space Zone. 
 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS): 
The Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 (PPS) provides policy direction on matters of provincial 
interest related to land use planning and development. The PPS is more than a set of individual 
policies.  It is intended to be read in its entirety and the relevant policies are to be applied to 
each situation.  Decisions of Council with respect to planning matters are required to be 
consistent with the PPS. 
 
The Land Use Planning and Justification Report (Monteith Brown, July 2013) provided a 
succinct evaluation of the consistency of the proposed rezoning with the PPS, with which City 
staff agrees and which reads as follows: 
 
The proposed Zoning By-law amendment is consistent with the policies contained in the 
Provincial Policy Statement 2005 (PPS) with regard to directing future growth within settlement 
areas (S. 1.1.3), providing an appropriate range of housing types and densities (S. 1.4.3), 
protecting natural heritage features (S. 2.1), and directing development away from natural 
hazards (S. 3.1.1). 
  



                                                                                    Agenda Item #      Page #  
 

 

 

 

 
File: Z-8229 

Planner:  B. Debbert 

 

22 
 

Specifically, the proposed Zoning By-law Amendment supports future development within the 
City’s settlement area (S. 1.1.3.1), represents the efficient use of land which appropriately 
utilizes existing infrastructure (S. 1.1.3.2), and facilitates an opportunity for intensification, 
redevelopment and compact urban form (S. 1.1.3.4).  The subject lands are located in an 
already developed area within walkable distance of everyday commercial uses, public transit, 
and active transportation corridors and will be able to connect to existing municipal services.  In 
accordance with Section 1.4.3 (b), the proposed Zoning By-law amendment supports a range of 
housing forms such as stacked townhouses and apartments, including those for households 
with special needs requirements such as seniors.  The proposed Open Space zones will protect 
designated natural heritage features and areas for the long term, and development will be 
directed away from natural hazard areas, in accordance with Section 2.1.1 and 3.1.1, 
respectively. 
 
This analysis goes on to provide specifics regarding the zoning treatment of the maximum 
ecological buffer, which are discussed in detail later in this report. 
 
Further to the above, the PPS policies related to natural and cultural heritage merit additional 
review. 
 
As noted in the Ministry of Natural Resources comments (December 18, 2013), the PPS 
contains the following policies related to the conservation of the features identified in the natural 
area on the east portion of the property: 
 
2.1.3 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: 
 a) significant habitat of endangered species and threatened species; 
 b) significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; … 
  
2.1.4 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:… 
 b) Significant woodlands south and east of the Canadian Shield;… 
 d) significant wildlife habitat;… 

unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural 
features or their ecological functions. 
 

2.1.6 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural 
heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.3, 2.1.4 and 2.1.5 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. 

  
MNR expressed reservations that it is unclear in the absence of a detailed development 
proposal, how it can be determined that there will be no negative impacts to the features and 
their ecological functions.  They also acknowledge, however, that the City is the approval 
authority and needs to satisfy itself that the proposal is consistent with the PPS.   
 
In early discussion with Western University, City staff recommended and supported the use of 
the minimum and maximum buffers to address the potential environmental impacts of future 
development, consistent with the Council approved Guideline Document for the Determination 
of Ecological Buffers and Development Setbacks (April 20, 2004).  The maximum buffer 
provides for more detailed study when a specific development plan is available, to ensure that 
the possible future impacts of development are evaluated and an appropriate development limit 
and other mitigation measures are identified. Staff have also reviewed the submitted EIS (NRSI, 
February, 2013) and additional information provided in letter form by Natural Resource 
Solutions Inc., (November 27, 2013, December 13, 2013 and January 20, 2014) in response to 
MNR and UTRCA concerns, and are satisfied that the implementation of the EIS 
recommendations and the requirements for further study and refinement of the ultimate 
ecological buffer at the site plan approval stage will protect the natural features and their 
ecological functions from negative impacts, consistent with the PPS. 
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The PPS also requires conservation of cultural heritage and archaeological resources.  The 
City’s Inventory of Heritage Resources identifies Gibbons Lodge as being a Priority 1 structure, 
described as being in the Tudor Revival style, constructed in 1932.  Staff’s recommendations 
support the preparation of a statement of cultural heritage value and interest, consistent with the 
PPS.  The lands are also identified as having archaeological potential.  The staff 
recommendations include a holding provision for an archaeological resource assessment and 
mitigation. 
 
Residential Use: 
The westerly one-third of the property is designated Multi-family, Medium Density Residential in 
the City’s Official Plan.  The main permitted uses include “multiple attached dwellings, such as 
row houses or cluster houses; low-rise apartment buildings; rooming and boarding houses; 
emergency care facilities; converted dwellings; and small-scale nursing homes, rest homes and 
homes for the aged.”  The requested Residential R5/R7 and R8 Zones provide for a range of 
uses consistent with the Official Plan. 
 
Lands designated Multi-family, Medium Density Residential are typically located on lands in 
close proximity to shopping areas, commercial districts, designated Open Space areas, 
adjacent to a Multi-family High Density Residential designation, and lands abutting an arterial, 
primary collector or secondary collector street.  Medium Density sites also consider compatibility 
with adjacent land uses, the availability of municipal services, potential traffic impacts on stable, 
low density residential areas, and the ability of the site to accommodate the permitted housing 
forms and provide for adequate buffering from any adjacent low density residential uses. 
 
The development to the immediate north of the subject property, 1890 Richmond Street, is on 
land that is designated as Multi-family, Medium Density Residential, and is zoned to permit 
cluster single, semi-detached and duplex dwellings, cluster townhouses and stacked 
townhouses.  Constructed in the early 2000’s, the development consists of 48 cluster single 
detached, single storey dwellings.  Units 6, 7 and 8 located immediately adjacent to the 
developable portion of the subject property have walkout basements creating a two-storey effect 
on the south side of the buildings as a result a reduction in grade elevation from north to south.  
As illustrated below, the remainder of the development will be buffered from the adjacent 
development by the designated natural area, the minimum and possibly the maximum buffer.  
Design parameters are discussed in “Urban Design/Form” below to help provide a transition in 
built form from the single detached dwellings to low-rise apartment or townhouse forms. 
 
Units in 1890 Richmond Street Affected by Potential Future Development 
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The development to the immediate south includes a three-storey retirement home and a five- 
storey apartment building marketed to seniors.  Vacant land to the west of these structures at 
the north east corner of Richmond Street and North Centre Road is designated Multi-family, 
Medium Density Residential and zoned for a range and intensity of uses similar to that 
requested on the subject property. 
 
Rear of Apartment Building for Seniors (180 North Centre Road) 
 

 
 
Land uses to the west across Richmond Street include two estate type single detached 
dwellings on large lots fronting on Chantry Place.   The lots are very deep and heavily 
vegetated.  These homes are sufficiently removed and buffered from the subject property to 
eliminate any compatibility issues.  Similarly, single detached subdivision development to the 
east is separated from the proposed development by the natural area and City-owned open 
space lands. 
 
The requested range of residential uses is in keeping with the intent of the Official Plan and able 
to achieve compatibility with adjacent land uses.   
 
Community Facility, Commercial Recreation and Small-Scale Office Use Within Existing 
Buildings: 
The possibility of commercial development within the existing buildings was not requested by 
the applicant.  It is being considered by City staff to facilitate the conservation and adaptive re-
use of the existing single detached residence on the site which is listed in the City’s Inventory of 
Heritage Resources.  The same consideration has also been extended to the existing garage on 
the property. 
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Secondary uses in the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation may be considered 
in accordance with Section 3.3.1(iv) of the Official Plan which states “Uses that are considered 
to be integral to, or compatible with, medium density residential development, including group 
homes, home occupations, community facilities, funeral homes, commercial recreation facilities, 
small-scale office developments, and office conversions, may be permitted according to the 
provisions of Section 3.6.”  Staff are recommending a limited range of such uses, including 
commercial recreation establishments, day care centres, offices, places of worship, studios and 
University School related functions.  It is intended that these uses be permitted only within the 
currently existing buildings.      
 
Due to the location of the existing heritage dwelling some distance from Richmond Street, City 
staff envision that the non-residential uses would be focused primarily on serving the needs of 
residents living within the subject lands proposed for new development with a lesser possibility 
that users from outside the subject lands would regularly access these uses.  It is expected that 
these uses would be established at the time of development of the property and that the site 
would be designed to naturally integrate these uses (within the existing building(s)) with the 
layout and function of the residential components of the plan.  Of note is the recognition that 
should the University retain an interest in the property, school related uses are being 
recommended within the existing building(s).  
 
Intensity: 
Section 3.3.3 – Scale of Development, of the Official Plan states that  “Development within 
areas designated Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential shall have a low-rise form and a site 
coverage and density that could serve as a transition between low density residential areas and 
more intensive forms of commercial, industrial, or high density residential development.” 
 
Heights in the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation are normally limited to a 
maximum of four storeys, while the maximum permitted density is 75 units per hectare.  Height 
limitations may be exceeded through the application of bonusing provisions or acceptance of a 
compatibility study that demonstrates a height increase is appropriate.  Density limitations may 
be exceeded up to 100 units per hectare with the application of bonusing provisions.  The 
applicant has not requested any zone provisions that exceed the basic maximums set out in the 
Official Plan.  Any request for additional height beyond the 12 to 13 metres requested would be 
subject to a further Zoning By-law amendment application and the public review process. 
 
The requested heights are considered appropriate in the context of surrounding land uses.  The 
increase in height from one to two storey (walk-out) dwellings at 1890 Richmond Street, to four 
stories in the new development is transitional and not excessive.  However, design elements 
can be considered and implemented at the site plan stage to minimize the potential impacts on 
the few units at 1890 Richmond Street that are immediately adjacent to future development.  
Otherwise, building heights at the property interface will be mitigated by the change in land 
elevation and intervening vegetation associated with the ESA and PSW where it extends 
westerly along the property line.   
 
Inclusion of the Ecological Buffer in the Development Density Calculations 
Section 15.3.6 – Ecological Buffers, of the Official Plan states that “Lands identified as 
ecological buffers may be zoned to permit their inclusion in calculating and applying zoning 
regulations applicable for the lot...”.  
 
The expectation established through this policy, adopted as part of OPA 492 was a two-stage 
zoning approach that establishes an Open Space (OS5) Zone on the environmental features, 
and an additional specific Open Space (OS5) Zone on the environmental buffer adjacent to the 
feature.  This approach allows the portion of the lands within the ecological buffer to be included 
in the density and lot area calculations for adjacent development.  This approach has been 
consistently applied to other lands affected by the Gibbons ESA/PSW, including 116 (Goodlife) 
124 (Woodland Trails Condos) and 180 (Sifton Apartment) North Centre Road,  and 27 
Northcrest Drive. 
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It is recommended that this approach also be applied to the subject site.  Area residents, 
particularly those owning condominium units to the immediate north at 1890 Richmond Street, 
have expressed concerns about the variation in anticipated density from their development 
(approx. 10 uph) to a possible effective density of approximately 107 uph (approx. 420 units) 
instead of the 75 uph requested (approx. 293 units), resulting from the ability to calculate 
density for the developable area using the land area zoned for the ecological buffer.  However, it 
is important to note that not only density, but the height, coverage, landscaped open space and 
parking requirements will determine the number of units that can be reasonably accommodated 
on the site.  Other factors, such as geographic restrictions such as the steep slope running 
across the property, and design choices, such as the provision of underground parking, will also 
impact the number of units proposed for the site at the site plan approval stage.   
 
Urban Design/Form 
 
The subject site is located within 800 metres (10 minute walk) of the Fanshawe Park Road and 
Richmond Street intersection which has been identified through the Transportation Master Plan 
as a Rapid Transit Node.  As such, the site should be developed with the principles of transit 
oriented development in mind and be urban in character both along Richmond Street and 
internal to the site.  At the same time, the development should be sensitive to the existing low-
rise development located adjacent to the north of the property. An urban, transit oriented 
development at this location should take into account the following considerations: 
 

 consider a concept plan for the entire site, including urban design guidelines and 
principles as per the Placemaking Guidelines, to ensure that the property is developed in 
a logical and comprehensive fashion; 

 locate buildings close to, and oriented toward Richmond Street to create an active street 
edge and contribute to the character of the future transit node at Richmond Street and 
Fanshawe Park Road West; 

 locate taller buildings adjacent to Richmond Street rather than internal to the site, to 
enclose the street and create a transition in height through the site;  

 include convenient, safe and direct pedestrian connections from the public sidewalk to 
the building entrances, through the site and between buildings to facilitate pedestrian 
movement to and through the site; and, 

 locate parking underground or in the side or rear yards of proposed buildings and away 
from Richmond Street or any other future street frontages, to screen the parking and 
provide active uses at the street edge.  Where this is not possible, screen any parking 
that is visible from a public street with enhanced landscaping such as shrubs and/or low 
landscape walls; 

 
Special zoning provisions to assist the future developer to achieve an orientation of the 
buildings toward Richmond Street include a special provision on the residential zones, reducing 
required front yard setbacks to 0 metres.  A maximum front yard setback is not recommended 
because the existing topography and vegetation on the site may restrict the ability to located 
buildings immediately adjacent to the property line. 
 
As previously discussed with respect to the use and intensity proposed for the site, there are 
opportunities to incorporate design elements at the north west corner of the property to provide 
a sensitive transition from the existing residential development to the north to the new 
development.  Such elements may include a combination of setback, built form, building 
orientation and building height. 
 
The existing topography on portions of the site allow for unobstructed views of the downtown 
skyline.  The relevant topography should be retained as part of the future development of this 
site and a view of the downtown should be protected and enhanced in order to create amenity 
for all future residents of the property. 
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View of the Downtown from the Ridge on the Property 
 

 
 
The City’s Inventory of Heritage Resources identifies the house on the property, known as 
Gibbon’s Lodge, as a Priority 1 structure, constructed in the Tudor Revival style in 1932.  A 
detached garage forms part of the building cluster and there are other historic secondary 
structures and foundations elsewhere on the property.  City staff have recommended that the 
City pursue the preparation of a statement of cultural heritage value and interest for the 
property.   The buildings and features for which the property is recognized, should be retained 
and incorporated in a meaningful way into the proposed development. 
 
Heritage 
City staff have discussed with the University staff’s desire to protect the heritage structure(s) on 
the site through designation under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.  The property is currently 
listed as a Priority 1 property in the City of London Inventory of Heritage Resources.  In 
accordance with the Inventory, “Priority 1 buildings are London’s most important heritage 
structures and all merit designation under Part lV of the Ontario Heritage Act. They are worthy 
of protection through whatever incentives may be provided in terms of zoning, bonusing or 
financial advantage and may be designated without the owner's consent. This group includes 
not only landmark buildings and buildings in pristine condition, but also lesser well-known 
structures with major architectural and/or historical significance and important structures that 
have been obscured by alterations which are reversible.”   
 
The University has indicated that it agrees that designation is appropriate.  The issue is with 
respect to timing – the University would prefer designation not be pursued at this time, noting it 
is neither appropriate nor necessary, given that the existing Priority 1 listing already affords a 
level of protection.    
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With respect to appropriateness, legal counsel for the University indicated that “no development 
application is pending and no “as of right” development potential will accrue from the official plan 
implementation zoning now engaged.”   
 
With respect to necessity, the University’s legal counsel indicated that: 

 as a “listed” property, no demolition or removal of any building or structure could occur 
without a notice and sixty (60) day period in writing to Council. 

 …that prohibition is extended indefinitely if Council expresses a “notice of its intention” 
to designate the property.  Upon such notice, any permit previously issued is void and 
all alterations, demolitions and removals are prohibited as if designation had occurred.   

 Council has no constraints on it in advance of expressing such an intention…Therefore, 
Municipal control over site changes is effective without risk of lapse. 

 
It should be noted that the level of protection afforded to a heritage property is greater if the 
property is designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.  When the property is listed but 
not designated, no demolition or removal is permitted without a notice and 60 day period in 
writing to Council.  However, when a property is designated, the approval of Council is also 
required for alterations which are likely to affect the property’s heritage attributes identified 
through the designation process. 
 
As discussed earlier in this report, in order to facilitate the future retention and rehabilitation of 
the existing structures, Staff have recommended zoning specific to the existing buildings to 
provide for a broader range of uses.  In addition, in order to facilitate the possible future 
designation of the property at a later time, Staff are recommending that the LACH and Western 
University prepare a statement of cultural heritage value and significance. 
 
View of Gibbons Lodge from the South 
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View of Gibbons Lodge from the Southwest 

 
 
 
View of Detached Garage from the East 
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Environmental Protection: 
 
Status and Recommendations of the EIS: 
Minimum and maximum ecological buffers were identified following the City of London’s 
Guidelines for Determining Setbacks and Ecological Buffers within the Environmental 
Management Guidelines.  The evaluation and calculations involved in determining these buffers 
incorporate factors including the size and intensity of the development, slope, natural heritage 
system features and adjacent land use.  Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) provided more 
detailed mapping than was provided in the original EIS, which demonstrated that the required 
buffers from specific environmental features (ie. 25 metre buffer from the 2 Butternut trees and 
the 30 metre buffer from the watercourse, as well as the environmental hazard limits, fall within 
the minimum required buffer.  NRSI also confirmed that there is a Red Mulberry on the subject 
site outside of the identified minimum and maximum buffers.  While acknowledging that a 
planted Red Mulberry receives protection under the Endangered Species Act, the tree has not 
been tested to confirm whether it is a pure Red Mulberry.  This testing can be carried out in the 
more detailed EIS to be completed when a specific development proposal comes forward. 
 
City staff and the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority were satisfied with the EIS as 
further refined by the submission of additional information from Natural Resource Solutions Inc..  
Through the refinement process, the recommendations of the EIS did not change.  In order to 
ensure that future refinements of the maximum buffer provide the necessary protection to the 
environmental features and ecological functions of the Gibbons ESA/PSW, and to guide future 
development, NRSI provided recommendations that are summarized as follows: 
 

- For future development activities proposed for the lands in the maximum buffer, an EIS 
be completed to ensure no negative impacts on the natural features or ecological 
functions for which this area has been identified.  The maximum buffers will need to be 
refined where necessary to address other requirements including geotechnical, 
hydrogeological, water balance and functional stormwater management.  Specific 
features are identified that will need to be addressed during the site plan approval 
process, including specific vegetation communities, the Gibbons Lands and Arva 
Moraine Wetland Complex,  Masonville Creek, ground water seepage areas and species 
at risk; 

- Hazard tree analysis within 30 metres of the edge of wooded portions of the ESA or any 
approved trails; 

- Sediment and erosion mitigation measures implemented prior to area grading; 
- Design the stormwater management system to maintain current levels of infiltration to 

support groundwater and surface water flows and the volume ad coolwater thermal 
regime of Masonville Creek and its tributaries; 

- Design the stormwater management system to minimize erosion and damage to 
adjacent vegetation; 

- Locate stormwater management facilities outside of the minimum buffer and complete 
further studies if stormwater management is proposed in the maximum buffer; 

- Design stormwater management facilities to address surface water quality needs from 
runoff; 

- Detailed lighting designs that include directional lighting for all area of road and 
developments that are within 30 metres of the natural features to eliminate light pollution; 

- The future impact assessment address impacts that arise from the use of the natural 
area as a result of the development; 

- Pre, during and post-construction monitoring to minimize any impacts; 
- Develop an environmental monitoring program at the site plan stage to ensure that 

erosion and sediment control measures are installed, maintained and functioning as 
intended. 
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View from South-east showing Part of The Minimum Buffer 

 
 
Configuration of the Minimum and Maximum Buffers (around the house): 
The EIS (NRSI, February 2013) recommends that the minimum and maximum buffers exclude 
the existing dwelling, garage and sheds and as a result, the zoning applied to the property 
would be for residential use and the additional range of uses the City is recommending to 
facilitate the conservation of the existing buildings.   
 
The exclusion of the garage and sheds from the minimum buffer is a source of concern with 
respect to the potential expansion or removal of any or all of these structures, and potential 
future redevelopment in accordance with the requested residential zones.  This could result in 
new impacts as a result of disturbance to the area and more intensive development in an area 
which, except for the existence of structures, would be part of the protective ecological buffer.  
Therefore, Staff are recommending that the buffers include the garage and sheds, and the 
intervening lands up to, but not including, the back of the house. 
 
The EIS (NRSI, February 2013) clearly states that “Future development will be located outside 
of the PSW and ESA boundaries, and outside of the minimum buffer widths established by this 
EIS to ensure no impact to these features will occur.”   
 
A clarifying e-mail from a NRSI staff member provided during discussions between City staff 
and the applicant on this issue stated “The minimum buffer may be extended through the 
garage and driveway.  Should any redevelopment occur in these lands in the future, the 
minimum buffer should be implemented and the area within the buffer naturalized.” 
 
Legal counsel for the University objects to the application of the ecological buffer zone to the 
buildings as it would “place them in a legal non-conforming status that is problematic for the 
University”. In fact, any rezoning on the property, whether it be for residential purposes or 
otherwise, will create a legal non-conforming situation since the requested residential zones do 
not recognize single detached dwellings or their accessory structures.  In its recommendations, 
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staff have attempted to recognize the potential impacts of the rezoning by including “dwellings in 
existing buildings” as a permitted use in both the minimum ecological buffer and in the area of 
future development.  
 
Setbacks from the final Ecological Buffer: 
One clarification is required as a result of further discussions with the applicant and its 
consultants.  The EIS recommendations and conclusions  indicate that “an additional EIS should 
be completed for future development activities proposed within the maximum buffer to ensure 
no negative impacts on the natural features or ecological functions for which the area has been 
identified” (NRSI Section 12.0), and that since the “maximum buffer is based on the furthest 
extent of which impacts associated with the development of Gibbons Lands are anticipated to 
affect the adjacent natural features”,…”any work outside the maximum buffer should have no 
negative impacts and would be permitted (i.e. 0m setback from the maximum buffer limit”.  
Monteith Brown has confirmed that NRSI’s reference to a 0 metre setback refers to site 
disturbance of any kind, whereas from a land use regulation perspective, a 0 metre setback 
means that buildings and structures could be constructed against the outer edge of the 
maximum buffer, and agree that permitting a 0 metre building setback is not appropriate at this 
time.   Should a future developer wish to reduce the standard setbacks for buildings from the 
ecological buffer, this would also need to be addressed in a more detailed EIS.  This 
requirement is consistent with Official Plan policy 15.3.6 e), which indicates “…unless identified 
in and EIS acceptable by the City, standard setbacks shall apply from any lands identified as an 
ecological buffer.” 
 
Zoning of the Maximum Buffer: 
On surrounding lands at 116, 124 and 180 North Centre Road, and 27 Northcrest Drive which 
are also impacted by the Gibbons ESA/PSW, a simple two-stage zoning approach was 
implemented because detailed Environmental Impact Studies had been prepared and accepted 
by the City which were based on detailed development plans and contained recommendations 
which established the required ecological buffers and the limit of development.  
 
For the subject property, the more complex minimum and maximum buffer approach was 
contemplated and applied because the University has no immediate development plans and did 
not wish to create public expectations by producing a concept development plan for the 
purposes for the preparation of a detailed Environmental Impact Study, which would likely not 
come to fruition.  If a development plan was available, a more detailed EIS could have been 
completed and consideration of the appropriate zoning for the maximum buffer would not be an 
issue.   
 
This methodology has not been applied in the past and therefore there is no precedent for how 
the zoning of the maximum buffer should be approached. 
 
In early discussions with the applicant, city staff suggested that an Open Space (OS5) Zone be 
applied with a holding provision requiring the completion of a more detailed EIS and the 
subsequent rezoning of all or part of the maximum buffer to permit residential development if 
recommended in the accepted EIS. 
 
City staff also agreed at that time, that it would consider the merits of a Residential Zone instead 
of the Open Space zone, with a similar holding provision.   The use of the Residential Zone was 
preferred by the University since any future application to rezone the maximum buffer from an 
Open Space Zone to a Residential Zone was likely to cause public concern that lands were 
being removed from an environmental protection zone.  In addition, the University prefers to  
rely on the outcome of the EIS and the site plan approval process to delineate the ultimate limit 
of development rather than make an application for a Zoning By-law amendment in the future. 
 
In direct contrast, responses from the MNR and members of the public made it clear that a 
Residential Zone with a holding provision was not acceptable as it created an expectation that 
future development of this area will be permitted when this is not known to be the case. 
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City staff have recommended that the Urban Reserve (UR2) Zone that currently applies to the 
property be maintained, to avoid creating the impression that the future use of these lands, 
either for residential development or for environmental protection, has already been determined.  
Because of the unique aspects associated with the use of the UR2 Zone in this manner, a 
special provision is recommended that explains the circumstances under which these lands may 
be rezoned.  
 
City staff does not support a solution whereby a Zoning By-law amendment is not required to 
delineate the ultimate limit of development through the application of the appropriate Open 
Space and Residential zones.  The Zoning By-law regulations establish building setbacks from 
property boundaries.  The general provisions of By-law Z.-1 state that “Where a lot is divided 
into two or more zones, each such portion of the said lot shall be considered a separate lot as 
defined herein and shall be used in accordance with the provisions of this By-Law which are 
applicable to the zone wherein such portion of the said lot is located.” Therefore building 
setbacks will be measured from the zone line.  The By-law also provides for the interpretation of 
zone lines along physical features including environmental hazards, but not along environmental 
features or their buffers.  Therefore, establishing the actual development limit through zoning is 
the appropriate method to establish the development limit and drive other processes such as 
the site plan approval process and the issuance of building permits. 
 
Tree Preservation:  
There are numerous mature trees within the identified development area which could be 
considered for preservation and incorporation into new landscaping plans to provide a level of 
maturity to the new development and continue to contribute to the City’s tree canopy.  A holding 
provision for the preparation of a tree preservation report is included in the staff 
recommendation.  
 
Parkland: 
Parkland dedication has not been collected for the subject lands and will be required at the time 
of development in the form of land dedication and/or cash-in-lieu of parkland.  A more detailed 
analysis will be undertaken when specific information is provided for the proposed development 
but may include access to future publicly owned open space land.  Parkland will be calculated 
consistent with the Council Policy, the Parkland Dedication By-law CP-9 and the Planning Act 
based on the form of development proposed. 
 
Other Considerations for Future Development: 
In addition to holding provisions for future residential development previously discussed, holding 
provisions are recommended to address the following:  
 
Noise Impacts: 
In accordance with Official Plan policies regarding noise impacts from arterial road adjacent to 
residential development, a noise study will be required prior to site plan approval. 
 
Traffic Impacts:  
Several members of the public expressed concerns about the potential impact of increased 
traffic volume and turning movements, on the accessibility of existing and proposed 
development to Richmond Street, especially for southbound, left turn movements.  The 
Transportation Advisory Committee and Engineering staff indicated a Traffic Impact Study 
should be completed prior to development.  The traffic impact study will identify potential traffic 
impacts and the measures such as traffic control, turn lanes, etc. required to accommodate the 
development. 
 
Stormwater and Downstream Drainage Impacts: 
Home owners at both 124 North Centre Road and 1890 Richmond Street expressed concerns 
about the potential impact of new development on the existing on-site stormwater management 
facilities and the potential for downstream flooding.  Additional work will also be required at the 
site plan stage in conjunction with more detailed geotechnical and environmental work to 
address minor and major flow conveyance systems, SWM measures (quantity, quality and 
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erosion control) and the adequate capacity of the outlet systems.  Approved stormwater 
management systems are required to prevent the flow of additional water onto other properties.  
 
Slope Hazards and Construction Impacts: 
Geotechnical work has been completed to delineate the slope hazard associated with the 
natural features on the east part of the subject lands.  Additional geotechnical work will be 
required to assess and mitigate slope instability hazards as a result of construction, both 
adjacent to the natural area and for the steep slope which traverses the property in an east-west 
direction. 
 
Public Site Plan Approval: 
This proposal represents intensification as defined in the City’s Official Plan because it 
represents the development of a vacant and/or underutilized lot within a previously developed 
area.  Intensification within the Multi-family, Medium Density Residential designation is subject 
to Public Site Plan review.  Since there was not a site plan available for review as part of the 
rezoning exercise, public site plan review will be required at the site plan approval stage.  
 

 CONCLUSION 

The recommended zoning is consistent with the PPS with respect to both managing and 
directing land use to achieve efficient development and land use patterns, and to conserving 
significant natural resources.  The recommendation to prepare a statement of cultural heritage 
value and interest is consistent with the Cultural Heritage policies of the PPS. 
 
The recommended zoning to permit the development of a range of multi-family, medium density 
residential dwellings on lands designated for Multi-family, Medium Density Residential is in 
keeping with the intent of the Official Plan with respect to use, intensity and form, including the 
use of the ecological buffer for calculating density and the reduced front yard setback to 
facilitate good urban design.  The inclusion of a range of non-residential uses as permitted uses 
in the existing buildings facilitates the conservation through re-purposing of heritage elements to 
be identified on the site.  Holding provisions will ensure that additional matters related to the 
development of the land will be addressed at the site plan approval stage, including a public site 
plan process.  
 
Urban design elements to be considered at the site plan approval stage will encourage a 
development that is urban in nature, promotes the use of alternative modes of transportation 
and a walkable pedestrian environment, and incorporates heritage elements, significant views 
and existing tree canopy into new development. 
 
The recommended Open Space zones on the Gibbons Environmentally Significant Area and 
Provincially Significant Wetland and the identified minimum buffer will protect this significant 
natural area from development and development impacts.  A further maximum buffer is 
established that will be maintained in the future as open space, or will be permitted to be 
developed, wholly or partially, depending on the recommendations of a second EIS to be 
provided by the developer and accepted by the City based on a detailed site plan at the site 
plan approval stage.   
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The recommendation is consistent with the PPS, in keeping with the intent of the Official Plan, 
and represents good planning. 
 

PREPARED BY: REVIEWED BY: 
 
 
 
 

 

BARB DEBBERT, SENIOR PLANNER 
CURRENT PLANNING 

MICHAEL TOMAZINCIC, MCIP, RPP 
MANAGER, CURRENT PLANNING 

RECOMMENDED BY: 
 
 
 
 

JOHN M. FLEMING, MCIP, RPP 
MANAGING DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND CITY PLANNER 

March 29, 2014 
BD/  
Attach.  
Y:\Shared\implemen\DEVELOPMENT APPS\2013 Applications 8135 to\8229Z - 1836 Richmond Street (BD)\1836 Richmond Street 
report to Planning & Environment Committee.docx 
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Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “Living in the City” 
 
Telephone 
 

Written 
 

Howard Keep 
1890 Richmond Street 
London ON 

Paul Digby 
16 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

Tinake Huiting 
50 - 145 North Centre Road 
London ON  N5X 4C7 
 

Dr. Louis and Mrs. Susan Glicksman 
22 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

Dan Epple 
145 North Centre Road 
London ON  
 

Andrea Ross 
1150 Fanshawe Park Road East 
London ON  N5X 3Z8 

Kathleen Lyons 
3 – 124 North Centre Road 
London ON  N5X 1T6 
 

Annette and Gerry Coffin 
27 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

Ron Koudys 
368 Oxford Street East 
London ON  N6A 1V7 
 

Mary and Frank Birch 
30 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

Goldwin Emerson 
1011 – 180 North Centre Road 
London ON  N5X 0G7 
 

Kent and Maxine Clark 
19 – 1890 Richmond Street 
 London ON  N5X 4J1 

Martin Marcus 
325 Elderberry Avenue 
London ON  N5X 0A1 

Audrey and Bob Disotell 
33 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J1 
 

Dr. Ann T. Marshall 
4009 – 180 North Centre Road 
London ON  N5X 0G7 

Wilma and Garth Lambert 
47 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J2 
 

 Robert and Patricia Brown 
12 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

 Raymond Jansen 
21 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

 Carolyn Snelgrove 
10 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 

 Jan Hardy 
23 – 1890 Richmond Street  
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

 Mrs. Essie Bacon 
c/o Nicola Harris 
17 – 380 Wellington Street 
c/o TD Waterhouse Private 
London ON  N6A 5B5 
 

 Blair Pierce 
Secretary, Board of Directors, MCC 617 
62 – 124 North Centre Road 
London ON  N5X 4R3 
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 Peter Askey 

President, Board of Directors, MCC 617 
7 – 124 North Centre Road 
London ON  N5X 4R3 
 

 Tobias Bourdeau 
Treasurer, Board of Directors, MCC 617 
22 – 124 North Centre Road 
London ON  N5X 4R3 
 

 Victoria Digby 
16 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

 Judy and Maurice Davidson 
34 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

 Gary Plomske 
37 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J2 
 

 Don Morphy 
14 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

 Kim and Herta Taylor 
27 – 124 North Centre Road 
London ON   N5X 4R3 
 

 Maureen Zunti 
Sifton Properties Limited 
Suite 800, 195 Dufferin Avenue 
London, ON N6A 1K7 

 Jim Jackson 
42 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J2 
 

 Jack Malkin 
Farhi Holdings 
484 Richmond Street 
Suite 200 
London ON  N6A 3E6 

 

Attendance at Community Meeting 
 

Carol and Dave Wilson 
18 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

Frank Birch 
30 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J1 

Iris Jackson 
14 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J1 
  

Marni Williamson 
11 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J1 

Louis and Susan Glicksman 
22 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J1 
 

Carolyn Snelgrove 
10 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J1 

Aaron Liu 
283 Louise Court 

Blair Pierce 
62 – 124 North Centre Road 
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London ON   N6G 5G2 
 

London ON N5X 4R3 

Allan and Janine Pittmann 
29 – 124 North Centre Road 
London ON N5X 4R3 

Judy and Maurice Davidson 
34 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J1 
 

Helen Martin 
2 – 124 North Centre Road 
London ON N5X 4R3 
 

Mary Panopoula 
3 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J1 

Mark Parker 
64 – 124 North Centre Road 
London ON  N5X 4R3 
 

Joyce Garnett 
25 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 

Gerald Killan 
20 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON  N5X 4J1 
 

Maureen Zunti 
Sifton Properties 

Carla Garagozzo 
44 – 1890 Richmond Street 
London ON N5X 4J2 
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November 27, 2013. 
 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc.  Response to December 10, 2013 UTRCA Comments on 
Gibbons Lands EIS, December 13, 2013. 
 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc.  Response to December 18, 2013 OMNR Comments on 
Gibbons Lands EIS, January 20, 2014. 
 
Reference Documents: 
Ontario.  Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.  Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, CHAPTER 
P.13, as amended. 
 
Ontario.  Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.  Provincial Policy Statement, March 1, 2005.  
 
Ontario.  Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport.   Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, CHAPTER 
O.18, as amended 
 
City of London.  Inventory of Heritage Resources, 2005. 
 
City of London. Official Plan, June 19, 1989, as amended. 
 
City of London.  Zoning By-law No. Z.-1, May 21, 1991, as amended. 
 
City of London.  Guideline Documents for Environmentally Significant Areas Identification, 
Evaluation and Boundary Delineation, July 31, 1997. 
 
City of London.  Guideline Document for the Determination of Ecological Buffers and 
Development Setbacks, April 20, 2004. 
 
City of London.  Report to Built and Natural Environment Committee re: 1836, 1890 Richmond 
Street, 27 Northcrest Drive and 34 – 35 Debbie Lane, January 31, 2011. 
 
City of London.  Uplands Community Plan, December 15, 1998. 
 
 
Correspondence: (all located in City of London File No. Z-8229 unless otherwise stated) 
 
Correspondence with Monteith Brown  
 
Walton, K., NRSI.  e-mail to J. McGuffin, November 7, 2013. 
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Lord, I., WierFoulds LLP. Memo to J. McGuffin, December 6, 2013. 
 
McGuffin, J., Monteith Brown Planning Consultants.  Memo to B. Debbert, January 7, 2014.  
Attachments: I. Lord memo December 6, 2013; Section extract from the Ontario Heritage Act; 
NRSI memo December 13, 2013; Purchase and Sale document between Alan Osler Gibbons 
and the University of Western Ontario, May 2, 1961. 
 
Departmental and Agency Comments: 
 
Rowland, S., City of London Forestry.  E-mail to B. Debbert, September 18, 2013. 
 
Dalrymple, D., London Hydro. Memo to B. Debbert, September 23, 2013. 
 
Bergsma, B., Environmental and Parks Planning.  Memo to B. Debbert, September 20, 2013. 
 
Raffoul, L., Bell Canada. Letter to B. Debbert, October 1, 2013. 
 
Creighton, C., Upper Thames River Conservation Authority.  Letter to B. Debbert, October 21, 
2013. 
 
Lysynski, H.  Secretary Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee.  Letter to 
B. Debbert, October 23, 2013. 
 
Lysynski, H. Secretary Environmental and Ecological Planning Advisory Committee.  Letter to B. 
Debbert, November 6, 2013. 
 
Lysynski, H. Secretary Transportation Advisory Committee.  Letter to B. Debbert, November 6, 
2013. 
 
Abushehada, I.  Development Services.  Memo to B. Debbert, November 6, 2013. 
 
Page, B. Environmental and Parks Planning.  E-mail to B. Debbert, November 20, 2013. 
 
Page, B.  Environmental and Parks Planning.  E-mail to B. Debbert, November 21, 2013. 
 
Smolarek, J. Urban Design.  Memo to B. Debbert, November 29, 2013. 
 
Creighton, C., Upper Thames River Conservation Authority.  Letter to B. Debbert, December 10, 
2013. 
 
McClure, K., Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.  E-mail to B. Debbert, December 
18, 2013. 
 
McClure, K., Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.  E-mail to B. Debbert, January 8, 
2014. 
 
Creighton, C., Upper Thames River Conservation Authority.  Letter to B. Debbert, February 17, 
2014. 
 
McClure, K., Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.  E-mail to B. Debbert, February 
20, 2014. 
 
 
Other: 
Site visits October 15, 2013, November 1, 2013 and November 13, 2013. 
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Appendix "A" 

 
 

      Bill No. (number to be inserted by Clerk's Office) 
      2014 
 
      By-law No. Z.-1-14   
 
      A by-law to amend By-law No. Z.-1 to 

rezone an area of land located at 1836 
Richmond Street. 

 
  WHEREAS Western University has applied to rezone an area of land located 
at1836 Richmond Street, as shown on the map attached to this by-law, as set out below; 
 
  AND WHEREAS this rezoning conforms to the Official Plan; 
 
  THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London 
enacts as follows: 
 
1) Schedule “A” to By-law No. Z.-1 is amended by changing the zoning applicable to lands 

located at 1836 Richmond Street, as shown on the attached map compromising part of 
Key Map No. A102, from an Urban Reserve (UR2) Zone to a Holding Residential 
R5/Residential R7/Residential R8 Special Provision (h-4•h-5•h-18•h-54•h-55•h-79•h-
89•R5-7(*)/R7(*)/R8-4(*) Zone, an Open Space Special Provision (OS5(*)) Zone, an 
Open Space Special Provision (OS5(**)) Zone and an Urban Reserve Special Provision 
(UR2(*)) Zone 

 
2) Section Number 9.4 of the Residential R5 (R5-7) Zone is amended by adding the following 

Special Provision: 
 
 ) R5-7(*) 1836 Richmond Street  
 

a) Additional Permitted Uses 
i) Commercial recreation establishments in existing buildings; 
ii) Day care centres in existing buildings 
iii) Dwellings in existing buildings; 
iv) Offices in existing buildings; 
v) Places of worship in existing buildings; 
vi) Studios in existing buildings; 
vii) University school related functions in existing buildings. 

 
 

b) Regulations 
i) Front Yard Depth    0.0 metres (0.0 feet) 

(Minimum) 
 

ii) The maximum density calculation shall be based on a total 
lot area of 5.6 hectares (13.84 acres), which includes lands 
in the adjacent ecological buffer. 

 
3) Section Number 11.4 of the Residential R7 (R7) Zone is amended by adding the following 

Special Provision: 
 
 ) R7(*) 1836 Richmond Street  
 

a) Additional Permitted Uses 
i) Commercial recreation establishments in existing buildings; 
ii) Day care centres in existing buildings; 
iii) Dwellings in existing buildings; 
iv) Offices in existing buildings; 
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v) Places of worship in existing buildings; 
vi) Studios in existing buildings; 
vii) University school related functions in existing buildings. 

 
b) Regulations 

i) Front Yard Depth  0.0 metres (0.0 feet)  
(Minimum) 

 
ii) Height   13.0 metres (42.65 feet) 

(Maximum) 
 

iii) Density   75 units per hectare  
(Maximum)    (30.36 units per acre) 
 

iv) The maximum density calculation shall be based on a total 
lot area of 5.6 hectares (13.84 acres), which includes lands 
in the adjacent ecological buffer. 

 
4) Section Number 12.4 of the Residential R8 (R8-4) Zone is amended by adding the 

following Special Provision: 
 
 ) R8-4(*) 1836 Richmond Street 
 

a) Additional Permitted Uses 
i) Commercial recreation establishments in existing 

buildings; 
ii) Day care centres in existing buildings; 
iii) Dwellings in existing buildings; 
iv) Offices in existing buildings; 
v) Places of worship in existing buildings; 
vi) Studios in existing buildings; 
vii) University school related functions in existing buildings. 
 

b) Regulations 
i) Front Yard Depth  0.0 metres (0.0 feet) 

(Minimum) 
 

ii) The maximum density calculation shall be based on a total 
lot area of 5.6 hectares (13.84 acres), which includes lands 
in the adjacent ecological buffer.  

 
5) Section Number 36.4 of the Open Space (OS5) Zone is amended by adding the following 

Special Provision: 
 
)  OS5(*) 1836 Richmond Street 
 

a) Permitted Uses 
i) Ecological buffer; 
ii) Existing uses; 
iii) Commercial recreation establishments in existing 

buildings; 
iv) Day care centres in existing buildings; 
v) Dwellings in existing buildings; 
vi) Offices in existing buildings; 
vii) Places of worship in existing buildings; 
viii) Studios in existing buildings; 
ix) University school related functions in existing buildings. 

 
b) Regulations 

i) No minimum lot frontage requirement. 
 

ii) No minimum lot area requirement. 
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iii) Surface parking to meet parking requirements, and 

accessory uses, shall be located on the adjacent lands at 
1836 Richmond Street that are zoned for Residential 
development. 

 
6) Section Number 36.4 of the Open Space (OS5) Zone is amended by adding the 

following Special Provision: 
 

) OS5(**) 1836 Richmond Street 
 

a) Regulations 
i) No minimum lot frontage requirement.  

 
7) Section Number 49.3 of the Urban Reserve (UR2) Zone is amended by adding the 

following Special Provision: 
 
 ) UR2(*) 1836 Richmond Street 
 

a) Permitted Uses 
i) Existing driveways, parking and landscaping; 
ii) Conservation lands; 
iii) Managed woodlot; 
iv) Passive recreation uses. 

 
b) Regulations 

i) No minimum lot frontage requirement. 
ii) No minimum lot area requirement. 
iii) The long term intent for these lands is that they be rezoned 

to apply  Residential and/or Open Space Zones consistent 
with the zoning on the adjacent lands at 1836 Richmond 
Street, in order to delineate the development limit.  This 
rezoning is to be applied for and evaluated based on the 
recommendations of a detailed Environmental Impact 
Study prepared to the satisfaction of the Managing 
Director, Planning and City Planner, based on a detailed 
development concept for the adjacent Residential lands. 

 
The inclusion in this By-law of imperial measure along with metric measure is for the purpose of 
convenience only and the metric measure governs in case of any discrepancy between the two 
measures.  
 
This By-law shall come into force and be deemed to come into force in accordance with Section 
34 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P13, either upon the date of the passage of this by-law 
or as otherwise provided by the said section. 
 
 PASSED in Open Council on Tuesday, April 15, 2014. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      Joe Fontana 
      Mayor 
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      Catharine Saunders 
      City Clerk 
  
 
 
 
 
 
First Reading    -  Tuesday, April 15, 2014 
Second Reading – Tuesday, April 15, 2014  
Third Reading   -  Tuesday, April 15, 2014 
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