Wise, Sonia

From: sarice kurits (D

Sent: Monday, July 11, 2016 11:37 AM
To: Wige, Sonia
Subject: RE: OZ - 8624

Dear Ms. Wise,

[ am writing to express my concerns about the proposed zoning change at 420 Fanshawe Park Road E. Asa
resident of this area | am extremely concerned about the effects this change will have in my neighbourhood.

I am mostly concerned about the effects increased density will have in this single dwelling space mcluding
increased traffic and noise. The construction of a building this size will be very disruptive for those of us in this
neighbourhood.

I have heard the arguments for this change including the need to create an alternative housing option for those
who would like to downsize but remain in the area. There are other options available in this area for those
individuals who would like to downsize (e.g., apartment buildings nearby at Fanshawe Park Road and Adelaide
assisted living residences at Fanshawe and Richmond),
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Please accept this email as my opportunity to express my opposition to the zoning change.
Thank you,
Sincerely,

Janice Kurita



Wise, Sonia
L

From: BRISTOL <

Sent: Monday, luly 11, 2016 11:30 AM
To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Fw: Rezoning #0Z-8624
Attachments: Rezoning Fanshawe 001.jpg

Sorry. | forgot attachment:

On Monday, July 11, 2016 8:26 AM, BRISTOL < - -

Hello Sonia. Thank you for the reply. | do have several other questions:

1. Could you please explain how 120 letters were sent out to home owners within 120 meters, when
there are only 32 houses that fit that criteria. Who got the other 887

2. Could you also explain why the people on Donnybrook had so much say in relocating the
proposed building. The building looks like an institution sitting right on the road. 1t would be more
aesthetically appropriate in the original location.

That way a lovely enticing entrance with trees and flowers etc. along a laneway leading in would be
more welcoming (almost like an estate if lowered) and less intrusive on Phillbrook Drive residents
backing onto the property. They are losing most of their protective canopy, whereas Donnybrook
residents will be keeping their canopy. A six story apartment building is not appropriate anywhere on
the Pooles' old property, but this would help especially if downsized to three stories. Why did
Donnybrook get their way?

3. Originally this was to be rental apartments for seniors over 55. Now media presents it as condos
for sale for seniors. Who is going to use the 72 bike racks? No seniorin their right mind would ever
venture out for a relaxing bike ride on Fanshawe, rumoured to soon be 6 lanes. Hello students!!il!
Please see attached letter to editor.

4. | wondered why there is a covered FOR SALE sign on 1880 Phillbrook Drive. Rezoning # 0Z-~
85847

5. Online it says that York development owned this property about 8 months ago. Is this

correct? Wouldn't Westdell have to start all over again with rezoning, if they purchased it that
recently?

6. Can't understand why you feel that this apartment ? building is needed so desperately in this
area. You need to take a drive up Richmond Street to see all the high risers going up. At least there,
people have a choice whether to buy a home near an tall apartment.

7. Will there be another opportunity for Stoneybrook Residents to voice their opinion before the
meeting at City Hall in October (not sure of date, please advise).

Thanks,

Lorrie Bristol

1562 Phillbrook Drive



-
Wise, Sonia
m LI R R
From: Muna Gharib
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2016 12:58 AM
To: Wise, Sonia
Subject: Comments Regarding Rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd £ (O7 - 8624)
Attachments: 0OZ-8624 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E Letter to Planner Against Rezoning July 7, 2016.pdf
Dear Sonia,

Please find attached my comments regarding the rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E. I would like this to be
part of the public record on this matter. Do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Thank-you,

M. Gharib
451 Billybrook Cres
N5X 2Y7
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Attention: Sonia Wise
The City of Londen
Planning Services
R.C.Box 50358

London, ON NBA ALY

RE: OZ-86z4 - Application to rezone 420 FANSHAWE PARK ROAD EAST
Dear Ms. Wise,

bam writ?ng to voice my concern with the proposed amandment o the Zoning By-law for the
property located at 220 Fanshawe Park Road East. | live right up the street from the proposed
apartment bullding for this site and | worry that the character of my neighborhood will be
negatively changed farever. Thisisa wei}esiabiiéhed residential neighborheod that is known for
its quiet streets, proud home-owners, friendly families, and a strong schoot district. My husband
grew up In this neighborhood, and t know prior to purchasing our own home a few years ago,
that these were all qualities that wera desirable for us, However, high density developmants,
such as the one proposed, serve only as a siap in the face to the Bmilies that have worked so
hard to build such a special community, All that these developers ara doing is trying to make a
guick buck off 2 highly sought after neighborhoaod, and in the process, destroy what makes it so
special,

Am | being overly dramatic? Some might say so, But let me ask you this. Why are sg many
families moving away from this city, to surrounding communities such as ilderton, Kilworth,
Mount Brydges and Thorndale? And the list just goes on and on. Why were there just as many
new single family homes built in these surrounding communities last yaar, as there were in the
city itself? Could it be that there are many families that desire to live in these traditional lower-
density family focusad communities? | can tell you this - they will not be looking for a 142 unit



s Uanttrment bullding sitting smack dab in the middie of a cluster of single family homes, They will

fustmove dway, and London will continue to lose its tax base, not to mention its smalf city charm,

Now dor't get me wrong, | am not against high-density developments, The issue is with
expectations, transparency, and official plans, | would suggest that there should rarely be a
justification to amend an official plan in 2 nelghborhood that has been thriving, and a jewal in the
city, for the {ast 30 years, s not fair for those who recently purchased, nor is it fair for thoss
who have been here since the beginning, as this tvpe of development will only serve to lower
thelr property values and decrease thelr guality of iife, There should be an expectation for
established neighborhoods in this city, that drastic changes In the Zoning By-law, as in the one
being proposad, can only take place in 3 crisis or very unigue situstion, Neither of these are
present at the current time In our neighborhood, There are many other projects that the
developer could undertake on this property that could stillincrease density but be a better 8t for
the surrounding community - single family homas, or condominium fownhomes are some
suggestions that come to mind. But a 142 unit multi-storey apartment building is completely out

of ling no matier how it is dressed up.

tknow t have been rambling on, with not so much as in justifications for why | am so opposed o
this deveiopment, but | suspect that you will get many arguments from my neighbors why this is
in many ways 2 bad ides for not only our community, but also for the city. Some that comato
mind off the top of my head are as follows:

1. A4z unit mult-storey apartment building backing onto a clean, quiet residential
neighborhood of single family homes will drastically decrease the privacy of its
neighbors near and far, increase foot and vehicular traffic on fts sireels, decrease the
property vaiues of the surrounding homes, and increase the pressure on an already at-
fuli-capacity school district.

]

Due to the types of tenants a 142 unit renta! apartment building will attract, the mix of
citizens in this community will be significantly changed, from the current trend of long-
term families, to one likely of short-term tenants such as students and other {ransient
foiks, This will ikely lead te an increased exodus of families to quister comimunities
surrounding London, further deteriorating the current character of the neighborhood,
3. There are aiready clusters of apartment buildings and higher density condo
developments close by at the major intersections of Fanshawe/Adelaide and
Fanshawe/Richmond. These types of high density developments should be limited to
specific high traffic areas such as these, as outlined in Londen's Official Plan. There is
absolutely no need to create additiona clusters of apartment buildings in batween thess
areas, The argument from the developer that they are providing needed housing for
empty nesters o stay in the neighborhooed is laughable, since the intersectons



re

mentioned above, as well as the university neighborhoods, are packed with some of the
highest number of condominium and apartment unit options in the city. inaddition,
there are many refirement homes close by, so | would suggest that the options for our
seniors have never been greater to stay close to this neighborhood.

4. i1 the zoning change is granted, this may likely set off a snowball effect of rezonings in
the area. There are many other large old propertes along Fanshawe Park Road between
Richmond and Adelaside that back onto residential naighborhoods. By ellowing 420
Fanshawe Park Road £ to be rezoned, this could sat a precadent that would be difficylt
to hoid back, and many other developers would likely buy up these properties with the
expectation that rezoning will be easy to obtain. Needless to say, this would further
deteriorate the character of the neighborhood, and our ability to controf it will have
bean iost.

In summary, | have presented some conecerns of mine regarding a proposed change in the Zoning
By-law for 420 Fanshawe Park Read East 10 8 much higher density developrment than what it is
currently intended for. | refterate, that this changs is far from conforming to the intent of the
cities Official Plan, and should be rejected based on this and the significant change in the
character of the current neighborhood that this would bring, { would suggest that the developer
work with the neighborhood to design & project that wilt compliment its surroundings and serve
te maintain the desirability and tivahility of this fapily community for many years to come,
Thank-you for your time,

Sincerely yours,

M. Gharib
Owner - 481 Billybrook Cres

Fage o0



Wise, Sonia

From:

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 10:54 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Cc: Rima Tassi

Subject: (QZ-8624 - Rezoning 420 Fanshawe Park Road
Dear Ms Wise,

We are writing you today to voice our deep protest to the latest developers attempt to re-zone the residential
property on 420 Fanshawe Park Road. I personally have been a resident growing up in this neighbourhood
(Stoneybrook Heights) since 1986 and still reside in the neighbourhood today along with my wife and 3 young
children. We decided to remain in this neighbourhood to raise our young kids for the very fact of its peacefil,
mature, and tranquil atmosphere. I'm afraid by adding a 6 story building housing 140+ units right in the middle
of our single family home neighbourhood, this will tear that peace and tranquility right up and all the reasons
we decided to stay in this area would be lost. We are all for development of our area, however that
development needs to stay within the existing look and feel of the netghbourhood and its established

zoning. Not being changed to medium or high density housing. Can we not keep our existing established
neighbourhoods controlled? There are plenty of areas - especially newer areas - where zoning for higher
density units exist already and arc allowed.

Please, if living in a peaceful, single family neighbourhood for 30 years meauns anything to you and City
Council, don't let a developers deep pockets and economic greed uproot that quality single family environment
that keeps us and our young kids at ease and peace of mind. We as home owners and high property tax paying
Londoners, will not forget this decision come election time.

Thank you for your time.

Youssef & Rima Tassi
467 Billybrook Cr
London, Ontario

N5X 2Y7



Wise, Sonia

From: -
Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 10:38 PM
To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: 0Z-8624

Dear Ms. Wise,

P write concerning the above land use planning amendment relating to 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. East.
My wife and | reside at 1617 Philibrook Dr..

We wish to share and register our opposition to the propose land use change.

First, the proposed higher density use for a 6 story condominium complex does not fit at all with the
surrounding neighbourhood which is virtually made up entirely of single family homes. The property
lies mid-block between Hastings on the west and Phillbrook on the east. It is surrounded by
established single family homes.

Second, the construction of a six story building will result in a loss of privacy for homes on
Donnybrook and elsewhere in the nearby area. Those living in the building will have visual access to
the private backyards of those of us in the neighbourhood. This is very intrusive.

Further, the increase in density for this proposed use will undoubtedly increase noise , especially as
now configured with elevated patios facing into the neighbourhood North of Fanshawe. The building
will tower over existing trees and there is no reasonable way to prevent the inevitable noise.

Finally, and certainly not insignificantly, the proposed intensification of use will generate a substantial
increase of vehicular traffic on Donnybrook, Hastings and Phillbrook Dr.. This neighbourhood has
many small children. 1t is a family-centric environment. The increased traffic will change the

character of the area and poses a risk to children. The traffic likewise brings with it noise and
poliution concerns.

We appreciate the developer's desire to maximize the income which can be generated through
increased density on this property. Making a profit is understandable. However, this is simply the
wrong location for the use proposed. Any development of the property should be in conformity with
the existing OP and zoning designations which fit the character of the neighbourhood.

Thank you for your consideration.

We would appreciate being kept informed as and if this process continues.

Yours truly,

Russell Raikes

Sent from my iPad



Wise, Sonia

From: Paula Buccione Pw
Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 9:07 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, lared;

Subject: Re: Case No. OZ-8624

- RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

We are long time residents of the neighbourhood and friends of preivous owners "The Poole's", who
were long standing citizens of the neighbourhood. They sold the property on the pretense of it remaining a
single family dwelling. The historical aspect of this property shadows that of Elton House with it's elite
prestigious garden parties, manicured gardens. To lose this piece of history to a 142 unit complex would be
a shamae.

Qur children grew up in an safe, outstanding, upscale neighbourhood learning what it was like living in
a safe family orientated neighbourhood with great family values. Since then they have grown, gone to
school in other cities and returned to the area as they valued the quiet, comfortable neighbourhood to start
their own famiiies,

The developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use,
and the rights of surrounding landowners. The increased volume of traffic would potentially limit
emergency services, eg. if you park vehicles on both sides of Donnybrook, emergency vehicles would have
difficulty accessing their destination. Garbage pick up has already been affected with vehicles parking on
both sides of the street.

We realize the fact that the city has to grow, but the pattern we have seen in the area is being
subjected to high-rise and medium density development. We need to maintain our neighbourhood status
as single family dwelling.

Would you like this to happen to your back yard, | would think not.

We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote
good planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan.
Furthermore, we believe it is imperative to protect the interests of property owners in
established neighbourhoods.

Thank you
Silvio & Paula Buccione
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Wise, Sonia L ey ATy :
%
From: Elizabeth Harris—

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 7:31 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia

Cc: Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mchamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh;
: Mubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park,
Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com; Cassidy, Maureen;
. -mbrown R :
Subject: Application for OZ-8624-420 Fanshawe Park Road East

I'am writing to ask you to please reject the proposal to re-zone 420 Fanshawe Park Road East.

From the application:

The property is well-suited for the intended dpartment use considering its physical size/shape, its location
adjacent 1o an arterial street and its proximity to existing public transit services and the proposed rapid transit
system, - . : B -

The proposal introduces greater housing choice within an established neighbourhood comprised of
predominately single detached residences; o :

The massing, orientation and articulation of the apartment building is designed (1) to be sensitive to the
established neighbourhood character and (2) to integrate effectively into the existing development context.

In this regard, building height and massing transitions from a six storey form along the Fanshawe Park Road
East frontage to a three storey form internal to the Site. F urther, a landscaped buffer would be provided along
the Domnybrook Road frontage to partially screen the propesed apartment structure from the street;
Landscaping enhancements will be integrated into the site design to help screen the planned buildings and
surface parking areas. Where practical and appropriate, mature trees will be protected in order (0 help screen
views of the development from surrounding properties; and- The existing access arvangement along Fanshawe
Park Road East will be maintained as the primary vehicular/pedestrian entrance for the apartment building.

Just a few observations to consider:

well-suited?

Has consideration been given as to what this would mean to the current residents and homeowners on
Donnybrook Road. This property was not intended to accommodate a six storey apartment building (142 unit
condominium), rather it was developed for single family homes. Why is there a need to change this? A six
storey apartment undermines the character of the neighborhood and puts existing homeowners particularly on
Dennybrook Road in a precarious position regarding the value and future values of their homes, This property is
right in the middle of our low density single family neighbourhood, period. 1 fail to see how

this apartment compliments the character of our neighbourhood.

adjacent to an arterial street

Major investments have been made to improve the flow of traffic along Fanshawe Park Road (currently
underway). Furthermore, increased traffic challenges (Hastings Road) that have been created based on
expansion in the Masonville community. Steps have been taken to contral speed limits in proximity to Jack
Chambers Public School to support both growth and more importantly safety. While proactive measures have

1



been taken to improve east of - _.laide traffic, proper consideration has .._. been given to the impact this will
have on increased traffic pressure which would stem from Adelaide Street to Richmond Street.

introduces greater housing choice within qn. established neighpourhood comprised of predominately single
detached residences

Really? Interesting suggestion, not a bad marketing statement, however lacks substance as I take exception to
the notion that this will benefit the neighborhood. It benefits the developer not the neighbourhood. I am
surprised with what I read in all the documents sent to me and what this developer wants to do with our
neighbourhood. Clearly, the motives benefit the developer and not the neighbourhood.

If you live in London, you know that we don’t need any new structures to help increase the traffic at
Masonville. It is busy enough now.

There is a very large apartment building being built in that node and that is in keeping with the high intensity of
that node. The new apartment building will make the mall and the restaurant owners very happy.

I respectfully ask you to reject this proposal and make the right decision for the people for OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD. This is a very desirable neighborhood in London and this proposal fails to demonstrate
value to US, the people who live and raise families here. [ respectfully ask you to reject this proposal and make
the right decision for the people for OUR NEIGHBORHOOD.

My family and other families are very fortunate to live in Stoneybrook. We are in need of your HELP and
LEADERSHIP to preserve the character of the Uplands and Stoneybrook neighbourhood.

Thank you for both your consideration and time.
Sincerely,
Brian Harris

51 Wendy Crescent
N35X 3J6

Sent from my 1Pad



Wise, Sonia o

From: S Roch

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 5:12 FM
To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: RE: OZ 6428 420 Fanshawe Park Rd

Hi Sonia, thanks so much for the response. Could you send the latest traffic volume reports for the area? Much
appreciated.
Shauna Roch

OnJul 7, 2016 4:21 PM, "Wise, Sonia" <swise@london.ca> wrote:

Dear Ms. Roch,

Thank you for your comments, they will be considered as part of the application review.

Please do not hesitate to contact me for any further information,

Regards

Sonia Wise

Planner ll, Current Planning
Londen Planning Services

City of London

P.0. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON NB6A 4L9

P:519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5397

swise@londen.ca | www.london.ca

From: S Roch [mailte:_



Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 3;:1. M
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire,

Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman,
Jared; Stoney Brook; City of London, Mayor; Fleming, John M.
Subject: Re: 07 6428 420 Fanshawe Park Rd e

ST

Mayor Brown, city councillors, and planning staff,

Please see my attached letter opposing the development application and Official Plan ammendement for 420
Fanshawe Park Rd. E.

Ms. Wise, please confirm receipt.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Shauna Roch, MBA, CPA, CMA
Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands Residents Association Member

Domnybrook Rd



Wise, Sonia

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

To whom it may concern:

Youlin Lee

Thursday, July 07, 2016 3:39 PM

van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Development Services; Tomazincic, Michael;
Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh;
Hubert, Paul; Mopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park,
Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; stoneybrookneighbours@gmaii.com

Case Number OZ-8624

The current plans by the developer have a very large 6 story high rise with underground parking
being built on this site. It will forever change the landscape of our quiet residential neighbourhood if
this development is approved and built.

Please reconsider.

Sincerely,
Lee



Wise, Sonia

From: C Patry

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 3:38 PM

To: van Holst, Michael, Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil, Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifran, Jared

Ce: S --

Subject: Case No. OZ-8624 - Development of 420 Fanshawe Park Road

Dear City Officials;

We understand that there will be some development on the property of 420 Fanshawe Park Road, we have several
concerns about the proposed development of a 142 unit, six story structure. We have called London home since 2000. In
2008, we welcomed a second child into our lives. He was born with complex medical care needs. We were living in White
Hils at the time, and enjoyed our neighbourhood and neighbours, However, out of necessity we had to find a more
accessible home in which our son could grow and hopefully learn to become independent. It fook us 3 years of searching
before we bought our house on the corner of Jeffreybrook Close and Jeffreybrook Drive in 2013, Among the factors
affecting our purchase, were accessibility of the home, quietness of an established neighbourhood, safety and privacy (no
multistory buildings). We were delighted to have found all of this in our house and to find that the neighbourhood is home
to at least one Participation House with a very independent resident who often rides through the neighbourhood in her
molorized wheelchair. It has given us hope for the possibilities for our son.

We fear that adding such a densely populated residence to the neighbourhood will adversely affect the safety of our
streels, the quiet and serene space which we call home and will diminish any privacy we may have. Residents of a six
story structure would be able to see quite far into the backyards of residents. Fanshawe Park Road is already a very busy
and congested road and adding any residence of this size would put more of a strain on the neighbourhood {Donnybrook,
Hastings and Phillbrook) and greatly increase the risks for more accidents. Just today, we drove past yet another collision
at Fanshawe Park Road and Adelaide Sireet.

The developer has said their goal is to provide empty nester apartments for those who would like to downsize into a luxury
condos but has also said that they cannot guarantee that units will be sold to the +55 age group. Apartments that are 800
to 1,000 square feet do not strike me to be in line with luxury condos. | have spoken with some neighbours who are empty
nesters and they have said this would not be of interest to them. Once this building is built, they will want the units filled
(understandably) but if the +55 group are not the ones purchasing condos it may go to post-secondary students or
families and at 142 units that will greatly affect the peacefulness of the neighbourhood and add to an already overflowing
school.

We are not opposed to development, we are just opposed to development of this magnitude. Any development on these
properties should remain low density to match the existing character of this neighbourhood. We rely on the city to approve
responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as
outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it is imperative to protect the interests of property owners in
established neighbourhoods.

Sincerely,

Tanja & Clayton Patry
Concerned Residents
479 Jeffreybrook Close



Wise, Sonia

From:

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 3:11 PM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael: Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil: Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna:
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold: Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Re: Case No. 0Z-8624

City of London,

fn regards to CASE NO: 0Z-8624
- The proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City's Official Plan, as it gives no consideration to the
existing character of the Neighbourhood. The proposed development is not sensitive to the established Neighbeurhood,
and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1, s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan.
- The developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the rights
of surrounding landowners.
- tn accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitied in Nodes in the city, usually appearing
at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middie of a residentia block. It is not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-
block, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density.

There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. Examples provided
by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height.

According to the developer's report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
Neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building is NOT
sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the
Neighbourhood.

- Contrary to the developers report, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential
development, with the closest such density being 750m away.

- According to the developer's proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess of what is
acceptable by the province, '

- ‘Bonusing' based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would result in a structure not compatible with
the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered,

- We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is
compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it is imperative to protect
the interests of property owners in established Neighbourhood.

Regards,

Heather L. Bulckaert
RG31 Team Lea

General
{Office)

This is an e-mail from General Dynamics Land Systems. It is for the intended recipient only and may contain
confidential and privileged information. No one else may read, print, store, copy, forward or act in reliance on it
or its attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, please return this message to the sender and delete the

message and any attachments from your computer. Your cooperation is appreciated.
&&



Wise, Sonia

From: Robert i >

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 2:51 PM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Fanshawe Park road development

Having lived in this area for the past 29 years | can fully appreciate the negative impact that this plan
will have on our neighbourhood. This structure will have several roof top patios that will definitely
invade the neighbour's privacy. There are several apartment buildings , condominiums and town
homes being built along Sunningdale Rd. The people who buy in that new area will be aware of them
when they make their decision to move there unlike the home owners on Donney Brook, some who
have lived on that street for 20 to 30 years. These home owners purchased a home on a quiet
residential street zoned for single family homes. The contractor bought the property that backs onto
Donny Brook knowing that it is zoned for single family homes. We are all aware that more than one
home will be buiit on this lot. However there are no homes more than two stories high in this
neighbourhood and that shouid not change. When you exit Home Depot onto Fanshawe Park Rd.
there is a group of detached condos across the road. They do not invade the existing neighbour's
privacy, but do provide for higher density living in a considerate manner. We all know that money
talks but we can only hope for a solution that does consider the existing neighbourhood. The
proposed structure will also significantly impact the traffic on Fanshawe Park Rd. The propose
structure is also several decimals above the accepted Provincial level.

There have been several meetings concerning this issue. For anyone with an opinion on this issue
they are extremely informative. Written by Brenda .

Sent from my iPad



Wise, Sonia

From; AP

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 12:37 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Cc: van Holst, Michael, Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer,
Jesse; psquiire@london.ca; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner,
Stephen; Usher, Harald; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; Morgan, Josh

Subject: Re: case # OZ -8624

July 7, 2016

Attention: Sonia Wise, Planner
City of London

RE: OZ-8624~ Rezoning at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

As original owners of 42 Donnybrock Road , we are grateful to have had the advantage of living
across the street from the above address not only visually but the interactions with Mr Poole himself.
Our mature neighbourhood has benefited immensely with an abundance of wildlife inhabiting the
property including a variety of bird species.

We are not gullible enough to believe that a developer will keep this forest for our benefit however, we
understand the purchaser was fully aware of the zoning designation of the property and the

restrictions in place. We are supportive of sensible development of this property that coincides with
the neighbourhood.

We appreciate the opportunity to vote on this " possible land use change" that would greatly have an
impact on the character of our neighbourhood with respect to scale, intensity of use and visual and
audible privacy of residents.

We are strongly against any rezoning or ptan amendment for this property.

We believe that the " Urban Design Brief, Character Statement & Compatibility Report” prepared by
MHBC Planning is based on inaccurate or misleading information.

We are not in support of exceeding the current residential density of this property and do not support
any changes to the Official Plan or zoning to allow it.

Gord & Doreen Baird
42 Donnybrook Road
London, Ont

N5X 3C8

Sent from my iPad



Wise, Sonia

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

franim albayour (D

Thursday, July 07, 2016 12:23 PM

van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael: Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

420 Fanshawe Park Rd

Fanshawe development rejection letter.docx

Dear All city planners and counceler

Attachment is my latter to oppose the rezoning and official plan amendment

Thanks



Muza Abu Zaied
1555 Phillbrook Drive
~London, Ontario N&X 276

City Planners
tondon, ON
Re: Case No. 07-8624

July 6, 2016
To Whom it May Concern,

My name is Muza Abuzaied, | have been a resident at 1555 Phillbrook Dr since 1996. | have raised eight
children in this home, and have immensely enjoyed our home and the surrounding neighbourhood
throughout the past 20 years.

As a family woman, | enjoyed first and foremost the safety the neighbourhood offered while raising a
young family of busy children. Now, | am thankful for the safety of my grandchildren in the very same
neighbourhood. Not only are the roads conducive to family life — with low speed limits and little traffic,
the privacy offered by a quiet neighbourhood makes us feel safe. With the threat of tall buildings and a
rooftop patio in our back yard, | fear this privacy wifl be invaded, and the unease of not knowing my
neighbours, looking down at me and my family, will cause me a great deal of unease.

The neighbourhood as it currently exists has its very own character - to alter this character would be a
shame. | do not feel that the City’s Official Plan for the development at 420 Fanshawe Park Road would
enhance the neighbourhood, in direct conflict with s. 2.4.1,5 33.1, and 5. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan for
our neighbourhood. The proposed development does not fit with the existing scale and density of the
residential area. Whereas normally, development of this nature would be undertaken in areas with a
medium-density neighbourhood, this plan has been proposed for a Jow-density neighbourhood. Further,
such developments are often made at crossings of major roads, not right in the middle of a residential
black, as is the proposed development at 420 Fanshawe Park Road. | believe an alternative location
would be better utilized for this type of development.

I 'am also concerned about the overall traffic and road safety that development at this site will cause.
With a school nearby, there is already a steady volume of traffic due to school busses and alternative
drop off/pick up methods utilized by families of the enrolled students. Factoring in additional traffic
would not only intervene with commute times, it would also heighten safety risks for the children and
drivers alike. Fanshawe Park Road, with a speed limit of 70km/h, would not be an ideal location for entry
and exit of the proposed developed complex. Between pedestrian traffic and vehicular traffic, | fear
distractions may lead to potentially life-threatening accidents. Alternative entry and exit locations on



side-streets, | believe, are also not ideal for similar reasons. As | mentioned above, the slow speeds and
low volume of traffic on residential streets such as Phillbrook Drive and Hastings Road are ideal for
families. Altering these zones and increasing road activities would alter the perceived character and
“safety.of the-neighbourhood, and may result in families who have resided here for many years to raise
their families in alternative locations.

Muza Abuzaied

Owner



Wise, Sonia

From: Janelle Wittig_\>

Sent: ~ ~Thursday, July 07,2016 1104 AM - o

To: L o Squire, Phil; Wise. Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Morgan, Josh; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Hopkins, Anna; Hubert, Paul; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; Turner, Stephen;
Ridley, Virginia; Usher, Marold; Helmer, Jesse: van Holst, Michael

Subject: Petition to oppose the rezoning and official plan amendment {case No. OZ-8624)

RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

Good evening, City Planners and Councilors:

t would like to communicate with you regarding the case noted above. After having lived in a busier neighbourhood
close to downtown, we decided it was time to move our young family to a quiet residential neighbourhood with great
schools and quiet stréets. One of the things that attracted us to stoney brook were the kids playing hockey in the
streets and the wonderful sense of community. Stoney brook is a place where people lay down their roots and raise
their families; this is not a busy transient neighbourhood but a well established and close knit community.

We have received detailed information about the proposal to develop apartment buildings at 420 Fanshawe Park E, As
you are aware, this ared'is currently full of trees as well as two residences. Our neighbourhood has a specific character,
and the proposed development is'in conflict with the basis of the City’s Official Plan as it is not sensitive to the
estabiished neighbourhood and does not enhance the areacontravening s. 2.4.1, 5.3.3.1and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan.

The proposal does not fit our neighbourhood, furthermore, it hinders it in terms of scale, intensity of use and the rights
of surrounding landowners. There are many examples of the potential impacts including school capacity (and the risk of
having to ship kids to other neighbourhoods for schooling), garbage collection, traffic flow and intensity, water
management, noise levels, and more. In addition, and this is one of my key points, legally the proposed plan goes against
many key legislations, including but not limited to: o '

1. In accordance with the Official Ptan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually appearing
at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block. It is not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-
block, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density.

tam all for developing our city and creating spaces where new families can thrive however | believe it is unfair to do this
at the expense of destroying established neighbourhoods. The need for the City of London to continue to develop
vertically is well known, there are many areas that have been planned this way and families buy homes in these areas of

the city (for example, Sunningdale and Richmond) well aware that there will be buildings surrounding them at the corner
of the road.

2. According to the developer’s proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess of what is
acceptable by the province. If the proposal is against the law, that should be a show stopper for the city.

In addition, the developer's report sites many misleading examples and arguments that are not logical and further
reinforce the fact that the report is trying to stretch reality into something else. For exam ple:



a. There are no examples of the roposed scale and density within this low-wensity neighborhood. Examples provided
by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height.

b. According to the developer’s report, the design of the building hagbeen changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building is NOT
sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. Saying that an elephant fits in a garage just by changing the way you
put it in does not make sense - the arguments by the developer are not logical.

c. Contrary to the developers report, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential
development, with the closest such density being 75&6m away.

d. The developer goes around these and many other rules by asking for bonusing based on design. This request is
insulting as it is not logical since it would not fit the Official plan.

In summary, the current proposal does not fit iegal guidelines and in addition, it is founded on inaccurate information. |
want our city to prosper but not at the expense of its citizens. | would love to see developers putting their investments
together to do something like in Waterloo, Ontario where buildings like the Kellogg's factory and the neighbouring
buldings become a beautiful residential area, with a library and the aiready close-by French immersion school.

I am aware that Sunningdale will continue to grow, as per the plan approved and that buildings will be in that area. | am
not against developing, | am against retrogression.

Please, continue to work responsibly to make London a well-establish community that becomnes a wonderful city. This
administration recently completed its Strategic Planning. | believe it was a great exercise and this proposal contravenes
its principles. For example, its MISSION At Your Service —a respected and inspired public service partner, building a
better city for all. This proposal impacts a whole neighbourhood and will not build a better city for

anyone surrounding it. In the same document, there is a whole section on Building a Sustainable City and many of the
items will not be in alignment with this proposal.

t ask that you deny this proposal because it is the right thing to do for London. it is also against many legal regulations
and the developer's plan includes many half-truths and inaccuracies.

| wait to hear a response from all of you from this communication and ! am available to discuss further if it would
benefit you.

Thank you, in advance, for your support and prompt response.
Sincerely,

Mike and Janelle Wittig
522 Bobbybrook Drive
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Wise, Sonia

From: Maclean, Dawn on behalf.gf:Salih, Mo Moharied sy

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 10:11 AM

To: Wise, Sonia

Ce: Salih, Mo Mohamed _ o

Subject: FW: CASE NO: 0Z-8624  Letter from Doug Osborne, 34 Donnybrook Rd
Hello Sonia,

Picase see the concermns submitied below on behalf of Councillor Salih.

At your eariiest convenience, can you please review and provide a response back to both the Counciller and
the resident?

Any assistance you can provide would be greatly appreciated.

Thanks,
On behalf of Councillor Mo Mohamed Salih

Dawn Macl.ean

Administrative Assistant

_ Elected Officials, Councillors' Office - -
London City of London

P.O. Box 5035 | London ON'N6A4L9 -
P: 519.661.2500 x 4924 | Fax: 519.661.5933
damaclea@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Salih, Mo Mohamed . |
Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 7:30 AM
To: Maclean, Dawn <damaclea@london.ca>

Subject: Fwd: CASE NO: 0Z-8624 Letter from Doug Osborne, 34 Donnybrook Rd

Kindly forward to staff thanks

Councillor Mo Salih _ o
www.Facebook.com/MohamedMaoSalih

Sent from my iPhone



Begin forwarded message:

From: Doug Oshorne >

Date: July 6, 2016 at 5:46:31 PM EDT

To: "Salih, Mo Mohamed" <msalih@london.ca>

Subject: RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624 Letter from Doug Oshorne, 34 Donnybrook Rd

Hi Mo,

Thanks for getting back to me so quickly. Yes, please send to the staff, | appreciate any help you can
lend to our neighbourhood.

Best Regards,
Doug

From: Sahh Mo Mohamed [mailto: msahh@london cal
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 2:53 PM

To: Doug Osborne
Subject: Re: CASE NO: 0Z-8624 Letter from Doug Osborne, 34 Donnybrook Rd

Hi Doug,

Thanks for taking the time to reach out and share your thoughts. Always feel free to connect.

If you like | can send this off to staff to see if they can respond as | would need to see what transpires
during planning committee since | cannot speak for the applicant. | will always do my due diligence.

Councitlor Mo Salih
www.Facebook.com/MohamedMoSaiih

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 6, 2016, at 10:47 AM, Doug Osborne 4

Dear Sir/Madame,
Re: Case No OZ-8624 420 Fanshawe Park Rd.

I strongly oppose the request of land use change for the property located at 420
Fanshawe Park Road East from low density/single family to medium/high density multi-
family housing. The small family home owners of the existing neighbourhood may not
know all the latest rules for land use change but | think it is unconscionable that the
application for medium density be approved. Please read through and reply to me
that you have received it Please answer my questions that are highlighted.

i



tn 2009, my wife and | purchased our house at.34 Donnybrook which 15 located directly -
north of the “through lot” property of 420 Fanshawe. ‘Before we purchased our
property our lawyer looked into the 2 area ‘and said it was zoned low density/single famity
and that gave us the confidence to go ahead and purchase our home. We fully expected
the lot at 420 Fanshawe to be developed at some time, but we expected that to be
single family homes or at the most low density townhomes.

! attended the Nelghbourhood Informatlon Meetlng held at Church of 5t. Jude on June
29 and observed as the developer 3 spokesperson Carol Wiebe carried out her sales
pitch. | am upset that this developer hopes to change the Iand use and my distrust was
reinforced durmg the presentation. | found some conﬂrctrng arguments on the part of
the developer as Ilsted below I'was however lmpressed with the knowledge of all
speakers and their ahlllty to answer questlons mcludmg Mark Villemaire {architect),
Michael Tomazincic (London Urban Plannlng) Carol Wiebe (MHBC Planning), and Phil
Squire {London Councillor, Ward 6).

Right at the start of the meeting Carol Wiebe came out and said that the access to
Fanshawe Rd was not adequate She explalned that the median i in Fanshawe Park Rd
only allowed access to the property from eastbound Fanshawe and an exrt onto
Fanshawe Pk Rd west. It did not allow an exit onto Fanshawe East or entrance from
Fanshawe West. So now the developer wrll be changing their apphcatlon to ask for
access to Donnybrook i am certaln that an experienced deveIOper would have been
fully aware of that a 142 umt apartment would require access from both directions
before submlttrng therr appllcation This s hlatantly misleading. So hy Id

T What else will be changed? Will they find some reason to change
the pOSltIDn of the building on the property which changes the shadow

forecastmg'-’ Will they decide to eliminate the “drive-through design” because it does
not optimize occupancy? Will they decide that more trees will be cut down? And so
on. After this meeting | definitely do not trust MHBC or the builder to follow the design
laid out in their application. e o -

i am also perplexed why consideration of a land use change could include a “bonus”. It
is one thing to apply for a land use change but then stretch that by adding a bonus of 2
extra stories to bring the total height to six stories. Does that not push the boundaries
of medium density closer to high density? A six story building is very tafl and wili not fit
in with the existing neighbourhood at all. | find the arrogance of such a tactic to be
insulting to the city of London and more directly to our 30 year old

neighbourhood. Bonuses should only be allowed for newly approved zoning areas.

| fail to understand how a medium density building can be plopped down in the middle
of a low density residence area? When Caral Wiebe showed a map of North London a
vellow highlight designated low density areas and it was marred by the new addition of
a red square located at 420 Fanshawe. Carol went on to say that changes to the density
are determined by the existing structure of the neighbourhood. She said high density is
located near the busy streets and low densi
neighbourhood.

streets further back in a

atlike




Donnybrook as:a.. _ntrance/exit for 142.units? Carol may say .nat most residents of
the planned apartment building will use the access to Fanshawe Rd but that has yet to
he determined. The current plan shows the parking lot located closer to

Donnybrook. That makes it quite attractive for residents to leave via the closest exit
which is Donnybrook. No one knows how many will choose the Donnybrook exit if they
are heading east on Fanshawe.. As for residents heading west and north, I question
whether they will choose to exit directly onto Fanshawe or decide to filter their way
through the neighbourhood. | do not believe Carol assessment is accurate. Best guess is
that at least half of the residents will exit onto Donnybrook and because the parking lot
is located close to Donnybrook that ratio may increase significantly. But all 100% of cars
will use Donnybrook at some point of their travel circuit, either coming or going. Have
there been‘any’ trafﬁc stldies to determme i the smai!er roads can absorb this’ traf‘hc?
There are many families with small children in the neighbourhood and Jack Chambers
Elementary School is just around the corner on Hastings. This increased traffic flow will
be a threat to their safety.

The proposal is for 142 units. MHBC is using a calculation of 1.25 parking spaces per
unit. That equals 178 parking spaces. | suspect that most families have closer to one car
per driver. If this development is going to be a retirement living building | can see that
amount being closer to Carol’s assessed amount, but MHBC is not committing to that. If
these units are sold or rented to average families | suspect the amount of cars will be
closer to 2 per unit which equals 284 parking spaces needed. What this means is that
Donnybrook will be used as a park:ng lot for extra vehicles. Furthermore, the

al drs r lsztor’s parkmg spaces.; Ho can.-that be enough
for.142 units? Agaln Donnybrook will be used as an extra parking lot.

Since | do not trust MHBC lalso question the shadowing that was colourfully displayed
upon entrance to the meeting. When the sun is low in the sky during Dec and lan the
shadows come very close to crossing Donnybrook. 1did not purchase my property

expecting to be shaded from a high rise across the street. Wh'a"t' i§ r’ﬁy}_get_:ggrg:é;iff__{ﬂ?

| trust that the City of London will weigh all considerations and hope they make the
proper judgement, but please keep in mind that the decision will have a direct impact
on a 30 year old neighbourhood that has grown under one set of rules and followed
those rules.

Best Regards,
Doug Oshorne
Property Owner, 34 Donnybrook Rd, London N5X 3C3



Wise, Sonia

From:

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 10:00 AM
To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Re:

Clarification

NE corner on Windermere at Doon ( 1 story houses/ condos)
Sent from my iPad

>0nJdul 7, 2016, at 9:51 AM
=

> | just wanted to write a quick note regarding the proposed development on Fanshawe Park Road
between Hastings and Philbrook.

> Concerns

> 1) traffic ( the increased traffic from this proposed development is a concern as our original quiet
subdivision would no longer be quiet and hazardous to the residents of our community as well as to
all the children attending the neighbourhood school (Jack Chambers). _

> 2) although developers are saying this development is geared to 55+ | don't think this is realistic.
Because we are in close proximity to the university | think students will be the main occupants of
these units. ( as shown in all other high density units in the surrounding area)

> 3) developers are saying they are allotting 1.25 parking spaces per unit. If this truly was a seniors
unit then 2 parking spaces per unit would be needed, so therefore parking would definitely be an
issue.

> 4) developments like the one on Windermere close to Doon and the one on the corner of Highbury
and Fanshawe would fit into our neighbourhood much better aesthetically as well as alleviate traffic
concermns.

> Thank you

> Angela Thompson

> 499 Bobbybrook Dr

>

>

> Sent from my iPad
=

> Sent from my iPad

smaag) Wrote:




Wise, Sonia

Fronm: mayoni pingamage
Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 9:34 AM
To: Wise, Sonia; van Holst, Michael; Tomazincic, Michae!; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

Hello Ms Wise,

I am writing to you regarding the proposed rezoning/official plan amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park Road E.
to inform you that we are wholeheartedly opposed to this proposal for the following reasons:

1. The proposed development is not at all in sync with its surroundings. All surrounding buildings are singie
family homes whereas the proposed development is a 6 storey block of apartments. So there is no
compatibility in terms of size of the buildings, density of habitation and the rights of surrounding landowners
such as myself.

2. As per regulations of the City of London, high density buildings are only permitted in certain areas (Nodes) in the
city, usually appearing at the corner of arterial roads. To put up a 6 storey block of apartments in the middle of a
residential block is completely not in accordance with these regulations and highly unreasonable as our residential
block is most definitely not a high density area,

3.The developer's report states that the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building 1s
NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the
neighbourhood.

4. The proposed building would result in a noise level that is far in excess of what is acceptable by the province.

My husband and I, living in 22 Donnybrook Road, will be directly impacted by this proposed development and we
are extremely concerned about it,

We moved to this house 6 months ago from Toronto. While conducting our house hunt, our one of our main
priorities was that the house we buy should be in a residential area with no commercial or large buildings in the
vicinity. If this proposed development was in place at the time of our purchase, we would definitely not have
bought this house.

We, along with our neighbours will be severely impacted by this proposal and we kindly request you to please take
our concerns into consideration.

We rely on the City of London to carry out responsible development which takes into consideration its
surroundings and is compatible with these surroundings. This unfortunately, is not the case for the proposed
development at 420 Fanshawe Park Road E. and we hope the City of London carries out its due diligence on
this matter, '

Thanking You.

Kind regards

Mayoni Ranasinghe
22 Donnybrock Road,
London.



Wise, Sonia

From: Natalie Donders

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 6:55 AM
To: Wise, Sonia

Ce: D

Subject: Letter of Concern re: amendment to 420 Fanshawe Park Rd.

Good Morning Ms. Wise,

Fam writing to express serious concerns regarding the zoning application put forward for the location of 420 Fanshawe
Park Rd. (File #02-8624/ map)

We were surprised when we learned of the Official Plan amendment and Zoning By-law amendment to permit a mid-rise
apartment building with a total of 142 units. The initial Residential R1 Zone stated single detached dwellings.

This amendment change directly effects our area as our home is on Virginia Crescent and backs on to homes on
Donnybrook Road. We enjoy our backyard immensely and have 2 school aged children. My husband and | feel that our
privacy, the quiet and the safety that we now have will be compromised due to an increase in traffic, and in
consideration of the building size request.

We purchased our home 4 years ago with the intention of staying as our children grew. We were definitely surprised to
learn of this amendment, as are many families in our neighbourhood. it is disappointing to hear of this to say the least.
We are hoping that extreme consideration will be given with regards to this amendment and to the homes and families
it directly impacts.

Sincerely,
Natalie and Sean Donders
Virginia Crescent



Wise, Sonia

STIPERTEITI0N
From: charlotte kenning _
Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2016 1:20 AM
To: Wise, Sonia; Squire, Phil; City Councillors; van Holst, Michael: Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed, Helmer, Jesse; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia;
Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared: Stoney Brook
Subject: rezoning proposal at 420 fanshawe park road

Dear Sonia Wise and City Councillors,

This letter is to formally protest a proposed rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Road. This property 1s located ina
quiet single-family dwelling neighbourhood in a highly sought after public school area. A proposal of any high
density housing on this property would significantly disrupt the peaceful neighbourhoods of Stoneybrook,
Stoneybrook Heights and Uplands. Fanshawe Park Road is already a high traffic area with over 33 000 vehicles
cach day. The intersection of Fanshawe and Adelaide has one of the highest collision rates in the city. Adding
an additional 200 to 300 vehicles at 420 Fanshawe Park road would merely add to the collisions and injuries
along Fanshawe Park Road due to merging traffic to/from the property onto/from a high traffic roadway. Many
people ride their bicycles, accompanying their children to soccer or little league baseball games and attempt to
cross Fanshawe Park road at the streetlights to do so. This is a peaceful neighbourhood where families are
pleased to have traffic flow calming strategies to assist with the safety of our children. An alternate exit onto
Donnybrook read is a poor alternative choice for the proposed apartment building. Donnybrook Road is already
a “cross through’ street from Hastings to Philbrook for residents who wish to exit onto Fanshawe Park road at 4
streetlight. My 9-year-old son was almost hit by a speeding car using Donnybrook road as a faster exit from the
neighbourhood. A high density housing in the middle of these neighbourhoods is highly irregular and not
neighbourhood friendly. Taller buildings or higher densities are typically found at intersections or on the edges
of neighbourhoods, not dissecting two peaceful neighbourhoods. The tall trees on the proposed property buffer
the sound from the busy Fanshwawe Park road, but the proposed apartment building will require trees to be cut
down. The additional noise from 300 or more residents at the property, along with the added noise of vehicle
traffic, will exceed acceptable noise limits.

The only proposal that should be considered for these prestigious neighbourhoods, midway along a major
artery, should be single-family uxury dwellings, with as little disruption to the trees on the property as possible.
Keep the noise levels as low as possible. Keep the traffic flowing smoothly with as little disruption of slower
moving vehicles entering/exiting as possible.

Sincerely,

Charlotte McCallum



Wise, Sonia

]
From: sabahat (D
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 11:54 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;
Stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com

Subject: Letter of objection - Case # OZ-8624

1550 Phillbrook drive
4 members
Resident for 8 years

There are some concerns associated with the construction at 420 Fanshawe that we would like to express.
Firstly, it is important to mention the existing downfalls of an already busy neighborhood. Getting in and out
of the driveway has become an increasing problem through the years, We have noticed an increase in
speeding vehicles on phillbrook with only the current residents living in our community. For us getting into the
driveway is far more dangerous, especially turning left onto phillbrook from fanshawe as people try to make
the light or do not wait for cars, and do not slow down for us to get into our driveway. We have had multiple
vandalism on our property with spray paint tagging on our fence facing Fanshawe, and also on our house.
Living right on the corner the traffic noise is noticeable but not intrusive at the moment with over 30,000 cars
driving by daily. On the weekends the sounds of people are rarely heard but is existent. With the fire hydrant
being on our property beside the traffics lights, the increase of vehicles will hinder the use of the hydrant in an
emergency situation for the whole block. During the winter season we get the large, heavy boulders collected
off of Fanshawe narrowing the road significantly for phillbrook traffic.

All these problems mentioned above are only going to intensify with the construction of the apartment
building at 420 Fanshawe. The problems will not only increase for us {1550 phillbrook), but will affect the
whole road down to Adelaide even further. With the increase of people, traffic and public transportation
including taxi's, it will not only affect the traffic flow on phillbrook but also greatly obstruct the flow on
Fanshawe Park road. The issue of privacy will also be affected for the neighborhood, due to the vantage point
of the building.

One of the main reasons for us choosing this particular neighborhood, was the upscale suburban qualities of
stoneybrook heights. We fear that with the construction of the apartment building, and the addition of more
residents, the standard of living will surely be compromised. Thank you for considering our concerns, and
hope you will understand our point of view regarding this situation.

Regards,
Residents of 1550 Phillbrook Dr

e B ¥



Wise, Sonia

From: Carolyn Denning

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 11:50 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Cc: Hopkins, Anna; Armstrong, Bill; Usher, Harold; Helmer, Jesse; Morgan, Josh; Zaifman,

Jared; mbrown; Cassidy, Maureen; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Tomazincic, Michael: van
Holst, Michael; Hubert, Paul; Squire, Phil; Turner, Stephen; Park, Tanya; Ridley, Virginia
Subject: Proposed zoning change to 420 Fanshawe park road

Dave and Carolyn Denning
43 Wendy cres

London Ontario

N5X 316

Dear, Sonia Wise

We are writing to voice our concerns and ask you to reject the proposed rezoning of the property at 420 Fanshawe
Park Road East. We have lived in the Stoneybrook Heights subdivision for 18 years and strongly feel this high density
housing development should not occur in our low density neighbourhood. This property is not suited for this type of
rezoning and will negatively impact our area.

Hastings Drive already has greater traffic flow to the Uplands and past Jack Chambers Public School, which in recent
years has had traffic calming measures put into place.
Donnybrook Road already is used as a through street to the traffic fights at Phillbrook Drive. The added number of
residents who would be living at this proposed development would definitely add to more traffic in the subdivigion and
not to mention the 33,000 vehicles per day that already travel on Fanshawe Park Road. Our children walk and bike in this
neighbourhood to both Jack Chambers Public School and to Lucas Secondary School, as it is less than the 3.2 km for
them to qualify for busing. We want our area to be safe and increased traffic is of great concern.

As the developer can not say if these would be condo units or rental units it may bring transient people
(ie students) who would perhaps not be as conscientious about our established neighborhood. Noise level would be of
obvious concern related to number of units in this high density building, and with associated garbage collections,
delivery vehicles and not to mention the actual construction of this type of development and the impact it would have to
the neighbours. Unfortunately the developer only has to study noise levels related to the impact for their tenants not to
the neighbours surrounding it. This property is not suited for this type of rezoning.
Please reject this proposal and keep the zoning as it is based on the current Official Plan and not the new London Plan.
Keep this area as single family homes as it presently is and not negatively affect the current community in which we live.

Sincerely,
Dave, Carolyn, Andrew and Liam Denning

This information is directed in confidence solely to the person named above and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. This information may not otherwise be distributed, copied or disclosed. If you have received this e-
mail in error, please notify the sender immediately via a return e-mail and destroy original message. Thank you for your
cocperation.



Wise, Sonia

From: G

Sent: Wednesday, july 06, 2016 11:25 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil: Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold: Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

b, oo 3 am
Park Road

Subject: RE: Case 02—864, 420 Fanshawe
Attachments; Hulan letter.docx.doc

Please disregard the previous email as it had the incomplete letter that we intended to submit. Attached is the
finalized letter.
Thank you.

Christine Hulan

Fromy
To: mvanholsti@london.ca; swise@london.ca; mtomazin@london.ca; barmstro@london.ca; msalih@london,ca;

ihelmer(@london.ca; psquire@london,ca; joshmorgan(@london.ca: phubert(@london.ca; ahopkins@london.ca;
vridlev(@london.ca; sturner@london.ca; husher@london.ca; tpark@london.ca: zaifman@london.ca;

Subject: Case 0Z-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Road
Date: Thu, 7 Jul 2016 03:17:27 +0000

Please find attached a letter opposing the proposed amendments to the Official Plan and By-Law for the above
case and address. Thank you for your consideration of our thoughts and concerns. ’

Mark and Christine Hulan
47 Donnybrook Road



Mark and Christine Hulan
47 Donnybrook Road
London, Ontario

N5X 3C7

July 5, 2016

Ms. Sonia Wise o

The City of London Planning Services
P.O. Box 5035

L.ondon, Ontario

NBA 4L9

RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Road
Dear Ms Wise:

We are writing to express our opposition to the proposed amendment to London's
Official Plan and Zoning By-Law for the above mentioned case and property.

We are not against intensification of lands and infil development. This is not a casa of
‘not in my backyard”.  We are truly concerned that this proposed development will
adversely affect the neighbourhood and those that call it home.

Our home, which we purchased 13 years ago, is located on the south side of
Donnybrook Road two doors to the east of the back of the property at 420 Fanshawe
Park Road. We chose this area because of its family friendly, safe, largely single family
homes neighbourhood with an excellent schoot and close, but not too close, to
commercial areas.  The quiet property filled with mature trees almost beside us was an
added bonus. o -

Our concerns with this proposed development are as follows.

- The property at 420 Fanshawe Park Road is in the middle of a single family
‘home residential neighbourhood. The size and scale of the proposed
development, especially with the proposed bonusing, is incompatible with the
‘existing neighbourhood to the north, south, east and west of the property. While
the property fronts a main road, Fanshawe Park Road cannot be viewed as a
‘buffer between a building of this size and the Stoneybrook neighbourhood as a
whole. The privacy and sight-lines for the neighbours will be affected. There
have been new developments along Fanshawe and Richmond that use infil fand
aesthetically and in keégping with the character of the area while respecting the



privacy and rights of the surrounding neighbours. Does the community around
420 Fanshawe Park Road not deserve this same consideration?

The developer's propesal calls for one entrance and exit from the property onto
Fanshawe Park Road. Afa mesting hosted by the developer they informed us
that the city is against this and will require an entrance and exit onto Donnvbrook
FRoad. This aliers their plan {o maintain a tree lined buffer at the north side of the
property which would provide some separation of the apariment building and the
existing neighbours. More concermning is the increase in the traffic that will be
travelling on whatis a local read. Because there is a light at Philibrook, but not
Hastings making it very difficult {o turn left onto Fanshawe, Donnybrock Road
already sees a lot of traffic as people travel to use the light. Traffic reports
shared with the neighbours indicate that between 75 and 96 cars will be enlering
and exiling the development at peak times. Some of those cars will be fraveliing
west so will tum right out of the property onfe Fanshawe, but a number of those
cars will enter and exit ondo Donnybrook while also fravelling along Hastings and
Phillbrook. This is one more issue that reinforces the argument that this
development will adversely affect the neighbours. Should this increase levei of
traffic be considered reasonable for the streets surrcunding the property?

Does the proposed development not contravene section. 2.4.1, section. 3.3.1 and
section. 3.3.2 of the City's Official Plan?

The plan proposed by the developer attempts to maintain a fot of the mature, healthy
trees and shrubs along the east, west and south of the property. This is an
admirable, although somewhat optimistic plan, on the developer’s behalf. In
designing the building the architect has stated that he tried to have the 6 stories and
tiered levels to 3 stories at the back follow the tree canopy with the desired effect of
limiting the impact on the neighbours. As previously mentioned, the tress on the
north side are in jeopardy because of the cily's view that there must be an
entrance/exit onto Donnybrook. As well, some of the trees, as has been reported,
are too close to the proposed building and will either have to be removed prior to
construction or will be damaged due to the construction resulting in them having to
be removed. These trees provide a sound buffer to some of the traffic noise aiong
Fanshawe for the neighbours, they are a benefit to the environment and are
aesthetically pleasing to both the neighbourhood and the landscape of Fanshawe
Park Road. Nof all major arteries in the city need to be fronted by imposing
development. Can the developer really guarantee that the trees will be saved as
proposed? What is the consequence to the neighbourhood and streetscape if a
number of the trees cannot be saved?



- The only medium or high density developments in the area are situated at the
intarsection of 2 main arteries being Fanshawe and Adelaide and Fanshawe and
Richmond. These are both areas with commercial development and a more Iogical,
less intrusive location for larger buildings. According to the Official Plan, these are
the areas of the city where these types of projects should be built, and should
continue to be built only. What precedence would the approvai of the amendments
to the Official Plan and By-laws set for more medium to high density development in
the middie of existing single family neighbourhoods?

Residents, developers, planners and councillors all share in creating a city that makes
responsible use of existing land while ensuring that the rights and needs of all are met.
As residents, we need to recognize that we cannot just allow development in someone
else’s area of the cily. Developers must be respectful of the surrounding area and build
in keeping with development that is already there. City staff and officials must ensure
that landowners and neighbourhoods are not adversely affected and negatively
impacted by city growth and that all development adheres to the Official Plan. The
proposed amendments and development does not fit in with the existing area in size and
magnitude, would be invasive to the neighbourhood and the privacy of the residents,
should not be considered responsible development and should not be approved,

We are sure that you will be hearing many comments from the community and thank you
for considering our thoughts and concerns.

Yours truly,

fiark and Christine Hulan



Wise, Sonia.. - . -

v

From; Josephine Stewart—
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 9:38 PM _ _ N
To: van Holst; Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael: Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
o ~ Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
“Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen: Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; Stoney
Subject: RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

To: City of London Planning Committee and City Councillors
RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

I'am writing this letter to oppose the rezoning and official plan amendment for 420
Fanshawe Park Rd. E. I believe that the proposed development is in conflict with the basis
of the City's Official Plan, as it gives no consideration to the existing character of
the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not sensitive to the
established neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1, s.

- 3.3.1and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan. | am upset to learn that the developer’s concept is
not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the
rights of surrounding landowners. The number of units proposed is far too high for the
area.

In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in
Nodes in the city, usually appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a
residential block. It is not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low density
residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density. There are no
examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood.
Examples provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are
less than & stories in height. This development is sure to have a negative impact on
traffic patterns on Hastings Drive, where | live with my husband and three children. | am
concerned with the additional traffic that would result. There is already traffic calming
measures in place on Hastings due to bus traffic and school traffic. School buses travel
on both Donnybrook and Hastings. According to the developer’s proposal, the proposed
building would also result in a noise level far in excess of what is acceptable by the
province. | know that there is already traffic and busing noise on Hastings. | feel that
this proposed development would greatly add to this noise level on my street.

According to the developer's report, the design of the building has been changed to
be sensitive to the neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation.
However, the mass and size of the building is not sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top
patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of
the neighbourhood. Contrary to the developers report, the site IS NOT situated in the
vicinity of existing medium density residential development, with the closest such density

1 -



being 760m away. Als., ‘Bonusing’ based on design is ..ireasonable in this
circumstance as it would result in a structure not compatible with the Official Plan, and
therefore should not be consideﬂed,

L

| rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to
promote good planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the
Official Plan. Furthermore, | believe that this development would have a negative impact
on the current property owners in the neighbourhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Josephine Stewart,
Property Owner,
1598 Hastings Drive,

L.ondon, Ontario,

N5X3E1

"Develop success from failures. Discouragement and failure arc two of the surest stepping stones to success."
Dale Carnegie

Confidentiatity Warning: -This message and any atlachments are intended only for the use of the intended recipient{s} and may contain confidential or persenal information
that may be subject 1o the provisions of the Municipal Freedom of information and Protection of Privacy Act. If you are ant the intended recipient or an authorized
representative of the intended recipient, you are nofified that any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited.~ If you have received this communication in error,
please notify the sender immediately and delete the message and any altachmenis.
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Wise, Sonia L e e e

From: Lori McNicoi‘:»

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 10:30 PM

To: T ~ - van Holst; Michael; Wise;:Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

‘Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
- “Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; City of
o -~ London, Mayor
Cc: SRR - - - Stoney Brook; Lori McNicol
Subject: Case Number: 0Z-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Road

My name is Lori McNicol and [ reside at 19 Donnybrook Road. Essentially what this means is that my homa
shares the west hedge with 420 Fanshawe Park Road and abuts the NW corner o fitHat" SAiiie '
attached a photo for your perusal.

My husband and I purchased this house in 1995 where we built a lovely home for our family. Almost 17
months ago my husband passed away from terminal cancer and I am now lefi to fight this battle of what’s
happening next door without his support. However, know that if he was here, he’d be against the proposed
deve}opment as 'w '"11 I have a number of conoerns that I d hke to. put in wntm‘g, and they are listed’ below =

). Increaczed trzzfﬁc voiume nd: speed on Donnybrook Road Current}y mth proposec} devclopment plans it
was broughi to the: commumty S attentzon that only r}ght harid: turns would be permitted into and exiting the new
buﬂdmg site. ;Unfortunateiy this means: that more cars will be. using Donnybrook in'order to travel east: As it
stands now 'Donnybrook 1sa. relatwely quiet street. for the better part of the day, however, durmg poak t1mes
(ie in the morning; and late’ aﬂomoom’evemng) the volume and speed increase dramahcally ascars use
Donnybrook to access the traffic lights at the corner. of Phillbrook and Fanshawe. Ttis virtually 1mposs1ble to
turn left (headmg east) ﬁmn Hastmgs Drive’ (north of Fanshawe) ‘Rarely will yoir. see a vehicle making tlmt left
hand turn’ from Hastmgs to’ Fanshawe as drwers realize the: ddng,er in domgz 50 and; thcrefore resort to the' -
comfort of Donnybrook to Phﬂlbroo'k to F anshawe ‘Fwould highly | recormnend that the caty transportahon 7
triffic: dw;‘;;on reconsider. addmg'trafﬁc hghts to Hastmgs and Fanshawe or to the entrance of the 4'70 Fanshawe
Park Road deve}opment S R S R :

2) Tho propoged development excoeds the'current Rl zonmg and 1 ob}ect to thoxr apphcatxon to mmease thls to

____pportumty to eW . the doveiopment pIan I also object to havmg the ramp to the _
underground parkmg outsxde my kitchen wmdow deck, or back yard. 1 would 1 imagine that this will have a -
controlled garage ¢ door that will operate non—stop at all times of the day.and mght Up and down the door will
go. My famﬂy and Lwill be exposed to the noise of the control]ed door, the exhaust fiimes of all the cars.
accessmg ‘the: parkmg lot, and the nozse of the vehxcies themselves T'am also: concerned about havmg an exit

i‘rom th;s property on to Donnybrook agam thxs reIates to my ﬁrst pomt

4} If thzs deveiopment goes ahead as planned my famﬂy WiH 11ave to conteud W1th tho chrt dust and constant
noise for the. estlmated 12-18. months that has been proposed for a'length of time to oomp!ete the prOJect I
Wcmdor 1f th;s 15 even a reahstlc tlme frame for the proposed sme‘? '

5) Tam: also extremely concerned about what the d1sturbance of the and next door will potentzaliy do to the

foundation of my house What actlons wﬁl bo taken 1f my home shlfts and 15 chsturbed dt all because of’ the
development? ' :



6) I am against the “bonus” aspect of the development as well. Adding height to the plan will essentially ensure
that I lose all existing privacy that I have in my yard and have been accustomed to over the 21 years that we
have resided here. P R R

In conclusion, I would like it noted that I oppose this currently proposed development next door at 420
Fanshawe Park Road. I think what would be acceptable for this space would be a lovely cul-de-sac of about 10
houses just like Generoux Place a little further to the west (Jennifer and Fanshawe area - picture included as
well). Tunderstand you have been inundated with objection from our community and this proposed
development. I appreciate your time and attention to yet another objection email and I do hope to have your
collective support in preventing this proposed development from moving forward.

Sincerely,
Lori McNicol

Tel




o



Wise, Sonia

From: Rob Ellis

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 9:25 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Opposition to Rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Pk Rd E
Dear Ms. Wise,

We write {o you today to strongly oppose the re-zoning and subsequent construction of an six storey apartment
complex at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East.

We primarily have two concerns - increased traffic, and potential increase in Jack Chambers School population.

The proposed implementation for the build at the aforementioned address suggests that only a right in/right out,
no left turn configuration would be implemented. This would ‘

lead into an increase in traffic onto Hastings Dr., Donnybrook Rd. and Phillbrook Dr. in order to satisfy the
need for a left turn. Traffic on Hastings Dr. is already high

during the mid-afternoon, when the school-day ends due to parents coming to pick up their children. An
increase in traffic poses a very real safety concern for pedestrians,

many of which are children walking home or parent's getting into vehicles (while the school is farther back from
the intersection, traffic does tend to back up a bit).

While I acknowledge that the current plan indicates that the targeted age bracket for tenants is 55+, plans
change. The introduction of such a large number of apartment

units poses a very real possibility of inflating the population of Jack Chambers school - a school which is
already tightly packed (with four portable classrooms as well).

Such a building should be constructed in an area which has a school with capacity to support it.

Additionally, the addition of such high density accommodations is out of character for the neighbourhood,
which is single-family detached dwellings.

Sincerely,

Robert Ellis

Peggy Cheng

26 Wendy Cres, London



Wise, Sonia

L - —

From: Jennifer McLean _>

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 9:05 PM

To: . stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com; Hopkins, Anna; Armstrong, Bill; Usher, Harold;
Helmer, Jesse; Morgan; Josh; Zaifman, Jared; City of London, Mayor; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Tomazincic, Michael; van Holst, Michael; Hubert, Paul; Squire, Phil; Turner,
Stephen; Wise, Sonia; Park, Tanya; Ridley, Virginia

Subject: Case No. 0Z-8624

Dear City Councilors,

[ am writing in reference to Case No. OZ-8624. T live on Donnybrook Road which is directly behind the property in
question. I have lived here for over 12 years and raised my children here. This is a residential neighbourhood and
has been so for decades. The building proposed on the former Pool Estate will considerable alter the
neighbourhood. Like everyone in the neighbourhood, I am concerned with the plan proposed for the property. My
reasons are outlined below:

« Donnybrook is already a commeon thoroughfare for those wishing to turn left onto Fanshawe Park Road from
Hastings Drive. Given that the new plan would require 'right only' access onto Fanshawe Park Road, drivers
will inevitably turn right onto Hastings and then right onto Donnybrook in order use the lights onto
Philbrook to turn left onto Fanshawe. If an entrance/exit is provided at the back of the property onto
Donnybrook, this will further increase the traffic on our street and pack the road with parked cars. By my
estimation, there will be approximately 250 more cars in regularly on Donnybrook. If they pass Donnybrook,
they will be proceeding past Jack Chambers Public School which is already heavily congested.

» Jack Chambers Public School is the third largest public school in the Thames Valley Board. After two additions,
and a maximurm capacity of portables, where will any children living in this large building go to school?

» This large building combined with the rezoning at Philbrook and Adelaide will make Philbrook a very busy
street in our quiet family neighbourhood.

« The proposed development does not fit with the City's Official Plan as it does not consider the current nature
and character of the neighbourhood contravening $.2.4.1, s3.3.1 and 5.3.3.2 of the Official Plan.

» The scale of the developer’s plan is far too large for character of the neighbourhood and the rights of property
owners in the neighbourhood, particularly those living on Donnybrook.

« The developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the rights
of surrounding landowners.

« In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually appearing
at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential biock. It is not reasonable, nor acceptable, thata
mid-block, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density.

* There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. Examples provided
by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height.

* According to the developer's report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building is
NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy righis of the
neighbourhcod.

* In fact, given that the neighbourhood is built on a hill that slants upwards from the proposed building, the sound
from the rooftop patios will affect more than just the houses directly behind and will be an eye sore for 100s
of peopie who will be able to view it clearly from their home.

» According to the developer's proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess of what is
acceptable by the province,

» Contrary to the developers report, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential
development.



* ‘Bonusing’ based on desigi.  unreasonable in this circumstance as it wou.  esultin a structure not compatible with

the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered.
+We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is
compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plar. Furthermore, we believe it is imperative to

protect the interests of property owhars iniestablishEd Feighbdurhoods.

Fappeal to you all not only as City Councilors but as people who live in our London community. This design will change
our entire neighbourhood where we are raising and have raised our children. 1 ask you to consider if you would approve a
six story condo with roof top patios directly across the road from your home,

Thank you for your consideration,

Jennifer Mclean



Wise, Sonia

From: Michelle Mallette -

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 7.08 PM

To: van Holst, Michael, Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

Cc Stoney Brook; Tim Boothroyd

Subject: 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E - Case #07-8624

Dear Ms. Wise and Council Members,

We write to you as concerned residents of Stoneybrook. With the recent posting of a possible land use change
on 420 Fanshawe Park R E (Case #0Z-8624), we feel compelled to write you with our concerns about the
proposed development.

Our family moved to the Stoneybrook neighbourhood last year, attracted by its quiet streets, older homes and
the fact it was a well-established, well-known and well-liked neighbourhood of the city. Having moved from
Toronto, we enjoyed the sights and sounds of children playing in the streets and were happy our children could
walk to the nearby school on their own, without worrying about the hazards of traffic and crowds,

Unfortunately, we believe the development of a six storey condo unit at 420 Fanshawe will negatively and
powerfully impact the look, feel and general character of the neighbeurhood. The proposed development
presents a material contrast to the single family, detached homes in the surrounding area; it will not enhance the
neighbourhood by any means, which contravenes section 2.4.1, 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 of London's Official Plan.

We strongly believe a six story condo unit will stick out like a sore thumb and bring excess traffic, noise and
congestion to a previously quiet, residential neighbourhood. We struggle to understand why the developer
believes introduction of a high density condo building (typically found at city "nodes") is appropriate for 420
Fanshawe, located in the very middle of a large, low-density community.

It seers to us the only party benefiting from such a development in this scenario is the developer, who is
looking to profit as much as possible off the plot of land. Families who were here before the developer arrived
and will be here well after the developer has left, will be the ones who truly suffer from such a change to their
community,

We look forward to the planning meeting where the proposal is reviewed and hope the City agrees with the
views of the concerned citizens of the Stoneybrook. There must be a better solution to have responsible

intensification in the right locations, while protecting the interests of existing property owners in established
neighbourhoods.

Thank you,
Michelle Mallette & Tim Boothroyd



Wise, Sonia ‘//

From: Barbon, Linda _>

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 6:51 PM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold: Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; City of
London, Mayar; City Councillors; :

Subject: Notice of Application to Amend the Official Plan & Zoning By-Law ~ Case No.
0Z-8624
Attachments:; Development opposition letter.docx

Dear City of London Mayor, City Councillors, Planners and Planning Committee,
The attached file contains comments and concerns with the Notice of Application File # OZ-8624.
I look forward to receiving a response.

Thank-you for your time,

Linda Barbon

French Immersion Teacher

Mother Teresa Catholic Secondary School
1065 Sunningdale Rd East

London, Ontario N5X 481

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This e-mail message is intended to be received only by persons entitled to receive the
confidential information and any attachments it may contain. E-mail messages from LDCSB may contain
information that is confidential and legally privileged. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution
is prohibited. Please do not read, copy, forward, or store this message unless you are an intended recipient of it.
The sender does not accept any responsibility for any loss, disruption or damage to your data or computer,
mobile, information systems that may occur while using data contained in, or transmitted with, this email. I
you have received this message in error, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the
original message from your computers, any mobile devices, and information systems.



July 6th, 2016

Linda Barbon _ _
9 Deonnybrook Road .
London ON N5X 3C7

Nfaydr, City Countillors, Planners.and Planning Committee Letter sent via email to:.

'mvahhols't@iondon'.ca; swise@ondon.ca; mtomazin@london.ca; barmstro@london.ca;
) mjs'aifh'@iohd'on.'ca; jihelmer@london.ca; psquire@london.ca; joshmorgan@london.ca;
phubé'rt@'london.ca; aho'pkins@iondon.ca; vridley@london.ca: sturner@london.ca;
husher@iondon.ca; tpark@london.ca; jzaifman@london.ca; mayor@london.ca;
citycouncillors@london.ca ' T ' '

Re: Notice of Application t6 Amend the Official Plan & Zoning By-Law ~ Case No. 0Z-8624
Dear City of London,

I 'am writing to express my firm opposition to the proposed rezoning and official plan amendment
for 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. East from Low Density Residential to Multi-Family, Medium Density
Residential. This letter is based on a'review of the Developer's proposal and the Developer's
Information Meeting on June 29, 2016. As'a resident of Donnybrook Rd. for the last 12 years, | can
attest to the impact that this rezoning and current development proposal will have on this
neighbourhood of single, family dwellings. | call upon City Councillors to consider the adverse
effects of rezoning on residents"of_"this community.

The proposéd development is in conflict with the basis of the City’s Official Plan, as it is
incompatible with the existing character of the neighbourhood. This development will seriously
change the landscape of our neighbourhood ifi an adverse manner. The mature trees that have
made up the background of our community and the pride of our neighbourhood (and supposedly, of
the Forest City) will be gone, accompanied by the privacy that our families enjoy in our yards. These
were two key aspects that influenced the purchase of our home. A construction of this scale and
scope would tower over all existing p_rOpér’tiés and eliminate any rights to privacy that current
residents have come to asscciate with this community. Although the developer cites examples of
where trees would be maintained, such trees, if able to withstand the construction process and
associated soil depletion, would be insufficient to mask the height of such a large scale structure.,
While it would be unreasonable to expect that this parcel of land remain undeveloped and
uninhabited, the proposed planis incompatible with the existing neighbourhood of low density
housing and mature trees, and directly contravenes s. 2.4.1,5.3.3.1and s. 3.3.2 of the City’s Official
Plan.

The high density building proposed will be built in a community of single, family dwellings. There are
no buildings of a similar nature within 750m from this property. Examples provided by the



developer are more than 800m from the proposed site, and most are less than 6 stories in height.
Such a development is entirely incompatible with the nature of surrounding low-density housing.
Furthermore, the proposal of a tiered roof-top patio is of significant concern. Not only will the
population density of our neighbourhood be increased by such a construction, but a roof-top patio
will inevitably increase noise levels beyond what is acceptable while concurrently decreasing the
tevel of privacy in current residents’ backyards. As a mother of a young family, both noise and
privacy are of particular interest to me. In accordance with the City’s Official Plan, such higher
density buildings are to be constructed in Nodes where the impact to existing residents would be
minimized. The placement of such a development, with the additional possibility of bonus capacity,
in the middle of a residential block and directly adjacent to a community of low-density housing,
would seem unreasonable and insensitive to the character of the existing neighbourhood as well as
that of the Official Plan.

As a resident of Donnybrook Road, | am particularly troubled by the traffic implications of the
proposed rezoning. Qur street is aiready used extensively as an artery for the traffic light situated at
the Fanshawe Park Rd. and Phillbrook Drive intersection. Traffic is significant and at times, rapid.
This is currently an important concern in terms of the safety of my children as well as the other
children and elderly residents of this street. The proposed rezoning will inevitably and significantly
increase traffic on Donnybrook Rd, resulting in an even greater danger to residents of this
community. | firmly oppose any entrance/exit to this proposed development on Donnybrook Road
which will only result in increased traffic. Similarly, residents of the proposed building who
inevitably will be unable to make left-hand turns onto Fanshawe Park Rd. to enter/exit will equally
impact the dangerous flow of traffic on this residential street; Donnybrook Road will be used even
more commonly as an artery to the traffic lights as per the diagram below.

M

Simply stated, | call upon you, our city Councillors, to consider and protect the safety of residents in
this community by denying this rezoning proposal.



I am confident that | share the perspective of the majority of residents of this community in stating
that this rezoning proposal for 420 Fanshawe Park Road East is not a welcome one. In light of the
many negative impacts to local residents, | ask the City of London Planning Department not to
recommend this proposal to the Planning Committee. Likewise, | would ask the Planning Committee
to reject this proposal and to support the local residents if this matter is appealed to the Ontario
Municipal Board.

Thank-you for your time and consideration of the Stoneybrook community’s concerns.

Sincerely,

Linda Barbon
9 bonnybrook Road
London ON N5X 3C7

"D



Wise, Sonia

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Thank you,
Perihan El Shamy

e
Wednesday, July 06, 2016 5:57 PM
Wise, Sonia

Stop rezoning 420 Fanshawe park road east letter
Opposition of Rezoning - Perihan El Shamy.docx



Perihan El Shamy
1569 Hastings Drive
London, ON N5X 3C5
June 24, 2016

Dear City of London:

am a long-time resident of our beautiful forest city, and I am writing to eXpress my concern
about recent discussion and the pending decision to remove the trees and change the zoning of
420 Fanshawe Park Rd East from Rl (single detached residential) to R&8(with bonus provisions).
[ understand that the decision is being considered to enable and will permit a six-story apartment
complex with a total of 142 unites on the 1.3 ha property to be built. This letter is a request for
rezoning this project, please read below to understand why.

We do not believe that the benefits of this proposal compare favourably to the benefits of
keeping the trees and abiding with the cohesiveness of our neighborhood consisting of single-
family detached houses. Trees make for a more natural, less artificial, and therefore less stressful,
environment. Conversely, this proposal will increase traffic and school population as it exceeds
the height and density of the medium density zoning. The increased traffic will also be unsafe for
all of the Jack Chambers school children. Additionally, it will ultimately hinder the true value of
our beautiful neighbourhood as a whole.

City of London’s official plan under section 2.4.1 states that higher intensity land uses are
allowed if the project renders’ the neighbourhood enhanced then before and omits affecting it
adversely. However, the current proposal as unanimously agreed upon, will not meet those
standards and thus, 1, and the rest of my neighborhood would like to oppose this rezoning
development. A petition has been created that so far 300 individuals have signed to protest this
monstrosity of a structure to be built in an area that has always been known as one of the most
desirable areas of single-family homes in London.

Looking forward to hearing back from the city as soon as possible. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Perihan El Shamy



Wise, Sonia

From: Cathy Sunstrum_>

Sent: Wednesday, July 06,2016 5:24 PM.-

To: Wise, Sonia

Ce: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael: Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul: Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;
stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com; Cathy Sunstrum; City of London, Mayor

Subject: Application for 0Z-8624 420 Fanshawe Park Road Fast **POST DEVELOPER
MEETING**

Hello Sonia,
Thank you for your note.

I attended the meeting with the developer.

* lunderstand there is due process that must be followed for these applications but 1 do not understand why a
proposal cannot be rejected immediately when it is so contrary to the existing zoning/_néighbourhood

* - Thisis not a mixed neighbourhood. I understand infill but this property should not be looked at simply an opportunity
toinfill. The surrounding neightiourhood has to be considered in the decision. A proposal that woi
benefit our neighbourhood would be optimum. S W#WWMJ"?& .

»  The traffic caused from this high density building would not be safe. Our neighbourhood cannot accommodate the
number of vehicles that would result from this building. The current traffic is already very busy at certain times of the
day. As per my original note there is traffic calming to slow down the traffic. The possible entrance off Donnybrook
Road would devastate that street. The whole traffic plan is questionable. An environmental study would have to be
completed. The number of cars added to our community could result in health problems and noise
problems. The health of the community has to be considered.

» This proposal if approved would be satisfactory to the developer and perhaps the city for many different reasons but
this proposal is not satisfactory to the existing residents,

* Bottom line, we want to maintain our very fow density { in the words of the developer } to compliment and enhance
our current neighbourhood. - o o

- :':'-':-.:';:,.1:- SR

Please reject this proposal.

Thank you for your time,
Cathy Sunstrum

47 Wendy Cr.
London
N5X 316

From: "Wise, Sonia" <swise@london.ca>

Date: Mon, 4 Jul 2016 20:35:23 +0000

To: Catherine'McMahon « :

Subject: RE: Application for 0Z-8624 420 Fanshawe Park Road East




Dear Ms. Sunstrum,

Thank you for your comments, they will be censidered as part of the application review.

MM’% TR R S N S ‘N“

Please do not hesitate to contact me fdr any further mformat:on

Regards

Sonia Wise

Planner i, Current Planning
Planning Services

London City of London

P.O. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Sireet, London ON NGA 4L.8
P: 519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 518.661.5397
swise@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Cathy Sunstrum {man[t
Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 4:59 PM
To: Wise, Sonia; van Holst, Michael
Cc: Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul;
Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, \frgmla Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared
: Cassidy, Maureen; mbrown
Subje pplication for 0Z-8624 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

Cathy Sunstrum

47 Wendy Crescent
London Ontario
N5X 316

f am writing to ask you to please reject the proposal to re-zone 420 Fanshawe Park Road East.

From the application:
The property is well-suited for the intended apartment use considering its physical size/shape, its location adjacent to an
arterial street and its proximity to existing public transit services and the proposed rapid transit systent;

The proposal introduces greater housing choice within an established neighbourhood comprised of predominately single
detached residences;

The massing, orientation and articulation of the apartment building is designed (1) to be sensitive to the established
neighbourhood character and (2) to integrate effectively info the existing development context.

Int this regard, building height and massing transitions from a six storey form along the Fanshawe Park Road East
frontage to a three storey form internal to the Site. Further, a landscaped buffer would be provided along the Donnybrook
Road frontage to partially screen the proposed apartment structure from the street;

Landscaping enhancements will be integrated into the site design to help,screen the planned buildings and surface
parking areas. Where practical and appropriate, mature trees will be pr otected in order to help screen views of the



development from surrounding properties, .d- The existing access arrangement alon,  anshawe Park Road East will
be maintained as the primary vehicular/pedestrian entrance for the apartment building,

Few of my observations:

the intended apartment

This property is right in the middie of our low density single family neighbourhood. This property is not suited for an
apartment building in our neighbourhood. AR apartment building in that location would devastate
Donnybrook Road and therefore devastate our neighbourhood. In no way would

this apartment compliment the charater of our lovely neighbourhood

well-suited for th

Hastings“l'ioé.d 1sbusy 'én'b'\jgh now for our low density neighbourhood. We already have traffic calming and 1 hope
the speed limit will be lowered in our community because of Jack Chambers School. We walk in this
neighbourhood, we take children to Jack chambers Park, there are lots of kids and adults riding bikes, the

neighbourhood does not align with the traffic associated with an "arterial road".

housing choice with of predominately single

[ take full exception to the developer proposing this re-zoning and suggesting this is a bonus for our
neighbourhood. It is not.

in every point above, the points and the language are outrageous. | must be naive, | am shocked with what § read in all the
documents sent to me and what this developer wants to do with our neighbourhood.

We moved here almost twenty years ago. We moved here because we knew many of the families and many of the
children in the neighbourhood. Many of the children in the neighbourhood played hockey and soccer together and
many other sports.

This is a very desirable neighbourhood in London. Everyone is friendly, we take the time to get to know our
neighbours, we look afier each other. There are amenities close by for sure. These help to make the neighbourhood
desireable. I feel very fortunate to live in this neighbourhood.

If you live in London, you know that we don’t need any new structures to help increase the traffic at Masonville. It
is busy enough now.

There is a very large apartment building being built in that node and that is in keeping with the high intensity of that
node. The new apartment building will make the mall and the restaurant owners very happy.

Thank you for your time.

Please reject this proposal. My grandchildren love to visit us, they like to go to the park, they like to toboggan on the
big hili, and they love just walking around talking to the neighbours.

Please help us to protect the ambiance and character of the Uplands and Stoneybrook Neighbourhood.

Best regards,
Cathy Sunstrum

N S



Wise, Sonia

——
From: STANLEY BROWN
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 4:33 PM
To: Wise, Sonia
Cc: S. Roch; Bruce Curtis
Subject: File No. OZ-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Road
Attachments: SHURA letter re Pooie.doc

Dear Sonia:

Attached is my letter regarding the Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands Residents Association response to
the applications for a change to the Official Plan and the building of a high rise, high density structure

at 420 Fanshawe Park Road. | have not sent a signed hard copy because of the impending postal
strike.

Please acknowledge that you have received this document and keep me advised re future meetings
and developments regarding this file.

Thank you
Stan Brown

President
Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands Residents Association



~ Staneybrook Heights /Uplands Residents Association (SHURA)
. ..75PineRidge Grove . -
. London,OntarioNX3H3 -~ . .
D - G
m {%‘W%%W&Wﬁ%% i e e

July 5,2016

Ms. Sonia Wise, Planner

City of London Planning Services
PO Box 5035
London, Ontario, N6A 4.9

Dear Sonia:
Re: File No. 0Z-8624 — 420 Fanshawe Park Road E

I am writing on behalf of the Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands Residents Association (SHURA)
regarding the proposed development at 420 Fanshawe Park Road E. by Westdell Corporation.
SHURA and its resident members are extremely concerned regarding Westdell's application to
amend London’s. Official Plan to change the zoning of this property from a low density, single family
residential area to permit the building of a six-storey, high density, multi-family apartment/condo
complex on the site. We are unanimously opposed to this zoning change and to the structure
presented by Westdell.

Westdell's proposal does not, in any form, reflect the City's Official Plan recommendation that new
developments should enhance the area in which they are to be established. It also gives no
consideration to the existing character of the neighbourhood. The developer’s proposal is not
compatible with the surrounding neighbourhood in terms of scale, intensity of use, or the nature of
the area. It is an established and mature low-density neighbourhood. There are no aspects of the
Developer's proposal that are compatible with the surrounding area or that enhance the
neighbourhood. '

Itis our understanding that London’s Official Plan permits high-density buildings only in recognized
Nodes in the City. The Richmond and Fanshawe area and the Adelaide and Fanshawe area are
recognized Nodes. | am not aware of any other designated Node permitting high-density
development that exists mid-block in the middle of a low-density, single family residential area in this
city. Westdell proposes a medium-density development based on other structures in the
Stoneybrook Heights area (schools, commercial outlets at the Richmond/Fanshawe corner and the
Adelaide/Fanshawe corner, etc.) to justify its intrusive development. None of these examples bears
any relationship in location, use or structure to their proposal for 420 Fanshawe Park Road.
Westdell also requests that this development be permitted to become high-density based on
bonusing (attractive building design, underground parking). Westdell's request for bonusing to
increase the density of its development is completely inappropriate and without any merit.

Safety and traffic issues are also of great concern. Left turns from Fanshawe Park road would

require a new interruption in the current median. This would adversely interfere with traffic flow on

Fanshawe Park Road and threaten vehicular safety. It is my understanding that this is not

acceotable to the City. This means that entry and exit from this development would be right turn only
%



in and out of the development. By the Developer's own estimatior,, there will be close to 200
automobiles at the 420 Fanshawe Road apartment complex. It is our consideration that this is a
conservative estimate. The increase in traffic from the building will, of necessity, use Hastings Drive
and Phillbrook to get access to thé'complex:»Fhis will pose &4 significant-safety risk in a residential
neighbourhood. It will also interfere with normal flow on Fanshawe Park Road as vehicles turn at
Hastings and/or Philibrook. | understand that a recommendation has been made to establish an
entry/exit from the rear of the property onto Donnybrook Road. This is a terrible option given the
huge amount of traffic that would be introduced directly onto Donnybrook Road in the middle of a
residential neighbourhood. It would also result in the loss of a significant amount of vegetation
across the Donnybrook side of the property which would increase the visual intrusion of the
proposed structure into the area and reduce the noise-dampening effect of the tree barrier.

There are several other aspects regarding this proposal that are of concern fo the community. These
include the loss of mature trees, noise, interference with ground water flow, privacy for neighbours,
etc. SHURA and its members are not opposed to development and intensification. It is accepted that
this site will be developed at some point but it is the nature of that development that is of interest and
concern to local citizens. Developments must be compatible with the character and appearance of
the neighbourhood in which they take place. Westdell's proposal appears to disregard all of these
goals and is completely out of touch with the philosophy of the City and the local community. They
also appear to contravene standard urban design principles by ignoring such elements as existing
site characteristics, population density, structure design and scale. Acceptance of a proposal such
as this will set a very dangerous precedent for other properties along Fanshawe Park Road, other
residential neighbourhoods in this area as well as in other parts of the City.

The subject property was purchased by the owner Dr. Chiu with the clear knowledge that the site

and area was zoned as a single family, low-density residential area. Westdell was also well aware of
this designation when it partnered with Dr. Chiu. These partner/speculators have chosen to apply for
a drastic change in both zoning, intensification and structure composition with complete disregard for
the City's Official Plan and the characteristics of the local community.

SHURA strongly requests that Westdell’s applications for a change in zoning under the City's Officiai
Plan and the proposed development be rejected by the Planning Committee and the City of London.

Sincerely,

Stan Brown
President,
Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands Residents Association

Cc.

Shauna Roch, SHURA

Bruce Curtis, SHURA

Mayor Brown

Members of City councii

John Fieming, Director, Planning Department
Michael Tomazincic, Manager, Planning Department

SHURA letter re Poole



Wise, Sonia L

.
From: . | Louise Mitlig-( D
Sent: o .. . Wednesday, July 06, 2016 3:25 PM .. .
To: o . .van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

‘Mohamed; 'H'élmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared
Subject: o " Re:Case No. 0Z-8624

My apologies for not including in the original email....can you please confirm receipt of this message?
Regards,
Louise Milligan

Think before you inkt

From: Louise Mfl!iga_

Date: Wednesday, July 6, 2016 at 1:36 PM

To: "mvanholst@london.ca" <mvanholst@iondon.ca>, "swise@iondon.ca" <swise@london.ca>,
"mtomazin@london.ca" <migmazin@iondon.ca>, "barmstro@londan.ca" <barmstro@iondon.ca>,
"msalih@london.ca" <msalih@london.ca>, "thelmer@london.ca” <jhelmer@Ilondon.ca>, "psauire@london.ca®
<psguire@london.ca>, "joshmorgan@london.ca” <joshmorgan@london.ca>, "phubert@london.ca"
<phubert@london.ca>, "ahopkins@london.ca® <ahopkins@iondon.ca>, "vridlev@iondon.ca”
<vridley@london.ca>, "sturner@londen.ca" <sturner@londcn.ca>, "husher@london.ca"
<husher@london.ca>, "tpark@london.ca” <tpark Hondon.ca>, london.ca” <jzaifman@Iondon.ca>
Subject: Case No. 02-8624

Dear Ms. Wise and Members of London City Council and Planning Department;

RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624
I'am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposal for development of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E. This
proposal is seeking significant amendments to both the City of London’s Official Plan and Zoning By-laws.

I have resided in the Stoneybrook Heighis neighourhood at 583 Jeffreybrook Dr, for 14 years, choosing this
area because, in part, it is zoned low density. 1 understand and indeed, applaud, development that seeks to
intensify housing, however, the development must make sense for the neighbourhood. | strongly believe the

proposed development does not make sense for low density neighbourhood, zoned for single detached
dwellings.

At issue are the following:
s The propased development is in conflict with the City’s Official Plan as it gives no consideration to the
existing character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not sensitive to the established
neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1,s. 3.3.1ands. 3.3.2 of the



Official Plan. In partic. .r, 1 draw your attention to clause 2.4.__..), with which this proposal is
inconsistent

o While it is recognized that there may be redevelopment, infill, and intensification in some
established residential neighbourhoods, higher intensity land uses will be directed to
locations where the character of the residential area is enhanced and existing land uses are
not adversely affected.

e The proposal requests rezoning of the fand from Rééfﬂehtiél"Rl"('1‘17),§Eﬁngie Detached Dwelling, Low
Density Residential to R8 bonus (R8-4*B_) to permit high density apartment building (142 units or
100u/ha). Such an alteration in zoning is inconsistent with the neighourhood. In accordance with the
Official Plan and City Zoning, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually
appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of an area designated Low Density
Residential, as is the neighbourhood in which 420 Fanshawe Park Rd resides.

e There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood.
According to the developer’s report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the
building is NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on
the privacy rights of the neighbourhood. g et

s Contrary to the developers report, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density
residential development, with the closest such density being 750m away.

e According to the developer’s proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess
of what is acceptable by the province.

e ‘Bonusing’ {enhanced design, landscaping, underground parking) is unreasonable as it does not undo
the adverse affects to the*neighbourhood (see.clause.2.4:1{ix) citedabove) s s

e Furthermore, the lot at 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E is home to many mature trees, and in keeping with
the City of London Urban Forest Strategy, and every attempt should be made to preserve as much as
this “green infrastructure” as possible. The proposal suggests perseveration of, at most, 10% of the
frees.

o “The benefits of prioritizing the urban forest will outweigh the costs and will result in the
creation of a legacy that benefits Londoners beyond our current lifetime.”

My family and | rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good
planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe
it is imperative to protect the interests and integrity of established neighbourhoods.

Regards,

C. Louise Milligan

583 Jeffreybrook Dr
iondon, Ontario N5X 253
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Wise, Sonia
Lo m

From: Havers (D

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 3:314 PM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

Subject: Case No. OZ-8624

Re: Case No. OZ-8624

Good afternoon City Planners & Councilors,

I'am a London local, who grew up in North London and have remained here for over 30 years. My mother was a Teacher
at Jack Chambers Public Schoal in Stoneybrook for over 10 years. When my wife and | were looking to buy out first home,
we were certain that the Stoneybrook neighbourhood would be a great place to settle in and raise our family. i offers lots
of space, plush trees and greenery, a very quiet neighbour with an excelient school and close to all amenities we would
need.

We have lived in our home for two years now and are very upset with the application to build at 420 Fanshawe Road as
this will negatively impact our neighbourhoed in a number of ways,

The Stoneybrook neighbourhood is not the right location for this condo. The proposed development is in conflict with the
basis of the City's Official Plan,

It does not consider the existing character of the established neighbourhood and does not enhance the area, which
contravenes s. 2.4.1, 5. 3.3.1 and 5. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan. We are very concerned that our quiet neighbourhood will
vanish with a € storey condo huilding that doesn’t mirror the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the
impacts to privacy of the surrounding landowners, of which we will be directly impacted.

Additionally, bonusing’ based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would result in a structure not
compatible with the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered.

In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually appearing at
the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block. It is not reasonabie, nor acceptable, that a mid-block,
low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density,

Additionally, the parking and increase in number of cars will negatively impact our quiet neighbourhood. The roads will be
very busy with a lot more of traffic that this area can't support and the rooftop patios will invade the privacy that we
currently enjoy. It should also be taken into consideration that proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess
of what is acceptable by the pravince. For this reason the application should be rejected.

Furthermore, there are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. The
examples provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height. There
is no reason that this building is suitable or attractive for this area. It would not blend into the existing neighbourhood.

I trust the you, as Councitors and Planners of our City, will approve responsible intensification in the right focations. |
support planning and further development in London, but in an appropriate location and compatible with the surrounding
land, as outlined in the Official Plan. The Stoneybrook area is not the right location for this building.

I ask you to reject this proposal and thank you for your time and consideration.

Rob Havers

e



Wise, Sonia .

From:

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 3:10 PM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michasl: Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed, Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul: Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; City of
London, Mayor; City Councillors

Cc: )

Subject: Notice of Application to"Amend the Official Plan & Zoning By-Law ? OZ-8624

Attachments: File #0Z-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Road East - Comments.pdf

Dear City of London Mayaor, City Councillors, Planners and Planning Committee,
The attached file contains comments and concerns with the Notice of Application File # OZ-8624.
[ took forward to receiving a response.

Thank-you for your time,

David Nenonen
8 Donnybrook Road

London ON NSX 3
- G

This is an e-mail from General Dynamics Land Systems. It is for the intended recipient only and may contain
confidential and privileged information. No one else may read, print, store, copy, forward or act in reliance on it
or its attachments, If you are not the intended recipient, please return this message to the sender and delete the

message and any attachments from your computer. Your cooperation is appreciated.
&&




Response to Notice of Application OZ-8624

DPavid Nenonen
9 Donnybrook Road
London ON N5X 3C7

July 6", 2016
Mayor, City Councillors, P!a_n:n'érs'.'a_h‘é _Pl_éhﬁiﬁg_.(iohﬁfﬁittéé _
Letter sent via email to: |

mvanholst@fonden.ca; swise@london.ca; mtomazin@london.ca; barmstro@london.ca:
msalih@london.ca; jhelmer@london.ca; psquire@london.ca; joshmorgan@london.ca:
phubert@london.ca; ahopkins@london.ca; vridiey@london.ca; stumer@london.ca; husher@london.ca;
tpark@london.ca; jzaifman@london.ca; mayor@Ilondon.ca; citycouncillors@london.ca

Dear City of London, | _
Re: Notice of Application to Amend the Official Plan & Zoning By-Law — 0Z-8624

Thank-you for this opportunity to provide comments and to influence the Notice of Application to
change the Official Plan and Zoning B-law amendments of 420 Fanshawe Park Road East from
Low Density Residential to Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential.

This letter is based on '.a.'réviéh?.:r_ of the:DéQéIQper’s 'pro'p.os.a'E and the Devéioper‘s Information
Meeting on June 29, 2016. The following concerns with this application are discussed in this
letter: ‘

Site Design

- Building Height -
Privacy & Noise
Shadowing
Sanitary Servicing
Feasibility
Traffic & Safety
Financial Loss
Alternate Solution

CoONDO S WN -

1.0 Site Design

The apartment building concept proposed is essentially two 6-storey apariment buildings,
connected by a "floating box" feature which spans the only vehicle entrance/exit to the
apartment building complex. By providing two 6-storey apariment buildings on a 3.5 acre site,
the Developer has positioned the building as close as possible to the adjacent properties,
consisting only of single detached one and two storey dwellings, along Hastings Dr., Phillbrook
Dr. and along the South side of Donnybrook Road. In order to justify 6-stories, versus the
maximum of 4 floors specified in section 3.3.3 of the City of London Official Plan, underground
parking for 233 vehicles and enhanced design and landscaping is being proposed.

Page 1 0f 12



Response to Notice of Application OZ-8624

The landscaped bufier hetween the apartment building and Donnybrook Road is conditional on
the G-storey "bonus™ height with underground parking, otherwise this buffer would not be
required for af-grade parking.

The Official Plan, Section 3.3.3 states that in relation {o development scale, areas designated as
Multi-Family, Medium Density Residential shall have a low-rise form normally not exceeding four
storeys and density of 75 units/ha. Although exceptions may be permitted, the Developer's
proposal has not provided or met the criteria of a Neighborhood Character Statement and a
Compatibility Report in the following areas:

1. Preferred location for medium density residential development;

The proposed development is not in close proximity to Shopping Areas, Commercial Districts,
designated Open Space areas or Regional Facilities; lands adjacent to a Multi-Family, High
Density Residential designation. It is located directly adjacent to single detached dwellings,
some of which are one storey and will be 80 feet from the structure.

2. Shall take into account surrounding land uses in terms of height, scale and setbacks and
shall not adversely impact the amenities and character of the surrounding area.

The proposed development is approximately 50 feet higher than the adjacent surrounding
residential homes. Its scale is two 73 foot high apartment building structures with terraces and
balconigs overlooking the existing neighborhood. The building is located within 30 feet of the
West and East property lines and proposes that the backyards of adjacent properties provide
the setback and privacy for this structure.

At the Developer's Information Meeting the apariment building(s) was described as “L-shaped”
versus “C-shaped”. This confirmed the view, further discussed under Feasibility, that the
proposed “floating box” concept is simply a method to propose two buildings on this site, neither
of which is compatible with the existing low density neighborhood.

The Developer's Information Meeting informed residents that the Bonus zone (73 feet high
structure with 100 u/ha) would guarantee that "what you see is what you get”. However,
throughout the proposal and in the same meeting there were many disclaimers that the proposal
is only a concept and that there would be many changes.

Site design information provided at the meeting and in the proposal that is likely not accurate
includes:

a) “the West property line trees will be fully maintained and you won't be able to see the
building”. This is further discussed under 3.0 Privacy of this letter.

b} "garbage bins will be located in sealed, cooled rooms, within the “L-shaped” structures”
with no negative impact (ie. Noise, smell, disposal traffic, etc.) to the local residents.

¢) “"High-end 55+ years of age condominiums for adult retirement and not student rental
units.” with its planned 76 bicycle parking spots.

d) “there will be a single driveway onto Fanshawe Park Road” although the City of London
Traffic Department has advised that an entrance/exit onto Donnybrook Road would be
required. Discussed further under 7.0 Traffic and Safety.

e) "The terraces shown in the proposal will typically be private, but details are not
determined yet” contrary to Bonus Zoning requirement to build what has been proposed.
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Response lo Notice of Application O7-8624

3. Traffic to and from the location should not have a significant impact on stable, low
densily residential areas. .

There is deﬁmtely a significant lmpect on stable 1ow dens:ty residential areas when 142
apartment units with parking for 233 vehicles is added to the neighborhood. Although
Fanshawe Park Road may be able to accommodate this increased volume, Donnybrook Road
cannot safély accommodate the additional traffic, described further under 7.0 Traffic.

4. The site or area is of suitable shape and size to accommodate medium density housing
and to provide for adequate buffering measures to protect any adjacent low density
residential uses,

The pr"o'posat does not provide adequate buffering'end is claiming distances/stand-offs from
other dwellings that are not on the Developer’s property (ie. Yards West and East of property),
and it is directly adjacent to single storey dwellings.

The Developer's proposal claims:

a) The property is well-suited for the intended use considering its physical size and shape
- b) The apartment form proposed for the lands is consistent w;th the permlited uses of the
MUt -Family, Medium-Density Residential desgnatton and
:¢) ~ The positioning and form of the proposed’ building i is des:gned to mfmmlze ;mpacts on
s {the exsstmg res:dentlal settmg adjacent to the S;te S

The foliowmg sect;ons d!scues the negatwe :mpacts to pnvacy. nsk o the samtary sewer
system traﬁ“ ic, safety shadow;ng and feassbsiity whlch dispute the Developer 5 c!exms

2. G Apartment Bunldmg Helght

The maxxmum struciure hesght proposed !S 22 2m (73 feet) whlie a 6-storey bulidsng is usually
estlmated es 18 Bm (60 feet or 10. feet perﬂoor) In'the Developer's proposal under Height
Transition, the ‘maximum. helght is" etated and illustrated at 19.5m (64 feet) or 9 feet less than the
Borius Zone hetght proposed Th;s is s:gmf;oant gwen ‘that 9 feet is essentially an additional 7™
floor. ThiS hetght dtscrepanoy wai[ sngnlfeoantly impact the areas of shadow, noise and privacy of
ad;acent resndentlal dweﬂmge DT .

The Developer aiso eetfmetes the heaght of surroundmg reSIdentlai dweiilngs to be om (29.5
feet), however the home immedratefy adjacent to the' apertment bwfdmg on the North-West
corner.is a emgie storey home apprommately 20 feetin maxmum roof helght wh:ch will be .
closest t6' the 3~storey fi rst terrace of the apaﬁment bmldmg only 9. 3m (30 5 feet) away.
Res:dents of the apartment bulid:ng, while standmg on thzs 3“’ -storey terrace will iook down on
this dweihng from only 23 8m (78 feet) away fmm the structure. :

The reqwrement in the Offloe Pian (sectxon 3.3. 3) to' "normel!y not exceed four storeys” is
intended to prevent appi;catlons that do not transition appropriately wnth existing low density one
and two storey single detached homes in a mature neighborhood.
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Response to Notice of Application 0Z-8624

3.0 Privacy

The Developer claims to provide significant visual separation and privacy between existing
residential properties and the apartment building. Conceptual renderings show massive trees
that will provide this barrier and property between local dwellings to support their claims. The
only trees that could approach a height of 73 feet would be the Norway Spruce or White Pines
on the Southemn area of the existing site which will be removed during construction. The White
Spruce trees shown in the conceptual rendering along the West property line, which do not
exist, are misrepresented at these heights — they could potentially grow to approximately 30 feet
in 20 years, thereby providing minimal privacy from up to 3 storeys. However, shadowing from
the 73 foot high structure would impede this growth. The North 3 floors, with large open terraces
will have unobstructed views and no sound barriers to the existing residential properties less
than 80 feet away.

This review contradicts the Developer's claim at the Information Meeting that the trees along the
West properly line will remain and neighbours “will not be able to see the [73 foot high] building".
This is absolutely not correct, and is illustrated below:
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Response to Notice of Application OZ-8624

4.0 Shadow

Although the bulk of the massing of the pioposed design is towards Fanshawe Park Road East
and does reduce: shadow lmpacts ‘at 6pm on June 1%t résults in approximately half of the
backyard pmpemes on Phsiibrook Dnve being shadowed Shortiy after 6pm the entire
backyards would be ‘shadowed. Further analys:s is requu‘ed by the Developer to illustrate the
significant negat:ve 1mpact of shedewmg on the pmpert;es on Phll!bmok Drive, Donnybrook
Roed and Hest;ngs Dnve dunng each season and at other tlme ancrements (summer Yam
Qam 12pm 3pm Gpm Bpm) : - R : :

Gianficatton aiso needs to be provcded on the buzldlng heaght used for the Shedow analyszs i
19 Sm as shown in the pmpesai or22 2m ae requested in the Amendment Appiicahon

5.0 San:tary Serv;c:ng .

The Samtary Servicing Design Brief pmwded in the Developer’s proposal estimatés that there is
sufficient capacity in'the sanitary sewer for 142 additional residents; however this may present a
risk to the current home owners,

The site was developed forfuture expansuon fora popuiahon of 44 — further supporting the use
of this site for building single detached dweilings that would match the exlstmg neighborhood -
rather than a population of 341 To eccommodate this growth a ZOUmrn sewer pipe’ w:!i be
attached to a sewer pipe of. the seme s:ze for Donnybrook Road versus the ‘IOOmm pnvete
drain connection that currently exzsts :

In the event of blockage of the 200 mm sanrtary sewer on Donnybmok Road due io the 133%
increase in flow (from 3.16 Listo 7 35 Lls) the homes eiong Donnybrook Road wcu!cf fi ii with
sewage. Inthe event thai this propesal I8, approved the Clty orthe Deveioper must mingete thls
risk by providing beck—ﬂew va!ves for ex:stmg homes er provudmg anew. sanltary sewer along
Fanshawe Park Road East forthzs acfdmena! ﬂow SRR :

6.0 Feasibility

The propcsed concept is clelmmg to be an apartment buﬂdmg cons:stmg of 142 umts hcwever
the'l zmages and descnptmns do: not match the archttecturai deszgn of ¢ any aperiment bualdmgs in
London The fDI]Ong features are not conszstent wrth apartment bu:id;ng desn_:;n

1. “Floaimg Box concept wh;c;h houses amenmes and attaches the two 6- storey bu;!d:ngs
2-.;-}__'Beiow grade perksng for 233 veh;ctes that wﬂE be muitipte fioors below the apartment

. building main structure i in order to preserve the Northern forested portion of the lot
3-.ff}i-:'Fu|E-fioor tsered ba!comes for s:gmﬁcant sized gatherings of people overlooking the

e eXIStmg nerghborhood S

As mennoned earher the “ffoetmg box is sn‘nply presented in order to define this as one 6-
storey building versus two. Providing this structure to house unknown amenities, with access
from the top floors and reducing rental unit size or number, while creating all of the hazards
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Response to Notice of Application OZ-8624

The Developer is correct that the homes along Phillbrook Dr. and Hastings Drive have large
properties, however any privacy provided by this land would need to be developed by the
existing home owner, and as stated above, very few tree species can provide this height and
would take decades fo grow. The Developer's only privacy and sound barier is along the North
edge, while on the West and East the structure proposed is approximately 10m (33 feet) from
the property line. This distance is insufficient to provide any significant privacy or sound barrier.
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Response to Nolice of Application 0Z-8624

associated with a vehicle underpass (ie. falling ice, debris, vehicle emissions, efc.) is not
feasible. : :

Apartment building parking is usually not fully below grade due to the significant cost. For this
proposal it is described in order to not show the alternative of a raised parking structure in the
treed barrier along Donnybrook Road.

Apartment buildings often have private unit balconies, but the concept provided has massive
tiered baiconies one would usually find at premium hotels, resorts or condominium complexes.
These large outside gathering areas are indicative of a student residence versus an apartment

burtcﬁng and by desrgn they woutd be used by smokers and for massrve loud getherrngs all
wrth a vrew over srngie detached dwelimgs only 80 feet awey : :

These features do not exrst i uther rental apartment buﬂdrngs ctue to cost and appropnateness
A hrgh end condommrum complex c:euld possrb!y Justify these demgns however for thrs _
appircataon they are mzsleedrng and provrded only. to entice the City of London to appreve the
Appircatron for Amendment Dnce approved an apartment bmldmg {er two) B- stories in’ heaght
with tradstronai desugn exc!udtng these features and famlt;ar to ali Ldndon S, resrdents weutd be
constructed - e - = : :

Interestrngly, at the Developer s lnformation Meetlng the apartment bu;ldmg was, descnbed asa
"htgh -end condominrum for 55+ resrdents When asked to conf:rm thrs dlscrepancy between
apartment bul!dmg w;th rental unrts Versus purchased condemrnrums we were told that there
isn'ta ciessn‘" catren in the zonmg under Possrbte Amendment that detaals thls ssgnlﬂcant
drtference There ‘was no ob;ec:tlon by Crty Staff or the Counc;ilor present 56 assume: thrs is
correct and ‘even though the Amendment e[eariy descnbes ‘stacked tDthousrng, senior citizen
apartment burtdlngs emergency care estebhshments L et there isnota ctessrficetaen for
“condomrnaum ar"non rental apartments The ditference between the two is that ewnershlp
often hrrngs mcreesed respensrbrirty and prrde in: a property and tocat c;ommumty‘ versus more
transrent apartment renters This drsc:repancy 1n the type of housrng pmpdsed is srgmt‘rcent and
concermng to current resrdents o S -

7. 0 Traff' ic and Safety

Currently, Donnybrook Road has a safely issue with the volume and speed of East bound traffic
from Stoneybrook/Uplands. Since there is no traffic light at Hastings Dr. and Fanshawe Park
Road, residents travel East on Donnybrook Road in order to use the traffic light at Phillbrook Dr.
and Fanshawe Park Rpad to continue East. The likelihood of pedestrian i injury on Donnybrook
Road due to this volume and speed is high, ‘and unfortunately attempts to mitigate this situation
via the City pf London or Polrce have nat been successful

At the Devetoper’s tnformatlon Meetrng we were advised that this traffic volume on Donnybrook
Road is by design,; with no objection from City of London Staff or the Councillor, and that the
City of London Tratfic Department has mandated that the proposed entrance to the Aparment
Building will not have an East-bound exit on Fanshawe. The City of London would prefer for
East-bound traffic to exit West-bound on Fanshawe, turn right on Hastings Dr., right on
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Response o Notice of Application ©Z-8624

Donnybrook Road to Phillbrook Dr., and then use the traffic lights at Fanshawe. In addition, the
Traffic Department would prefer an entrance/exit directly onto Donnybrook Road.

This development will further increase traffic volume along Donnybrook Road and will likely lead
to more speeding and increased risk of injury to local residents. The illustration below highlights
the excessive volume routes and the need for a traffic light at Hastings Dr. and Fanshawe, a
light at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East should this proposal be developed and the need to not
have an entrance/exit onto Donnybrook Road.

8.0 Financlal Loss

Although our City of London Councillors have advised that claims of reduced property value
faliowing the construction of an apartment building is not an adequate argument for influencing
the Planning Committee's approval of this Amendment Change, the following should be
considered. A rental property which negatively impacts the privacy and views of adjacent yards,
increases pedestrian and automotive traffic within the neighborhood, and brings 341 residents
who do not own property into an established single detached dwelling {low density zone), will
reduce the re-sell value of these homes. If the City of London disputes this common view, a
report or documentation that explains this should be provided to the local home owners to
support that this will not ocour.
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Response to Notice of Application 0Z-8624

Estlma'ung & conservative |oss in property value of 20% for the 45 homes most impacted due to
privacy,. norse traff c safety shadowing, eto the follow:ng table shows the accumulated loss:
This’ loss W|ll need 0. be reflected in a reductmn in the MPAC assessments and would result in
reductlon in iow densﬁy property taxes by approxmately $55 OOD 7

-_'-'-sa;os,ooo-

The trade off to thls !oss to cunent home owners fS the revenue generated forthe Deve!oper of
the. apartment buﬂding complex as shown below "

The local home owners and govemment will iose approximately $4.1 million in the first year in
order for a Deve!oper to eam $1.7 million per year in rental income. The monetary gains of this
development are facilitated by the losses of the existing adjacent home owners.

An option to quantrfy and remedy the loss of an estzmated $90 000 per adjacent property most
significantly impacted (shown below) is to lmmedlately appraise, prior to any zoning change to
420 Fanshawe Park Road East and then appraise after the apartment building complex is
constructed. If the City of London Councillor's claims are correct and the values have not
changed, no remedy is required to the exzst:ng home owners. Otherwise, the City of London
should compensate the local home owners impacted by this change.
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9.0 Alternate Solution

Divide the 3.5 acre property into 11 lots as shown below, and build single detached dwellings
with driveways and a road connected Donnybrook Road. The 11 new homes with lot sizes fo
match the existing neighborhood would be considered premium homes for both location and lot
size. As such, the homes could conservatively be priced at an average cost of $700,000,
generating at least $7.7 million far the Developer and $104,720 in annual tax revenue for the
City.
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Response o Notice of Applicaion 07-8624

This proposed solution matches the exiting community, unlike the proposed med/high density
apartment building as shown beiow and its many negative impacts. It also has the added safety
of sound and privacy fencing and backlotting between Fanshawe Park Road and dwellings.

The proposed apartment building wiii place dwellings within meters of this busy arterial road
with increased risk from traffic accidents for residents. Creating a pqdestrﬁiaﬁn@n&;gnmgnt.so
close to a major road away from other commercial nodes is a se us'safetyrisk.
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Wise, Sonia

From: Louise Milligan _ - L
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 1:36 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Mschaei Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia: Turner, Staphen Usher Harold Park Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

Cc: i
Subject: _ B Case No. OZ»862~<_1_ _

Dear Ms. Wise and Members of London City Countil and Planning Department;

RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624 o
L am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposal for development of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E. This
proposal is seeking significant amendments to both the City of London’s Official Plan and Zoning By-Laws.

I have resided in the Stoneybrook Heights neighourhood at 583 Jeffreybrook Dr, for 14 years, choosing this
area because; in'part, it is Zoned low density." | understand and indeed, applaud, development that seeks to
intensify housing, however, the development must make sense for the neighbourhood. | strongly believe the
proposed development does not make sense for low density neighbourhood, zoned for single detached
dwellings.

At issue are the following:
e The proposed development is in conflict with the City’s Official Plan as it gives no consideration to the
existing character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not sensitive to the established
neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1, s. 3.3.1and s. 3.3.2 ofthe —

Official Plan. in particular, | draw your attention to clause 2.4.1(ix), with which this proposalis
inconsistent

o While it is recognized that there may be redevelopment, infill, and intensification in some
established residential neighbourhoods, higher intensity land uses will be directed to
locations where the character of the residential area is enhanced and existing land uses are
not adversely affected.

= The proposal requests rezoning of the land from Residential R1 (1-7), Single Detached Dwelling, Low
Density Residential to R8 bonus (R8-4*B_) to permit high density apartment building (142 units or
100u/ha). Such an alteration in zoning is incansistent with the neighourhood. in accordance with the
Official Plan and City Zoning, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually
appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of an area designated Low Density
Residential, as is the neighbourhood in which 420 Fanshawe Park Rd resides.

¢ There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this tow-density neighborhood.
According to the developer’s report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the

building is NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on
the privacy rights of the neighbourhood.



Contrary to the devel., zrs report, the site IS NOT situated in t. . vicinity of existing medium density
residential development, with the closest such density being 750m away.

According to the developer’s proposal,'the'proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess
of what is acceptable by the province.

‘Bonusing’ {enhanced design, landscaping, underground parking) is unreasonable as it does not undo
the adverse affects to the neighbourhood ee clause 2.4.1(ix) cited above)

Furthermore, the lot at 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E is home to many mature trees, and in keeping with
the City of London Urban Forest Strategy, and every attempt should be made to preserve as much as
this “green infrastructure” as possible. The proposal suggests perseveration of, at most, 10% of the
trees.

o “The benefits of prioritizing the urban forest will outweigh the costs and will result in the
creation of a legacy that benefits Londoners beyond our current lifetime.”

My family and | rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good
planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe
it is imperative to protect the interests and integrity of established neighbourhoods.

Regards,

C. Louise Milligan

583 Jeffreybrook Dr
London, Ontario N5X 253

Think hefore you ink!



Wise, Sonia

From: srian 8lazey <D

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 12:45 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopking, Anng;

Ridiei, Viriénia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya;

Subject: Re: Case No, OZ-8624

I oppose the rezoning and official plan amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.

We live 1 block south of Fanshawe in a quiet court off Hastings Drive, and feel that the purpose of an official
plan is to be the actual blueprint to be strictly followed.

Such a major disregard for the plan that this proposal constitutes is an affront to the nature of the
neighbourhood, a disregard for the wishes of the taxpayers living in the neighbourhood, and an insult to the
diligent and carefu] creators of the official plan.

I understand the desire for London to mncrease density within the city and not contribute to urban sprawl. There
are plenty of more appropriate areas that would benefit from such a proposed project, but not mid-block in a

residential single-family low density neighborhood.

The proposed development's mass and size is not sensitive to the established neighborhood and does not
enhance it.

There are no such examples of this scale within this low-density neighborhood.
We have lived in our house since 1987 (29 years) and have enjoyed the quiet of our single-family established
neighborhood and understand that the proposed project would result in a noise level far in excess of what is

acceptable by the province.

This so called "bonusing” based upon design is unreasonable and would produce a building not compatible with
the Official Plan. It should not be considered.

We are not against reasonable and responsible intensification in the right locations, but we also rely on the city
to promote projects compatible with surrounding land as outlined in the Official Plan protecting the interests of
property owners in established neighborhoods.

Please do not approve this proposal.

Thank you

Brian and Penny Blazey

s cien
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Wise, Sonia

From: Rafuna, Liridona

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 11:49 AM

To: Councillors

Ce: Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael

Subject: Resident letter - RE: 420 Fanshawe Park OZ 8624 - John & Susan Galbraith

Attachments: 07-06-2016 - Resident letter - RE 420 Fanshawe Park Rd OZ 8624 - John & Susan
Galbraith.pdf

Good Morning All:

Attached please find scanned letfter dropped off today by the resident. Hard copies are in your mail
folders.

Sonia & Michael — hard copies were also dropped off addressed to you both, | have send those
through via intermail today.

Liridona Rafuna

Administrative Assistant |

§ Elected Officials, Councillors' Office
Londen City of London

DAMAD

*>

P.0. Box 5035 | London, ON, N6A 4.9
P: 519.661.2500 x 4939 | Fax: 519-661-5933
rafuna@london.ca | www.london.ca
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John and Susan Galbraith July 5, 2016
1574 Philibrook Drive .

London, Ontario
N5X 2384

Gauri_c}ifor o
London, Ontario

He: Case No. OZ -8624 | 420 Fanshawe Park Road

As twenty year residents and tax payers, we would like to advise you of our firm opposition in
regards to the above application for rezoning.

We have been shocked that such an application would be put forth considering the nature of our
neighbourhood. As your probably are aware, this would drastically change our neighbourhood
from single family detached low density to above medium density with bonusing.

The nature of this request jor rezoning and the proposed development goes against London's
current plan and current zoning for the area. The developer has based his proposal solely on
maximizing profit for his investment . The residents of our area purchased homes based upon
the notion that this area is single family detached and low density. The proposed development
contravene s. 2.4.1, 5. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of London's current plan. This would drastically change
the basic nature of our neighbourhood.

There are no other examples of the proposed scale and density within our low-density
neighbourhood. The examples provided by developer are close 1o a kKilometre away from the
proposed site and most are less than six stories in height. In accordance with the city pian, high
density buildings are only permitted in nodes in the City, usually appearing at the corner of
arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block, It is not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a

- mid-block, low density residential area be considered a node and be developed to above

medium density.

The developer’s report claims that the design of the building has been formulated to be sensitive
to the neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and
size of the building in not sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This would have a
dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood. Bonusing, based on design to
achieve greater density is unreasonable.

%



We recently learned from a representative for the developer that access to the proposed
development is limited. Our city’s traffic department has informed the developer that traffic
coming east on Fanshawe Park Road will not have direct access to the proposed development.
Similarly traffic leaving the development will only be able to turn right to proceed wast. These
major access and exit resirictions will have a dramatic impact on Hastings, Donnybrook Read
and Phillbrook Drive. The developer has also been notified that as a result of the traffic
restrictions there must be a second exit to Donnybrook. Donnybrook is a very quiet residential
street and an area that has small children walking fo Jack Chambers School. This access would
be extremely detrimental 1o the area.

Sadly and unfortunately, Maureen Cassidy, our councifior for Ward 5, is unavailable for 3
months to safe guard the rights of our community. We are currently in a position of not having an
elected councilior to represent our ward and city. This is in no way the fault of the tax payer.
Consequently, we do not have an slected representative thal is familiar with our area.

We request acknowledgement and response to this correspondence.

John and Susan Galbraith
Lo ] D
M ﬂ 41/&&(,6_:_&_,



Wise, Sonia
L

L M
-
From: Mark Steven Workentin L
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 11:16 AM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;..
Ridiey, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold: Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; T

Subject: Re: Case No. 0Z-8624
Attachments: PastedGraphic-1.tiff

Dear City Councilors and members of the City of London Planning Committee and Staff,

I am writing to lend my support to the concerns of the Stoneybrook Neighbours Association about case OZ-
8624. Their concerns are nicely articulated in their submission and focus properly on how the proposed six
story structure is not sensitive to the long-standing character and vitality of this part of neighbourhood. This
proposal appears to be opportunistic, with the developer trying to establish a higher density complex in the
middle of a low density residential neighbourhood. The developer's argument that the design is sensitive to the
surrounding neighbourhood style, by their willingness to flipping the massing the orientation actually provides
support for the neighbourhood association’s statement that this structure is NOT sensitive to the neighbourhood,
or indeed the City’s long term plan which promotes compatible land use in terms of scale and intensity of

use. Buildings with this mass and density are best suited for so called nodes near the periphery of regional
shopping areas, like other structures at the corners of Richmond and Fanshawe Park Road or new sites at
Highbury and Fanshawe Park Rd, or Adelaide/Sunningdale which are near/adjacent to public recreation
facilities and current or future nodes for shopping. The proposed structure is not at the periphery, but in the
middle of a neighbourhood, between these so called nodes, as the examples provided by the developer are at
least 750 m away and much smaller in scale.

This proposal is so far removed from what the City’s Official Plan is intending to do, T am actually quite
skeptical of the developer’s intentions, | argue that their intention is either opportunistic, trving to take
advantage of the momentum since the launch of the Ofticial Plan and the recent availability of this former
single residential property or more underhanded. For the later, 1 argue that the developer likely recognizes that
this size/scale of their proposal is so far from the spirit of the official plan that they are hoping through the
process that they can offer a “compromise position” of a smaller high density building. ("Let’s go in asking for
six stories, knowing we can offer and settle for three™). Any high density building in this location is not in the
spirit of the City’s Official Plan. This larger lot size and its location in the heart of residential Stoneybrook
neighbourhood is best suited for single family homes or reasonably for a medium density, two-story
condominiums style complex that is more in keeping with the character and vitality of the neighbourhood and
allow for a transition as one moves towards nodes that are meant to be the locations of high-density residential
building. 1 note that even commercial properties in this neighbourhood are only one-story high as they
transition from the neighbourhood to the commercial nodes.

The City’s plan correctly calls for responsible intensification. This proposal is not responsible, but
opportunistic.

Best Regards,

Mark Workentin
6 Fawn Crt. N5X3X3

T i



Mark Workentin, Ph.D.

Professor of Chemistry _ N

Department of Chemistry and Center for Advanced Materials and Biorhaterials (CAMBR)
Western University Canada

L.ondon, ON NBA 5B7
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Director of Accraditation
Canadian Society for Chemistry



Wise, Sonia .

From: Doug Osborne
Sent: : = ~ - Wednesday, July 06, 2016-10:47 AM
To: L - .- . ... wvan.Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong; Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
_ Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subjectt U CASENO:07-8624  Letter from Doug Osborne, 34 Donnybrook Rd

Dear Sir/Madame,

Re: Case No 0Z-8624 420 Fanshawe Park Rd.

| strongly oppose the request of land use change for the property located at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East from low
density/single family to medium/high density multi-family housing. The small family home owners of the existing
neighbourhood may not know all the latest rules for land use change but I thtnk itis unconscnonable that the appitcatlon

for medium dens:ty be apprﬁved ),
ques’uons tha’t are | ;ghiighted '

In 2009, my wife and | purchased our house at 34 Donnyhrook which is located directly north of the “through iot”
property of 420 Fanshawe. Before we purchased our prcperty our lawyer looked into the area and said it was zoned low
dens:ty/smgie family and that ; gave us the confidence to g0 ahead and purchase our home. We fully expected the Jot at
420 Fanshawe to be deveioped at some tsme bat we expected that to be single family homes or at the most low density
townhomes.

I attended tha-Neighbourhodd information Meeting held at Church of St. Jude on June 29 and observed as the
developer’s spokesperson Carol Wiebe carried out her sales pitch. 1 am upset that this developer hopes to change the
fand use and my distrust was remforced durmg the presentation. | found some conflicting arguments on the part of the
developer as listed befow, 1was however, lmpressed with the knowledge of all speakers and their ability to answer
questions mcludmg Mark Villemaire (archttect) ‘Michael Tomazincic {(London Urban Planning), Carol Wiebe (MHBC
Planning), and Phil Squsre (Londcn Councillor, Ward 6).

Right at the start of the meetmg Carol Wiebe came out and said that the access to Fanshawe Rd was not adequate. She
expiamed that the median in Fanshawe Park Rd only allowed access to the property from eastbound Fanshawe and an
exit onto Fanshawe Pk Rd west. 1t did not allow an exit onto Fanshawe East or entrance from Fanshawe West. So now
the developer will be changing their application to ask for access to Donnybrook. | am certain that an experienced
developer would have been fully aware of that a 142 unit apartment would require access from both directions
before suhm:ttmg thelr appE:cation Th:s is blatantly mesieadmg So whv would they not include it? Can MHB he
trusted to fc he : ion? What else will be changed? Will they find
some reason to change the posmon of the buddmg on the pfoperty whlch changes the shadow forecasting? Will they
decide to eliminate the "drive-through design” because it does not optimize occupancy? Will they decide that more
trees will be cut down? And so on. After this meeting | definitely do not trust MHBC or the builder to follow the design
laid out in their application.

1am also perplexed why consideration of a land use change could include a “bonus”. Itis one'thing 1o apply for a land
use change but then stretch that by adding a bonus of 2 extra stories to bring the total height to six stories. Does that

1



not push the boundaries of medi. ., density closer to high density? A six stor, .uilding is very tall and will not fit in with
the existing neighbourhood at all. | find the arrogance of such a tactic to be insulting to the city of London and more
directly to our 30 year old neighbourhood. Bonuses should only be allowed for newly approved zoning areas.

‘z_,_v,- L 0 S At DAY S S Rk gk e B b

I'fail to understand how a medium density building can be plopped down in the middle of a low density residence

area? When Carol Wiebe showed a map of North London a yellow highlight designated low density areas and it was
marred by the new addition of a red square located at 420 Fanshawe. Carol went on to say that changes to the density
are determined by the existing structure of the neighbour_hoocf: She sa_id high density _i@s located near the busy streets
and low density on the quieter streets further back in a neighbourhood. th‘}thenwould a developer be allowed access
to a street like Donnybrook as an entrance/exit for 142 units? Carol may say that most residents of the planned
apartment building will use the access to Fanshawe Rd but that has yet to be determined. The current plan shows the
parking lot located closer to Donnybrook. That makes it quite attractive for residents to leave via the closest exit which
is Donnybrook. No one knows how many will choose the Donnybrook exit if they are heading east on Fanshawe.. As for
residents heading west and north, | question whether they will choose to exit directly onto Fanshawe or decide to filter
their way through the neighbourhood. | do not believe Carol assessment is accurate. Best guess is that at least half of
the residents will exit onto Donnybrook and because the parking fot is located close to Donnybrook that ratio rmay
increase significantly. But all 100% of cars will use Donnybrook at some point of their travel circuit, either coming or
going. Have there been any traffic studies to determine if the smaller roads can absorb this traffic? There are many
families with small children in the neighbourhood and Jack Chambers Elementary School is just around the corner on
Hastings. This increased traffic flow will be a threat to their safety.

The proposal is for 142 units. MHBC is using a calculation of 1.25 parking spaces per unit. That equals 178 parking
spaces. | suspect that most families have closer to one car per driver. If this development is going to be a retirement
living building | can see that amount being closer to Carol's assessed amount, but MHBC is not committing to that. If
these units are sold or rented to average families i suspect the amount of cars will be closer to 2 per unit which equals
284 parking spaces needed. What this means is that Donnybrook will be used as a parking lot for extra

vehicles. Furthermare, the conceptual drawing shows about 20 visitor’s parking spaces.. How.can that be enough for
142 units? Again, Donnybrook will be used as an extra parking lot.

Since | do not trust MHBC lalso question the shadowing that was colourfully displayed upon entrance to the

meeting. When the sun is low in the sky during Dec and Jan the shadows come very close to crossing Donnybrook. | did
not purchase my property expecting to be shaded from a high rise across the street. What is my récouirse if my house is
blanketed in shade all day during December and January?

I'trust that the City of London will weigh all cansiderations and hope they make the proper judgement, but please keep
in mind that the decision will have a direct impact on a 30 year old neighbourhood that has grown under one set of rules
and followed those rules.

Best Regards,
Doug Oshorne
Property Owner, 34 Donnybrook Rd, London N5X 3C8



Wise, Sonia

o
From: Herb Thompson <D=
Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 9:35 AM
To: Wise, Sonia
Subject: case# OZ-8624

Hello: We reside @ 530 Bobbybrook dr. for over 50 years & totally object to the above project as it does not
suit our neighborhood as outlined in our meeting on June 29/16. it will destroy the ambience here & should be
for single homes. No one we know here would live in 800-1200 sq. foot space. Also traffic would destroy the
peace we enjoy now. Our street has no sidewalks & steet lights though we pay near $7000 in taxes. As we are
elderly others can make more eloquent objections which we fully support-ergo we will not repeat them!
Please PLEASE reconsider & reject this proposal. Withe due respect for your difficult task we thank you. The




Wise, Sonia.. .. .

From: o ..+ Chrys Skikos — : v
Sent: St ieoo o Tuesday, July 05,2016'11:10 PM o
To: SRR oo 2 van-Holst; Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: RE: CASE NO: OZ-8b624

RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

It has come to my attention that a new development is being considered for 420
Fanshawe Pk Rd E, one whose size would negatively impact the families of the neighbourhoods
both north and south of Fanshawe Pk Rd. For the reasons that foliow, | oppose this plan:

- The proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City's Official Plan, as it
gives no consideration to the existing established neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area
contravening s. 2.4.1, s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan.

- The developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale,
intensity of use, and the rights of surrounding landowners.

- In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes
in the city, usually appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block.
it is not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low density residential area be considered a
ncde, and be developed as high density.

The neighbourhoods surrounding this proposed structure were not designed to accommodate
the human impact that this kind of structure will cause. The additional traffic related to the
proposed 140+ units will cause unnecessary congestion at the entry / exit points of the
neighbourhoods, which will decrease air quality due to idling, and increase noise
pollution. Residence of the structure will undoubtedly use the surrounding neighbourhoods to
enable them to more easily access the proposed structure and as a result an increase in through-
traffic in surrounding neighbourhoods will result which puts our children at risk. These are streets
where children walk to and from their schools and school bus stops, an addition of 140+ cars
potentially endangers the lives of our children while decreasing the quality of life of those in the
established neighbourhoods.

We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote
good planning that is compatible with surrounding land as outlined in the Official Plan.
Furthermore, we believe it is imperative to protect the interests of property owners in established
neighbourhoods, and to keep our children safe.

I look forward to your acknowledgement of receiving this letter, and your response to my
concems.

Chrys Skikos
274 Skyline Ave



Confidentiality Warning: 1.. s message and any attachments ar. .ntended only for the use of the
intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential or personal information that may be subject to
the provisions of the Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. If you are
not the intended recipient or an authorized-representative.of the intended recipient, you are notified
that any dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the message and any
attachments.
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Wise, Sonia N : S

From: Robert wilson (D e~

Sent: L .. Tuesday, JU_E);_DS,___ZO}G_H:_E__B'PM_, - L B
To: ' - . - ... .Fleming, John M. Tomazincic, Michael; Wise, Sonia
Cc: ' ~ van Holst, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse: Squire, Phil;

Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher,
.. Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; Stoney Brook
Subject:t . Re:Case No. 0Z-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Road East, London, ON
Attachments: ' SCHA_opa438_MAP2 pdf

To: City of London

Please be advised that we are very opposed to the 142.unit, high density residential development being
proposed for 420 Fanshawe Park Road East, London, Ontario as well as the Official Plan Amendment
Application, the Rezoning Application and Bonusing Amendment Application for this property. In our opinion
the proposed development will NOT enhance the neighbourhood and will adversely affect it.

v

We have been residents of Stoneybrook Heights on Bobbybrook Drive since 1990. Our decision to relocate to

Bobbybrook Drive was influenced by a larger home, a new public school to be built and the essentially 100%
single family residential nature of this neighbourhood, both North and South of Fanshawe Park Road East.

We have -réad_'éhd reviewed the Enfbrrhation pirovid.ed by,thé 'Stonéybrook Neighbourhood Association and
have attended both the neighbourhood and the developer's meetings.

We are concemed about several issues.
Official Plan and Zoning

The only non single family developments in this immediate neighbourhood are located at/adjacent to
the intersections of Richmond/Fanshawe/North Centre Road to the West of the proposed development
“and at/adjacent to the intersection of Adelaide/Fanshawe to the East of the proposed development. The

 entire area in between is 100% Single Family Residential including along both sides of Fanshawe Park
Road with the exception of parks and scheols. =~

* All prior planning in this large section of the City was based on Low Density Residential. There is no
precedent for Medium Density Residential yet alone High Density Residential and Bonusing in the area
shown in Yellow on the attached Map 2 {from Website) of the City of London Official Plan. Map 2 only
shows up to Medium Density Residential designations in the area bounded by Sunningdale Road and
Adelaide Street (to North), Richmond Street and North Centre Road (to West), Adelaide Street and
Fanshawe Park Road East (to East). Everything in between is designated Low Density Residential with

~no exceptions. This is a single family neighbourhood and should be left as such.

The application to increase density from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential in this
area is comparable to throwing a biack dart at a farge white wall. ' ‘

-~ Weagree with 'the_fdil_owihgCo’mmént’s being made by the Stoneybrook Neighbourhood association:
"The proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City's Official Plan, as it gives no
consideration to the existing character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not

o1

% ‘J‘L' 4



sensitive to the establis. 2d neighbourhood, and does not enhar._« the area contravening s. 2.4.1, s.
3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan.

The developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use,
and the rights of surrounding landown@rs.+ .o e

In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city,
usually appearing at the comer of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block. It is

not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low density residential area be considered a node,
and be developed as high density.

There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood.
Examples provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6
stories in height.

According to the developer's report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the
building is NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the
privacy rights of the neighbourhood.

Contrary to the developer’s report, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density
residential development, with the closest such density being 750m away.

According to the developer's proposal, the proposed buiiding would result in a noise level far in excess
of what is acceptable by the province.

Bonusing based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would result in a structure not
compatible with the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered.

We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good
planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we
believe it is imperative to protect the interests of property owners in established neighbourhoods.”

Traffic

We that feel that the potential traffic impact aspect of this proposed development is critical. We have
read over the Transportation Access Assessment and while, not engineers or planners, have some
guestions.

We were told at the meeting on June 29, 2016 with the developer’s planner that the City of London
would not permit any median crossover into and out of the property. The development proposal was
based on only right turns in from Fanshawe Park Road East, only right turns out onto Fanshawe Park
Road East and no access to Donnybrook Drive from the development.

The Executive Summary in the Transportation Access Assessment Report (dated March 2016) notes
under:

Development Concept

“However, adjacent residents are concerned with the additional traffic caused by any access to
Donnybrook Road.” The Engineer, who completed this report, is acknowledging concerns of adjacent
neighbours.

Engineer's Conclusions
“Upon full development the all-turns driveway to Fanshawe Park Road East the analysis indicates that

the left tum vehicles exiting the driveway will operate at LOS D during the PM peak hours, assuming
the ability for a two-stage crossing with the Median”.



. Engineer's Recommendatioh. .

“To accommodate this proposed access to Fanshawe Park Road East, a curb cut is required in the
existing centre median. In addition to this, the East left turn lane at the intersection of Phillbrook Drive
and Fanshawe Park Road should be shortened to.create a refuge area in the centre of Fanshawe Park
‘Road at the site access to act as Ieft turn: storage as well as a refuge area for exiting left turn traffic
allowing a two- stage Ieﬁ turn manoeuvre. This willimprove the level of service for exiting left turn
movements”.

ﬁWhy is th|s report dsscussmg access across the medtan when we were toid that there would be no
median access for left tums in and out of the property'? The: report should have been amended to reflect
the right in and right out of the property. Is this report reliable based on the above noted conclusions

- and recommendations? _ _

The proposed development is 142 units with 178 p’a'rking spacés based on 1.25 spaces per unit. The
Transporiation Access Assessment estimates 73 inps (15 in and 58 out) at AM peak hours and 96 trips
(62 in and 34 out) at PM peak hours. _ . _

One difficulty in estimating traffic flow is whether the proposed development will be owner occupied
condos or rental units. Also the proposed development will impact traffic at two already heavy
intersections, namely Hastings/Fanshawe (no light) and Phillbrook/Fanshawe (light controlled). It would
appear that both of these intersections are presently operating at LOSE and at LOS F dunng peak ‘
hours prior to the development proposal. .

We would like to know what the estimated total trips in and out of the proposed devgtdpment will be
over a 24 hour period on an hourly basis. This will have a direct impact on Hastings Drive, Donnybrook
Drive and Philibrook Drive and the home owners located on the increased traffic affected sections of
the three streets. This will add to the congestion on the three streets and will pose extra risk to children
walking toffrom Jack Chambers Public School.

- We would also like to know what the before and after, estimated hourly, all directions, total traffic
- numbers will be for a 24 hour period at the four intersections (Fanshawe/Hastings, Hastings
/Donnybrook, Donnybrook/Phillbrook and Phillbrook /Fanshawe).

Noise
The proposed development will create additional traffic noise especially for the homes located
on the increased traffic affected sections of Hastings Drive, Donnybrook Drive and Phillbrook Drive and

especially Donnybrook Drive. The Noise Study unfortunately only looks at the impact to Fanshawe Park
Road and the impact from the proposed development.

Parking

_ The proposed development is based on 142 units and 178 underground parking spaces.
Most of the market for these units will have two vehicles. Where are they going to park all

the vehicles? On the three side streets? This is also a big issue.

Visitor parking above ground is minimal. Where are all the visitors going to park if someone
has

large family function?

Building Design
The proposed development is asking Stoneybrook neighbours and residents fo accept a six storey
building with terracing down to three stories. This is a single family neighbourhood. Everything in this



area is essentially two «.urey or lower. This will affect the privac, of adjoining neighbours and does not
conform with the neighbourhood esthetics.

Donnybrook Drive
Donnybrook Drive, between Hastings and Phillbrook, will be affected the most by the proposed
development assuming increased twenty-four hour traffic and noise. There should be no permanent
access from the proposed development to Donnybrook Drive and no construction access.

In conclusion, we are not against development of the Pool Property. We do feel that any development should
be based on Low Density Residential which would conform with the neighbourhood and would not affect traffic,
noise and the general neighbourhood to the extent that the proposed development will. To the best of our
knowledge, there is no precedent for the proposed development,

New developments should not affect present, existing communities which this development proposal will. The
proposed development does not conform with our neighbourhood.

Please confirm by email that the City of London Planning Department and each City Councillor on the email list
have received our objection to this proposed development.

Robert and Dianne Wilson
504 Bobbybrook Drive
London ON

‘NEX1GY

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Wise, Sonia.._. T P . S . e

From: Lisette Bezner(@ GG -
Sent: _ : - Tuesday, July 05,:2016:11:04 PM -
To: oy : . van Holst; Michael;:Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
' ‘Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Petition to oppose the rezoning/and official plan amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park

Rd. E. {Case No. 0Z-8624)
RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

Good evening, City Planners and Councilors:

Fwould like to communicate with you regarding the case noted above. My family has lived in the area for 6 years now.
We moved to this:area when my youngest daughter was about to come into this world. We wanted to choose a
neighbourhood that would provide us with a fantastic school for the kids' (we have an 8-year old boy as well) within
walking distance. We also wanted a community. We searched for this house for 5 years, and finally found Stoneybrook
Heights/Uplands. ... - T o

We have received detailéd information about the proposal to'develop apartment buildings at 420 Fanshawe Park E. As
you are aware, this area is currently full of trees as well as two residences. . Our neighbourhood has a specific character,
and the proposed development'is in conflict with the basis of the City’s Official Plan as it is not sensitive to the
established neighbourhood and does not enhance the area contravening s: 2.4.1,'s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan.

The proposal does not fit our neighbourhood, furthermore, it hinders'it in terms of scale, intensity of use and the rights
of surrounding landowners. There are many examples of the potential impacts including school capacity {and the risk of
having to ship kids to other neighbourhoods for schooling), garbage collection, traffic flow and intensity, water
management, noise levels, and more. In addition, and this is one of my key points, legally the proposed plan goes against
many key legislations, including but not limited to:

1. Inaccordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually appearing
at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block. It is not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-
block, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density.

Fam ali for developing our city and creating spaces where new families can thrive however { believe it is unfair to do this
at the expense of destroying established neighbourhoods. The need for the City of London to continue to develop
vertically is well known, there are many areas that have been planned this way and families buy homes in these areas of

the city {for example, Sunningdale and Richmond) well aware that there will be buildings surrounding them at the corner
of the road.

2. According to the developer's proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess of what is
acceptable by the provinee. If the proposal is against the law, that should be a show stopper for the city.

In addition, the developer's report sites many misleading examples and arguments that are not logical and further
reinfarce the fact.that the report is trying to stretch reality into something else. For example:

1



a. There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. Examples provided
by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are iess than 6 stories in height.

Wl ke B R T i
b. According to the developer’s report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building is NOT
sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. Saying that an elephant fits in a garage just by changing the way you
put it in does not make sense - the arguments by the developer are not logical.

B e TR

€. Contrary to the developers report, the site I5N OT‘?’%@tﬁdhi-mthemfaiﬂ%ﬁ?@’ﬁ@éﬁ%@ medium density residentiai
development, with the closest such density being 750m away.

d. The developer goes around these and many other rules by asking for bonusing based on design. This request is
insulting as it is not logical since it would not fit the Official plan.

In summary, the current proposal does not fit lega! guidelines and in addition, it is founded on inaccurate information. |
want our city to prosper but not at the expense of its citizens. | would love to see developers putting their investments
together to do something like in Waterloo, Ontario where buildings like the Kellogg's factory and the neighbouring
buldings become a beautiful residential area, with a library and the already close-by French immersion school.

I am aware that Sunningdale will continue to grow, as per the plan approved and that buildings will be in that area. 1am
not against developing, | am against retrogression.

Please, continue to work responsibly to make London a well-establish community that becomes a wonderful city. This
administration recently completed its Strategic Planning. | believe it was a great exercise and this proposal contravenes
its principles. For example, its MISSION At Your Service —a respected and inspired public service partner, building a
better city for all. This proposal impacts a whole neighbourhood and will not build a better city for

anyone surrounding it. In the same document, there is a whole section on Building a Sustainable City and many of the
items will not be in alignment with this proposal.

I ask that you deny this proposal because it is the right thing to do for London. itis also against many legal regulations
and the developer's plan includes many half-truths and inaccuracies.

| wait to hear a response from all of you from this communication and | am available to discuss further if it would
benefit you.

Thank you, in advance, for your support and prompt response.

Lisette Bezner
Sandybrook Drive



Wise, Sonia
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From: Tanya Shulman
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 3:58 PM
To: Hubert, Paul; Ridley, Virginia; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Turner, Stephen; Wise, Sonia;

Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; Squire, Phil;
stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com; Tomazincic, Michael; van Holst, Michael;
Hopkins, Anna; Morgan, Jush; Helmer, Jesse; Armstrong, 8ill

Subject: Case no az-8624

Dear City of London Council, staff, and members of the Stoneybrook Neighbourhood Association,

I'am writing to object to the proposed high density building being planned on Fanshawe Park Road.

I object to this building for many reasons. First, it is not at all in keeping with the single family dwellings that
surround that area. It does not meet acceptable set backs to these properties, and infringes on these land owners'
rights for enjoyment of their homes.

Second, the traffic and noise with a large population boost in such a small area is not acceptable. This
development reflects the short sightedness of city planners, as it does not allow for proper traffic flow or for the
effective use of green space.

Please stop letting these type developers plan out this fine city, as they only may have their own agenda to
satisty- to make a profit, when finished, leaving the city to deal with all future consequences, including the
unhappiness of a large and significant part of the city.

Stop the obvious "tail wagging the dog". I implore the city counsellors to care about the concerns of their
current constituents!

Sincerely,

Drs Tanya and Scott Shulman, and family



Wise, Sonia

From: s roch (D

Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 3:17 PM

To: van Holst, Michael, Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; Stoney
Brook; City of London, Mayor; Fleming, John M.

Subject: Re: OZ 6428 420 Fanshawe Park Rd

Attachments: QZ 8624 Letter July 5.16pdf.pdf

Mayor Brown, city councillors, and planning staff,

Please see my attached letter opposing the development application and Official Plan ammendement for 420
Fanshawe Park Rd. E.

Ms. Wise, please confirm receipt.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Shauna Roch, MBA, CPA, CMA

Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands Residents Association Member
Donnybrook Rd



July 5, 2016

The City of London
Planning Services
P.0. Box 5035
london ON, NGA 419
Attn: Sonia Wise

RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

My family and | want to express our opposition to the development application 07-8624, which seeks an
Official Plan amendment, and zoning by-law amendment to the property located at 420 Fanshawe Park
Rd E. to permit the building of a six story, 142 unit apartment building based on the following points.

The developer’s concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use,
and the privacy rights of surrounding landowners. It does not adhere to the planned function of the
neighbourhood which is single family residential.

The propaosal is not consistent with the policies of the official plan, and contravenes sections 2.4.1,3.3.1
and 3.3.2, as it gives no consideration ta the existing character of the neighbourhood, nor is it sensitive
to the established area.

According to the developer's Urban Design Brief under 2.2 height transition, the height and scale of the
proposed property are “generally” the same as other intensification projects either completed, or
approved elsewhere in the city. However, the majority of these comparable projects are either located
in a community or commercial node, NOT in an area of low density residential. In addition, the closest
change in zoning is over 750 m away.

Furthermore, from a transportation perspective the proposal is hot feasible. The developer is requesting
a full access driveway on to Fanshawe Park Rd. which is in conflict with the city’s transportation
department’s recommendation for a right in/right out access. A full access driveway would decrease the
level of service of Fanshawe Park road, and a restricted access would substantially increase the amount
of traffic onto Donnybrook rd., which is a local neighbourhood road.

It is our wish that the city refuse this proposal, and consider a development for this location that
promotes good planning, and is compatible with the surrounding land use as outlined in the Official
Plan.

Sincerely,

17 ”}
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Shauna Roch, MBA, CPA, CMA



Wise, Sonia

IR I h
From:
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 2:10 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael, Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mahamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;
—— T
Subject: RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624
Attachments: Frankovic_Ted.vef

Dear City Planner and Councilors,

I am writing to let you know our family's deep opposition to the proposed 6 story development at 420 Fanshawe Park Rd,
This new 142 unit development would provide direct viewing to over a dozen established swimming pools in the
immediate area. All homeowners have a reasonable right of privacy in their backyard and providing a direct, overlooking
and close view of families swimming violates this expectation. In this digital age, what guarantees do we have from city
council that pictures and videos taken by the building's tennants won't be posted on the internet and social media? | would
expect that City Council would do more to protect the privacy of families espemally when children are involved. | would
expect that City Council would also be liable for any intrusions. of privacy if they approVe such a bmldmg deslgn as per the
picture below, you tan dearly see the how a six sto buildlng would be absoluty mtruswe to: the area.

Furthemmnore, this proposed development would cause home: clepre

_ the area as. it would' be drft” Icult to sell a home
when hundreds of people would then have a bird's eye view of your backy his proposed building leaves the
community with undue hardship for years to come

 |6hg after the dev eiopers hav a : En'thelr prof t and Ieft the area'

Please do not approve this building!

kind regards,

Ted Frankovic
10 Fawn Crt, London On N5X-3X3



and

Nika Frankovic
57 Cumberland Cres, N5X 1B7 (Orginal home owner since 1973)

§ . ERPI R o |
Ted Frankovic
Regional Manager - Supplier Quality Assurance | L L e
General Dynamics Land Systems Canada
Desk
Cell

This is an e-mail from General Dynamics Land Systems. It is for the intended recipient only and may contain
confidential and privileged information. No one else may read, print, store, copy, forward or act in reliance on it
or its attachments. If you are not the intended recipient, please return this message to the sender and delete the

message and any attachments from your computer. Your cooperation is appreciated.
&&



Wise, Sonia

From: Ruth Mitchell

Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 5:15 PM
To: Wise, Sonia

Cc

Subject: 420 Fanshawe Park Road
Sonia,

We wish to express our opposition to the proposed development of 420 Fanshawe Park Road.
As you are already aware there are many concerns about the feasibility of this development and we

wish to have our names added to the list of residents opposed to the current proposal before the
planning committee.

Sincerely,
Ruth Mitchell and Dr. Terry Sefton
1585 Stoneybrook Cres. , London, Ontario.

Sent from my iPad



Wise, Sonia

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Ruhe Yang & Shubui Liu
55 Donnybrook Rd.
London ON N5X 3C8

July 05, 2016

The City of London
Planning Services,
P.O. Box 5035,
London ON, NGA 419

RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

Ruhe Yang @

Tuesday, July 05, 2016 10:26 AM
van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared:
stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com; soniawise@london.ca

We opposel (Re: Case No. OZ-8624)

QOppose to the rezoningfand official plan amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.

Dear Sir/Madam,

My family(my husband and I with 3 children) live in 55 Donnybrook Rd, London ON. We rented apartment
near 20 years before we bought our own property(55 Donnybrook Rd) on January, 2016. We were so excited
that we owned our own house with the wonderful environment - the good and stable neighbors, the trees, the
quiet alley, the wonderful community...

However, every good feature would lost if the new building with 142 residential units would be permitted by
the London city! We oppose to the rezoning/and official plan amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.!

First of all, the proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City’s Official Plan, as it gives no consideration

to the existing character of the neighborhood. The propased development is not sensitive to the established
neighborhood, and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1, 5. 3.3.1 and s. 3.2.2 of the Official Plan.

Secondly, the developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the

rights of surrounding landowners.

Thirdly, in accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually
appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block. It is not reasonable, nor accepiable,
that a mid-block, fow density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density,

Fourthly, there are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. Examplas
provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and mast are less than B stories in height.

Fifthly, according fo the developer’s report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building is NOT
sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the

neighbourhood.

L M M(



Sixthly, contrary to the deve.  .ers report, the site 1S NOT situated in the vi. .y of existing medium density residential
development, with the closest such density being 750m away.

Seventhly, according to the developer's proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess of
what is acceptable by the province. B e L

Eighthly, ‘Benusing' based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would resulf in a structure not
compatible with the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered.

Ninthly, the new building would result in too busy traffic problems to our community.

Tenthly and finally, we rely on the city io approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good
planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as cutlined in the Official Plan, Eurthermore, we believe it is
imperative to protect the interests of property awners in establishad neighborhoods,

Sincerely yours,
Ruhe Yang

Shuhui Liu



Wise, Sonia

From: John - Norine Opper </ G

Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 12:35 AM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared:

Subject: Case Number OZ-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Road E.
Attachments: Case OZ-8624 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.docx

Please find attached a letter with respect to the Official Plan amendments and Zoning By-Law amendments for
the above mentioned case.

Thank you for your time in considering our opinions on this matter.

John and Norine Opper
1476 Roland Cres.
London, ON N3X 1E5



w,,.«f’”
John and Norine Opper _ _ July 2, 2016

1476 Roland Cres.

London, Ontario

N5X 1E5

Ms.Son_ié Wise

The City of London Planning Services
P.O. Box 5035

London, Ontario

NBA 419 -

RE: Case Number 0Z-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Road E.

Dedr Ms. Wise:

Please accept this letter as opposition to the proposed Official Plan amendment and Zoning By-Law
amendment to permit a 142 unit mid-rise apartment building at the above mentioned address.

We have lived at this residence since 1969 and raised our family here. Our home is located south of
Fanshawe, east of Stoneybrook Cres., so south-east of the proposed development. As such, the
completed development will not directly affect us as it will those on the north side of Cumberland Cres.
south of Fanshawe, or those in the neighbourhood north of Fanshawe. However, we are concerned
about maintaining the integrity of the current neighbourhood as one of single family homes, the
precedence set for future development along Fanshawe this development could lead to, and increased
traffic on Fanshawe Park Road and adjoining streets. This new proposed development will take this area
in a direction that will not be in keeping with the existing neighbourhood and the current Official Plan.

If built, this would be a large building in the middle of an existing residential neighbourhood
predominately made up of single family homes. it would also be a large structure along what is now a
tree lined major artery. Through our travels to different cities, this streetscape is not one that is seen
often. Does every artery in London need to be lined with multi-unit buildings and commercial
developments? Why not protect the beauty we have and ensure new development blends with the
already existing landscape? This proposed development, while not unattractive on paper, certainly does
not fit in with the current surroundings.



We are not against infill development. However, we ask that the City Planners and Councillors look
ahead to the consequences of the proposed amendment to the Official Plan and Zoning By-laws for the
current development and future ones. If this proposed development is approved as submitted it will be
precedent setting for future developments along the Fanshawe corridor. The property at 420 Fanshawe
Park Road is a prime location for development. The home on the site was empty and let to fall into
disrepair. While other lands are not sitting empty, developers would only have to purchase the
properties currently in the area and tear down the existing homes to create more medium density
housing buildings. Our concern is that from Richmond almaost to Highbury there are single family homes
and low density complexes along Fanshawe that will now become more medium density developmentis
drastically changing the landscape and creating increased traffic.

Complaints of increased traffic are probably presented as arguments against most of the proposed
development plans that you deal with. Trafficis already heavy along Fanshawe, especially during peak
hours. This new development is expected to increase traffic by more than 75 cars at these times, and
with the number of residential units, it can be expected that traffic will be generated during off peak
times as well. There will be increased traffic on Fanshawe, but there will also be an impact to residential
traffic flow south of Fanshawe. Cars exiting from Geary Ave. and Stoneybrook Cres. east, roads withut
traffic signals, will bave increased difficulty turning to travel west on Fanshawe. Their most reasonable
alternative will be to go to the light at Stoneybrook and Fanshawe. This will increase waiting times at
the light and create more traffic in front of Stoneybrook Public School. As well, the left hand turning
tane on Stoneybrook Cres. is not very long. With more cars turning there will be an impact to the homes
along Stoneybrook near Fanshawe and create traffic congestion. Increased traffic in this area could
result in increased vehicular accidents as well.

Thank you for the opportunity to share our views on the proposed development at 420 Fanshawe Park
Road.

Yours truly,

John and Norine Opper



Wise, Sonia

Ffrom:: - Karen Crowe —>

Sent: = . -7 Monday, July 04, 2016 9:0LPM 0

To:r i Lo Wise Sonda el e

Subject: o o » . Re: Opposition to Case No: OZ-8624,420 Fanshawe Park Rd E.

Dear Ms: Wisg © 2 :
Thanks, this is a very positive & intelligent reply: Really appreciate it.-
Cheers Karen:& Doug Crowe - g o : BEREAE

From: Wise; Sonia<swise@london ca>

Sent:july 4, 2016 4:37PM

To: Karen Crowe

Subject: RE: Opposition to Case No: 0Z-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E.

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Crowe,
Th.ank_you foryour commehts, they will be considered as part of the application review.
Please do not hésita.ie to contact me for any further Eﬂfofmation,

Regards

“SoniaWise.
Planner |, Current Planning
Planning Services

London' City of London

P.0. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON N6A 4L ™
P: 519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5397

swise@london.ca | www.london.ca - -

~~~~~ Original Message-----
From: Karen Crowe [mailio
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 10:38 PM ' - S

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Squire, Phil; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turmer,
Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

il
B e, LR

Subject: Opposition to Case No: 0Z-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E.

Good Morning,

We have lived in Stoneybrook Heights for over 26 years. It is a beautiful neighborhood with friendly
neighbours, excellent schools, parks and treasured conservation areas. This is our 'forever house
and we plan to live here as long as possible into the future. Our son and daughter-in-law currently

1
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reside with us and relatives ._sit from Canada and England. They _. appreciate our lovely area which
is full of trees and attractive gardens.

We strongly oppose Case NO. OZ-8624.4t420 Fanshawe-Park Road East, London, Ontario. This
proposed development violates zoning and density regulations and is in conflict with the City's Official
Plan. It gives no consideration to the existing character of the surrounding neighbourhood and does
not enhance the area thereby contravening s.2.4.1, s.3.3.1 and s.3.3.2 of the Official City Plan. There
will be a negative impact on area schools and traffic.

The developer’s concept is not compatible with the existing area in terms of scale, intensity of use
and rights of surrounding landowners. In accordance with the Official City Plan, high density buildings
are only permitted in 'Nodes' in the city, usually at the corner of arterial roads. It is not reasonable nor
acceptable that a mid-block, low density residential area be considered a 'node’ and be developed as
high density. There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density
neighborhood. Examples provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site and most are
less than 6 stories in height.

According to the developer’s report, they have adjusted the design of the building to be sensitive to
the neighbourhood character by flipping massing and orientation. This has not been accomplished as
the mass and size of the building is not sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have
a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood. In addition, the proposed building and
roof-top patio would result in a noise level far in excess of what is acceptable by the Province of
Ontario.

Contrary to the developers report, the site is not situated in the vicinity of any existing medium density
residential development. It is surrounded by blocks and blocks of single family homes in Stoneybrook
Heights, Old Stoneybrook and Stoney Creek. The closest medium density is 750m away.

‘Bonusing' based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance and would result in a structure not
compatible with the Official Plan. '‘Bonusing' should not even be considered as the proposed
monstrosity of a building will be an eyesore to several neighborhoods.

We trust the city planners to approve responsible development in the right locations, to promote good
planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. It is imperative
to protect the interests of property owners in established areas and preserve pleasing, attractive
neighborhoods. We are trusting you - our council and planning committee to ensure that a decent and
attractive area of our Forest City is not destroyed.

Sincerely Karen and Doug Crowe "

33 Virginia Crescent

L.ondon, ON.

N5X 3E4



Wise, Sonia . C el S s s

From: Bob Gauthier >

Sent: Monday, July 04, 2016 6:55 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: RE: 420 Fanshawe Park Rd East , Case # Q7 - 8624

Thank you Sonia

Fmust say | was disappointed with the behaviour of some residents in attendance, There is no question residents aren’t
happy and that was clear. However, this was an information sight and only that.

Pactually left early as it seem to get worse not better nor productive. For me the size this building has to be will have a
significant impact on the neighbouring homes and traffic and it is too bad they didn’t choose to build high end
townhomes.

Have a great week,

BB

From: Wise, Sonia [ mailto:swise@london.ca]
Sent: July-04-16 4:37 PM

To: Bob Gauthier

Subject: RE: 420 Fanshawe Park Rd East , Case # OZ - 8624

Dear Mr. Gauthier,
Thank you for your comments, they will be considered as part of the application review,

Please do not hesitate to contact me for any further information,

Regards

Sonia Wise

Planner Il, Current Planning
"% Planning Services

London City of London

P.O. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON NBA 4L9
P. 519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5397
swise@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Bob Gauthier [mailto

Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 9:37 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia
Cc: Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul;
Hopkins, Anna: Ridle Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

ubject: 420 Fa'nshaw Park Rd East, Case # 07 - 8624

would like to register my opposition to the development of this property as proposed. This will have a significant
negative effect on the existing neighbourhood as the proposed land use is excessive for this location.

1



It is non compliant with the City . .. A building of this size should not be bui.. .1 an area of single family detached
homes which have been there for over 30 years. It will also contribute to additional traffic issues in an area that is
already dealing with increased congestion and access problems.

Bob Gauthier

504 leffreybrook Dr,
London, Ontario
N5X256




Wise, Sonia
R T T

From: Kurt Fischer — e

Sent; Monday, July 04, 2016 5:32 PM

To: van Hoist, Michael; Wise, Sonia: Tomazincic, Michael, Armstrong, Bifl: Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;

Ridiey, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared:

Subject; Case No. 0Z-8624

Dear City of London -
As a tax paying property owner in the Stoneybrook area, | want to share my fears about Case No. 0Z-8624

Although the formal address of this very large apartment building would be Fanshawe Park Road, the fact is that it
will require entry/exit form Donnybrook which is currently a very quiet residential street. Some of the reasons that
the developer feels entitled to ask for approval of such a proposal with so much "bonusing" is that the proposed
large building would front onto Fanshawe Park Road. This is very misleading, as at least half of the traffic would be
diverted onto Donnybrook which is a quiet residential street. Additionally, the increased traffic onto Hastings Drive
and Philbrook will be substantial, and these are also residential streets. Such a development would permanently
and dramatically reduce the quality of life for existing property owners who are affected by these traffic

patterns. People do not invest in residential housing on a quiet street with the expectation that it will become a
daily throughway for over 140 households. | believe that this also contravenes London's planning policies wherehy
quiet residential streets should not suddenly be changed into loud and busy thoroughfares, and this is exactly what
will happen with this plan.

The noise levels that such a project will generate are also excessive and not in line with provincial guidelines. This
project is simply much too large and dense for the neighbourhood, and will generate noise and traffic activity that
will have unarguably very negative effects on the entire neighbourhood. People purchase into a neighbourhood
for a quality of fife that they believe in investing in. This is an area of single family homes, and the property in
question, under the same planning design as the current neighbourhood has, would allow for perhaps 10 or so
homes, not the traffic and noise of over 140 households!

The proposed large and dense development will absolutely degrade the neighbourhood by introducing high noise
levels and heavy traffic onto what are now quiet residential streets filled with hard working families. The

proposal in not in line with municipal and provincial planning policies, and so it must be denied. Please do not
make taxpaying property owners suffer with degradation of their residential quality of life, for the benefit of profit
driven developers who do not care about the degradation of the neighbourhood. We have been her over 10 years
and love where we live, but this will change if it becomes a noisy traffic hub. This development belongs only at a
true "corner Node", not baking onto people's quiet streets and single family homes, in an area zones for single
family homes.

¥

Case No. 02-8624



Wise, Sonia

From; sames Crimoi QD s

Sent: Monday, July 04, 2016 4:51 PM
To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Re: CASE NO: 0Z-8624
Dear MS Wise, .~ . 00

Subsequent to my email submission T'am informed that it is not the developer who has purchased 420 Fanshawe
who has also purchased the first house in Hastings Drive. It is a different developer who has purchased this
house and who is attempting to purchase the second house. This does not give me much comfort, since it
appears we are being hemmed in by two developers not one.

Regards,

Jim Crimmins

James E Crimmins

Fulbright Fellow

Professor of Political Theory
Huron University College

1349 Western Road

London, Ontario, Canada N6G 1H3
T

il D

P R %

On Mon, Jul 4, 2016 at 9:25 PM +0100, "Wise, Sonia" <gwise@london.ca> wrote:

Dear Mr. Crimmins,

Thank you for your comments, they will be considered as part of the application review.
Please do not hesitate fo contact me for any further information,

Regards

Sonia Wise o

Planner ll, Current Planning

“ Planning Services
Sneon City of London

P.0O. Box 50385, 206 Dundas Street, London ON NBA 4L9
P. 519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5397
swise@london.ca | www.london.ca

L
e



From: Griffiths, Ashleigh

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 9:19 AM
To: James Crimming'

Cc: Wise, Sonia; Griffiths, Ashleigh Tt g,
Subject: RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624 '

Good Morning James:
Thank you for the email. | see that you have sent the email directly to Councillor Zaifman. 1t would

appear that the email address for planner Sonia Wise was spelt incorrectly — swise@london.ca. |
have copied Sonia on this email so that she has received your comments below.

Sincerely,

On behalf of Counciflor Jared Zaifman,

Ashleigh Griffiths

Administrative Assistant

Elected Officials, Councillors' Office
London  City of London

TA

300 Bufferin Ave, P.O. Box 5035 | London, ON, NBA 4L9
P: 519.661.5095 | Fax: 519.661.5933

www.london.ca e

From: James Crimmins F
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2 18 PM

To: Griffiths, Ashleigh <agriffit@london.ca>
Suhbject: Fw: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

For the attention of Jared Zaifman

From: James Crimmins

Sent: June 19, 2016 5:14 PM

To: wise@london.ca

Cc: mvanholst@iondon.ca; mtomazin@london.ca; barmstro@london.ca; msalih@london.ca; ihelmer@Ilondon.ca:
psauire®london.ca; joshmorgan@london.ca; phubert@london.ca; ahopkins@london.ca: vridley@london.ca;
sturner@iondon.ca; husher@london,.ca; tpark@london.ca; izaifman@london.ca; stonevbrookneighbours@email.com
Subject: RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

Dear Ms Wise,
T am writing to protest the proposal to re-zone the property at 420 Fanshawe Road West from low densiey 1o mid-
density housing and to amend the Ciry’s Official Plan to allow this to occur. [ live at 1566 Hastings Drive and back

on to the property in question. I have lived here with my wife and children since 1988,

There are numerous reasons why the proposal is a bad idea for the neighbourhood, the city, and for my family.



First, the proposed development gives ..., consideration to the existing character « . e neighbourhood and docs
not enhance the area, contravening sces. 24.1, 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 of the Official Plan. The developer’s concept is not
compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the rights of surrounding

landowners. The Official Plan stipulates that higher density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city,
usually appearing at the corner of arterial roads, NOT in the middle of a residential block. 1t is not reasonable,

not acceptable, that a mid-block, low-density residential area be considered a node, and be developed ro a higher
density than the rest of the neighboushood. Contrary to the developers statements in the proposal provided, there
are no similar examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. The examples
cited by the developer are more than 800m from the stte, and most are less than 6 stories in height. Confrasy to the
developers assertions, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential

development. It is also clear thar “Bonusing” based on the design is unreasonable as it would result in a structure
not compatible with the Official Plan.

Second, according to the developer’s proposal, the design of the building has heen adjusted to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood’s character. However, the mass and size of the building is NOT sensitive, nor is the ticred design
away from the front of the building. The design is a monstrosity and wilt pur a very lazge number of people on a
site, a good number of whom will be in apartments overlooking the backyards and windows of the surrounding
houses. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood, most notably my own and my
nearest neighbours who also back on to the sire.

Third, the actions of the developer thus far raise serious questions about the integrity of what they are planning for
this site. Having deliberately allowed a perfectly good house (the old Poole house) to remain empry for several
years so that it reached the point of becoming derelict and unsafe, and thus had to be torn down, the proposal is
replete with vague promises abour maintaining the trees on the site (to the maximum possible? as many as is
practical? as many as itis possible to keep?, statements which none of us believe. Further, a couple of months ago
the developer purchased the first house on Hastings Drive {no. 1554} backing on to the site, leaving the house
empty. Via a third party real estate agent, the developer has also put inordinate pressure to sell his house on my
neighbour in the second house on Hastings Drive (no. 1558), also backing on to the site. This case is now before
the courts, with both parties suing each other, and the real estate agent involved has been reported for his irregular
activities to the Ontario Real Estate Board. What plans does the developer have for these properties? The present
proposal contains no mention of these properties, but the suspicion is that if 420 Fanshawe is rezoned and the
Official Plan amended to allow the building proposed, then it will be amended at some future point to expand into
the properties on Hastings Drive.

The residents of Sroneybrook rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to
promote good planning thar is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore,
we believe it is imperative to protect the interests of property owners in established neighbouthoods. 1 hope very
much that you and vour colleagues on the Planning Committee and on Council agree with us and support us in
resisting this threat to our neighbourhood.

Sincerely,

Jim Crimmins

1566 Hastings Drive
London,

Ontario N5X 3C6



Wise, Sonia

From: Gracefm
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2016 4:19 PM

To: Wise, Sonia
Subject: -~ . e o Re Case'No.OZ 8624 -
Hi,Sonia,

Thanks for your reply, hope the government wil] pay attention to our concerns.
Best,
Grace

On Mon, Jul 4, 2016 at 4:16 PM, Wise, Sonia <swise@london.ca> wrote:

Dear Zhen, Xiangtian & Tang,
Thank you for your comments, they will be considered as part of the application review.

Please do not hesitate to contact ma for.aﬁy'fuﬁh'er_infO%'métion', |

Regards

" Sonia Wise :
~Planner Il, Current Planning
London Planning Services -

City of London

P.O. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON NBA 4L9

P: 519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5307

swise@london.ca | www.london.ca




From: Grace Li [m

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 5:03 PM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomarzincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire,

Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman,
EREELTCOM

Subject: Case No.OZ_86724

Hi, there,

We received the Notice from the city of London about the possible change official plan land use at “420
Fanshawe Park Road East”. We strongly oppose this change for the following reasons.

1. The change will increase the traffic significantly in Hastings Drive, Phillbrook Drive. Currently, in winter,
high traffic period, the intersection of Wendy Land & Hastings Drive is often blocked by lots of traffic. If there

are 142 units to be built at this area, can’t imagine how harrible the traffic situations will be!

2. The Jack Chamber Elementary is located at Hastings Drive; times of traffic in the future will increase the
unsafe factor of pedestrians, especially for kids, and produce more accidents at intersections.

3. The change means that there are more people, more traffic, this will absolutely increase environmental
noise, worsen the air quality, and decrease the living quality around this area.

4. The change will cut lots of huge trees at the planned land, this departs from the spirit of “Forest City”, we
are proud of this call, please don’t ruin it.

5. We support developments of our beautiful city leading by the city government, but please don’t give the
existing areas negative effects; don’t disturb our peaceful life because of the new development; don’t sacrifice

anything to develop the city. It isn’t worth to do it.

6. There are lots of available lands in London, why build a high density building at the existing, mature low
density area, this is not a smart and reasonable decision.

Based on the above reasons, our family object this change firmly, please think about our opinions. Your
consideration will be appreciated sincerely.

We are looking forward to hearing from you soon.

Best,



Zhen Hu,

Tang L1 and Xiangtian HU



Wise, Sonia

From: Arlene L
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2016 2:35 PM
To: mvanhoist@london.ca; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; barmstrong@london.ca;

Salth, Mo Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul: Hopkins,
Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared
Subject: RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

We are sending this email in order to strongly oppose the rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park
Road East for the following reasons.

The proposal to build a six story apartment complex with a total of 142 units WILL NOT
ENHANCE the neighbourhood of single family homes but WILL ADVERSELY AFFECT it. This
contraveness. 2.4.1, s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan.

The current proposal exceeds the height and density of medium density zoning due to the
bonus application to be granted for building aesthetics and underground parking. According to
the Official Plan, high density buildings such as this are only permitted in Nodes in the city not
in the middle of a residential block of single family homes.

The mass and size of the building and the tiered roof-top patio will have a serious impact on
the privacy of residents in the surrounding neighbourhood. Changes to the massing and
orientation of the project DO NOT alter this.

Contrary to the developer’s report, this site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium
density residential development with the closest such density being 750 metres away. There
are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighbourhood. The
examples supplied by the developer are more than 800 metres from the site and are less than
six stories in height.

The building, as proposed by the developer, would result in a noise level very much above that
considered acceptable by the province.

On a personal level, we believe that this development has no place in our subdivision and
would completely alter the liveability and safety of the area with increased traffic and noise.

Residents in the area do not, at the present time, have an elected Councillor to fight for us. We
are counting on the rest of City Council to act on our behalf and reject this proposal.
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Ron and Arlene ROSSIN{
492 Jeffreybrook Drive
London N5X 256

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Wise, Sonia

-
From: | Bob Sunstru
Sent: Monday, July G4, 2016 12:30 PM Vv
To: Wise, Sonia
Cc: van Holst, Michael; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer,

Jesse; Squire, Phil Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner,
Stephen; Usher, Harolid; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;
stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com

Subject: 152440_420 Fanshawe Park London

Ref: 420 Fanshawe Park Road East Transportation Access Assessment

| was pleased to see the overwheiming objections {o this development at the information session held last week. | have
read the Transportation Access Assessment report and would like to comment on the traffic data on the “Fanshawe Park
Road East & Hastings Drive” intersection. | found the delay data highly suspect. | use this intersection every day and
during the peak hours the turn east onto Fanshawe can often take 2 minutes or more (typically until the lights along
Fanshawe delay the traffic). In particular, there is a high volume of vehicles picking up children from Jack Chambers
Elementary School just two blocks north on Hastings drive results in a significant traffic spike from 3:45 to 4:00pm. There
are often several cars backed up to turn East on Fanshawe,

As bad as this is, the last thing we need is even more traffic. Our neighbourhood was built to accommodate the
infrastructure needs of single family homes — and a 140+ apartment development is inconsistent with our area.

Sincerely

Bob Sunstrum

47 Wendy Crascent
London ON N5X 3J6



Wise, Sonia
[
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From: robertmoyer_ d
Sent: Monday, July 04; 2016 12:22 PM

To: Wise, Senia

Subject: Fwd: Case O7-8624

Begin forwarded message:

From: robertmoyer

Subject: Case 0Z-8624

Date:

July 4, 2016 at 12:09:19 PM EDT

To: mvanholst@london.ca

RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

-

oy

The proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City's Official Plan, as it gives no consideration fo the
existing character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not sensitive to the established neighbourhood,
and does not enharnce the area contravening s. 2.4.1, s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan,

- The developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area, which are low density single family homes.

— - According to the developer's proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in

excess of what is acceptable by the province. - Increase of
traffic is a concern. Donnybrook is already used by cars to get to the stoplight at Phillbrook Drive and
Fanshawe. - Concern about water runoff

with the amourt of area covered by the building and the

parking area. -
Many mature trees on the site will not survive with the construction involved for the building. Disturbing tree

roots is not good for trees.

- There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood, Examples
provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height.

- The developer's report indicates that the design of the building is to be sensitive to the neighbourhood character.
However, the mass and size of the building is NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a
dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood,

- Contrary to the developers repor, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential
development, with the ciosest such density being 750m away.

- 'Bonusing’ based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would result in a structure not compatible
with the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered.

- We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is
compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it is imperative to protect
the interests of property owners in established neighbourhoods.
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Wise, Sonia o

From: L Kayley Stewart (G D
Sent: o Monday, July 04, 2016 11:31. AM . .
To: N T - van Holst, Michae!l; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil: Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
~ Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: S ~ Letter of Opposition, Case No. OZ 8624
Attachments: banc)SpPVwdVfoz-800x450-noPad jpg

To:  All London City Councillors, City Planners
Re: Case No. 07 8624

Fam writing this letter to oppose the rezoning and official plan amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E. The
plan amendment would change the zoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd East from R1 (single detached residential)
to R8 {with bonus provisions) to permit a six story apartment complex with a total of 142 units on the 1.3 ha
property. '

I have lived in this neighbourhood for over 15 years, and have got to know my neighbours very well. Not a
single person 1 have talked to has anything positive to say about this new building proposal. it would disrupt
the quality of life in the neighbourhood in terms of noise, pollution, privacy, and added traffic. Not to mention
the zoning laws wouid have to be changed in this neighbourhood in order for this proposal to even be
considered. ' '

L

This high density building would significantly increase the noise volume in the surrounding area, even with
greenery surrounding the new proposed building. There would be construction over a few years, which would
lead to an increase in noise, pollution, and traffic that the neighbourhood would have to endure. People on
their balconies, or on the tiered roof top patio would increase the noise, as well as all the extra vehicles that
would be driving around the property. Especially with a transient population, there would be disregard for the
families surrounding the building, and their lifestyle. | personally work at 6 am everyday, and would not like to
be kept up all night with all the extra noise, and parties that would inevitably occur.

Privacy is another huge deterrent. As a resident near to the proposed building, there wouid be atremendous
infringement of my privacy, and the privacy of my family. With the roof top access and balconies, there would
be plenty of opportunities for people watching, | don’t want people to see into my backyard. We are in a
school zone and the fact that strangers would be able to see in to my backyard, and the backyard of many
other families with small children is not right, and should not be allowed. Also, having a transient population is
not in accordance with the character of this neighbourhood.

Jack Chambers Public School is down the road from the proposed building, so there are already issues with

traffic and congestion at certain times of the day. Adding a high-density residential building would only

increase the traffic and would dramatically increase accidents. The main access would be on Donnybrook,

adding traffic directly into the neighbourhood. There would be a secondary access from Fanshawe Pk Rd.,

wherein only right hand turns could be made into and out of the complex, which would only increase the U-

turns in the surrounding intersections and side streets. It would be dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists with
1



this added traffic.

There are also many issues with the zoning laws, and the location of the building. In accordance with the
Official Plan, high density buildings are only permittedin certdin areas of the city, usually appearing at the
corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block as it is proposed. it is neither reasonable

nor acceptable that this high-density building be built where is it proposed. The builders are using Fanshawe
Park Rd., a busy arterial road, as a way to increase the density of their building, but the main entry to the
building would be on Donnybrook, a low-density area. There are also no current buildings of the proposed
scale and density within this low-density neighbBrhood. Examples provided'bythe developer are more than
750m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height.

By cutting down all the trees in that property and by changing the density aliowed in our neighbourhood as
dictated by the zoning laws, there would be an enormous degradation of the neighbourhood character.
According to the City of London's official plan under section 2.4.1, higher intensity land uses will be permitted
in locations where the residential area would be enhanced and not adversely affected by the development
nroposed. Our neighbourhood is strictly a single-family unit, low-density area, as per the zoning laws, and the
proposed building is a high-density, 6 floors, 142 unit eyesore that would ruin the integrity of this
neighbourhood. People move to this neighbourhood for the quiet, community-based, family-oriented lifestyle.
This proposed building is not in adherence to the lifestyle or planned function of the entire neighbourhood. No
consideration is given to the existing character of the neighbourhood. it does not enhance the character of the
neighbourhood, nor is it compatible in terms of scale and density.

| welcome the building of additional single family dweilings, as this is in accordance with the zoning laws, and
character of the neighbourhood. This would not devalue my home, or the homes of any other resident in the
neighbourhood. No one is going to want to live next to a high-density building where the noise would keep
them up at night, and strangers would be able to look into your backyard whenever they please. | understand
fully the desire to in-fill and to stop urban sprawl. But you can't change the zoning laws to suit the needs of
greedy corporations and builders, and neglect the needs of your own citizens. Think about this proposal as if it
was being built in your neighbourhood. Follow your own laws and build this building in an appropriate
location. Not here.

Kayley Stewart
Hastings Rd. resident

Please confirm that you have received and read this letter.
Attached is a picture of the proposed building.



Wise, Sonia

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

Bob Schelstrae < -
Monday, July 04, 2016 10:45 AM

van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed, Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

CASE NO 0Z-8624

I hereby forward my complete QBJECTION to the proposed development.

1. My first concern is the effect on traffic in our area. Exiting onto Fanshawe from this complex would be
limited to turning west meaning anyone exiting the complex will turn west and then have to turn north through
the residential streets such as Hastings,Donnybrook, Philbrook etc to get to where they can turn east onto

Fanshawe.

2. Locating this development in the middle of a residential block will cause havoc because of the traffic and
noise for residents in the immediate area.

3. Families bought and live in this area based on the existing Official Plan.
Changes as proposed will decrease the property values for future sales.

Robert Schelstracte
591 Jeffreybrook Dr
London N5X2S53

Elaine Schelstraete
591 leffreybrook Dr
London N3X283



Wise, Sonia

N
From: ash </ = o
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2016 5:29 AM
To: van Holst, Michael, Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

Co ash

Subject: Fw; Case No. OZ-8624

Re: Case No. 0Z-8624

My husband and | moved into the Sioneybrook neighbourhood nearly two years ago. We had looked for homes all over
London but fell in love with the spacious homes, mature trees that cover our property and fill our streets. It is a quiet
neighbourhood with a lot of privacy, a great location, close {o schools and our jobs,

We are very disappointed to hear about the application to build at 420 Fenshawe Road and upset because this building
will negatively impact our neighbourhood in a number of ways. We depend on you to approve responsible intensification in
the right locations as outlined in the Official Plan. The Stoneybrook neighbourhood is not the right location for this condo.

We are very concerned that our quiet neighbourhood may be disrupted with a 6 storey condo building that doesn’t mirror
the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the impacts to privacy of the surrounding landowners, of
which we will be directly impacted. The parking and increase in number of cars will negatively impact our quiet
neighbourhood. The roads will be very busy with a lot more of traffic that this area can't support and the rooftop patios will
invade the privacy that we currently enjoy. It should also be taken into consideration that proposed building would result in a
noise level far in excess of what is acceptable by the province. This alone should be reason encugh to reject the application.

Furthermore, there are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. The
examples provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height. There
is no reason that this building is suitable or attractive for this area. It would not blend into the existing neighbourhood but
will stand out and look misplaced amongst the low-density homes on Fenshawe and Donnybrook. '

{ understand that the Developers Report indicates that the site is situated in the vicinity of existing medium density
residential development. That statement is not accurate, in fact the closest medium density residential development is
750m away. This is an inaccurate representation of the facts,

Additionally, the proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City's Official Plan, as it gives no consideration
to the existing character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not sensitive to the established
neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1, s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official

Plan. Additionally, bonusing’ based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would result in a structure not
compatible with the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered.

We rely on The City to approve respensible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is compatible with
surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it is imperative to protect the interests of property
owners in established neighbourhoods.

| ask you to reject this proposal and thank you for your consideration.

Ashley Havers



Wise, Sonia

From: .- & _JUDHH;;ORT;N_«_;W ' - | 1/”
Sent: ... ..Sunday,July 03, 2016 &, o ) :

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

Subject: Case No. OZ-8624 Objection to rezoning proposal (old Poole estate Fanshawe Park
Rd.)

I'am resident at 1570 Phillbrook Drive, located directly across the intersection from Donnybrook.
Objection

T object to the proposed rezoning application of the old Poole estate property which is located at 420 Fanshawe
Park Rd. and Donnybrook, mid block between Phillbrook and Hastings.

The proposed development is in conflict with the existing character of the established neighbourhood in terms of scale,
intensity of use, and its effect on the existing single-family residential neighbourhood.

Design location inappropriate

in accordénce with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually appearing at
the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of & residential block.

There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighbourhood. Closest similar
buildings are located to the west at North Centre Rd., and on Adelaide to the east, both long distances from the
proposed site. Building as proposed would be an anomaly in this location.

The current design of the proposed building is suggested by the developer as being sensitive to the neighbourhood
character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the height and mass of the building is NOT sensitive, nor is
the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood.

Traffic volume increases

Traffic volume along Donnybrook and Phillbrock, and in particular at the intersection of Donnybrook and
Phillbrock, will be massively increased as a result of hundreds of vehicles daily entering and exiting the
complex onto Donnybrook and travelling to the controlled intersection at Fanshawe and Phifibrock in order to
make a left turn onto Fanshawe at the traffic light.

There has also been accidents since the addition of the island which has not deterred drivers from slowing down.
One of which the driver completely lost control and hit the basement foundation of the house on the corner of
Phillbrook and Donnybrook, Drivers coming south on Phillbrook always drive fast especially when the light is
green. They all want to get to that green light. As this new building would add up to possibly 200 vehicles coming
to turn right onto Phillbrook to go to the lights, drivers will be taking even more risks to turn right onto Phillbrook.
Especially with people driving so fast down Phillbrook south to get to the lights.

Also. The one morning while I was backing out, a driver coming east on Donnybrook couldn't even wait for me to
start driving off. When the driver saw the green light, the driver just drove around me and passed me on my left to
get to the green light. I'm sure there will be even more impatient drivers in those units. It's just too many
additional vehicles for a residential area.

Noise Levels
According to the developer's proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess of what is

aceeptable by the province.
1
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‘Bonusing' based on desiy, s unreasonable in this circumstance as it wo.  result in a density which is not compatible
with the surrounding neighbourhood, and therefore should not be considered. "Bonusing” as a concept in itself, is
objectionable; it is simply ‘bonusing’ developers to increase their profit.

The citizens of London rely on their city councillors and city @ admlmstratlon to approve reasonable and responsible
intensification in the right locations, to romote good p1ann§ng “that is compatible with surrounding neighbourhood. The
interests of residents in established neighbourhoods, and not developers profit, should be the primary, paramount and
overriding concern of city councillors and the City of London, .

Judith Fortin



Wise, Sonia

From: andrew richardson (s -

Sent: Sunday, luly 03, 2016 6:12 PM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Case No. OZ-8624 Objection to rezoning proposal {(old Poole estate Fanshawe Park
Rd.)

Fam resident at 1570 Phillbrook Drive, located directly across the intersection from Donnybrook.
Objection

I object to the proposed rezoning application of the old Poole estate property which is located between Fanshawe
Park Rd. and Donnybrook, mid block between Phiilbrook and Hastings.

The proposed development is in conflict with the existing character of the established neighbourhood in terms of scale,
intensity of use, and its effect on the existing single-family residential neighbourhoad.

Design location inappropriate

In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually appearing at
the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block,

There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighbourhood. Closest similar
buildings are located fo the west at North Centre Rd., and on Adelaide to the east, both long distances from the
proposed site. Building as proposed would be an anomaly in this location.

The current design of the proposed building is suggested by the developer as being sensitive to the neighbourhood
character by fiipping the massing and crientation. However, the height and mass of the building is NOT sensitive, nor is
the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood.

Traffic volume increases

Traffic volume along Donnybrook and Phillbrook, and in particular at the intersection of Donnybrook and
Philtbrook, will be massively increased as a result of hundreds of vehicles daily entering and exiting the
complex onto Donnybrook and travelling to the controlied intersection at Fanshawe and Phillbrook in order to
make a left turn onto Fanshawe at the traffic light.

Noise Leveis

According to the developer’s proposal, the proposed building would result in & noise level far in excess of what is
acceptable by the province.

‘Bonusing’ based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would result in a density which is not compatible
with the surrounding neighbourhood, and therefore should not be considered. "Bonusing” as a concept in itself, is
abjectionable; it is simply 'bonusing' developers to increase their profit,

The citizens of London rely on their city councillors and city administration to approve reasonable and responsible
intensification in the right focations, to promote good planning that is compatible with surrounding neighbourhood. The
interests of residents in established neighbourhoeds, and nat developers profit, should be the primary, paramount and
overriding concern of city councillors and the City of London, .

Andrew J. Richardson



Wise, Sonia

SN m
From: Eunika § > £
Sent: Sunday, July 03, 2016 5:02 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh: Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, lared
Subject: RE: Case No. 0Z-8624

Dear City Planners and Councillors,
RE: Case No. 0Z-8624

We have lived in the area around 420 Fanshawe Park Road East for approximately 15 years as a family when |
was younger and my husband and 1 are just moving back this month, since we purchased a house. We came
to this neighbourhood with my parents saving everything they had so that | could be brought up in a secure
and caring neighbourhood. To this day, this neighbourhood is a dream come true and we would not live
anywhere else. We feel that the proposed development for 420 Fanshawe Park Rd East from R1 to RS isin
conflict with the basis of the City's Official Plan, as it gives no consideration to the existing character of the
neighbourhood. it is not sensitive to the established neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area
contravening s, 2.4.1, 5. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan. This s 3 high density building that is only
permitted in Nodes in the city usually at a corner of arterial roads, but this one would be in the middle of a
residential block. There are no other examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density
neighbourhood.

To our family, the way our neighbourhood is {aid out now creates a beautiful and safe community feeling
where my hushand and | would like to start our own family soon. As a teacher, | see the affects of the changes
that neighbourhoods go through (e.g., rental apartments, condos versus detached houses) because these
changes affect our schools. Ala rge building like this will create instability. Furthermore, | would be afraid for
the safety of my family and neighbours as well as frustrated with increased noise levels due to traffic from the
huge influx of people, cars, and of course, construction and up-keep. A few years ago my mom was hit by a
car near Masonville Mall because of the large traffic in that area. This building would create even more traffic,
with many people driving in and out of this building. This building almost looks like a hospital which would
make our beautiful community not stand out anymore like it does now.

Thank you so much for taking the time to read this letter and to consider our short but earnest appeal to this
"hospital"-like building,

From Stoneybrook residents,

Eunika Shantz
Steele Shantz
Marta Khomiak
Jaroslav Khomiak

/__,.
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Wise, Sonia

. M/
From: Yoonhwa Kim —
Sent: Friday, July 01, 2016 6:21 PM
To: Wise, Sonia
Subject: objection to 0z-8624
Hello Sonia,

| disagree with your ptan for zoning amendment on 420 Fanshawe Park Rd.E.

Our neighbours will lose their privacy and quiet living environment.

t think it is worth to keep preferred living zone so that people who wish to live these areas have opportunity {o choose to
live, otherwise we wouldn't have preferred area for our living.

Please don't approve zoning change and support our neighbors’ wishes {o keep beautiful residential area.
Thanks,

Regards,
Yoonhwa

1582 Hastings Dr.
London ON N5X3CH



Wise, Sonia

From: Bruce Curtis_" l//

Sent: Thursday, lune 30, 2016 9:01 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Cc Fieming, John M.; Tomazincic, Michael; S Roch
Subject; Q7-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Road East, London
Attachments: 0Z-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Road Response Ltrpdf
Ms. Wise:

Please find attached my letter commenting on the application proposal for the above-noted location,
expressing my concerns and opposition. | would appreciate you taking my concerns into
consideration during your review of this application. Further, | would like to be notified of any future
meetings or proceedings with respect to this application.

Thank you, Bruce Curtis, RPP, MCIP
Registered Professional Planner



Bruce Curtis

99 Wendy Crescent
London, Ontario
N5X 3K1

June 28, 2016

Ms. Sonia Wise, Planner _
City of London, Planning Services
P.0. Box 5035

London, ON N6A 4L9

RE: File No. 02-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

This letter is in response to your notice of application regarding the above-noted
property and the requested Official Plan amendment and Zoning By-law amendment
to permit a mid-rise apartment building with a tota] of 142 apartment units.

' wish to express my concern and opposition to the requested Official Plan and’
Zoning By-law amendments. The requested amendments and proposed
development represents an inappropriate and excessively deénse intrusion into the
existing stable and weli-established Low Density Residential neighbourhood. The
requested Multi-family Medium Density Residential designation is far too greata
change for this location and the further request for a bonus to increase the height
and density is equally inappropriate.

Residential intensification is a laudable principle in general and redevelopment of
underused residential parcels with additional residential units is a worthy goal.
However, developing every available site with a multi-storey apartment building in
the interest of residential intensification is neither appropriate nor desirable in
good community planning. Consideration must be given to context and land use
compatibility when assessing sites for residential intensification.-The absence of
such considerations can lead to a destabilizing effect and breaking down existing
established and healthy neighbourhoods.

The original design for this subdivision has provided frontage for the subject parcel
ofland on to Donnybrook Road such that future redevelopment at a reasonable
scale and density could be accommodated and integrated into the neighbourhood.
The current request and proposal does not adequately consider the original
subdivision design, nor does it consider land use compatibility or neighbourhood
integration. Both of these are basic land use principles, which need to be addressed.




While it is accepted that some form of redevelopment will occur on this site, any
future Official Plan or Zoning By-law amendments by the City of London need to be
more sensitive to the site context, scale, density, building form, land use
compatibility and neighbourhood integration. Residential redevelopmentand
intensification must be at a reasonable density and scale and a form suitable to the
existing neighborhood.

With respect to the proponent’s consulting planner’s “Planning Justification Report”,
the report purports to use four examples of comparable “local development
initiatives”. Most of these are not comparable projects, but have very different
contextual, locational and situational atiributes. Therefore, these projects are not
comparable and should not be used as justification for the subject proposal.

A further concern with respect to the proposed development is vehicular site access
on to Fanshawe Park Road. The City of London Transportation Engineering
Department has indicated that they they would permit only a right-in and right-out
access to this site. The proponent’s consulting transportation engineer’s report
recommends a full access driveway on to Fanshawe Park Road at this mid-block
location, which would require removal of a portion of the existing median barrier. A
full access driveway at this location would significant reduce the level of service of
Fanshawe Park Road and effectively decrease the efficiency of the road to perform
its planned function. Again, this demonstrates that the proposed developmentis an
inappropriate scale and form of development at this location.

It is my request that the proposed development application and the incumbent
requested Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments be refused by the City of
London as inappropriate development for this site. I further request notification of
any future meetings or proceedings with respect to this application. Thank you for
your consideration.

Yours truly,

A

£
e - .
3 A
. -{M/}/-‘Lw{,&_ ki

Bruce Curtis, RPP, MCIP
Registered Professional Planner

Copies:

Shauna Roch, Stoneybrook Heights Uplands Residents Association

Stan Brown, President, Stoneyhbrook Heights Uplands Residents Association
Mayor Brown and Members of London City Council

John Fleming, Managing Director, Planning and City Planner

Michael Tomazincic, Manager — Current Planning




Wise, Sonia

Sent: Thursday, June 30, :

To: van Holst, Michael; Squire, Phil; Wise, Sonia
Subject: 420 Fanshawe-Thoughts on last night....
Hello

this emait is in response to a meeting held by Westdell to the proposed rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Road. Many City
representatives were there along with council to hear the proposed plan for this mid (high) rise to the community.

There was a Q &A after the presentation which went over due to the magnitude of those wanting to share their
concerns. 1 had no Q&A but a comment to the City that [ can share here as there was no time last night.

As a community we were informed that the City must accept all applications and the planner must have a public meeting.
The missing piece is the community's voice for a "must”. Sending emails and signing petitions is a mere attempt 1o allow
us to feel we have a say.

I sat at the very back of the church and watched people leave early and shaking their heads, I left and spoke to them ali
and it was unanimous, they could no longer adhere to the rules of conduct of this fiasco and had to leave. For those from
the City that were there they can attest the anger and anxiety of this community was very much present; the number of
attendees that came to hear was a drop in the bucket compared to the number of extremely concerned citizens.

The planner noted through the presentation varicus findings ie. noise and traffic for the proposed tenants but did not
take into affect how this would affect the current community which is burdened with our current resources. The builder
noted it could be rental or condo's but definitely targeting the current seniors in the community an option to downsize
and stay in their beloved community. Really? The loudest beating on their drums are the seniors if you haven't figured
that out already? If there was any truth to this statement a needs assessment would have been completed ensuring the
residents had a voice and were involved, this developer is for himself and o have one person bring in to an area of
thousands their vision or greed is not acceptable nor should we carry the brunt! Over the years there will be a Western
sprawl to this building and not one or two residents per unit, but four of five as we see typically happening in these form
of rentals.

with all do respect to the decision makers- this proposed building wil forever stand in this community and you will all be
long gone; do not shove this down our throats! Have the foresight how suburban communities look in the future and
how burdened our resources really are, this community is continuously growing and needs the City {0 assist to make it
manageable but do not add more where it can not handle. I assure you this proposal doesn't fit with the Poole's vision
or the communities.

This information is directed in confidence solely to the person named above and may contain confidential and/or
priviteged material. This information may not otherwise be distributed, copied or disclosed. If you have received this e-

mail in error, please notify the sender immediately via a return e-mail and destroy original message. Thank you for your
cocperation.



Wise, Sonia

From: lohn Galbraith <j >
Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2016 3:13 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Case No. OZ -8624 420 Fanshawe Park Road
Attachments: Letter to Planning Department and Council. pages

Please open PDF file attached



Wise, Sonia

From: td Lec < QD e
Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2016 2:39 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bili; Satih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

iy,

Subject: Caase No: OZ-8624

To Whom It May Concern,

I am one of the first residents to live in this area. | bought and stayed because it has single
family homes with wide lots that provide comfort and privacy. | feel that by adding a medium
density apartment building to this neighbourhood would change the quiet and privacy in the
subdivision.

The proposed development is not compatible with the scale and design of the homes in the
area. (low density housing)

Adding 142 plus people to this small area will increase traffic in the surrounding roads
(Hastings Drive, Donnybrook Road, Phillbrook Drive), especially since traffic from the
apartment building will anly be allowed to exit west onto Fanshawe Park Road. Also, Fanshawe
Park Road is busy enough as it is now. Adding 142 plus cars plus to it in this area will make it
almaost unusable at peak hours.

The official City Plan slated this area as detached single family homes and | would like it left as
planned.

The Westdell Corporation tried to show that by leaving mature trees around the new building
would make a 6 storey building compatible with the neighbourhood. This is like hiding the
elephant in the living room. It does not work.

F'am relying on the city leaders to hear the concerns of the property owners in this area and
act to help maintain our rights as single family home owners and our wish to maintain the
neighbourhood as established.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely
Brenda Lee Chan



Wise, Sonia

o - ST PRy
From: paul Monger (D
Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2016 10:33 AM
To: Wise, Sonia
Ce: van Holst, Michael; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed: Helmer,

Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner,
stephen: Usher, MHarold: Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

i City of London, Mayor
Subject: RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

After attending the meeting with the developer and planner for the proposed rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Road last
evening, we feel compelled to write and addendum to our original objections to the propose development. At this
meeting we learned that medium density plus bonusing which is proposed is equivalent to high density. We also learned
that that right turn access to and from Fanshawe Park Road would require all traffic heading east from the development
to be routed through our single family residential neighbourhood by turning right on to Fanshawe and then right onto
Hasting and then right on Donnybrook and right again onto Philbrook in order to turn left at the stop light to proceed
east. Traffic returning to 420 Fanshawe from the west would need to follow a similar route, circling the block to arrive
home. The planner mention that this may necessitate an entrance to the property on Donnybrook Road which would
have the same effect of placing this traffic in our neighbourhood and on our street. If this were to occur the official
address would be Fanshawe Park Road, in order to be able to apply for this high density zoning change for a property on
a major road but in fact the majority of traffic would be on Donnybrook Road, a single family residential street. This is a
planning trick to apply for a high density apartment complex to be placed in the midst of a single family neighbourhood.
This will impact on the safety of residents and the enjoyment of our neighbourhood. New development should not so
negatively effect existing homes.
Our other concern was for the storm water management on the site. Our property abuts the proposed development and
.we know from 30 years of residency that in the spring thaw or after a rain storm, our sump pump activates at least gnce
per minute. The land is very wet which is why weeping willow trees thrive on the site. We remain unconvinced that the
developer will take adequate care to ensure that storm water from the development will not be diverted to our property
and perhaps flooding our basement and back yard. Again, we urge you to not allow this zoning change.

Paul and Nancy Monger
43 Donnybrook Road, London
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Wise, Sonia
E

— - :
From: Lora staecker (D <
Sent: Wednesday, June 29,2016 9:36 PM

Tao: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Satih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared: Cassidy,
Maureen; mbrown

Cc: i
Subject: Re: Case No. 0Z-8624

Dear City Councillors,

I have a number of concerns regarding the proposed development at 420 Fanshawe Park Rd.

My first concern is regarding the increased traffic congestion a medium / high density building will cause on
an already busy road. The planning documents I've reviewed do not include any turning lanes to get into the
property. Anyone turning into this property will cause a significant slow down in the flow of traffic on this
already busy street, not to mention the accident potential these slow downs will cause.

I'm also concerned that this will lead to increased traffic on the quiet residential street of Donnybrook Drive
and it's surrounding streets. if approval were given to include an entrance to development from Donnybrook
Drive, that would have a very negative effect on this quiet residential street, and all of the surrounding
neighbourhood streets as well.

Another concern | have is relating to the poise level that the proposed large apartment complex would
produce. The cars and the people that would populate the proposed development will significantly impact the
neighbours currently living in the immediate vicinity in a very negative way. This neighbourhood has been a
quiet residential area for 30+ years, and the trees on this property are a large noise buffer to the surrounding
area. Not only will the additional traffic and population cause noise, the noise level emanating from Fanshawe
Park Road will no longer be buffered by the large mature trees that will need to be cut down to fit 3 building of
the proposed size onto the existing wooded property. Finally, the sound that would reverberate off the
building and into the neighbourhood would NOT be quiet, peaceful or pleasant. It has been suggested to me
that the noise levels created by this development would be above the province of Ontario’s allowable limits.

Also, this property backs onto a quiet residential area with lovely single family homes. This type of
development is not in line with anything else in this neighbourhood, and seems to give no consideration to the
existing buildings and population of this quiet residential neighbourhood. From what t understand of the

city’s official plan, a development of this size contradicts a

number of sections in the plan, specifically 2.4.1, 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. Allowing a development of this size would
ignore the existing character of the neighbourhood, and is completely at odds with our existing
neighbourhood.

Finally, a development of the proposed size would put a strain on an already full schogl population within the
neighbourhood. Jack Chambers is one of the largest schools in the city, and adding more occupancy to an
already full neighbourhood would have a negative impact on a bursting school population.



I wanted to voice my concerns . this matter, just as our current counc.. ur for Ward 5, Maureen Cassidy, did
against a very similar property development request many years back on the south side of Fanshawe Park
_Road. '

By s

I truly hope the city planning commission hears the concerns of our neighbourhood, and acts in the best
interest of it's residents. | am certainly not against development on this site, but | would expect it do be done
in a way that blends into the existing neighbourhood, not stands out like a sore thumb. That is exactly why we
have a city planning commission, to ensure neighbourhoods stay in the character they were designed in!!! The
currently proposed development looks like something that would f;t in mcely in a downtown area, notin the

middle of a very residential neighbourhood. e

@

Sincerely,
Lara Staecker
Concerned resident



Wise, Sonia

From: Lucy Zhang [/f
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 B:25 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael;, Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia, Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: 420 Fanshawe Park Road
Attachments: L {5 pdf



Luey huigi Zhang and Feng Jia and Dora Weivi Jia
1581 Hastings Drive

London

NIX 3Cs

June 29, 2016

To: All London City Councillors

Re: Case No. OZ 8624

In light of rezoning and official plen amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. £, as residents of
Stonevbrook Heights, we wish fo inform vou of aur concerns.

Among these concerns are:

1. That the developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area of single family homes in
terms of seale , intensity of use and the rights of surrounding landowners.

2. In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buiidings are anly permitted in Nodes in the city,
usually appearing at the corner of arterial roads, NOT in the middle of a residential block. It is not
reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low-density residential area be considered a node, and be
developed as high density.

3. The developar's proposal will result in a noise level far in excess of what is zcceptable by the province.

We are also concerned about the whether the sewage system, in a neighbourhood designed for single family

homes wiil be sufficient for a high density complex.

4. Werely on the city o approve responsible intensification in the right locations, 1o promote good
planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we
believe it is imperative to protect the interests of property owners in established nei ghbourhoods.

5. The amount of trees that will need to be clear cut for this project to proceed is also of concern,
particularly for home owners on Donneybrook who will no longer have any privacy.

. We are concerned about the increase in traffic in the area of Fanshawe Park road, Donneybrook,
Philbrook and Hastings Drive.

7. There will be an environmental impact of this high density residence in this neighbourhood. There will
be rainwater, sewages, garbage removal, snow remeval, sun and shade considerations to the surrounding
residence area.

8. Parking will be an issue with this high density building, There will be issues with the amount of
incoming and outgoing tenants using the parking spaces. We must consider that they will be using this 24
hours a day. There will be noise, exhaust and lights issues.



As residents on Hastings Drive for 20 years, what initiatly drew us to this neighbourhood was the guiet
residential feeling, without apariments, that had a ressonable level of traffic and noise consistent with
single family dwellings and a safe ptace for our children to play. We are hopeful that the Planning
Committee and City Council will seriousiy consider how detrimental this proposal s to this neighbourhood.

Sincerely,

5 )
Lucy huigi Zhang z‘ 7 jv%

Feng Jia T4
Dora Weivi Jia \#7 / :
(o

B x
A



Wise, Sonia

From: Noha Hammoud (G- w”

Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 1:25 PM

To: stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com; Hopkins, Anna; Armstrong, Bill; Usher, Harold;
Helmer, Jesse; Morgan, Josh; Zaifman, Jared; Salth, Mo Mohamed; Tomazincic,
Michael; van Holst, Michael; Hubert, Paul; Squire, Phil; Turner, Stephen; Wise, Sonia;
Park, Tanya; Ridley, Virginia

Subject: Opposing the Rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.

I'am writing to you to oppose the rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E. I am a resident of this area for 18 years and this
proposed rezoning is not in line with cohesiveness of the neighborhood of single family detached houses. This part of
Fanshawe Park Road has already seen a tremendous rise in traffic over the years and an apartment complex in our
neighborhood would only add to the congestion and further traffic issues. This development would NOT enhance our
residential area.

Also, this kind of construction is not at all in keeping with the rest of the surrounding neighbourhood which has houses
that are single family maximum two-stories. Here is a direct quote from the City of London's Community Improvement
Plans webpage confirming as one of the primary goals of CIP is to "preserve neighbourhood and heritage character”.
Hope the City will live up to that goal and block the rezoning of the beautiful property on 420 Fanshawe Park Road E,

Again, I strongly oppose this proposed rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.
Necha Hammoud

1566 Philibrook Drive
London

The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidentia
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance
upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error,
please contact the sender and delete the material from any computer. www sjihe.london.on.ca




Wise, Sonia

From: Helene Cagiannos — e

Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 11:34 AM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael: Armstrong, Bill: Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridiey, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared:

Subject: CASE NO: OZ-8624

Re: Case No: O7-8624

We have been home owners in Stoneybrook Heights for 32 years. We raised our family in this
home and are now helping to raise our grandchildren who attend Jack Chambers School. We are
very concerned with the City’s proposal to amend the Official Plan and zoning by-law for 420
Fanshawe Park Road E.

The developer’s proposal for a multi-family medium density residential building will not be in
keeping with the established character of the neighbourhood . We are concerned about the noise
level of such a development, the loss of privacy of existing homes and the drastic increase in
traffic that will affect us all.

We are relying on the City to promote good planning that is compatible with the surrounding
area. We urge you to respect the interests of the property owners and to accept nothing but low
density residential development as befits the existing established character of the neighbourhood.
We are relying on the City to protect the interests of property owners of the area and to promote
good planning that is compatible with the surrounding land as outlined in the Official Plan.

Kindly acknowledge this letter.

Sincerely
Helene Cagiannos
George Cagiannos

] ; This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com
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Wise, Sonia

V"l'
From: Allan Lioyd <
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 9:03 PM
To: Wise, Sonia
Subject: Ref OZ-8642
Dear Sonia

As a resident of the Stoneybrook neighbourhood | am registering my and my families objection to the
proposed rezoning of 420 Fanshawe park Road east ! | did not purchase a home in this area , 470
Billybrook Cres to be surrounded by high rise high density apartment buildings !
Please do not allow this proposal to go ahead . When the Pools sold that property they were told it
was for a single family . It should stay that way !

Sincerely Allan H Lioyd

Sent from my iPhone



Wise, Sonia

R . S Mty
L“‘,,x’
From: Paul Monger —
Sent: Tuesday, June 28,2016 8:33 PM
To: Wise, Sonia
Ce: van Holst, Michael; Tomazincic, Michael, Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer,

Jesse; Squire, Phit; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia; Turner,
Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaitman, lared;

ey, City of London, Mayor
Subject: - RE: CASE NO: 0OZ-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

We are stating our objection to the proposed rezoning of the property at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East. Our property at
43 Donnybrook Road is adjacent to this property on the north east corner. We have resided at this address for the past
thirty years and are very familiar with the neighbouring property. We purchased our home because of the large single
family property next to us and the quiet green space that was part of their property. The proposed development would
add 142 apartment units to this space completely changing the nature of our single family neighbourhood. A roof top
patio is part of the plan which would be about 30 meters from and two stories above our second story master bedroom.
One can only imagine the noise, light and loss of privacy that this would produce. The lack of central air in the proposed
development will necessitate more than 100 individual AC units which will further contribute to the noise level which
the developer admits will be in access of provincial standards. Light emissions wilf aiso greatly diminish the enjoyment of
our home. The developer proposes no fencing and to keep the existing cedar hedging. There is currently open access
from the property across our front lawn with a 7 meter gap in the hedging. This cannot be corrected by new planting as
a mature maple tree and weeping willow produce too much shade to support a hedge. The current hedge along the
west side of our property (north east corner of 420 Fanshawe) is in excess of thirty years old and has not been
maintained in the last decade. As a result the trees are spindly and about 7 meters high. They are falling onto our
property and many are dead. Therefore the lack of appropriate fencing in the proposal is a major concern. | anticipate
dozens of residents of the proposed development crossing our property daily in arder to get to Jack Chambers School,
buses or the park to the north. There is no president in our part of the city for a large medium or high density
development (depending on the bonusing allowed) to be place in the mist of a single family residential

neighbourhood. While the current zoning for the property allows for one single family residential home, due to the size
of the lot, we always anticipate a rezoning to allow multiple single family homes or perhaps condominiums at some
future time. However, this proposal is “beyond the pale”. This proposed rezoning will negatively effect our existing
home and community and in no way will be compatible with our community. We urge the City of London Planning
committee and the council to reject this request for this rezoning.

Sincerely,
Paul and Nancy Monger

p.s.
I request that Sonia Wise acknowledge receipt of this email.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Wise, Sonia v

From: rang Cao < RRED

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 4:23 PM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Sakh, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Margan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Re: Case No: OZ-8624

Dear Sy/Madam,

My name is Flora Fang Cao, and T live on 44 Virginia Cres., London ON N3X 3E8. I'm writing to you
concerning the proposed residential development on 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.

My family have been lived in Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands commumity for 5 years ever since we moved to
London. We’ve enjoyed the friendly and peaceful life here very much. Both my husband and [ are working at
Western University which is close to our house. My daughters love to play in Virginia Park with their friends,
and my parents who are Canadian PRs and live with us really enjoy meeting their friends every day. To tell you
the truth, we were all shocked at receiving the first letter, and I have to say it is a really bad idea to build such a
huge and crowded building on 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E. We're so worrying about the proposed plan would
ruin our beautiful community.

There are many obvious adverse effects to our community that we sincerely hope yvou’ll kindly put it under your
consideration, just name a few

1. Heavy traffic. One of the main problems is the traffic issue. As you can see, that the only exits to Fanshawe
Park Rd. from our community are Hastings Dr. and Philbrook Dr., neither of which is broad yet very busy.
Every morning and afternoon we can only move slowly when we meet #13 city bus run on Philbrook or #38 on
Hastings, and quite a few school buses, let alone many cars Jack Chambers” parents drive their children to and
fro school. We cannot imagine what kind of pain 1t will be if there are 142 more units with so many more cars
blocking at the Philbrook and Hastings exits. How many more possible traffic accidents will happen/increase
every day? No wonder 1t’ll be a disaster to us all.

2. Intolerable noise. According to the developer’s plan, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in
excess of what is acceptable by the province. We purchased our house 5 years ago mostly because the
community was a quiet low-density residential area. My parents, especially my mom, is very sensitive to sound.
Whenever there’s noise, she will be awake during the mid-night, and can hardly go asleep again. My mom was
diagnosed as cancer in 2014, and doctors said she needs more rest and good sleep after the surgery and

1




chemotherapy treatments. So . really love the current quietness on our crescent and hope it can be remained
as such forever.

T UURELITRE. .

3. Impacts on environment. No doubt the proposed plan would make severe damage to our current community
environment during the construction and after the building. London is proud of being the “Forest City”, but
obvious we’d lose so many beautiful old trees once the area is developed as proposed. This February we had a
chance fo travel to Christchurch New Zealand, whigh:bears the name'of*“The:Gagden City”. We were very
impressed by the large number of public parks with many beautiful flowers and tall trees everywhere, all kinds
ofl How we wish that our London can keep its reputation of the forest city. This really needs every effort to
design and develop our city/communities very well.

4. Confliction with the basis of the City’s Official Plan. In accordance with the Official Plan, high-density
buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, not in the Middle of a residential block, We welcome several
separate residential houses to appear on this spot if it’s necessary, but it is absolutely unreasonable and
unacceptable that a mid-block, low-density residential area be considered as a node, and be developed as a high-
density one!

5. Incompatibilities with current community. The proposed mass and size is incompatible with our
neighbourhood characters, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have dramatic impact on the privacy
rights of the neighbourhood. Families who have swimming pool in the backyard almost facing the proposed
building like us will obviously become victims of some developers’ ambitions to make more money. This is
really sad. One (the developers) shouldn’t build their happiness on the suffering of others (all current
community residents)!

Thank you so much for your time and patience in reading my lengthy letter. I know I'm not good at writing in
English, but I tried and sincerely hope our voices will be heard. Please forgive me if I didn’t express myself
clearly. I"m also writing on behalf of my husband, Charles Chunbao Xu, who is currently travelling abroad on
business and has limited access to emails. Everyone has the right to pursue happiness. Just imagine what it
would be like if this was happening to your own neighbourhood? Please think it over from our point of view.
Your every kind effort on this would be highly appreciated,

Yours truly,

Flora



Wise, Sonia

N
From: N ~Marc Stewart N w
Sent: - .. oo Tuesday, June 28,:2016°2:34.PM- :
To: - van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill: Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia, Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Re zoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd East- London case no. OZ 8624

Mare and Mary-Anne Stewart
15385 Hastings Drive

London

N5SX 319

June 20, 2016

Te:  All London City Ceuncillors

Re:  Case No. OZ 8624

In light of rezoning and official plan amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E., as residents of Stoneybrook Heights, we wish to
inform you of our concerns.

Among these concerns are:

1. That the developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area of single family homes in terms of scale , intensity of use
and the rights of surrounding landowners.

2. In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usuatly appearing at the corner
of arterial roads, NOT in the middle of a residential block. It is not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low-density
residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density,

3. 'The developer's proposal will result in a noise level far in excess of what is acceptable by the province, We are also concerned

about the whether the sewage system, in a neighbourhood designed for single family homes will be sufficient for a high density
complex.

4. We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is compatible with
surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it is imperative lo profect the interests of property
owners in established neighbourhoods.

5. The amount of trees that will need to be clear cut for this project to proceed is also of concern, particularly for home owners on
Donneybrook who will no longer have any privacy.

6. We are concerned about the increase in traffic in the area of Fanshawe Park road, Donneybrook, Philbrook and Hastings Drive.

7. There will be an environmental impaet of this high density residence in this neighbourhood. There will be rainwater, sewages,
garbage removal, snow removal, sun and shade considerations to the swrrounding residence area,

8. Parking will be an issue with this high density building. There will be issues with the amount of incoming and cutgoing tenants
using the parking spaces. We must consider that they will be using this 24 hours a day. There will be noise, exhaust and lights issues.

'
L‘:/ e
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As residents on Hastings Drive for 20 years, what mitially dre®us to thismeighbourhood was the quiet residential feeling, without
apartments, that had a reasonable Jevel of traffic and noise consistent with single family dwellings and a safe place for our children to

play. We are hopeful that the Planning Committee and City Council will seriously consider how detrimental this proposal is to this
neighbourhood.

Sincerely, B O P g

May-Anne and Marc Stewart



Wise, Sonia

From: Dolores 4 >
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 1:38 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: - 0OZ-8624

Hello Ms. Wise,

We have been home owners on Donneybrook for over 30 years. Our home has been a hidden
treasure for our children and we hope grandchildren. We purchased the home with the understanding
that we would not be in a position to ever have to face a building (such as the one suggested in the
possible amendment). Our home has faced a beautiful Forrest and the street has always maintained
minimal traffic. This is the main reason why we have stayed in our household for so many years and
had hoped to keep our home within the family for future generations to enjoy.

We are adamantly apposed to the 142 unit multi family residential building. Our street would become
saturated with traffic from the 142 cars + guests. The entrance and exit to the building would be right
in front of our house, creating headaches and confusion for our household. The beautiful trees would
be cut down and the privacy we have treasured for years would leave us exposed to noise from
Fanshawe Park Road. Our home would face a parking lot and our grandchildren would lose a safe
environment to play. Our property would decrease in value. The city would place us in a position to
question whether home owners have any input over the financial gains of Westdell.

We are strongly in opposition to this building! It will change the fabric of our family run neighbourhood.
We simply cannot allow a company to build such a large building without any regard or respect for the
surrounding community.

Thank you for your attention and consideration,

John and Luciana Caranci
30 Donneybrook Rd.

Sent from my iPhone



Wise, Sonia

_ e
From: Anita Cram
Sent: Monday, lune 27,2016 10:04 PM
To: van Hoist, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul: Hopkins, Anna;
Ridiey, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold: Park, Tanya; Zaitman, lared

Cc: LGN e

Subject: Case No. OZ-8624 Rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E

Dear City Councilors,

Re: Case No. 0Z-8624

I am writing this email to inform you that myself and my husband oppose to the rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Park
Rd E. Thave lived in the Stoneybrook neighbourhood for 8 years. The proposed development is not sensitive
to the established neighbourhood - the sole reason myself and many neighbourhood purchased property in this
area. Currently the area is entirely zoned as a low density neighbourhood and should stay that way for the
respect of the current property owners as well as for integrity of the London Plan. It is my understanding
that the Official Plan permits high density buildings only nodes in the city, usually appearing at the corner of
arterial roads, and not in the middle of a residential block. It is not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-block,
low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density. Contrary to the developers
report, the site is not situated in the vicinity of existing medijum density residential development. The closest
such density is 750m away.

Furthermore the public school in the area is at maximum capacity; having 6 JK/SK classrooms in the 2014/2015
school year. I do not understand how the school could take an influx of residents in this area, In addition itis a
strong possibility that the increase in traffic (due to such a high density residence complex) area could increase
safety concerns of the many students who walk/bike to their community school.

I'trust that you will agree that 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E should not be rezoned.
Sincerely,

Wayne and Anita Cramp
571 Jeffreybrook Drive



Wise, Sonia -~ - o el

P . -
From:. o zhang xiéopeng-«%"
Sent: . Mondayjune27 TIGTISEFM o
Te: ..Véﬂ..HU!Qt;MiCha@lI-’Wiéé,_Sbn_ia; Tomazincic, Michael, Armstrong, Bill; Satih, Mo

" Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse: Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia, Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

San

Subject: Chre U CASENO: 0Z-8624

RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624 _
Dear city planner and councillor:

My name is Xiaopeng Zhang. | live in 51 Donnybrook Rd London, ON. | bought the house 3 years ago. | and my wife have
two children. We live our neighbiourhood and the trees around this area.

The news which the developer is going to build a high density apartment building shocked us. Obviously, for people who
owns this land, it is great benefit for them te build such a big building. But for the city and people who lives in this area, there are
so many disadvantuges.

First , 1 am concerning about safety issues. We live very close to the main street Fanshawe park Road(the second house to
the intersection). Every day, we see people who live in the north area come and go from Phillbrook Drive to Fanshawe park
road. Especially in the moming time for school and work, there is a long waiting line. Some time 1 could hardly back my car out
and had to wait for a while. Somietimes people rush a lot, we have {0 take those risk. | cannot imagine if suddenly 142 famities
live right here in the small area, and everyone rush to work or drop off kids 1o school, how the traffic would be? How can we get
out how much more risk we need to take? We don't want smell the huge garbage bin and see the fly everywhere as weill. We

don't want to worry about the kids when they play outside because too many cars and no sidewalk, and so many strangers
come and go.

Second, we moved to Canada for children's wellbeing. In China, we live in the high rise building, we know what it looks like.
We like the natural environment and trees, space and nice neigh hood, that is why we gave up everything and came here. But

now, again, we will lose the thing we love the most, even privacy. i | knew someone was going o build a huge building
someday before we purchased the house, | would not choose to live here.,

Third, we are consider children’s education. They are two schools in this area. | don't know how full they are, but there are
around 20 students already in my son's class. If 142{maybe more if they ask for bonus Jfamily suddenly come, can school bear
with that? how to balance the student numbers in such a small area? Does school teachers' voice heard?



The last, London is great city L 1use it is beautifui forest city not becausa it is Morden. We love it because of that, Tha
really happiness comes from the nice environment to live. The proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City's
Official Plan, as it gives no consideration to the existing character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not
sensitive to the established neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1, 5. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the
Official Plan. Moreover, the developer's comeeptis not cémpatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use,
and the rights of surrounding landowners. In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitied in
Nodes in the city, usually appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block, It is not reasonable,
nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low density residential area be considerad a node, and be developed as high density. There are
no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. Examples provided by the developer are
more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height.

According to the developer’s report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the neighbourhood
character by flipping the massing and orientation, However, the mass and size of the building is NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered
roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood. Contrary to the developers
report, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential development, with the closest such density
being 750m away.According to the developer's proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess of
what is acceptable by the province. ‘Bonusing' based on design is unreasonabie in this circumstance as it would resuit in a
structure not compatible with the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered.

We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is compatible
with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it is imperative to protect the interests of
property owners in established neighbourhoods.

Please help us.We love london, and we love our neighberhood, let's do the best for them.
Best regards.
Xiaopeng Zhang

June 27,2016



Wise, Sonia

From: Kerry Hillis 4 v
Sent: Maonday, June 27, 2016 10:32 PM
To: van Holst, Michael, Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Case No. 07-8624

Dear Councilors,

I am writing to express my opposition to the rezoning and official plan amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park
Road East.

420 Fanshawe Park Rd. £. backs onto Donnybrook Road. | moved onto Donnybrook one year ago. | bought this
home in Stoney Brook for several reasons, the main being the location. | found a home on a quiet residential
street, surrounded by large beautiful trees, The neighbourhood is quiet. Traffic is light. it's a peaceful
residential, close-knit neighbourhood.

I was beyond disappointed when | saw the proposed development. This proposed plan is not compatible with
the character of Stoney Brook. The scale of the building is too large. Instead of having our properties
embraced by large trees, this plan would have an overbearing building towering over our homes with patios of
people looking down upon us and filling the neighbourhood with noise. A high-density building does not
belong in the middle of a residential block. Our homes were built, or bought, with the objective of having
privacy and being surrounded by nature in a residential area. This proposed plan takes away our rights as
homeowners.

The developer's report has errors in it which must be carefully considered. The site at 420 Fanshawe Park Rd.
E. is NOT situated in the vicinity of a medium density residential area. Stand anywhere on that property and ali
you can see in every direction are large trees and family homes. The closest medium density residential area is
800m away, located across the street from stores, restaurants, and a gas station. There is no comparison
between that and the quiet residential neighbourhood of Stoney Brook. Another error in the developers
proposal is that the noise level far exceeds what is considered acceptable by the province. This is not
acceptable for a residential neighbourhood.

This proposed development is not compatible with the Official Plan of the City of London. As a homeowner in
Stoney Brook, I'm relying on the city to respect the rights of property owners and promote planning thatis
compatible with the surrounding land. Please be sensitive to the neighbourhood that is already established
and the character that surrounds it.

Sincerely,
Kerry & lan Hillis
50 Donnybrook Road

London, ON
N5X 3C8

S



Wise, Sonia

o
From: Art Bos, P. Eng. BOS Engineering _
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 9:.09 PM
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mechamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

Cc: :
Subject: CASE NO: 0Z-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Rd.
Attachments: Comments-0Z-8624-Rezoning at 420 Fanshawe Pk Rd.pdf

Please see attached pdf letter with specific comments reagrding this proposal. We had originally planned to forward
these commenis after the developer information session. However, we now feel it is important to communicate our
opinions before the meeting.

Wendy & Arie Bos
4G Donnybrook Road

Londeon ON NSX 3C8



June 2?' 2016

Attentwn Soma Wise Pianner i
City of Londcﬂ

By Ema&i swssa@icndan ca

RE: Comments Regarding - 0Z ~ 8624 Rezemng at 420 Fanshawe Park Road
East ' _

As 29~year resxdents of Donnybrook Read since the subdrv:gmn devetopmeni in 1887,
we are ‘thankfil to have had the benefits of a large undeveloped forested tract of land at
the ‘above: address The now mature neighbcurhood has benefited greatly including
signifi F cant wild n‘e popuiat;ons and a: dwersety of bird spemes near the property.

We are not nafve enough to beheve that a devaiaper shauid retam thzs forest for our
benefit and. en;oyment However, we' do believe that the purchaser was fully aware of
the current zoning designation of the land and: its ‘restrictions. We are suppomve of
res;::onssb?e deveiopmaﬁt af thss !and in harmeny with the neighbourhood.

As iong«ttme reszdent‘s we apprec;ate the- opportumty bamg prov:ded to vote on this
"pcsszbie land ‘use change” that ‘would represent a drastic change to the existing
character of our. neighbamhood in terms af scafe Intensn:y of use and the visual and
audzme pr vacy ‘of exzstmg resndents .

We are stmng!y agamst any mzonmg or plan amendment for th:s property

"We have How had: the oppor’zumty to hear. the presentat;ons and. to review: some of the
__prehmmary planning reporis for this site and, frankly believe that its conclusions were
preconcewed and are not supported by the facts .

A‘ “mecisum densxty” 8iX~ storey apartment bmidmg of’ 142 uni ts as prcpased on this 1.4
ha site (100 units/ha) would ‘become a new node of higher-density residential use in an
area completely surrounded by single-family housing with density of approximately 16
units/ha. There are no examples: of any sites even c!osa to the proposed density within
a 750m radius of the site or further. . .

We bel eve tha’c the “Urban Design Bnef Character S!afement & Compatxbfffty Report”
prepared by MHBC Planning. is-based on erroneous ‘or at minimum, misleading
information:



{2

The edges of the “Community Commercial Node” at Adelaide Street & i~anshawe
Park Road and the “Regional Node” at Richmond Street and Fanshawe Park
Road are both at least 750m from the sife.
Examples of 3 or 4 storey townhouses or condominiums cited in the pianning
report are beyond an 800m radius and further from the site than the 120m
circulation area for this rezoning proposal.
The report states that the development “considers the existing character in the
area.” It is difficult to see how this is true.

The Planning Justification Report prepared by the same company as the above report
also contains misleading and erroneous information:

1.

~|

The report states that the site is "situated in the vicinity of axisting medium
density residential development”. The closest such density is a least 750m from
the site.

The report states that the “massing, orientation and articulation of the apartment
building is designed (1) to be sensitive to the established neighbourhood
character”. This does not appear to be the case with 4 additional storeys (above
the existing 2 storey standard) of baiconies and roof top patios overlooking the
established private homes and yards.

“Where practical and appropriate, mature trees will be protected in order to help
screen views....” Which trees and of which height will be retained?

This report cites 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 of the City of London Official Plan that "densities
in established residential areas where dwelling conversions, existing apartment
buildings and infill development have occurred ... may sxceed 30 units/ha”. We
are not aware of such conversions and the proposed development intensity of
100 units/ha has not occurred in this neighbourhood.  The proposed
development is in conflict with the basis of the Official Plan and is not compatible
in terms of scele, intensity of use and the privacy rights of surrounding
landowners.

Page 18 of this report refers to provision of "a 28.4m (121.8") wide landscaped
buffer along Donnybrook Road”. What is the actual proposed buffer size: 28.4m
(83} or 37m (121.877

The argument on page 18 of "providing a broader housing choice in &
neighbourhood comprised predominately of single detached dwellings" is
illogical. The same argument could be made that providing lower density housing
or trailer sites between apartment buildings would provide broader housing
choice.

. The report identifies a current development at1607 to 1653 Richmond Streetas a

similar plan as the proposed development. The primary and fundamental
difference is that plan is close to multifamily development and abuts commercial
development on at least two sides while the proposed development wouid
become a high density island within a low density area.



8. We disagree with conclusions 4, 8 and 10 of the report:

a. The residential in-fill project-would generate land use conflicts through loss
of privacy. views and neighbourhood character for existing single family
residences surrounding the site.

b. The project is not consistent with the City's Official Plan.

c. In our opinion, the scope of project does not represent good planning.

We understand property rights and the need to maximize profits from lands. However,
we feel that this level of intensification goes beyond reasonable property rights of the
surrounding landowners in terms of scale, audible visual privacy, obstruction of views
and neighbourhood character.

We also realize that the planners who are being paid by the developers may have a

differing opinion than the residents living adjacent to the proposed higher density
. development.

We are not in suppaort of exceeding the current residential density of this area and
do not support any changes to the Official Plan or Zoning to allow it.

We believe that this opinion is close to unanimous in our neighbourhood.

|

Wendy & Arie Bos
46 Donnybrook Reoad
London ON

N5X 3C8



Wise, Sonia

From: . oo Richard a'w'a'n.'— z//
Sent: Monday, June 27,2016 4:52 PM '
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

- Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;
. i
Subject: . Lo o WCASE NOSOZ-8624 1

RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624
Dear City Planner and London Councillor, -

I'am writing to you to express my concern on the rezoning/and official plan the amendment for 420 Fanshawe
Park Rd. E.

My family have lived in this neighbourhood for over 5 years. My two young kids are attending the Jack
Chambers Public School which is just 5 minutes” walk from home. One thing I like our neighbourhood the most
is the proper size and population and so as the school size. We are enjoying this safe, quiet and peaceful
neighbourhood.

However, after reading the proposal, with the potential rezoning and change for 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E., our
life might get significantly impacted. Here are the ongoing concerns that my family, so as my neighbours have:

- The proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City’s Official Plan, as it gives no
consideration to the existing character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not sensitive to the

established neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1,s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the
Official Plan,

- The developer’s concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use,
and the rights of surrounding landowners.

- In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city,
usually appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block. It is not reasonable,
nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high
density.

- There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood.

Examples provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in
height.

- According to the developer’s report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building is

1



NOT sensitive, nor is the tiere.  vof-top patio feature. This will have a aramatic impact on the privacy rights of
the neighbourhood.

- Contrary to the developers report, the sitefIS*NOT situated“in the vicinity of existing medium density
residential development, with the closest such density being 750m away.

- According to the developer’s proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess
of what is acceptable by the province.

TERTIY “”}) HEE N
- ‘Bonusing” based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would result in a structure not
compatible with the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered.

R T TR CORk Lt

- We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good
planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we helieve
it is imperative to protect the interests of property owners in established neighbourhoods,

We are highly opposed the rezoning plan. We truly believe the rezoning will negatively affect the
neighbourhood and our lives.

Sincerely yours,

Richard Fan

June 27, 2016



Wise, Sonia

v
From: joan Kennedy
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 4:39 PM
To: Wise, Sonia '
Subject: 0Z-8624
Ms. Wise,

As a resident of Stoneybrook Heights for the past 31 years, T am vehemently opposed to the rezoning of 420
Fanshawe Park Road East. This is a strictly single family residential area! I am sure W.R. Poole, the long time
owner of the property, would be rolling over in his grave if a high rise building were to be constructed on the
site,

Joan Kennedy

496 Billybrook Crescent.



Wise, Sonia

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject: o

Rose Dsbome < D _ >
Monday June 27, 2016 4:.02 PM '

© + van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazinicic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;

i Ridley, vrri inia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared:

RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

Dear Sir/Madame,

I lrve at 34 Donnybrook Road and purchased my home 8 years |
ago. My home is directly behind the site of 420 Fanshawe Park
'Road and the present proposal is completely out of character for the
__ -nerghborhood in whlch itis located Whlle purchasing my home 8
"_'years ago 1 followed the rules and lnvestlgated with our Iawyer the
~zoning of 420 Fanshawe Park Road and we were told that it was
zoned for single family and therefore it should continue to be so. |
am seekmg your support to maintain the existing neighborhood as

Citis.

] understand that the property has been sold and that there

may be a change in the status As a property owner on Donnybrook
lam glad that there will be development but it is. outrageous to go
from single family home to a six story 142 unit_gigantic |
__apartm_ent/_c_ondo_b_urldmg._ ‘A planfor reasonable single family
homes would be more in keeping with the present

environment. How is the developers request even

possible considering it is a surrounded by a single famlly home"

. __J

1



neighborhood tiiat has been in existence fur over 30 years? | know
that there will be development but | am hoping for your support in
this matter. | have ftill'¢onfidencein‘the members of our City
council and development committee that you will be with the
citizens of London who live, work and make a family life in this
neighborhood. I trust thatyou witt miake everyseffort to support us
in stopping this inappropriate request by the developer to extinguish
such an unrealistic request. As a community we were told at a
meeting at city hall by a representative for the owner a couple of
years ago that the owner of the property had hoped to build "a
beautiful home for his family so that his children could attend Jack
Chambers public school and live in the area as a family". Apparently
the owners objective has changed and we who live in the area will
be directly and negatively affected if their request for re-zoning is
granted.. The proposed plan will destroy the neighborhood that
exists today. Please help us to maintain the property as low
density/single family zoning.

The proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the
City’s Official Plan, as it gives no consideration to the existing
character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is
not sensitive to the established neighbourhood, and does not
enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1, s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of
the Official Plan.

The developer’s concept is not compatible with the surrounding
area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the rights of
surrounding landowners. All homes surrounding the property
are a maximum of two floors

In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually
appearing at the corner of arterial roads, pot in the middie of a residential block. it is not reasonabile,

nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high
density. the scale of the proposal will dwarf all surround homes,

There are no examples of the proposed scale and density
within this low-density neighborhood. Examples provided by

2



the developer are inore than 800m from the site, and most are
less than 6 stories in height. If they wanted to develop a
property of this scale they should have purchased land in an
area outside of an existing single family home neighborhood
that did not have single family homes already in ex1s’cence for
over 30 years.

According to the developer’s report, the design of the buuldmg
has been changed to be sensitive to the neighbourhood
character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the
mass and size of the building is NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered
roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the
privacy rights of the neighborhood. If | wanted to live next to a
-gigantic apartment building | would have moved into a home
that was already attached to one!

Contrary to the developers report, the site IS NOT situated in
the vicinity of existing medium density residential development,
‘with the closest such density being 750m away. | live directly
“behind the property and presently there is nothing but single
family homes surrounding the property on all four directions.

- According to the developer’s proposal, the proposed building
~would result in a noise level far in excess of what is acceptable
by the province. Donnybrook Drive is already a busy street for

traffic flow from Stoneybrook Heights and Stoneybrook
- Uplands.
| ‘Bonu§ing' based on degign is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would result in a structure not

- compatible with the Official Plan, and therefore shouid not be considered.

We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the
-right locations, to promote good planning that is compatible
‘with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan.
Furthermore, | believe it is imperative to protect the interests of
property owners in established neighborhoods.




Thank you in advance for your support and consideration in
helping our neighborhood maintain it's single family
neighborhood.

Rose Osborne
Property Owner
34 donnybrook Road

London, Ontario
n5x 3¢8



Wise, Sonia

L - . —
From: o R Dinal Peramune << il "' > v
cont: Monday, June 27, 2016 2:49 PM

Subject: = . . ... CASENO: OZ-8624

Hello,

My Naifie is Dinal Peramune. T do live in the below given address with my spouse and two young children. T moved to the city of
London due to my work and me and my wife hold responsible positions in the cotporaté sector and live as very responsible citizens of this
country. When we decided to move to this neibourhood it was taken to account the schools and the beauty of the neibourhood that we now
live in. The area is not highly congested and was ah idea location to grow a family.

We live right opposite to the 420 Fanshawe park Road property which was considered a Heritage property at the time we moved in
to our house in 2013, It was a pride for us to live next to Heritage of London City. To our great sadness we happen 1o understand that the
Pool Family who were philanthropists have sold this property to a money greedy businessman. The time went by and this individual let
this Heritage run down as the city closed their eyes. Last year the house was demolished and the point was, it was beyond restoration.

Now this businessman has teamed up with another money greed group to build a multi-story building in this property which host to
a priceless nature. The property is in the middle os singe detached houses, Low density is the key between the streets of Richmond and
Adelaide in this Fanshawe park road. No where in the city of London such a development is approved or even proposed.

R i

The city of London is appointed with two objectives, I see as an individual voter,
1. To protect the laws and the rights of the people of this city
2. To develop the city in a responsible manner while protecting the lifestyle and the beauty of this city.

On the 7th of June I received a letter stating that these businessman are looking for a rezoning of the 420 Fanshawe park road
property. This rezoning should be rejected at the proposal level as I believe: and here are some reasons why;

- The proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City’s Official Plan, as it gives no consideration to
the existing character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not sensitive to the established
neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1, s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan.

* And this point was identified as a major issue at the pre-Application consultation meeting on the 23rd of July 2015 at
City of London,

- The developer’s concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use,
and the rights of surrcunding landowners,

- In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually
appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block. it is not reasonable, nor acceptable,
that a mid-black, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as Mid or high density.

- There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. Examples
provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height.

- According to the developer’s report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building is NOT

sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the
neighbourhood.

- Contrary to the developers report, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density
residential development, with the closest such density being 750m away,



According to the deve  .er's proposal, the proposed building wou.,  zsult in a noise level far in excess of
what is acceptable by the province.

- 'Bonusing’ based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would result in a structure not compatible
with the Official Plan, and therefore shotid riot bs considersd?

We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is
compatibie with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it is im perative to protect
the interests of property owners in established neighbourhoads.

I strongly believe that this proposal is not consistent even to be considered for a destruction development of this
magnitude. It will not only damage the City as a whole but also will promote absolute wrong precedence for any
individual who plans to do this type of damage.

| would really appreciate if you cold send me an acknowledgement of my email to you.
Thank you!

Dinal

Dinal Peramune.

38, Donnybrook Road
London ON,
N5X3C8.



Wise, Sonia
s

From: zina At (D | v

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 203 PM.
To: R : ' Wise, Sonia ' o
Cc: Hopkins, Anna; Armstrong, Bill; Usher, Harold; Helmer, Jesse; Morgan, Josh; Zaifman,

Jared; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Tomazincic, Michael; van Holst, Michael; Hubert, Paul;
Squire, Phil; Turper, Stephen; Park, Tanya; Ridley, Virginia
Subject: 420 Fanshawe Park Road East-rezoning

[ received a Notice regarding an Application to Amend the Official Plan & zoning by-law for the above
address and firmly object. I am told that we need to send an email for objection purposes; therefore please add
our names to this ongoing and growing list of opposition:

Dalal Atta

Zina Atta

Faraj Atta

residents of 1 Donnybrook Road.

I myself and many in the neighbourhood strictly appose this change. And with this email I would like to note
that firmly.

And we were also in agreement with the zoning that was applicable at that time to build single detached houses, that
allow the trees to be preserved is now in danger of being changed.

A multi story structure being built in my neighbourhood does not work. The rcasons are below:

1. Everywhere else in the city, by law does not approve changes to the neighbourhood look. And thisis a
single detached family dwelling neighbourhood. With what policy changes that city could change its policies
only to this property? - This may lead to major media coverage( National)

2. Building a multi story structure requires serious digging in the property and heavy machinery usage. Ex:
High level cranes and lifts. This could really endanger and disturb our neighbourhood living

3. It will destroy the current greenery , At least with single dwellings it could be preserved
4. The density of the population will increase in the neighbourhood which may not support many services.

¢ Increased demand on already congested school resources

* Increased traffic, chocking at Hastings dr. , Phil brook and Donny brook

e More accidents at intersections

e Increase in noise decibel levels

e Transient population

¢ Reduced Security, Infringement of privacy of residents bordering the development
1




¢ Neighbourhood chara..er and environmental degradation by 1...ng mature trees

* Construction over a couple of years and resulting pollution.

» Shadow of the proposed Property

e Garbage loading and removat @

* Not adhering to the “planned Function” of the Neighbourhood for this exclusively “single Family
residential” area.

This information is directed in confidence solely to the person named above and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. This information may not otherwise be distributed, copied or disclosed. If you have received this e-
mail in error, please notify the sender immediately via a return e-mail and destroy original message. Thank you for your
cooperation.



Wise, Sonia

From: Turcotte, Brian

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 12:47 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: FW: Customer inquiry - 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.
Hi Sonia,

I spoke with Brenda but you may want to give her a shout back directly. She is supportive of the proposal.
Cheers

Brian

Brian Turcotte

Seniar Planner - Community Planning and Design
City of London Flanning Division

519 661-2500, ext. 4651

bturcott@london.ca

From: Horne, Sharon

Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 10:45 AM
To: Turcotte, Brian

Subject: Customer Inquiry - 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.

Hi Brian,

A very lovely woman named Brenda Ryan (from Stoneybrook) calied about Sonia’s file 0Z-8624, 420

Fanshawe Park Rd. E. She would like to speak to someone very nice. Could you call her aidiilliE.
ank you.

Sharon Horne

Customer Service Representative
Planning Services

City of London

London

CAKATA

206 Dundas St., London, ON N6A 1G7
P: 519.661.4980 | Fax: 519.661.5397
shorne@london.ca | www.london.ca

(et 1



Wise, Sonia

. beet
From: ray Menico (D

Sent: Maonday, June 27, 2016 10:14 AM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phi; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, lared:

Subject: Case No. OZ-8624

Hello City Planners and Councillors

Regarding the proposed development of 420 Fanshawe Park Road East, we don't believe the
development of this property is compatible or blends with the surrounding neighbourhood in terms of
building height and the number of additional people in close proximity to the surrounding home
owners.

This is a neighbourhood of single family homes and not anywhere near a high-density area. High
density is usually done between/near commercial and/or townhomes, then single family homes. High
density is not usually in the middle of a block. A six-storey building would not fit the neighbourhood.
Any home near this building would have virtually no privacy.

Also concerning would be the large increase in traffic flow, vehicle pollution, noise, and the number of
children being added to the nearby school.

We have recently moved away from a medium/high density area to this area as an upgrade in a more
prestigious neighbourhood of exclusive single family homes and are enjoying our "new home" which
is near this proposed development.

Ray & Alberta McNicol



Wise, Sonia

(Ve
From: Dana Bergman
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2016 7:18 AM
To: Wise, Sonia; Cassidy, Maureen
Subject: re: OZ-8624
Hello,

I'm writi‘ng to share my concerns regarding application 0Z-8624 regarding 420 Fanshawe Park Road East.

The proposed re-zoning is a fine example of ‘spot zoning’, especially with the addition of the 'bonus zone'
allowing for a height of six storeys: three times the height of surrounding homes. Although the zoning remains
residential, the new development will be a clear alteration of detached single family dwellings completely
surrounding the site. Surrounding neighbours will be subject to loss of property value, but more importantly
privacy. Back yards that are currently refuges will no longer be private whatsoever.

Traffic patterns on Fanshawe Park Road are already heavy, with extensive heavy truck and emergency vehicle
use. Add 142 dwelling units, with associated vehicles in underground parking and traffic will bottleneck
further. Donnybrook will cease to be a quiet residential street set back from busy FPR East.

An An argument could be made that this development meets the City’s Official Plan for increased density.
However, rezoning of this site with the proposed use ultimately constitutes a private benefit, not a public one,
as it is an immoderate and drastic change from the character of the surrounding neighbourhoods. 1t may be
that the developer is asking ‘above and beyond’ in order to get less than asking, but still more than would be
considered reasonable. Reasonable in this circumstance would be to split 420 Fanshawe Park Road East into
10 - 12'lots, with development meeting R1-7, 8, or 9 standards, stick with the maximum height of surrounding
dwellings and develop the site in accordance with the character of the neighbourhood.

haFor the reasons above, | oppose the proposed rezoning and official plan for 420 Fanshawe Park Road East.
Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Dana Bergman, RN, MN-PHCNP
49 Cumberland Crescent
London, Cntario



fom: . Karen Crowe (- o o
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 1038 PM o _ .
To: van Holst, Michael, Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Squire, Phil;

Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared
Cc e -
Subject: Opposition to Case No: OZ-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Rd E.

M R TR el

Good Morning,

We have lived in Stoneybrook Heights for over 26 years. It is a beautiful neighborhood with friendly
neighbours, excellent schools, parks and treasured conservation areas. This is our forever house
and we plan to live here as long as possible into the future. Our son and daughter-in-law currently
reside with us and relatives visit from Canada and England. They all appreciate our lovely area which
is full of trees and attractive gardens.

We strongly oppose Case NO. OZ-8624 at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East, London, QOntario. This
proposed development violates zoning and density regulations and is in conflict with the City's Official
Plan. It gives no consideration to the existing character of the surrounding neighbourhood and does
not enhance the area thereby contravening s.2.4.1, 5.3.3.1 and s.3.3.2 of the Official City Plan. There
will be a negative impact on area schools and traffic.

The developer's concept is not compatible with the existing area in terms of scale, intensity of use
and rights of surrounding landowners. In accordance with the Official City Plan, high density buildings
are only permitted in 'Nodes' in the city, usually at the corner of arterial roads. It is not reasonable nor
acceptable thata mid-block, low density residential area be considered a 'node’ and be developed as
high density. There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density

neighborhood. Examples provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site and most are
less than 6 stories in height.

According fo the developer’s report, they have adjusted the design of the building to be sensitive to
the neighbourhood character by flipping massing and orientation. This has not been accomplished as
the mass and size of the building is not sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have
a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood. In addition, the proposed building and

roof-top patio would result in a noise level far in excess of what is acceptable by the Province of
Ontario.

Contrary to the developers report, the site is not situated in the vicinity of any existing medium density
residential development. It is surrounded by blocks and blocks of single family homes in Stoneybrook
Heights, Old Stoneybrook and Stoney Creek. The closest medium density is 750m away.

‘Bonusing’ based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance and would result in a structure not
compatible with the Official Plan. 'Bonusing’ should not even be considered as the proposed
monstrosity of a building will be an eyesore to several neighborhoods.

C

o



We trust the city planners o ..pprove responsible development in ...e right locations, to promote good
planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. It is imperative
to protect the interests of property owners in established areas and preserve pleasing, attractive
neighborhoods. We are trusting you - oumeouncil.andsplanning committee to ensure that a decent and
attractive area of our Forest City is not destroyed.

Sincerely Karen and Doug Crowe

33 Virginia Crescent

London, ON. ity T TR e iy
N5X 3E4




Wise, Sonia

AT Y
From: Bob Gauthier —>
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 9:37 PM L
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia
Ce: Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phit:

Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; Ridley, Virginia: Turner, Stephen Usher,
Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, lared; :
Subject: 420 Fanshawe Park Rd East, Case # 07 - 8624

Fwould like to register my opposition to the development of this property as proposed. This will have a significant
negative effect on the existing neighbourhood as the proposed land use is excessive for this location.

Itis non compliant with the City Plan. A building of this size should not be built in an area of single family detached
homes which have been there for over 30 years. It will also contribute to additional traffic issues in an area that is
aiready dealing with increased congestion and access problems.

Bob Gauthier

504 leffreybrook Dr,

London, Ontario

N5X256



Wise, Sonia

From: James Lim q e
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 4:21 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Amendment of Official Plan and Zoning By-Law

Dear Sonia Wise,

I write on behalf of the Lim family of 5 Donnybrook Road to oppose the Official Plan amendment and Zoning
By-Law amendment permitting the construction of a mid-rise apartment building.

We believe that the construction of a mid-rise apartment building will disrupt the peace and quiet of our
residential zone not only during the construction process but also subsequent to it. We also would like to
express our concern of increased traffic on Fanshawe Park Road East, which is already a high-traffic area due
its proximity to a large number of services and facilities.

We believe that our low density residential zone should remain low density as it was originally intended to be.
There are many other suitable, undeveloped areas to potentially construct the mid-rise building in question. |
hope that you will take our comments into consideration as you make this decision.

Sincerely,

Jae Cheon Lim



Wise, Sonia

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

BRISTOL 4

Sunday, June 26, 2016 12:40 PM

van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Meohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia, Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

| am writing to object to Rezoning No: OZ-8624. We have lived here in excess of 30 years and
wonder why you would even consider such an intrusion on our beautiful, quiet established

neighbourhood.

The demolition of all the large mature trees will have a negative impact in many ways. The longtime
former owners enjoyed neighbours walking through their lovely estate, viewing their property which
they were so proud of with so much to offer every type of wildlife one could imagine. The tranquil
pond was enjoyed by visiting birds and other critters. The trees offered a noise buffer and privacy for

the neighbourhood.

I feel the noise level would far exceed an acceptable level.

Also the proposed buildings would not be compatible with the neighbourhood and the Official City
Plan and therefore no rezoning should be considered.

Mr. Frank Cammaert,
1562 Phillbrook Drive,
London, Ontario,

N5EX254.



Wise, Sonia

From: Linda McGuire < - o

Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2016 11:17 AM

To: Wise, Sonia; van Holst, Michael; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; virdley@london.ca;
Stoney Brook

Subject: RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624 420 Fanshawe Park Road London

We are Hugh and Linda McGuire residents and owners of 52 Virginia Crescent for over 29 years during which
time we have raised our family.

Our property backs onto Donnybrook Road directly behind the property at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East.
From our family room window we enjoy the view of the mature trees located on the north side of the
property in question and would hate to see them sacrificed for this new construction.

There are many other reasons why we are opposing the rezoning of the property,the area is zoned for single
family homes and we feel it will change the character of this mature area.This contravenes § 2.4.1, S 3.3.1 and
S 3.3.2 of the official city plan.

ft has been pointed out to us and we agree the developers concept is not compatible with the surrounding
area in terms of scale intensity of use and rights of of surrounding land owners. The developers report

states they have been sensitive to the neighborhood character by flipping the massing and orientation,

but we disagree as it will have a dramatic impact on our privacy rights while we are in both our home and back
garden.In addition the noise levels will increase which will be in excess of what is acceptable by the province.
As property owners and tax payers we rely on the city to to protect the interest of property owners and
promote good planning that is compatible with surrounding land as outlined in the official city plan which only
permits high density buildings in nodes in the city which usually appear at the corner of arterial roads not,as in
our case in the middle of a residential block.

We are sending this email to all city councilors and hope you will give consideration to maintaining the existing
zoning.

Hugh and Linda McGuire



Wise, Sonia

From: . e e Cathy'SUn'st?u'm.'-?_.'

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 4:59 PM
To: _ _Wtse Sonia; van Holst, Michael
Ce: ' © 7 Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo Mohamed: Helmer, Jesse: Squire, Phil:

. Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkms Anna; Ridley,
 Harold; Park Tanya Zaifman Jared
Maureen; mbrown
Subject; ... ... Application for 0Z-8624 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

@unstrum
endy Crescent

London Ontario
N5X 316

Virginia; Turner, Stephen Usher,
. Cassidy,

tam Writifig't.é' ask you to piéase ré}e'ét'_t'h.é p_ro.pés"a_'l t_ej' 'r'_é-z'd'h_é _42"0":Fan's:hé'w_e Park Road East.

From the application:
The property is well-suited for the intended apartment use conszdei ‘ing its physical size/shape, its location adjacent to an
artérial strect and its proximity to existing public tr anm‘ .semfzces and the proposed mpzd fransit sysieni;

The proposal introduces greater hoimng choice u-*ii'fn'n an establi&héd neighbourhood comprised of predominately single
detached residences;

The massing, orientation and articilation of the apartment building is designed (1) to be sensitive to the established
neighbourhood character and (2) to integrate effectively into the existing development context,

In this regard, building height and massing transitions from a six storey form along the Fanshawe Park Road East
frontage to a three storey form internal to the Site. Further, a landscaped buffer would be provided along the Donnybrook
Road frontage to partially screen the proposed apartment structure from the street;

Landscaping enhancements will be integrated into the site design to help screen the planned buildings and surface
parking areas. Where practical and appropriate, mature trees will be protected in order to help screen views of the
development from surrounding properties; ande The existing access arrangement along Fanshawe Park Road East will
be maintained as the primary vehicular/pedestrian entrance for the apartment building.

Few of my observations:

we!l—smted for the
This property is nght in the middle of o our iow density single family neighbourhood. This property is not suited for an
apartment building in our neighbourhood. An apartment building in that location would devastate
Donnybrook Road and therefore devastate our neighbourhood. In no way would

this apartment compliment the charater of our lovely neighbourhood

Haqting}s Road- is busy. enough now for our low density neighbourhood. We already have traffic calming and I hope
the speed limit will be lowered in our commumty because of Jack Chambers School. We walk in this



neighbourhood, we take childrer. s Jack chambers Park, there are lots of k1. and adults riding bikes, the
neighbourhood does not align w;th the traffic associated with an "arterial road".

introduces greater housing choice within an e)jthsized ngffg(g,{)gyrlwqd comprised of predominately single
detached residences ' ‘

Iake full exception to the developer proposing this re-zoning and suggesting this is a bonus for our
neighbourhood. Tt is not.

In every point above the pomts ancE the Ianguage are outrageous. | must be naive, { am shocked with what | read in all the
documents sert to e and What this e{féioper wants to do with our neighbourhood.

We moved here almost twenty vears ago. We moved here because we knew many of the families and many of the
children in the neighbourhood. Many of the children in the neighbourhood played hockey and soccer together and
many other sports.

This is a very desirable neighbourhood in London. Everyone is friendly, we take the time to get to know our
neighbours, we look after each other. There are amenities close by for sure. These help to make the neighbourhood
desireable. 1 feel very fortunate to live in this neighbourhood.

If you live in London, you know that we don’t need any new structures to help increase the traffic at Masonville. It
is busy enough now,

There is a very large apartment building being built in that node and that is in keeping with the high intensity of that
node. The new apartment building will make the mall and the restaurant owners very happy.

Thank you for your time.

Please reject this proposal. My grandchildren love to visit us, they like to go to the park, they like to toboggan on the
big hill, and they love just walking around talking to the neighbours.

Please help us to protect the ambiance and character of the Uplands and Stoneybrook Neighbourhood.

Best regards,
Cathy Sunstrum



Wise, Sonia

From: srisToL (D

Sent: Saturday, June 25,2016 4:19 PM

To: van Holst, Michael: Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael: Armstrong, Bilk Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, jared:;

Subject: RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624 420 Stoneybrook

I am writing to oppose the requested amendment for 420 Fanshawe Park Road, File No:0OZ-8624.
When my home was built 30 years ago, | chose Stoneybrook Heights because it was a quiet
residential area. Over the course of these years, | expected commercial and medium density
development in outlying-areas, but not in my backyard. This has always been a low density
residential community and should not be rezoned to spoil this.

"How many letters were sent out to inform people living close to this development of an impending
change in the zoning by-law? !'m in very close proximity and am definitely part of this "fish bow!"
proposal. |did not receive any information?

*When Stoneybook Heights was developed in the 80s, there was a serious drainage problem in this
immediate area. Flooding of backyards along the houses on the east side of Phillbrook Drive just off

Fanshawe Park Road is still a problem in heavy rains and the sewer system often overflows over the
curbs. | believe that all the homes along Donnybrook Road had to have sump pumps installed due to
lack of drainage and flooding basements. How can this same system handle an additional 142 new
unit apartments?

*Why is it that the developers' rights seem to take precedence over our rights as property

owners. No building of this magnitude can ever be sensitive to the neighbourhood character no
matter where it is situated on the lot. A patio on the top of this building only intrudes further on
everyone's privacy.

*The corner of Fanshawe Park Road and Adelaide has the fourth highest accident rate in -

London. With the commercial development being built at 1880 Phillbrook Drive, File No: 0Z-8584.
an apartment building using the same arterial routes will add to all the congestion and make it
hazardous for children walking to school and residents out for a stroll.

“1find it incomprehensible that the city would rely on a traffic study now when people are avoiding
this area because of the intensive road work on Fanshawe Park Road and the closing of Windermere

Road bridge. How can this be reliable?

*The resulting noise level that this size of building will produce shall far exceed the province of
Ontario's guidelines.

*Bonusing for the developer should never be considered. There is nothing that the developer could
do to help our neighbourhood with aesthetics. This can only be achieved by not building this
monstrosity!

*No concern in preserving the present vegetation canopy is being taken. There are many rare trees
and London is "THE CITY OF TREES". Let's preserve this image! No new trees can ever replace
the heritage trees being destroyed. It has taken many years for them to mature to their height,
beauty and privacy that they provide. Where are the developer's promises of preserving the
aesthetics of the property?

| feel very strongly that the city should be held accountable to promote sensible planning as outlined
in the Official Plan. It should be a top priority for the city to protect the interests of the property
owners in established neighbourhoods.

Ms. Lorraine Bristol,



1562 Phillbrook Drive,
London,Ontario,
N5X 254
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Wise, Sonia .. ...

From: - avaLEweLLeRs < G

Sent: e -~ Saturday,June 25,2016 416 PM - oo .

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrang, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Letter of apposition to the proposed rezoning of 420 Fanshawe Pk. Road E.
Attachments: Letter re OZ-8624.doc

To whom it may concern,

RE: Case No. OZ-8624

Planning Committee and Councilors,
We are homeowners at 1559 Phillbrook Dr. and are writing to officially submit our opposition to the
proposed zoning change for the property located at 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E, which our home
backs onto.
First and foremost, the plan for the proposed redevelopment is in direct conflict with the key tenants
of the City's Ofiicial Plan, which was designed to prevent exactly this kind of high-density infill in
residential areas. The concept as currently put forward does not meet the scale, intensity of use, or
the rights of the neighbouring area. This is perhaps no more evident than in the density aspect;
wherein high-density buildings are only to be permitted in nodes within the city, while this property
indisputably resides in the middle of a residential block.
Furthermore, the developer's current plans also diverge from the key aspect of maintaining the
residential look and feel and we believe this to be in contravention of the City's Official Plan in
sections 2.4.1, 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 where consideration of the existing character of what is a well
established neighbourhood is to be given. There are no other examples of the proposed scale and
density within this low-density neighbourhood. Examples provided by the developer are nearly a
kilometer from the site, and most are no more than six-stories in height.
While the developer believes they have solved the sensitivity dilemma by flipping the orientation and
massing of the buildings, we find that to be an irrelevant point as it is the mass and size of the
building parcel itself that is not meeting the sensitivity clause for the current neighbourhood. This
cannot be solved by a simple reorientation. To add to this, we also find the tiered rooftop patio feature
—which was also not impacted by a simple change in orientation — does not meet the sensitivity
criteria, as it will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood.
Additionally, the proposed building parcel would result in a noise level far in excess of what is
currently defined as acceptable by the province. This is a fact which even the developer cannot
dispute as it was contained within the content of their own report. This will be further exacerbated by
the fact that the developer has indicated that they do not intend to install fencing along the east and
west sides of the property, which is surely in contravention to city bylaws with respect to noise, safety
and privacy for this type of rezoned high-density development.
On a more personal note, we are disappointed that the City is even giving consideration to the
proposed redevelopment, as it is clearly in opposition to all that the newly formed council has
repeatedly claimed to stand behind in terms of how we will develop this great city moving forward.
Lastly, as longtime residents of the city of London and this neighbourhood in particular, we have for
many vears relied on the City to approve responsible intensification in the right locations. As such, we
i



feel that it is imperative that ...e City should continue to protect the .nterests of its residential
homeowners as well as remain steadfast in its commitment to the Official Plan for development as
that is what will ensure a healthy residential real estate market and a strong, well purposed city now
and for generations to come. We hope that:yoirwill hear our plea for assistance in maintaining the
integrity of this long-standing residential neighbourhood and the City's Official Plan for all future
development.

Sincerely,

William and Charloite Merryweather



RE: Case No. OZ-8624 .
Plannin g. Coimmittee and .Co.unéilo'rs,-' :

We are _héineﬁiﬁh&rs at 1559 Philtbrook Dr. and are writing to officially submit our
opposition to th(_é proposed zoning change for the property located at 420 Fanshawe Park
Rd. E, which our-home backs onto.. -

First and foremost, the plan for the proposed redevelopment is in direct conflict with the
key tenants of the City’s Official Plan, which was designed to prevent exactly this kind of
high-density infill in residential areas. The concept as currently put forward does not
meet the scale, intensity of use, or the rights of the neighbouring area. This is perhaps no
maore evident than in the density aspect; wherein high-density buildings are only to be
permitted in nodes within the city, while this property indisputably resides in the middle
of a residential block.

Furthermore, the developer’s current plans also diverge from the key aspect of
maintaining the residential look and feel and we believe this to be in contravention of the
City's Official Plan in sections 2.4.1, 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 where consideration of the existing
character of what is a well established neighbourhood is to be given. There are no other
examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighbourhood.
Examples provided by the developer are nearly a kilometer from the site, and most are no
more than six-stories in height.

While the developer believes they have solved the sensitivity dilemma by flipping the
orientation and massing of the buildings, we find that to be an irrelevant point as it is the
mass and size of the building parcel itself that is not meeting the sensitivity clause for the
current neighbourhood. This cannot be solved by a simple reorientation. To add to this,
we also find the tiered rooftop patio feature — which was also not impacted by a simple
change in orientation — does not meet the sensitivity criteria, as it will have a dramatic
mmpact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood.

Additionally, the proposed building parcel would result in a noise level far in excess of
what is currently defined as acceptable by the province. This is a fact which even the
developer cannot dispute as it was contained within the content of their own report. This
will be further exacerbated by the fact that the developer has indicated that they do not
intend to install fencing along the east and west sides of the property, which is surely in
contravention to city bylaws with respect to noise, safety and privacy for this type of
rezoned high-density development.

On a more personal note, we are disappointed that the City is even giving consideration
to the proposed redevelopment, as it is clearly in opposition to all that the newly formed
council has repeatedly claimed to stand behind in terms of how we will develop this great
city moving forward.



Lastly, as longtime residents of the city of London and this neighbourhood in particular,
we have for many years relied on the City to approve responsible intensification in the
right locations. As such, we feel that it is imperative that the City should continue to
protect the interests of its residential homeowners as well as remain steadfast in its
commitment to the Official Plan for development as that is what will ensure a healthy
residential real estate market and a strong, well purposed city now and for generations to
come. We hope that you will hear our plea for assistance in maintaining the integrity of
this long-standing residential neighbourhood and the City’s Official Plan for ali future
development.

Sincerely,
William and Charlotte Merryweather



Wise, Sonia

From: pob sunstrurs (D -

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 3:38 PM

To: van Holst, Michael, Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Cc: y Beauty@HOME
Subject: PROPQSED RESIDENTIAL REDEVELOPMENT (420 Fanshawe Park Road East)

Fam writing to raise my strong objection to this proposed mid-rise residential development for the above noted
property. This neighbourhood has been a health vibrant single family home neighbourhood for the past 20 years. 1 was
shocked to hear a developer has applied to build a six story apartment complex with a total of 142 units. It's surprising
to see a developer invent time and money in the hopes of getting this development approved. It underscores the power
of developers over the local residents.

This proposal exceeds the height and density of the medium density zoning due to the bonusing application to be
granted for building aesthetics and underground parking.

According to the City of London's official plan under section 2.4.1, higher intensity land uses will be permitted in
locations where the residential area would be enhanced and not adversely affected by the development proposed.

The current proposal will NOT enhance the neighbourhood and will adversely affect it.

Can | count on for your active support in objecting to this proposal?
Thank you

Robert Sunstrum

47 Wendy Crescent
London ON N5X316

L



Wise, Sonia

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Hazel And Gordon W e
Saturday, June 25, 20 :
van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Saiih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia: Turner Stephen;_ Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, fared:

o

07-8624 Case #

We have lived here in this house since 1970
We are not in agreement jor the rezoning of this property. 142 families exiting onto Fanshawe Park
Rd will increase an already overcrowded arterial road

Also the trees on this property are in jeopardy if this goes ahead
Please confirm with a reply to this email

- Gordon and Hazel Lane

1589 Stoneybrook Cresc N5X 1C9



Wise, Sonia i{
From: G-

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2016 9:19 AM

To: Wise, Sonia; van Holst, Michael: Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

Subject: Case OZ-8624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Rd East

The proposed development at 420 Fanshawe Park Road is not in keeping with the surrounding

neighbourhood. A high density multi level apartment complex would greatly affect the existing neighbourhood
environment. The multi teared roof top patio development would infringe on the privacy of existing home
owners. The development would be a negative change to the landscape of the surrounding homes and
neighbourhood, which have been in place for decades.

The noise and traffic levels would significantly increase. Should students reside in the complex the noise levels
late at night would become a detriment to the current way of life for the surrounding neighbours. 1 have
personal experience with this. Our neighbour had rented her house to her son and his friends while they
finished college. On many occasions they would have parties late into the night. Multiple request to have the
students respect the surrounding neighbours' was ignored. Police fines did not prevent this from continually

occurring. Should the development on Fanshawe Park Road Fast exist, I believe that it would be a detriment to
the neighbourhood.

Please reconsider the proposed high density multi level complex for something more in keeping with the current
established neighbourhood.

Sincerely,

Tessica Gasparotto



Wise, Sonia

From: Roland Sterting <_

Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 9:40 PM

To: van Holst, Michael, Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: possible land zoning change

London Councillors—{'m writing to make you aware of our opposition to the possible land zoning change. {
case#oz-8624).

This proposed zoning change is in complete conflict with our single family residential neighbourhood. If
passed it would have a dramatic effect on the character of our entire neighbourhood.

This plan is not situated in the vicinity of existing medium density housing. It is not compatible in terms of
intensity of use and scale. The developer has not shown us any examples of the proposed scale and density.
The mass and size of the buildings are NOT sensitive to fit in our neighbourhood. We hope the planning
committee and councillors will review this proposal carefully and realize that it does not promote good
planning and does not protect the property owners in this neighbourhood.

Sincerely,
Sharon & Roland Sterling
Bobbybrock Dr. London On



Wise, Sonia - .-

From: Monica King — '
Sent:. e n sl Friday, June 24,2016 1244 PM T
To: o Lo T ivan Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael: A'rm'strohg, Bill; Salih, Mo
' - "Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Motgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
- Ridley, Virginia: Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park; Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;
R S “m, City of London, Mayor
Subject: " Property at 420 Fanshawe Park Road E - CASE NO: 0Z-8624

London City Planner and Council Members,

While'I'have never written to City Council before, | felt that the matter of the development proposal of 420 Fanshawe
Park Road E. would have such an unjust result'as it is in direct contravention with the London Official Plan {discussed
below) as well as a dramatic negative effect on my home and my family’s life that | needed to lend my voice to this
cause. : . : ' '

My husband and | moved into the neighbourhood in 1995 when | was pregnant with our first child. For the past 21 years,
our home has provided us a wanderful place to grow, offering tranquility, privacy and a wonderfully peaceful
neighbourhood to play with our growing kids, walk our dog or just enjoy time with neighbours on the front porch.

When we purchased our home in a quiet, completely single family residential neighbourhood, we did so believing that
we would continue to be able to enjoy the life that we invested in 21 years ago, and have enjoyed ever since.

1, as so many of my friends and neighbours, are willing to invest our time and energy to save what is so sacred to us —
our homes — that is the culmination of everything that surrounds us that gives us joy and peace from the minute we
wake up in the morning in our home, to the' minute we return to share the evening with pur family in our home. f am
sure that many of you too live in a home which brings you great peace and comfort, so | am sure you can understand our
grave concerns regarding this plan and the impact it will have on our daily lives.

Itis clear from the plan itself that the developer has only one goal in mind, and that is the bottom line — the profits that
he will make as a result of this development. Despite the language used over and over within the proposal itself, itis
clear from simply looking at'the proposed structure itself that it is NOT in keeping with the character of the surrounding
area nor has the developer ever considered what ‘fits’ or what is within the best interest of the neighbourhood.

While the emotional arguments may not carry the weight needed to stop this proposal, | fully believe that factually, City
Council cannot let the proposal go forward for the following reasons based on the London Official Plan:

1) ' Thedevelopers proposal is contrary to the London Official Plan as follows:
‘a.'S.3.1.2. iow Density Residential Objectives; the proposal is in contravention of this section which
- “states the City’s objective as ‘enharce the character and amenities of residential areas by directing
higher intensity uses to locations where existing land uses are not adversely affected’; the intended
development would unquestionably adversely affect existing land uses by placing a multi-family, high
N density development within a completely single residential family home area
b, 75.3.2.3.2 Density and Form; “residential intensification.. will be considered in a range up ta 75 units per
7 hectare.” “Linfill housing projects recognize the scale of adjacent land uses and reflect the character of
the area.” This proposal in in excess of the range provided by this section {proposing 142 units over 1.42
nectares) and this project DOES NOT recognize the scale of adjacent land uses (being solely single family
 residential housing) nor reflect the character of the area.



c.  5.3.2.3.3 Neighb.urhood Character Statement; the develop.. JOES NOT have an understanding of the
neighbourhood’s character as this proposal and the proposed change in use of the property is clearly
NOT appropriate for the neighbourhood and in fact would stick out ‘like a sore thumb’ and have dire
implications on the character ofithe-neighbourhood .+

d. S.3.2.3.4 Compatibility of Proposed Residential Intensification Development; the developer has not
provided, nor has he clearly demonstrated as required under this section ...that the proposed project is
sensitive to, compatible with, and a good fit within, the existing surrounding neighbourhood...." In
accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually
appearing at the corner of arterial joads, not in the middie of a residential block. It is not reasonabie,
nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed
as high density.

€. 5.3.2.3.7 Supporting Infrastructure; adequate infrastructure DOES NOT exist as required under this
section for:

i. Off-street parking supply and buffering and

ii. Trafficimpacts...the current structure of Fanshawe Park Road cannot
accommodate the estimated increased flow of traffic for this facility, nor is it feasible to allow
access and egress from the proposed building from side streets

f. §.3.2.3.8 Zoning By-law; this section reiterates that while residential intensification within the Low
Density Residential designation may be allowed up to a maximum scale permitted under the Multi-
Family, Medium Density Residential Designation (which the proposal even goes beyond, see point (a)
above), Zoning By-law provisions WILL ENSURE that new development RECOGNIZE THE SCALE of
adjacent land uses and are COMPATIBLE WITH THE CHARACTER of the area.’ This proposal clearly
contravenes this section,

g. 5.3.3.2Location; the proposal contravenes the following areas of this section: (i) Compatibility; as it
DOES NOT take into account surrounding land uses in terms of height, scale and in fact, DOES adversely
impact the amenities and character of the surrounding area; {iii) Traffic; the proposed development
would result in substantial and significant detrimental effects to the traffic on Fanshawe Park Road,
adding an enormous amount of new traffic to an already overburdened road. In addition, the median on
Fanshawe Park Road would mean all eniry and exit from the development would be restricted to only
the westbound lane on Fanshawe which would result in extreme delays, bottlenecks and potential
traffic hazards and accidents.; (iv) Buffering; there are not sufficient buffering measures to protect any
of the adjacent low density residential homes as a result of the proposed height of the development and
the roofiop patio.

h. S.3.3.3. Scale of Development; the developers proposal does NOT meet this clause both in terms of
height (exceeding normal height limitations) and density (not to exceed approximate net density of 75
units per hectare), and cannot be considered a "transition” between low density residential areas and
more intensive forms of development as it is completely within a low density residential area with all
higher density buildings being at least 800m away.

i.  5.19.4.4 Bonus Zoning; Bonus zoning should be denying as it does not fulfill the requirements for bonus
as outlined in the Official Plan. Specifically, i) Principle, the bonus requested DOES NOT result in benefit
to the general public or enhancement of the design or amenities to warrant a greater height/density.
Moreover the proposal is in direct contradiction to this clause which states “...the height and density
bonuses received should not result in a scale of development that is incompatible with adjacent uses or
exceeds the capacity of available municipal services.’

We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations and to promote good planning
that is compatible with surrounding land as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it is imperative
to protect the interests of property owners in established neighbourhoods.

Sincerely
Monica King



524 Bobbyhrook Drive



Wise, Sonia

From: -~ . -~ . " Tomazincic, Michael -

Senti. .o Friday; June 24,2016 9: 56 AM
To: 2o Wise, Sonia B
Subject: ' FW: 0Z-8624 420 Fanshawe Park rd east

For your ﬁies., |

Michael Tomazincic, MCIP, RPP
Manager, Current Planning -
_ .- Planning Services
London Gty of London

P.0. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London, Ontario, N6A 4L9
P: 519.661.2500 x 4693 | Fax: 519.661.661-5397
mtomazin@ilondon.ca | www.london.ca

From I\/than Vasu {malito"
Sent: Thursday,]une 73,2016 2: :
To: Tomazincic, Michael <mtomazm@London ca> Squtre Phll <psquare@london ca>
Subject FW OZ~8624 420 Fanshawe Park rd east

“Hi Mit:haei,* -
Itwasa’ p[easure connectmg with you. “Thanks for the constructwe dlscussmn As you are aware we had.a:community
meeting t0 discuss the issue of the proposed rezoning at 420 Fanshawe pk rd east on June 14" . The turnout and
-unanimous support of the community to oppose the. proposed-rezoning was exceptional verging on 200 participants an

very short notice.

We are also happy to report that City Councillor Phil Squire shared his valuable input at the meeting .(thank you Phil).

At the meeting, we had the residents of the community sign & petition that was handed to you in person by me this
afterncon.

The residents have also requested that the city keep them informed on all future communications in this matter. To aid
you in such communication we will shortly share the email group of interested petitioners for your convenience ine
farmat. : :

Blcelltxt) -

You can reach me o

We look forward to working with you to resolve this issue and the larger group of petitioners can meet you in person
on the 29" .

Regards

-



Vasu Mohan

— the email to which we are receiving all emails from the 200 add people who

have signed up . | am also sharing the link at change .org which we have initiatad , 50 that vou can stay looped into our
plans for opposing the rezoning. https:/www.change.org/p/citv-of-london-oppose-the-rezoning-of-420-fanshawe-
park-rd-e?recruiter=556336763&utm_source=share for_starters&utm_medium=copvLink

Frc 1 H WIS Sonia [mailto:swise@london.ca]

Sent: June 10, 2016 11:35 AM

To: vasudha mohan; Mohan, Vasu

Subject: RE: OZ- 8624 420 Fanshawe Park rd east prposed midrise building in a residential single family home
neighborhood

Dear Ms. Mohan,
Thank you for your comments, they will be considered as part of the application review.
As discussed earlier, please note the following

1} if there are neighbours {or any members of the public) that have an interest in this file, a request can be made
to the City for a copy of the notice or to further discuss the details of the application.

2) thave attached the invitation to attend the meeting on }un% 20‘ ranged. by the agphcan{ to discuss the details
of the proposal. The formal or statutory public participation meetmg befora the P! anmng and Environment
Committee will occur later this August or September, and you will receive a separate notice (from the City)
inviting you to attend once it has been scheduled

3} The Councillor contact is no longer Maureen Cassidy, and all correspondence should be addressed to Phil Squire
instead

4} | have attached an electronic copy of the site plan for your information, as well as the Planning justification
Report

5} The contact details we have for the Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands Community Organization is Dr. Stan Brown

If you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me

Regards

Sonia Wise

Planner II, Current Planning
Planning Services

City of London

London
AR A DA

P.0O. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON N6A 419

P: 519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5397

swise@london.ca | www.london.ca AR, B s




Fram vasudha hﬁohan [maiite:mv-_ L

Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 7:33 PM
To: Wise, Sonia; my address
Subject: 0Z-8624 420 Fanshawe Park rd east prposed midrise building in a residential single family home neighborhood

Hi Sonia,

Let me please introduce myself as Vasu Mohan a very concerned owner of 1 Wendy crescent London On . As
you may be aware our neighborhood is one of exclusively single family homes several of which are occupied
by Senior residents who have no access to internet . Some of them have approached me to bring it to your
attention that we have serious concerns and want to record our objection to the proposed rezoning for 420
Fanshawepark rd east .

As it it with the Bus routes recently introduced and the development of Chambers avenue and uplands area
and expansion of Jack chambers school , Hastings drive has become a very busy connecting artery . Traffic
congestion in morning hours while we wait to enter Fanshawe Pk Rd is un believable .

A mid rise building literally means quadrupling the traffic diverted into Hastings Dr and the accompanying
noise and environmental pollution

My house 1 Wendy crescent backs on to Fanshawe rd and will completely lose its privacy both in the back yard
as well as front .

Over the weekend we are doing a door to door awareness initiative so that residents are aware of the
proposal . We are also hoping to have a signature campaign to records our objection to this proposal .

t will really appreciate it if you could confirm receiving this email by corresponding to both this email address
as well as my official one by sending reply all . | will be seeking your guidance in proceeding with this matter.

Thanks and regards

vasu Mohan_{ (-



Wise, Sonia

From: MNasr Ei Naii

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2016 511 PM

To: van Moist, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold, Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Case No. OZ-8624

Regarding case number OZ-8624
To whom it may concern,

My name is Nasr El-Naji. My family and | live on 1551 Phillbrook Drive. We have been living
happily in this house since 1989 with no concerns. What made us fall in love with the house was the
spacious backyard and although the house is beside a main street, it still felf very private due to the
surrounding trees and little sounds from the neighbours surrounding us.

Today | am writing for the first time regarding a major concern that will not only affect me but it will
also affect the whole neighbourhood. The proposal for a large scale commercial building will change
the character of our neighbourhood to the worse. We live in a quiet residential area and this building
will completely change that look. It makes no sense.

Another concern is privacy. One of the best features of our homes is that the backyard overlooks
these beautiful trees. Cur family can sit and enjoy the outdoors in peace without having to worry
about neighbours on the higher floors overiooking. This can not be acceptable.

This building will consequently bring down the value of our houses as it will ruin the
neighbourhood, cause more noise, and bring about less privacy. Will we be compensated for this
decrease in value? Has there been any consideration as to how this will affect the buying/selling of
our properties?

| am sure you are aware that this is an issue for the majority of the residence around this area. It
is imperative to protect the interest of the property owners.

Thank you for taking the time to read this. Please take our concerns into consideration before taking
such drastic measures.

Sincerely,

El-Naji Family



Wise, Sonia o

From: Kees Cnossen <W>

Sent: Thursday, June 23, :

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Re. rezoning 420 Fanshawe Park Rd East, refer OZ-8624

To whom it may concern:

We hereby serve notice and ask you to record our protest to the request by developers to change the zoning of the
area of 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. East Refer OZ-8624.
As residents of this neighbourhood, we object to changing the planned function described in the official plan as 'SINGLE
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL” To allow the proposed high rise building consisting of 142 rental units and subjecting this stable
neighbourhood to a number of negative impacts.
Please record our objection and keep us informed of all opportunities to further voice our opposition to the
proposed changes.
Kees and Hillie Cnossen,
446 Billybrook Crescent,
NSXZYS
London, ON

PS: Please acknowledge the receipt of this message.



Wise,Sonia .~ .. ... ——r e

From: -

Sent: T _ e e A T .
To: . vanHolst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
' ' ' ‘Mohamed; Helrmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley. Virginia: Turner Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared:
Subject: -~~~ " RECASENO0Z-'8624

RE: CASE NO: 02-8624. -
Dear city planner and councillor;

My name is Yanyan Fan. | live in 1554 phillbrook Dr London, ON. | came from China and bought the house two years ago. |
and my husband have two children, We live our neighbourhood and the trees around this area.

The news which the developer is going to build a high density apartment buitding shocked us. Obviously, for people who
owns this land, it is great benefit for them to build such a big building. But for the city and people who lives in this area, there are
so many disadvantages.

First of all, 1 am concerning about safety issues. We live very close to the main street Fanshawe park Road{the second
house to the intersection). Every day, we see people who live in the north area come and go from Phillbrook Drive to Fanshawe
park road. Especially in the morning time for school and work, there is a long waiting line. Some time | could hardly back my car
out and had to wait for a while. Sometimes people rush a lot, we have to take those rick. | cannot imagine if suddenly 142
families live right here in the small area, and everyone rush to work or drop off kids to school, how the traffic would be? How can
we get out how much more risk we need to take? We dom't want smell the huge garbage bin and see the fly everywhere as well,
We don't want to worry about the kids when they play outside because too many cars and no sidewalk, and so many strangers
came and go.

Second, we moved to Canada for children's wellbeing. In China, we live in the high rise building, we know what it looks like.
We like the natural environment and trees, space and nice neigh hood, that is why we gave up everything and came here. But
now, again, we will Jose the thing we love the most, even privacy. If | knew someone was going to build a building someday
before we purchased the house, | would not choose to live here. My children are very upset too. My son had bad experience
about apart building. He lost his bike which meant the world to a 12 year old boy the first day when we moved to apartment
building 5 years ago, 1 remembered he cried the whole night. :

Third, we are consider children's education, They are two schools in this area. | don't know how full they are, but there are
around 20 students already inmy son's class, 142(maybe more if they ask for bonus )family suddenly come, can school bear
with that? how to balance the student numbers in such a small area? Does school teachers’ voice heard?



The last, London is great city £ .use it is beautiful forest ity not because it iv  orden. We love it because of that. The
really happiness comes from the nice environment to iive. The proposed development is in conflict with the basis of the City's
Official Plan, as it gives nc consideration {o the existing character of the neighbourhood. The proposed development is not
sensitive {o the established neighbourhood, and does not enhance the area contravening s. 2.4.1, 5. 3.3.1 and 5. 3.3.2 of the
Official Plan. Moreover, the developer's concept is not compatible with. the surrpunding area in terms of scale, intensity of use,
and the rights of surrounding landowners. In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in
Nodes in the city, usually appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block, It is not reasonable,
nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density. There are
no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-densily neighborhood. Examples provided by the developer arg
maore than 800m from the site, and most are less than 8 steries in height.

ST e L g [ e e
According to the developer’s report, the design of the buﬂding has been changed to be sensitive to the neighbourhood
character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building is NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered
roof-top patio feature. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood. Conirary to the developers
report, the site 1S NOT situaied in the vicinity of existing medium density residential development, with the closest such density
being 750m away.According o the developer's proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level far in excess of
what is acceptable by the province. 'Bonusing’ based on design is unreasonable in this circumstance as it would resuli in a
structure not compatible with the Official Plan, and therefore should not be considered.

We rely on the ¢ity to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is compatible
with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it is imperative to protect the interests of
property owners in established neighbourhoods.

Please help us.We love london, and we love our neighberhood, iet's do the best for them.
Best regards.
Yanyan Fan

June 23,2016



Wise, Sonia

From: Frank Bennett <D o,

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2016 8:30°AM
To: Wise, Sonia
Subject: refer OZ-8624 :

REZONING of 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

My Husband and { paid a premium price for our home in Stoneybrook north to avoid high density housing.
We do NOT wish to have the zoning changed for 420 Fanshawe Park Road to allow an apartment to be built there.

Frank and Ann-Marie Bennett



Wise, Sonia ..
-

From: ce Nicholson, Janet .

Sent: .. ... . Wednesday,June 22,2016 1:52 PM .

To: - Tomazincic, Michael; Wise, Somia ... | _
Subject: ... FW:Notice of Application to Amend the Official Plan & Zoning By-Law for 420

 Fanshawe Park Road East

Janet Nicholson ..~ .

_ ~Customer Service Representative
SRS Planning Services

Landan City of London

206 Dundas Street, Londan, Ontario NB6A 1G7
P: 519.661.4980| Fax: 519.661-5397
inichois@london.ca | www.london.ca

Sent: Wednesday, INNNEIND

Sent: Wednesday, . 12,

To: Planning

Subject: Notice of Application to Amend the Official Plan & Zoning By-Law for 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

June 22, 2016

Dear Sir/Madam

I'am a resident who will be affected should the zoning be zaltered for the above address (420 Fanshawe Park
Road East).

I wish to express my displeasure at such an idiotic idea, this neighbourhood cannot handle the current traffic
and the proposal wouid add anather 142 dwellings. If this zoning is allowed, | would imagine that all of the
larger properties on Fanshawe wiil proceed to seli to developers who in turn will then be implanting
commercial space as well. How would you like a change such as this to happen to your neighbourhood ? This
zoning.change, if it goes through would allow “lodging house class 2”, “stacked townhousing”, even
“emergency care establishments”. These are my concerns | The fact that the developer is proposing an exit
right into the heart of the neighbourhood as well is just ridiculous. The young toddlers in their single family

homes will have to be trained by traffic police perhaps while excusing the stench from the garbage bins used
by 142 residences.



Does the city plan on reimburs...¢ the residents who find the need to pu. (heir houses up for sale now that the
neighbourhood is going commercial. At one time, the city was looking at a ring road to divert traffic in this
area, now they wish to enhance the traffic ?

In my opinion, the house that was removed from the site was a part of London’s heritage and should never
have been allowed to be purchased by a developer. My representative on City Council Ward 5 is Maureen
Cassidy who has resigned last week, how will this affect a decision this big for Ward 5 ?

How many traffic surveys have been completed at the intersection of Phillbrook Drive and Fanshawe Park
Road ? The city did install sound walls when Fanshawe was widened, perhaps these walls wiil be around our
residences now ? As a taxpayer and home owner, do | have to right to sue the City of London over these
proposals 7 We are not talking about a 20 unit proposal here, but 142 units, that will surely enhance my
sunset view | Perhaps | should be selling my property to a developer as | am only three houses away from
Fanshawe !

I wish to be notified of all information pertaining to this “Notice of Application File #0Z-8624 Planner: Sonia
Wise”, do | need to send a separate request for information to the City Clerk as well ? | look forward to your
response.

Respectfully
Micheline MacDougall

1558 Phillbrook Drive
London, Ontario N5X 254




Wise, Sonia

From: Somerville, Jonathar‘:»

Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 10:11 AM

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia, Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subjectt " Issues re: Case No. 0Z-8624

Dear City Planners and Councilor members,

Firstly, we'd like to thank you for your time and efforts for all that you do to assist our great city of London Ontario. You
probably don’t get thanked enough and we want to let you' know how appréciative we are of your time.

We are resadents inthe uplands/stoneybrack neughbourhood res:d:ng at 36 Vfrgmla Crescent The reason for this letter
is to share with you our concerns regardzng the proposed deveiopment at 420 Fanshawe Park Road {Case No 07-8624).
As resndents of the house. for 6 years and raising two children in the house, we are deepiy concerned about maintaining
the existing famtiy—onented commumty with a focus of low-density zoning and single-family homes. It does not enhance
the area contravening s, 2.4.1, s. 3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan.

We ackncwiedge and support the need for. ;nf“iE development however we strongly urge that such development be
done.inaway that compliments: the existing neighbourhood. The developers concept at 420 Fanshawe is not consistent
with the surrounding area with respect to scale and intensity of use.

In accordance with the Official Plan, high-density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city, usually appearing at
the corner of arterial roads and not in the middle of a residentia! block. It is not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-
block, low-density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high-density. We mention high-density
buildings despite the proposal showing for the site to be rezoned to medium-density because of the proposed number
of units. Medium-density zoning allows for 75 units per hectare, and with the site being 1.4hectares this would equate
to approximately 100 units. The proposal shows that the site would have 142 units which would only be allowed
because of the “bonus-zoning” that may be permitted. We strongly encourage you to reassess the issue of bonus zoning
as it in direct contradiction of what zoning by-laws are meant to enforce.

A developer who proposes a “nice” building should simply be allowed to build according to by-laws, and to the contrary
a developer who proposes a sub-standard or unattractive building not fitting to the neighbourhood should be penalized
by being forced to build below the maximum limits according to the by-law.

As an existing resident of the neighbourhood we are concerned about the effects of the mass and size of the proposed
building. The orientation of the tiered roof-top from 6 to 3 stories (south to north) creates the issue of excessive noise
levels experienced by unit occupants of the proposed building. According to what the province of Ontario deems to be
acceptable noise levels, the unit occupants would experience sound 10 decibels above what is allowed., Furthermaore,
the tiered roof-top patios of the proposed building would direction sound inward towards the neighbourhaod which has
a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the existing neighbourhood.

As residents of London Ontario we rely on the elected city officials to approve responsible intensification in the
appropriate locations. Good planning that is compatible with the surrounding land is what has been outlined in the
approved city Official Plan, and for the reasons above we do not believe that case No 0Z-8624 meets these criteria,

Thank you very much.

Jonathan & Ashley Somerville

s 1
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Respecting your privacy and preferences for electrpriocommunieations.is important to us. If you would prefer not to
receive emails from me, please reply with "UNSUBSCRIBE" in the subject ling or body of the email. If you would also
prefer not to receive emails from our firm, please cc: unsubscribeRBCDominionSecurities@rbe. com in your reply, Please
note that you will continue to receive messages related to transactions or services that we provide to you. To speak (o us
about how your preferences are managed, please email: contactRBCDominionSecurities@rbc.com.

This email may be privileged and/or confidential, and the sender does not waive any related rights and obligations. Any distribution, use
or copying of this email or the information it contains by other than an intended recipient is unauthorized. If you received this email in
error, please advise the sender (by return email or otherwise) immediately.

Le respect de votre vie privée et de vos préférences pour fes communications electronigues est important pour nous. Si vous ne
souhaitez plus que je vous envoie des courriels, veuillez répondre en inscrivant « DESABONNER » dans la ligne d’objet cu dans e
corps de votre message. Si vous ne voulez non plus recevoir des courriels de notre société, veuillez indiguer : «
unsubscribeRBCDominionSecurities@rbe.com » en copie conforme (Cc) dans votre réponse. Veuillez toutefois noter que vous
cortinuerez de recevoir des messages liés aux opérations effectuées ou aux services gue nous vous foumissons. Si vous avez des
questions sur la facon dont sera géré votre préférence, veuillez nous les envoyer par courriel, 4 'adresse
conlactRBCDominionSecurities@rbe com.

Ce courrier électronique est confidentiel et protégé. L'expéditeur ne renonce pas aux droits et obligations qui s'y rapportent. Toute
diffusion, utilisation ou copie de ce message ou des renseignements qu'il contient par une personne autre que le {les) destinataire(s)
designé(s) est interdite. Si vous recevez ce courrier électronique par erreur, veuillez m'en aviser immédiaternent, par retour de courrier
électronique ou par un autre moyen.



Wise, Sonia

From: patrICK DUNNE - o

Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 1:39 PM
To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Re; Case No: 8624

Dear Ms, Wise,

t wish to have this communication recorded as my objection to the proposed development at 420 Fanshawe Park Road. In addition |
would appreciate a copy of this letter being distributed to all members of council and my request that each member having received it
acknowledge that in writing,
it is my understanding that a much smaller development proposed for a site on Fanshawe Park Road on the South side between
Hastings and Hastings and about 200 m from 420 Fanshawe Park Road was rejected. The rejection reflects intelligent planning. | am
assuming that the precedent set at that time will apply more forcefully in this parficular instance.
In truth the precedent ought to be unimportant insofaras the proposed development is in direct conflict with the City's existing Official
Plan and is lotally insensitive to taxpayers in an established neighbourhood. Further, it does not enhance this residential area and as
such it contravenes s.2.4.1, s3.3.1, and 5.3.3.2 of the Official Plan.
I'am astounded that the developer would claim that this proposed struciure is compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale,
intensity of use and most amusingly the rights of surounding landowners. The brazenness of such a claim suggests that the developer
is dreaming in technicolour.
The Official Plan as it now exists, clearly defineates that high densily buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city not in the middle
of residential block. Dennybrook Road, a small street with several small families with school age and non schoo age children , can
hardly be considered a Node. It is simply inconceivable that a mid block low density residential area could be viewed as the ideal site
for a high density development.
Find it very disturbing that the developer assumes that residents know very little about their surroundings and that you, the City
Planners are not familiar with this neighbourhood. There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low density
area. The nearest are more than 800m from the proposed site and virtually alt of these structures are much less than 6 stories.
Likewise, the proposed sile is not situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential development. The nearest such density
structures are 750m away. Is it typical for developers to make outrageously false claims that cannot be substantiated? Are such
misstatements of facls not adequate cause to deny this application for approval? One would hope that such misrepresentation of the
facts would trigger an automatic rejection.
There are other issues that should of concern to City Planners aside from the fact that this proposed development is contrary to the
Official Plan and as such has no merit. Currently the Fanshawe Road speedway West of Adelaide, has an excessive number of entries
and exits and few traffic signals. Currently ambulances, police vehicles and fire engines encounter significant difficulties negotiating
passage to emergencies. When Fanshawe Park , East of Adelaide becomes a four lane roadway it is inevitable that the volume of
existing traffic will be increased. The junction of Adefaide and Fanshawe is already a disaster area exacerbated by the increasingly
large volume of traffic coming from the county and the developments to the North. We do not now have the road structure to handie this
situation. Adding to the problem by allowing high density development is not a =olution to the problem.
| have not addressed privacy or and such issues exist and will be addresses security issues in a legal context if and when it becomes
necessary. Itis howaver , important to alert you to the increased possibiiity of fiooding on Donnybrook Road where 5UMp pUMPS go
continually during storms and winter melts. It seems likelythat an underground garage as large as the one proposed is bound to have a
detrimental impact on the existing problems.
t would like to conclude this rather lengthy email with two questions:
1.Is your Planning Department required to forward a proposal to the Planning Commitiee to rezone an area that clearly contravenes the
current Official Plan and the Provinces code on acceptable levels of noise or do you have the discretion to reject the developars
proposal?
2. Ifas | have indicated that the developer has misrepresented several aspects related to this development why would such a flawed
propesal be even considered?
If you have time to respond to my question | would appreciate it. | recogrize that you are busy and may not have thal time but please
advise members of the council that | expect a response from each one of them.
Thank you for the opportunity to lodge my objection to the proposed development.
From: Patrick Dunne.
15, Donnybrook Road (About 30m from the site)
Lendon,
Ont n5x3¢7



Wise, Sonia

From: Ron Porterm R e
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, ;
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill: Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse: Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared
Subject: RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

Good Afternoon,

I'am writing to et you know | am opposed to what the developers are proposing to build on this site.

I grew up in London in this very neighbourhood and our children both attend the local high schools and
this proposed development is not sensitive to the established neighbourhood and does not enhance the area in any way!

The developer’s concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and
the rights of surrounding landowners. | am very concerned with this type of high rise building if approved

would open up everything along Fanshawe park road and would completely destroy the look of the “forest
city” as we all know the trees will be the first to go!

There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighbourhood, the
examples provided by the developer are more than 800m from the site and most are less than 6 stories in
height.

According to the developer’s report, the design of the building has been changed to be sensitive to the
neighbourhood character by flipping the massing and orientation. However, the mass and size of the building
is NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature, which will have a dramatic impact on the privacy
rights of the neighbourhood, not to mention resulting in a noise level far in excess of what is acceptable by the
province.

I rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is
compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan.

Furthermore, | believe it is imperative to protect the interests of property owners in established
neighbourhoods.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Ron Porter
Bobbybrook Dr.

Ron Porter

Director, Giobal Business Development
Real Random, LLC

606 Bald Eagle Road, Suite 605



Marco Island, FL 34145
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Wise, Sonia

From: 00 e "Skalskl Eve!ma S
Sent: R RNE “Tuesday, June’ 21 2016 10 SZ AM
Tor Tt i \Wise, Sonda :

Cc: ' Squire, Phil :
Subject: ~ FW: The Old Poole Estate

Good morning, pleasa see below.

Evelina Skalski
Executive Assistant

-Elected Officials, Councillors’ Office
City of London

P.0O. Box 5035 | London, ON, N6A 418
P: 519.661.2500 x 4653 | Fax: 519.661.5933
eskalski@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Jennn‘er Phelan {mau!to

Sent: Tuesday, June 21; 2016 10:45 AM
Fo: Skalski, Evelina <gskalski@lendon.ca»
Subject: FW: The Old Poole Estate

Hello, | sent this email to Maureen Cassidy and received your name on her out of office emait.

Can you please forward this aleng to Sonia Wise {I am receiving bounce back’s when | try to send to her) and whomever
has taken this on for Maureen in her absence,

Thank you,

lennifar Phelan
Chief Operating Officer | W 519-518-2372

b MANAGEMENT INC,
S CORBORATE EVENTS

From: Jennifer Phelan

Sent: June-21-16 10:42 AM
To: 'meassidy@london.ca’

Cc: 'soniawise@london.ca’
Subject: The Old Poole Estate

Hello:

I am writing in response to a Notice of Application to Amend received recently on the above property.

1



I'was travelling and unable to att. . the meeting on Tuesday June 14.

I strongly object to the plans for a multi-story apartment unit at this location. | completely understand the owner’s
desire to develop this beautiful property | don't believe that the proposed plan is consistent with the surroundings. |
€an’t imagine that there isn't a suitable use for this property that would blend in with the neighbourhood and still give
the owner a return on their investment. What has been proposed will look completely out of place and will devalue the
properties surrounding it. |

| appreciate your consideration of not only my opinion, but of all of the people who live in the Stoneybrook community.

Jennpifor Phelan
Chief Operating Officer |
301 - 252 Fali Mall Street | London, OMN NEA 5PA

e LR S R R



Wise, Sonia

From: Bob Merrifield <
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 10:44 AM -
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared; Stoney
Brook

Subject: RE: CASE NC: OZ-8624

London City Planner and Council Members:

As a life long citizen of the City of London, this is the first time that I have felt compelled to write to our City
Planner and London Council Members.

I strongly object to the proposed development and rezoning application being made for the property at 420
Fanshawe Park Road in London. After careful review of the planning documents that have been circulated,
there are a number of points that I feel need to be voiced as follows:

1} The first point being who in their right mind would approve the construction ofa 142 apartment unit complex
to be build in the middle of a well established single family residential arca ? My wife and I built our home on
Bobbybrook Drive in 1984 and have enjoyed many years of peaceful residence despite the rapid increase in
traffic flow along Fanshawe Road. The road traffic and noise in this residential area will only become worse if

London Council and our City Planner approves this rezoning application. According to the developer’s proposal, the
propased building would result in a noise level far in excess of what is acceptable by the province.

2) The developer's concept is not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the rights of
surrounding landowners. In accordance with the Official Plan, high density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city,
usually appearing at the corner of arterial reads, not in the middle of a residential block. It is not reasonable, nor accepiable, that
a mid-block, low density residential area be considered a node, and be developed as high density.

3) Contrary to the developer’s report, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential development,
with the closest such density being 750m away. We rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations,
to promote good planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore, we believe it
is imperative 1o protect the interests of property owners in established neighbourhoods.

When the London Planning Committee issued the Demolition Permit in 2010 to Dr. Chiu, there was an understanding that
a single detached dwelling would be built on this heritage designated property. The property is zoned Residential R1-2
which permits single, detatached dwellings. Now 2431602 Ontario Limited {C/O Westdell Development Corp) has
submitted a Preliminary Development Plan Proposal arid Zoning By-Law amendment to allow construction of a totally
inappropriate apartment building in the middie of our neighbourhood. Our City of London Planning Committee and Council
Members need to deny this application and hold the developer to the original intended use for this property.

Fask that our Planning Comimittee take action which would do justice to the outstanding legacy of the Poole Family.
Yours truly,
Robert & Debra Merrifield

Bobbybrook Drive,
London, Ontario



Wise, Sonia

From: Grace Li

Sent: Maonday, June 20,2016 5:03 PM .

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Mubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;

Subject: Case No.OZ_ 8624

Hi, there,

We received the Notice from the city of London about the possible change official plan land use at “420
Fanshawe Park Road East”. We strongly oppose this change for the following reasons.

1. The change will increase the traffic signiﬁcémtly in Hastings Drive, Phillbrook Drive. Currently, in winter,
high traffic period, the intersection of Wendy Land & Hastings Drive is often blocked by lots of traffic. If there

are 142 units to be built at this area, can’t imagine how horrible the traffic situations will be!

2. The Jack Chamber Elementary is located at Hastings Drive; times of traffic in the future will increase the
unsafe factor of pedestrians, especially for kids, and produce more accidents at intersections.

3. The change means that there are more people, more traffic, this will absolutely increase environmental
noise, worsen the air quality, and decrease the living quality around this area.

4. The change will cut lots of huge trees at the planned land, this departs from the spirit of “Forest City”, we
are proud of this call, please don’t ruin it,

5. We support developments of our beautiful city leading by the city government, but please don’t give the
existing areas negative effects; don’t disturb our peaceful life because of the new development; don’t sacrifice
anything to develop the city. It isn’t worth to do it.

6. There are lots of available lands in London, why build a high density building at the existing, mature low
density area, this is not a smart and reasonable decision.

Based on the above reasons, our family object this change firmly, please think about our opinions. Your
consideration will be appreciated sincerely.

We are looking forward to hearing from you soon.

Best,

v



Wise, Sonia

From: Susan Hodgins _

Sent: Monday, lune 20, 2016 10:46 AM
To: Wise, Sonia
Subject: 420 Fanshawe Park Road East - OZ-8624

Good morning,

We acknowledge receipt of the above proposed zoning change and site plan confirming vehicle access from Fanshawe
Park Road.

Can you confirm if this Fanshawe street access will be a full access or right in/right out only?

Thank you,

Regards,

Vito Frijia, President/Qwner
Southside Group

£ HORRRRR ok ok

Sputhside Group

75 Blackfriars Street
London, Ontario NGH 1K8
Telephone:



Wise, Sonia .
ST

From: Griffithe, Ashleigh - L

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 219 AM
To: ‘James Crimmins’

Ce: R . .. Wise,; Sonia; Griffiths, Ashleigh -
Subject: RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

Good Mommg James

Thank you for the emal i | see that you have sent the email directly to Councillor Zaifman. 1t would
appear that the:.email address for planner Scnia Wise was spelt incorrectly — swise@london.ca. |
have cepied Sonia onthis email so that she has received your comments below.

Smcerefy

On behalf Of Commﬁor Jared Zaffman

. Ashleigh Griffiths

"~ Administrative Assistant

Flected Officials, Councillors’ Office
City of London

300 Dufférin Ave, P.0. Box 5035 { London ON NBA 4L9
P: 519.661.5095° | Fax: 519. 661 5933
www.london.ca -

From: James Crimmins ' S |
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2016 6:18 PM

To: Griffiths, Ashleigh <agr:f"f“t@lond0n ca>
Subject: Fw: CASE NO: 0Z- 8524

For the attention of jared".Z:aifman .

From: James Crimmins
Sent: June 19,:2016 5:14 PM
To: wise@london.ca - : : :
Ce: mvanholst@iondon.ca; mmmazm@%ondan ca; barmstro@icndon ca; msalih@iondon.ca; metmer@ioncion ca;
psguire@lgndon.ca; joshmorgan@london;ca; phubert@london.ca; ahopkins@iondon.ca; rzci!eg@londoﬂ £a;
sturner@london.ca; husher@london.ca; tpark@london.ca; jzaifman@london.cas
Subject: RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

Dear Ms Wise,



F'am writing to prorest the prop. ul to re-zone the property at 420 Fansha. . Road West from low density to mid-
density housing and to amend the Ciy’s Official Plan o allow this to occur. Tlive ar [566 Hastings Drive and back
on to the property in question. [ have lived here with my wife and children since 1988.

There are numerous reasons why the proposal is a bad idea for the neighbourhood, the city, and for my family.

First, the proposed development gives no consideration to the existing character of the neighbourhood and does
not enhance the area, contravening secs. 2.4.1, 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 of the Official Plan. The developer’s concept is not
compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the rights of surrounding

landowners. The Official Plan stipulates that higher density buildings are only permitted in Nodes in the city,
usually appearing at the comer of arterial roads, NOT in the middle of a residential block. It is nor reasonable,

nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low-density residential area be considered a node, and be developed to a higher
density than the rest of the neighbourhoed. Contrary to the developer's statements in the proposal provided, there
are no similar examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. The examples
cited by the developer are more than 800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height. Contrary to the
developers assertions, the site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential

development. Itis also clear that “Bonusing” based on the design is unreasonable as it would result ins a structure
not compatible with the Official Plan.

Second, according to the developer’s proposal, the design of the building has been adjusted to be sensitive ro the
neighbourhood’s characrer. However, the mass and size of the building is NOT sensitive, nor is the tiered design
away from the fronr of the building. The design is a monstrosity and will put a very large number of people on a
site, a good number of whom will be in apartments overlooking the backyards and windows of the surrounding
houses. This will have a dramatic impact on the privacy rights of the neighbourhood, most notably my own and my
nearest neighbours who also back on to the site.

kT

Third, the actions of the developer thus far raise serious questions about the integrity of what they are planning for
this site. [Having deliberately allowed a perfectly good house (the old Poole house) to remain empty for several
years so that it reached the point of becoming derelict and unsafe, and thus had to be torn down, the proposal is
replete with vague promises about maintaining the trees on the sire {to the maximum possible? as many as is
practical? as many as it is possible to keep?), starements which none of us believe. Further, a couple of months ago
the developer purchased the first house on Hastings Drive (no. 1554) backing on to the site, leaving the house
empty. Via a third party real estate agent, the developer has also put inordinate pressure to sell his house on my
neighbour in the second house on Hastings Drive {no. 1558}, also backing on to the site. This case is now before
the courts, with both parties suing each other, and the real estate agent involved has been reported for his irregular
activitics to the Ontario Real Estate Board. What plans does the developer have for these properties? The present
proposal contains no mention of these properties, but the suspicion is that if 420 Fanshawe is rezoned and the
Offieinl Plan-amendegdto,allow. the building proposed, then it will be amended at some future point to expand into
the b;(Jpcrtics on Hastings Drive.

The residents of Stoneybrook rely on the city to approve responsible intensification in the right locations, to
promote good planning that is compatible with surrounding land and as outlined in the Official Plan. Furthermore,
2



we believe it is imperative to protect the .aterests of property owners in establishe . aeighbourhoods. [ hope very
much that vou and your colleagues on the Planning Committee and on Council agree with us and support us in
resisting this threat to our neighbourhood.

Sincerely,

Jim Crimmins

1566 Hastings Drive
London,

Ontario N5X 3C6

. hw’,}



Wise, Sonia

From: James Crimmins
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2016 10:00 PM
To: Wise, Sonia; van Holst, Michael; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna; v/
Ridiey, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared

Ce: . R e e,

Subject: - RE: CASE NQ: 07-8624

Dear Ms Wise,

Tam writing to protest the proposal to re-zone the property at 420 Fanshawe Road Westfrom low density
to mid-density housing and te amend the City's Official Plan to allow this to occur. I live at 1566 Hastings
Drive and back on to the property in question. T have lived here with my husband and children since 1988,

I do not believe the developer’'s proposal is at all consistent with either the neighbourhood in which I live
or the intentions of the City's Official Plan {notably secs. 2.4.1, 3.3.1 and 3.3.2).

The scale and intensity of the developer's plan contradicts completely the rights of the surrounding
landowners. Contrary to the developer’s statements, there are no similar examples of the proposed scale
and density within this low-density neighborhood. The examples cited by the developer are more than
800m from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height. Contrary to the developers assertions, the
site IS NOT situated in the vicinity of medium density residential development.

Nor am I'persuaded that the tiered design of the building is sensitive to the neighbourhood's character.
The proposed building will house a large number of people, many of whom will be in apartments
overlooking the backyards and windows of the surrounding houses, thereby negatively impacting my
privacy and that of my neighbours who also back on to the site. Moreover, it appears that the noise level
associated with a ‘building of this size will contravene provincial standards for residential areas.

Even if I were not so opposed to this development proposal, I would not trust this developer. The
ongoing dispute between the developer and his proxy (a real estate agent) over the purchase of 1558
Hastings Drive, after already purchasing the house at 1554 Hastings Drive (now empty), suggests that
there is more to this development than presently meets the eye.

As a resident of the neighbourhood most impacted by this proposal, and one who pays almost $5000.00
In property taxes each year, I expect the city to not approve anything other than what the area is presently
zoned for, low-density housing so that is remains compatible with surrounding properties in which the
residents have invested so much time, effort and love. I hope we can count on the officials and members
of council to support us in resisting this monstrous threat to our neighbourhood.

Sincerely,
Joharnne Lapensee-Crimmins
1566 Hastings Drive

=



Wise, Sonia

L

From: cathy trocchi <_

Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2016 11:48 AM "

To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia, Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo
Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginig; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;
stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com

Subject: RE: CASE NO: OZ-8624

As a resident of this neighbourhood for more than 10 years,] am concerned about a proposal being brought
forward-CASE NO: OZ-8624 . This includes a request to change the zoning and amend the current building
plan. I'have lived in a number of neighbourhoods in the city- both high,medium and low density. I paid taxes
according to the area chosen and the price of my home was also reflective of this choice. My taxes are
supporting my choice to live in a low density neighbourhood and my right for peaceful enjoyment of my
property. I bought and builf in this neighbourhood based upon this existing zoning and plan. A new
development should not have a detrimental impact to an existing neighbourhood - it should enhance, not
negatively affect an existing development.

I moved from a previous residence on Grenfell Drive after my neighbour erected a drive shed in his
backyard. That structure blocked the light to my yard because of its size and height. The proposed 6 storey
structure would do the same thing. It would diminish the view to all the surrounding neighbours from as far
away as Sunningdale Road to the far side of Fanshawe and Old Stoneybrook. Traffic issues on Fanshawe,
Hastings and Phillbrook undoubtably will worsen - leaving the subdivision is already challenging with the
existing level of traffic much less adding 500+ additional vehicles. The frustration associated with this will lead
to an even greater risk of people speeding through the subdivision. and the rate of accidents on the main
thoroughfare. The proposed open patios and roof deck violate the privacy people rightly expect in their own
yards, in a single family home subdivision. Even quiet conversation becomes disruptive when multiplied many
times over- noise amplification.There is insufficient buffer zone between the development and existing homes
to ensure privacy is maintained and respected.

This proposal does not fit in with the existing plan. The proposed development would have a negative
impact on the existing development. The mtrusion in the middle of a single dwelling neighbourhood should not
be permitted.

Thank you for your diligent consideration of this matter.

Cathy and John Trocchi and family



Wise; Sonia- . .

From: N - R Nic 'L:anthier <_ ' ' /
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2016 10:50 AM :
To: van Holst, Michael; Wise, Sonia; Tomazincic, Michael; Armstrong, Bill; Salih, Mo

Mohamed; Helmer, Jesse; Squire, Phil; Morgan, Josh; Hubert, Paul; Hopkins, Anna;
Ridley, Virginia; Turner, Stephen; Usher, Harold; Park, Tanya; Zaifman, Jared;
stoneybrookneighbours@gmail.com; kurt fischer

Subject: CASE NO: 0Z-8624

RE: CASE NO: 0Z-8624
Dear City of London Councillors -

I have been a hardworking, contributing member of the city of London for nearly 20 years. Like
most-of you, I work hard-to build a good life for my family. The biggest investment in my life, both
financially, and as it relates to the quality of life for my family, is my home. I took a long time to
search for the home and neighbourhood that would be the right fit for my family, and 1 take great
pride in maintaining my Home and enjoying the neighbourhood filled with other like-minded
hardworking ‘people who also take pride in caring for their homes and their neighbourhood. I am
sure that for most of my neighbours, their homes are also the biggest single investment of their lives.

I am absolutely shocked at the recent proposal for CASE NO: 0Z-8624. This is clearly intended to
create profit for a few developers while reducing the quality of life and home value for hundreds of
tax paying Stoneybrook citizens. This proposal does NOT respect the existing character of the
neighbourhood. The proposed development is not sensitive to the established neighbourhood, and
does not enhance the area (exactly the opposite, in fact), and this clearly contravenes s. 2.4.1, s.
3.3.1 and s. 3.3.2 of the Official Plan.

The developer's concept is absoiutely not compatible with the surrounding area in terms of scale, intensity of use, and the rights
of surrounding landowners. The scale of this, and natures of this, is very wrong and very harmful to the existing

neighbourhood.  Londen's Official Plan, allows high density buildings to occur only at permitted in Nodes in
the city, usually appearing at the corner of arterial roads, not in the middle of a residential block. It is
ridiculous and not reasonable, nor acceptable, that a mid-block, low density residential area be
considered a node, and be developed as high density.

There are no examples of the proposed scale and density within this low-density neighborhood. Examples provided by the
developer are nearly a kilometer from the site, and most are less than 6 stories in height, which is radically different that this
proposal. The proposal is deliberately very misteading in this respect. The size of the proposed building is NOT sensitive to an
established neighbourhood, nor is the tiered roof-top patio feature. This will have a huge and permanent negative impact on the
privacy rights of the neighbourhood. Please note also, that the developers report is blatantly incorrect, as the site 1S NOT
situated in the vicinity of existing medium density residential development, with the closest such density being 750m

away.  interestingly, there seem o be a numbers of "errors” in the proposal, all of them strongly in favour of the developers.  As
submitted in the developer's proposal, the proposed building would result in a noise level much higher and more disruptive than
what is acceptable by the province,

It is the rightful role, and in fact the ethical duty of the City of London to approve only responsible

Intensification in the right locations, to promote good planning that is compatible with surrounding

land and as outlined in the Official Plan. The interests of property owners in established

neighbourhoods must be strongly considered and respected, rather than favouring the rights of
1



profit-minded developers, w  no doubt, do not live in the area t plan to degrade with over-
intensification, and will not suffer the ongoing ramifications of their actions. Please do not allow such

blatant profiteering at the financial and emotioan! expense of the neighbourhood's homeowners.

R e A g

Sincerely -
Nicole Lanthier



Wise, Sonia

From: K Chuang '

Sent: Saturday, June 18, 2016 10:03 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Re: OZ-8624 ~ 420 Fanshawe Park Road East
Hi Sonia,

My name is K.J. Zhang, the owner of the house located on 56 Virginia Crescent in London.

Recently we have received a letter from the city pertinent to possible rezoning 420 Fanshawe Park Road East.
Our family is against such a proposal and ask to stop rezoning.

First of all, the surrounding area is an area designated for low density, single detached dwellings. We are open
minded and understand everyone should help save and make effective use of the land. However, it is a huge
leap to change from a single detached house to a high rise building that provides 142 residential units. if this
area is designated to be an area for single detached houses, any dwellings to be built need to be designed to
match the appearance and functions of the surrounding area. For example, it will not be an appropriate plan
to build houses surrounded by factories. So, it is import to consider the surrounding area designation when it
comes to a plan development. Build high rise building in areas designated to be medium or high density areas.
This will make our city looks more organized and well-planned.

Secondly, it is important to consider the environment impact. There are so many mature trees in the property.
The construction, the building foundation and underground parking in particular, will damage tree roots.
Eventually those mature trees will die. We call our city, the Forest City. We are so proud to live in this city who
cares about our wetland and trees. However, if we keep cutting trees down and replace with concrete
buildings whenever there is a possible spot, our city will eventually become a concrete forest city. Let’s
protect the environment! Let's keep our Forest City title!

Thirdly, the proposed change will also have high impact to the surrounding traffic and will put cyclists and
those students who waik to Jack Chamber public school and Lucas S.5. in a more dangerous situation. Those
cars entering the building or turning on to Fanshawe Park Road will jam traffic. This is against the city goal to
improve transportation efficiency. This property is not a good location for the proposed new building.

Lastly, the higher noise level due to this proposed building {car noise, heating and cooling system noise etc.)
can also affect people’s health like sleep quality etc. Again, build the proposed building in the area that is
designed to accommodate such type of building.

In summary, we are against this rezoning and Official Plan amendment proposal. We also urge the city not to
approve this proposal.

Thank you for reading our opinions. Please kindly confirm that you have received this email when you have a
moment, Thank youl

Best regards,

K! Zhang



Wise, Sonia

L
From: syhwan wan m
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, a1
To: Wise, Sonia
Subject: Stop Rezoning 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E. OZ-8624

Dear Ms Wise,

I am the residence of 458 Billybrook Crescent, half a block from 420 Fanshawe Park Road East, the city is trying
to rezone the beautiful low density residential area into a high density area, | totally disagree with your
planning of this area.

STOP REZONING 420 FANSHAWE PARK ROAD EAST, KEEP IT AS IT IS NOW, A LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL AREA.

Steven Wan



JUN-15-2016 87:450 FROM:S00JE OMA 5196451755 TO: 5196615397 P.1

Yoonhwa Kim » Tagjoong v
1582 Hastings Dr. London ON NSX3C6 June 15,2016

Objection to 0Z-8624
Hello Sonia,
| disagree your plan for zoning amendment on 420 Fanshawe Park Rd.E.

it will give huge impact on our neighbour’s privacy and quiet living
environment.

Please don't approve zoning change and support our neighbors’ wishes
to live in a quiet, beautiful area.

Thanks,

Yoonhwa \A/Q



Wise, Sonia

M

From: LJ. McKenna <—>

Sent: Tuesday, june 14, 2016 7:39 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Ref. 0OZ-8624

Attachments; To City of London devFanshawe 0Z-8624.docx

Please find my attached protest to this development. Please acknowledge my letter.

Lawlor J. McKenna



To City of London
swise@london.ca

l'am writing to protest the proposed high rise building at 420 Fanshawe Park Road.

REF #0z-8624,

Please send back an acknowledgement of receiving my protest at

I wish to be informed by email all meetings and advisements in his matter.

My resoning for the my protest is whern you buy into an existing mature subdivision you expect that the
area will remain in the zoning that is in that neighborhood. Afects of this proposal will impact lifestyle
for my area, house values, increase conjestion on overly busy strrets as we have all the north streets
already coming down on Hastings or Phibrook. Impedes and shades the adjacent properties and can
create a far hostile environment that may also include security ,peace of mind

L1 McKenna.



Wise, Sonia

From: Karen Crowe

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 3:54 PM

To: Wise, Sonia L/
Subject: Comments against the proposed condo highrise at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

To S. Wise

As residents of Stoneybrook Heights for 26 years, we strongly object to the application by 2431602
Ontario Limited to build a 6 storey high rise condominium at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East, London,
Ontario, file number OZ-8624. This proposed property is in violation iof the zoning regulatios for
height and density.It will probably devalue the existing properties resulting in a decrease in property
values and smaller city tax revenues. This eyesore will have a negative impact on the populatioon
density of the area schools. There will be increased traffic on Fanshawe Park Road, and Hastings
which are already busy streets, leading to the strong possibility of more vehicular accidents. We are
appaited by our city rubber stamping projects of this type with no consideration of the exhisting
inhabitants, the existing community or the adverse affect on schools, traffic and tax revenue. The land
which was obtained under false pretenses from the Poole family, can be put to condo use without
building a multi storey monstrosity. Sincerely, Karen and Doug Crowe

33 Virginia Crescent, London, ON, N5X 3E4



420 Fanshawe Park Rd, East
The city of London, Planning Services
June 14, 2016

Nicole Leak

Dear Sonia Wise,

Thank you for your email with the attached letter stating recent news on the 420 fanshawe park
road lot. | feel my opinion is useless as the historic house has already been demalished. | feel the
public’s opinion was unworthy when trying to save the house. | was informed that Dr. Derek Chan had
no plans to build on this lot as he was more concerned on demolishing the “unsafe house”. I'm sure that
was his plan from the beginning back when he purchased this house from the Pool’s, was to leave the
perfectly beautiful home to rot so that there would be no choice but to demolish it. Most of the street is
residential with beautiful big lot homes. Putting a huge high rise in will bring down the value of the
surrounding homes. Why change the look of the street with a big 142 resident apartment building that
wili now over look surrounding homes back yards. Having this high rise will invade the neighbourhood.
There are houses all around the huge lot, if anything put two story town houses in so that peaple in the
high rise aren't overlooking everyone’s private backyards. | hope this lot will stay residential and not
commercial. The most valuable choice for the city of London to do would be putting in a few detached
family homes sa that it matches the neighbourhood’s surroundings. No need to demolish the wild life
that surrounds the natural pond and knock down the trees. Make it a public park, a historic museum
telling the story of the three families that ever lived in that gorgeous white house, display Naney pool's
artwork. Keep it a green space without damaging any of the wildlife and trees. We are called Forest city
for a reason.



Wise, Sonia

.WISF_‘ Sama :

From: . - - .

Sent: .. Friday, June 10, 2016 11 35 AM

To: .. . 'vasudha mohan’; my address . . .

Subject: " RE: OZ-8624 420 Fanshawe Park rd- east prposed mldFISE bu;idmg in a residential
_ R ... single family home neighborhood

Attachmentst ' 420 FPE East_Planning. Report April 7, 2016.pdf; 13198A 420 Fanshawe Park Road

o Communaty Meefing’ Notnce FINAE. pdf; CONCEPT PLAN _FEB 12 2016_11X17 _NTS
_'CGLOUR pdf o

Dear Ms, Mohan,

Thank you for your comments, they will be considered as part of the application review.

As discu

1)

ssed earlier, please note the following:

if. there are neighb{;urg {or any members of the public) that have an interestin this file, a request can be made

'_'tc} the Ctty for a cepy of the notice or to furi:her discuss the details of the application.

21

"' have attached the invitation to attend the meeting on June 29" arranged by the applicant to discuss the details

of the proposal. The formal or statutory public participation meeting before the Planning and Environment
Committee will occur later this August or September, and you will receive a separate notice (f'rom the City)
inviting you to attend once it has heen scheduled Baaicad e o
The Counciltor contact is no longer Maureen Cassidy, and alf correspondence should be addressed X Ph:i Squ:re Al
instead

Fhave attached an electronic copy of the site plan for your information, as well as the Planning Justification
Report

The contact details we have for the Stoneybrook Heights/Uplands Community Organization is Dr. Stan Brown

m

If you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me

Regards

Sonia Wise
Planner Il, Current Planning
Planning Services

L{gﬁfégﬁ City of London

P.0. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON NBA 4L9
P:519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5397

swise@london.ca. | www london.ca

. From: vasudha mohan [maiiﬂ
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016

To: Wis

e, Sonia; my address

Subject: 02»8624 420 Fanshawe Park rd east prposed midrise building in a residential single family home neighborhood

ROl

1



Hi Sonia,

Let me please introduce myself as Vasu Mohan a very concerned owner of 1 Wendy crescent London On . As
you may be aware our neighborhood is one of exclusively single family homes several of which are occupied
by Senior residents who have no access to internet . Some of them have approached me to bring it to your
attention that we have serious concerns and want to record our objection to the proposed rezoning for 420
Fanshawepark rd east .

As it it with the Bus routes recently introduced and the development of Chambers avenue and uplands area
and expansion of Jack chambers school, Hastings drive has become a very busy connecting artery . Traffic
congestion in morning hours while we wait to enter Fanshawe Pk Rd is un believable .

A mid rise building literally means quadrupling the traffic diverted into Hastings Dr and the accompanying
noise and environmental pollution

My house 1 Wendy crescent backs on to Fanshawe rd and will completely lose its privacy both in the back yard
as well as front .

Over the weekend we are doing a door to door awareness initiative so that residents are aware of the
proposal . We are aiso hoping to have a signature campaign to records our objection to this proposal .

I will really appreciate it if you could confirm receiving this email by corresponding to both this email address
as well as my official one by sending reply all . | will be seeking your guidance in proceeding with this matter.

Thanks and regards

R g



Wise, Sonia

From: Mohan, Vasu

Sent: ‘ Friday, June 10,2016 11:26 AM

To: Wise, Sonia

Ce vasudha mohan

Subject: "~ RE:0Z-8624 : objection to prposed rezoning
Attachments: Neighbourhood impact statement per resident.docx

Sorry forgot the attachment@

From: Mohan, Vasu

Sent: June 10, 2016 11:24 AM

To: 'swise@lLondon.ca'

Cc: 'vasudha mohan'

Subject: 0Z-8624 : objection to prposed rezoning

Hi Sonia,

Thank you very much for responding to email/ call. Please note in your records that | would like to be contacted by email
in case of any future meetings / developments . Please include the attached impact statement as a record of objection
to the prposed rezoning in your files and confirm. | look forward to receiving the additional documentation that you
indicated in connection with this project.

Regards

Vasw Mothan CPA CGA CA




Neighbourhood impa'ct'stateme_nt per resident’s pf Hastings Drive, Donnybrook, Wendy
- Crescent, Wendy lane and Philbrook

Proposed rezoning of property 420 Fanshawe Park Rd East 0Z-8624
(Planner Sonia Wise City of London, swise@london.ca):

Proposal to permit. bu:!dmg a Mldrtse apartment complex with 100+
dwelling units.

Dear Sif/ Madam,__ X _

‘We the residents of the above neighborhood actively oppose the proposed re zoning and bring to your
attention that this proposed rezoning will have serious and far reaching negative impact in the lives of
the residents of this neighborhood. We have brought some {but not all) of the issues that cannot be _
mitigated in any manner. Kindly take these into your consideration and heed our request not to sacrifice
the quality of our lives and the spirit of this neighborhood to corporate greed. We trust you will give
impartial 360 degree consideration to'this proposed rezoning and abandon it in the interest of larger

IMPACT ON THE NEIGHBOURHOOD
1. Transgressmn of personai pnvaf:y inour res;dence'

Serious and significant transgression of privacy to ex:sting residents of single family homes: As you may
be aware the entlre matur‘e nelghborhoed {30+ years) is exclusively composed of single family
residences. A h:gh nse inthis area izteraily means all front and back yards as well as bedroom windows

~ of several properties flanking the proposed constructlon are now exposed to view from the second floor
and above of the midrise building. Qur peaceful enjoyment of the properties that were purchased
several years ago with the'understanding that we will be permitted to use them in such state is now
threatened.

2 Impact of Increased traffic in this residential neighborhood:

- With the introduction of bus routes Hastings Drive has already become a connector highway between
Fanshawe park road and the Chambers avenue upland area neighborhood. This has resulted in
increased traffic and chocking at the point where Wendy crescent meets Hastings drive. it takes up to 10
minutes or more just to turn into Fanshawe park rd. from Hastings Drive as it is. There have already
been several serious accidents at this junction in the past few years and traffic studies were done to our
knowledge but no outcome. With the proposed addition of 100+plus dwelling units which this Midrise
will entail the situation can only become a nightmare and a complete Hazard to public safety.

3. Impact on schooling - Jack Chambers school:

Please also consider that Jack Chambers one or London's largest school is on Hastings Drive with many
children cycling to school as well as school buses using the Hastings rd,



The school itself was expanded in recent years to house the influx of students from the newer
subdivisions and is at full capacity with no room for further expansion. The quality of education
experience for the children of the neighborhood will deteriorate with overcrowding in classes.

4. Environmental degradation:

This is an old neighborhood with mature trees lovingly tended by the current residents. The
environmental impact will be disastrous while the monstrosity of a Midrise apartment complex is built.
Any option by the proposed builders to plant multiple trees for a tree cut down is not an acceptable
option. It has taken several decades for the trees to be what they are today and razing them ta the
ground would be a callous and mindless action of environmental degradation that is contrary to our
environmental commitment as a country.

5.Decreased Quality of life:

We urge you to analyse the demographics of the residents of this area. We assure you the average age
of the house owner will be ranging from early 60’s to the 80’s. The sound of ambulance is a common
one in our neighborhood. Traffic congestion can only complicate heip reaching them on time.

As it is, we are contending with the noise of traffic from Fanshawe Park rd. as well as Hastings drive and
the buses starting from the wee hours of the morning till late night. Any increase to this noise level will
push the residents to the brink of complete hopelessness.

We understand that progress and expansion are inevitable but that should not be at the cost of existing
tax payers who have diligently contributed to the neighborhood being what it is now. Any such
development can be made in open areas of the city with minimal impact and disruption to existing
residents and not right in the middie of a fully developed neighborhood.

With this we the undersigned residents record our protest and refusal to accept any rezoning that may
be in the works.



Wise, Sonia

From: Mohan, Vasu < Ve i
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 11:24 AM

To: Wise, Sonia

Cc vasudha mohan

Subject: OZ-8624 : objection to prposed rezoning
Hi Sonia,

Thank you very much for responding to email/ call. Please note in your records that | would like to be contacted by email
in case of any future meetings / developments . Please include the attached impact statement as a record of objection
to the prposed rezoning in your files and confirm. | look forward to receiving the additional documentation that you
indicated in connection with this project.

Regards

Vasw Melan CPA CGA CA




Wise, Sonia

— ———; ’ —
From: somerville, Jonathan </ GG
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 11:22 AM
To: Wise, Sonia
Subject: re: OZ-8624

Hi Sonia,

I'am a neighbour in Stoneybrook and have a question about the proposed development at 420 Fanshawe Park Road.
Are you able to tell me the number of units legally allowable under medium density residential zoning for 1.4ha? This is
the size of the land on 420 Fanshawe Park Road so that is where I've come up with that figure.

I'm unsure what the laws are for such a space but was hoping you could clarify.

Thank you very much for your time.

Jonathan Somerville

Respecting your privacy and preferences for electronic communications is important to us. If you would prefer not to
receive emails from me, please reply with "UNSUBSCRIBE” in the subject line or body of the email. If you would also
prefer not to receive emails from our firm, please ce: unsubscribeRBCDominionSecurities@rbe.com in your reply. Flease
note that you will continue to receive messages relaled o transactions or services that we provide to you. To speak to us
about how your preferences are managed, please email: cantactRBCDorminionSecurities@rbe, com.

This email may be privileged and/or confidential, and the sender does not waive any related rights and obligations. Any distribution, use
or copying of this email or the information it contains by other than an intended recipient is unauthorized. If you received this email in
error, please advise the sender (by return email or otherwise) immediately.

Le respect de votre vie privée et de vos préférences pour les communications électroniques est important pour nous. Si vous ne
souhaitez plus que je vous envoie des courriels, veuillez répondre en inscrivant « DESABONNER » dans la ligne d'objet ou dans le
corps de votre message. Si vous ne voulez non plus recevoir des courriels de notre société, veuillez indiquer : «
unsubscribeRBCDominionSecurities@rbe.com » en copie conforme (Cc) dans votre réponse. Veuillez toutefois noter que vous
continuerez de recevoir des messages liés aux opérations effectuées ou aux services que nous vous foumissons. Si vous aver des
questions sur la fagon dont sera géré votre préférence, veuillez nous les envoyer par courriel, a ladresse
contactRBCDomintonSecurities@rbe.com,

Ce courrier électronique est confidentiel et protégé. L'expéditeur ne renonce pas aux droits et obligations qui s'y rapporent. Toute
diffusion, utilisation ou copie de ce message ou des renseignements qu'il contient par une personne autre que le (les) destinataire(s)

deésigne(s) est interdite. Si vous recevez ce courrier électronique par erreur, veuillez m'en aviser immeédiatement, par retour de courrier
électronique ou par un autre moyen.



Wise, Sonia

A,
From: vasudha mohan
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 7:33 PM
To: Wise, Sonia; my address
Subject: 0Z-8624 420 Fanshawe Park rd east prposed midrise building in a residential single

family home neighborhood

Hi Sonia,

Let me please introduce myself as Vasu Mohan a very concerned owner of 1 Wendy crescent London On . As
you may be aware our neighborhood is one of exclusively single family homes several of which are occupied
by Senior residents who have no access to internet . Some of them have approached me to bring it to your
attention that we have serious concerns and want to record our objection to the proposed rezoning for 420
Fanshawepark rd east .

As it it with the Bus routes recently introduced and the development of Chambers avenue and uplands area
and expansion of Jack chambers school , Hastings drive has become a very busy connecting artery . Traffic
congestion in morning hours while we wait to enter Fanshawe Pk Rd is un believable .

A mid rise building literally means quadrupling the traffic diverted into Hastings Dr and the accempanying
noise and environmental pollution

My house 1 Wendy crescent backs on to Fanshawe rd and will completely lose its privacy both in the back yard
as well as front .

Over the weekend we are doing a door to door awareness initiative so that residents are aware of the
proposal . We are also hoping to have a signature campaign to records our objection to this proposal .

fwill really appreciate it if you could confirm receiving this email by corresponding to both this email address
as well as my official one by sending reply all . 1 will be seeking your guidance in proceeding with this matter.

Thanks and regards
Vasu Mohan |

*g {Canada Agence
: Revenug Agency du reveny du Canada

Vasu Mohan, CGA CPACA  f LA ook
Manager, Appeals CPP/ET
London Tax Services Office
451 Talbet Street, P.O. Box 5548
London, Ontario N6A 4R3

t L |
Canada



Wise, Sonia

r—
From: Wise, Sonia
Sent: S e on cWednesday, June 08,2006 4:05 PM
To: . Do e o o ina Attt : _ .
~ Subject: RE: 420 Fanshawe Park Road
Attachments: . ... - 0Z:8624 Notice of Application (Revised).pdf: 13198A_420 Fanshawe Park Road

Community Meeting Notice FINALpdf

Dear Ms. Atta, -
Thank you for your comments, they wei be consndered as parﬁ of the application review.

My apologies that the Notice of Apphcat ton did not correcﬁy identify my email address; however a
revised notice with the correct email address has been mailed out to everyone that received the
original (see attached). You shouid receive the revssed notice wsthln the next day or two if you
haveni a%ready - -

| have also attached the invitation to attend the applicant’s information meeting which may be of
interest to you. This is an informal meeting arranged by the applicant to discuss the details of the
proposal. The formal’or statutary public participation meeting before the Planning and Environment
Committee will occur later this Augustor September, and you will receive a separate notice inviting
you to attend once it has been scheduied

Please do not hes;tate o cantact me for any turther information,

Regards

Sonia Wise o
Planner I, Current. Plannmg o
JEEERL . Planning Servaces
London City of London

P.0O. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON NBA 4L9
P:519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5397
swise@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Zina Atia W
Sent: Wednesday, June U8, 57 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: 420 Fanshawe Park Road

Lty



Hello Sonia,

I received a Notice regarding an Application to Amend the Official Plan & zoning by-law for the above
address and have emailed you several times to have found out it was published with the wrong email address?

I myself and many in the neighbourhood strictly appose this change. And with this email I would like to note
that firmly.

I'am told that an possible tear down of a home just purchased on Hastings that backs onto this property is about to take
place? How does that happen, does someone have to get permission to tear down a home or can they just do it?

And we were also in agreement with the zoning that was applicable at that time to build single detached
houses, that allow the trees to be preserved is now in danger of being changed.

I would not want a multi story structure being built in my neighbourhood at all. The reasons are below;
1. Everywhere else in the city, by law does not approve changes to the neighbourhood look. And this is a
single detached family dwelling neighbourhood. With what policy changes that city could change its policies

only to this property? - This may lead to major media coverage( National)

2. Building a multi story structure requires serious digging in the property and heavy machinery usage. Ex:
High level cranes and lifts. This could really endanger and disturb our neighbourhood living

3. It will destroy the current greenery , At least with single dwellings it could be preserved

4. The density of the population will increase in the neighbourhood which may not suppert many services.

This information is directed in confidence solely to the person named above and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. This information may not otherwise be distributed, copied or disclosed. If you have received this e-
mail in error, please notify the sender immediately via a return e-mail and destroy original message. Thank you for your
cooperation.

g BRI b TR e g



Hello Sonia,

I received a Notice regarding an Application to Amend the Official Plan & zoning by-law for the above
address and have emailed you several times to have found out it was published with the wrong email address?

I myself and many in the neighbourhood strictly appose this change. And with this email I would like to note
that firmly.

I am told that an possible tear down of a home just purchased on Hastings that backs onto this property is about to take
place? How does that happen, does someone have to get permission to tear down a home or can they just do it?

And we were also in agreement with the zoning that was applicable at that time to build single detached
houses, that allow the trees to be preserved is now in danger of being changed.

I'would not want a multi stery structure being built in my neighbourhood at all. The reasons are below;
1. Everywhere else in the city, by law does not approve changes to the neighbourhood look. And this is a
single detached family dwelling neighbourhood. With what policy changes that city could change its policies

only to this property? - This may lead to major media coverage( National)

2. Building a multi story structure requires serious digging in the property and heavy machinery usage. Ex:
High level cranes and lifts. This could really endanger and disturb our neighbourhood living

3. It will destroy the current greenery , At least with single dwellings it could be preserved

4. The density of the population will increase in the neighbourhood which may not support many services.

privileged material. This information may not otherwise be distributed, copied or disclosed. If you have received this e-
mail in error, please notify the sender immediately via a return e-mail and destroy original message. Thank you for your
cooperation.

This information is directed in confidence solely to the person named above and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. This information may not otherwise be distributed, copied or disclosed. If you have received this e-

mail in error, please notify the sender immediately via a return e-mail and destroy original message. Thank you for your
cooperation.



Wise, Sonia

From: .= .00

Sent: . il :

To: i __Wsse Soma g ot
Subject: L '420 Fanshawe (02 624}

To wh'b'm zt-.ma\?’coﬁit'erh'-_'

fam deep!y cpposed tc the requast to amend the offic:al plan and zomng as presentEy requested

i currentiy !tvernorth:of Fanshawe Park Road and knaw how dsfficu!t |t can be to make a ieft (headmg east)
when leaving the subd;vrs:on My main ccncern |s that tennants of thlS deve!opment who want to travei north
or east will f:nd themsetves turnmg rlght (west) on Fanshawe and cuttmg through the single famu%y :
ne:ghbourhood (Str}neybmok heights) to getto thexr destmatson This i increases subdivision traffic including in
front of Jack Chambers Public School. Secondary concerns would be noise and potential loss of privacy for
neighbouring homes.

| am all for development and intensification, however | find this request to be excessive. The apartment
zoning is fine (R8) less any bonus. 13 meters in height and 75u/ha is a lot already for the area and would be a
big change. There is no reason to provide the developer any bonus because his building looks nice. ... If he
makes it look nice they'll make more regardless. The design as such is nice, but should be at a lower height
and density, with continued tapering to the sides and rear.

Here is a recent development on Fanshawe that | copied from the developers report. it is for the
development on Fanshawe Park Rd E, just across from the McDonalds. The development at 420 Fanshawe
should not be any higher in my opinion.



Newer developments along Fanshawe Park Road, induding thase stacked townhowses 1o the west of the Site, have baen designad 10 face the
Strootscapo.

Thanks,
Rob von Dehn
53 Virginia Crt



Wise, Sonia- - -

From: ' Dinal Peramune <dmai peramune@gma;l corri>

Sent: et o Tugsday June 07, 2016 115 PM L

To: S -Wise, Sonia e -

Subject: _ o Pwd: Objectnon 1o change the Zomng 420 Fanshawe Park'Road East
Hi Sonia, :

I sent you- the below. emznl on Sunéay Whlch got retumed I used the emall address you had on the letter which |
- believe was incorrect: It's better to send a note to everyone who received your letter. They may also be trying to
_ contact you like me. Please take my letter as a-very serious’ objection and will call you soon as I'm in meetings
these couple of days and would not find time to call you during your work hours.
Thank you
Dinal

—————————— Forwarded message ~wnwwwemw~

From: "Dinal .Peramune" <1‘>

Date: Jun 4, 2016 6:50 PM

Subject: Objection to change the Zoning - 420 Fanshawe Park Road East  *j#is
Cc: "Shauna Roch" -, "Wajira M Ranasinghe" < NNEGTTTEEGEGED

Hello Sonia,

I received a Notice regarding an Application to Amend the Official Plan & zoning by-law for the above
address.

I live right behind this Property and at the address given below. First of all I should say, what is already done to
this property is a massucure of history of this city. Who ever has bought this property purposely let it go down
so they could make their own commecial objective possible. If anyone kept their eyes open they would have
realized it. So far the owner has been able to make what ever he wanted, may be the city is greedy for the
money. If an individual apply for a small change the city would make a major issue of the neibourhood and
‘property changes. Our question to you is how come this company get these things so casility, T would also love
to learn the trick.

Instead of looking at the overall satisfaction of the people in the neibourhood and the damage it may cause to
the nebourhood of installing a 6 story building???? This letter shows how far that the city has moves with the
proposal by this applicant.

I myself and many in the neibourhood strictly appose this change. And with this email I would like to note that
firmly.

We thought that its our right to talk and appose at least to some changes that would effect our personal lives in
this neibourhood. I purchased this propwerty to live peacefully mainly becuase of this matured old trees infront
of my property. Im sure its the same with many of the other residents in the neibourhood.

Despite of our voice but making justifications to what the owner required, city went ahead to give the approval
to demolish the victorian house. We were agreeable with the descision took, but we voiced our opinion on the
trees that these trees should not to be cut or removed, and should be preserved.

And we were also in agreement with the zoning that was applicable at that time to build single detached houses,
that allow the trees to be preserved is now in'danger of being changed.
I'would not want a multi story structure being built in my neibourhood at all. The reasons are below;
' 1
~



1. Everywhere else in the city, by law does not approve changes to the neibourhood Iook. And this is a single
dettached family dwelling neibourhood. With what policy changes that city could change its policies only to

this property? - This may lead to major media coverage( Nantional)

2. Buidlding a multi story structure requires serious digging in the property and heavy machinery usage. Ex:

High level cranes and lifts. This could really endanger and disturb our neibourhood living

3. It will destray the current greenary , At least with single dwellings it could be preserved

4. The density of the population will increase in the neibourhood which may not support many services.

The way this is moving, Is highly suspicious in nature. It feels like the normal city guidelines, rules and neibour
rights are being broken or are to be broken by the city representatives in order to support this project. Im writing
with a heavy heart on this matter and I would like you to consider this email very seriously. And hope that the
application is rejected and only allow the applicant to build Single dwellings which we will happily accept.
Thank you!

Dinal

B s m R




Wise, Sonia

From: Wise, Sonia

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 11.09 AM

To: _ ;

Subject: 078624 - 420 Fanshawe Park Road East

Attachments; 13198A_420 Fanshawe Park Road _Community Meeting Notice_FINALPDE; CONCEPT

PLAN _FEB 12 2016_11X17 NTS COLOUR.pdf; EMAIL_420 FANSHAWE - TOPO BASE
PLAN_DEC 02 2015 24X36 AT 1TOS500.pdf

Dear Ms, McGuire,

Thank you for you taking the time to visit the planning offices to discuss the application at 420
Fanshawe Park Road East.

As noted earlier, please see the attached invitation to attend a community information meeting
arranged by the applicant to discuss the details of the proposal. Please note, this is an informal
meeting led by the developer and a separate public participation meeting before the Planning and
Environment Committee will be scheduled later this summer around August or September. This is

the formal or statutory public meeting, and the City will send a separate notice to you once it has
been scheduled.

| have also attached the site concept plan in black and white and colour for your consideration.

Please feel free o share this information with your neighbours, and do not hesitate to contact me to
provide any comments, concerns, or for any further clarification.

Regards

Sonia

Sonia Wise
-Planner I, Current Planning
" Planning Services

Londan City of London

SRR

P.O. Box 6035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON NB6A 4L9
P: 519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5307
swise@london.ca | www.londan.ca




Wise, Sonia -

From: Bonnie Gurgul <—
Sent: Sunday, June 05, 2016 2:26 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: File no.: OZ-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.
Hello Ms. Wise,

| just wanted to advise that your email has been stated incorrectly on the Notice of Application to Amend the
Official Plan & Zoning By-Law.

ftis indicated as soniawise@london.ca, not swise@london.ca. Our original email bounced back and it's likely
many others are encountering this same issue.,

Thank you for your time,

Bonnie Gurgul



Wise, Sonia
-

From: Bonnie Gurgul <_
Sent: Sunday, June 05, 2016 221 PM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: File no.. OZ-8624, 420 Fanshawe Park Rd. E.
Hello Ms. Wise,

| reside at 1563 Phillbrook Dr. and have now had the opportunity to review the Notice of Application to
Amend the Official Plan & Zoning By-Law.

While the actual building plans aren’t as concerning given the style of building proposed, the proposed
direction of traffic is. From my understanding, vehicles exiting the property will not be able to turn east on
Fanshawe Pk. Rd., they will need to turn north onto Hastings, east onto Donnybrook and then south onio
Phillbrook to reach the traffic lights at the end of my street. At this moment in time, Phillbrook Dr. is acting as
the main artery to Fanshawe Pk. Rd. and is incredibly congested; | have problems exiting my driveway due

to the volume and speed of vehicles travelling down my street.

In discussing these plans with different neighbours, the volume of traffic appears not only to be coming from
our neighbourhood but also from Uplands as well Grenfell and Stoneycreek neighbourhoods. The reason is
that there is only Adelaide Rd. and Jennifer Rd. that offer traffic lights onto Fanshawe Pk. Rd. on this stretch of
road (there is also Richmond St. and Trossacks Ave. but these roads are not applicable in this situation). My
daughter goes to Medway High School, and from my experience, Adelaide can get backed up from Fanshawe
Pk. Rd. to Sunningdale Rd. in the morning given there is only one lane each way.

I would be interested in understanding how this traffic issue will be dealt with given the safety issues of that
many additional vehicles using these traffic lights in the neighbourhood.

We would also like to know if these apartments are intended as rentals or are being sold.
Thank you for your time,

Bonnie Gurgul



Wise, Sonia bl
W

From: Wise, Sonia

Sent: - oo oon o S Tuesday May 31, 2016824 AM

To: o o0 st Dave Nenonen' ' e :

Subject: L L TRE: Development at 420 FAnshawe Park Road East -

Dear Mr. Neno;ﬂen
Thank you for yeu; camments they wi H be comswdered as part of the application review. -

An application has recently been accepted by the City to amend the Official Plan and Zoning By-law
for the lands at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East. A Notice of Application is intended to be distributed
to property owners within 120m of the subject site on Wednesday, June 1, 2016, and a sign will be
posted on the property advising of a possible land use change.

Your property is within 120m of the subject site, so you will be receiving a hard copy of the notice in
the mail. 1 will also provide you with an electronic copy as | now have your email address, and will
endeavour to keep you updated throughout the application review process.

Please do not hesitate to contact me for additional information, or to provide additional commenis
once you receive the details of the proposed development.

Regards

Sonia Wise

- Planner I, Current Planning
Planning Services

BREER- City of London

P.O. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON NBA 4.9
P: 519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5397
swise@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Dave Nenonsn [mailto;

Sent: Monday, May 30, 2016 10:21 PM

To: City of London, Mayor; City Councillors; Wise, Sonia
Subject: Development at 420 FAnshawe Park Road East

Dear Mayor Brown, Councillor Maureen Cassidy and Sonia Wise,

It was recently brought to my attention that a high rise apartment building is being planned for 420
Fanshawe Park Road East, a development that will tower over my home at 9 Donnybrook Road.

I'am very disappointed by this development and it's many negative impacts to our neighborhood;

1. loss of privacy to homes;
2. increased traffic and service trucks;

o

o

<3



3. high density housing and  ver income residences in a single ¢. iched community;
4. significantly lower property value due to this development; and
5. loss of large mature trees in the Forest City

The City of London's handling of this property since it's sale has allowed for a historic building and
heavily treed lot to become dilapidated and eventually destroyed. Why wouid the City not at the very
least require a developer to only build similar single detached homes to match the surrounding
neighborhood? | assume this is driven by increased developer profits, which should not be
influencing the City's decisions when in conflict with the expectations of local tax payers.

Please respect the views of the neighborhood surrounding this site and discontinue these
development plans.

Thank-you for your time and consideration.
Dave Nenonen

9 Donnybrock Road
London ON N5X3C7
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Wise, Sonia

Lol
From:. . - - -Wise, Sonia o
Sent: oo o Tuesday, May 24,:2016 8:32 AM.
To: ' ' 'Bonnie Gurgul'

Subject: . .. ... - RE: Development at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East, file OZ-8624

Dear Ms. Gurgul,
Thank you for your comments, they will be considered as part of the application review.

As you noted below, the formal notice will be circulated next week which will provide additional details
of the proposed development and outline the changes to the Official Plan and Zoning by-law. As your
property is abutting the subject site you will receive a hard copy of the notice in the mail, and | will
endeavour to email you a copy as well.

Please do not hasitate to contact me for any further clarification, or to provide additional comments.
Regards

‘Sonia Wise
- Planner lI,-Current Planning
L Planning Services
Londen City of London

P.0O. Box 5035, 206 Dundas Street, London ON N6A 4.9
P: 519.661.2500 x 5887 | Fax: 519.661.5397
swise@london.ca | www.london.ca

From: Bonnie Gurgul [&Eit_

Sent: Sunpday, May 22, 2016 9:57 AM

To: Wise, Sonia

Subject: Development at 420 Fanshawe Park Road East, file 07-8624

Hello Ms. Wise,

My name is Bonnie Gurgul and | reside at 1563 Phillbrook Drive. My property backs onto 420 Fanshawe Park

Road East. One of my neighbours on Hastings Drive, Zina Atta, visited yesterday with an email regarding the
proposed development.

tam writing you today to voice my objection to a 6 storey apartment building being built. | have lived at my
address since 1997 and have enjoyed the beautiful landscape immensely over the course of the last 19 years.
With a 6 storey apartment building being built right behind us, the noise level will increase significantly, and
who knows for how long while construction is happening, and then, depending on how many units are in the
building, will create added noisé volume from the sheer number of tenants in such a small area; not to
mention the fact that this building will be looming over us with very little privacy left in our yards. | am further

1



concerned about my property e and how much it will decrease with _h a monstrosity right outside my
backyard. Frankly, it's going to be an eyesore.

While we understand that this land will likely be developed for some purpose, a b storey apartment building in
the middle of a residential neighbourhood will leave everyone surrounding it very unhappy.

Sonia advised that the electronic notice version of the notice will be available June 1st or 2nd so perhaps my
email is premature, however | did want to make my opinion known and will continue to do so over the course
of the proposal.

Thank you for your time Ms. Wise,

Bonnie Gurgul



