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  TO:  CHAIR AND MEMBERS   
PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

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

 SUBJECT: APPLICATION BY: MARIGOLD HOMES INC.  
467-469 DUFFERIN AVENUE  

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION MEETING ON 
DECEMBER 4, 2017  

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the application of Marigold Homes Inc. relating 
to the property located at 467-469 Dufferin Avenue: 
 

a) The request to amend the Official Plan to ADD a Specific Area Policy to Chapter 
10 (Policies for Specific Areas) to allow an apartment building with 12-“Micro-
suites”, and a maximum density up to 307 units per hectare BE REFUSED for the 
following reasons: 

i. The requested amendment is not consistent with the Provincial Policy 
Statement (2014) which encourages intensification at appropriate 
locations where it can be accommodated. There is no clear commitment to 
satisfy the definition of affordable housing in the Provincial Policy 
Statement (2014). The proposed development is not consist with the 
Provincial Policy Statement (2014) which directs cultural heritage 
resources shall be conserved.   

ii. The requested amendment does not satisfy the location criteria for a 
Special Policy Area. The proposed development does not satisfy all the 
criteria of a Planning Impact Analysis required for a Specific Policy Area.  

iii. The proposed development requires the removal or demolition of the 
existing building located on the subject lands within the East Woodfield 
Heritage Conservation District. The requested amendment does not 
conform to the Official Plan or The London Plan that encourages cultural 
heritage resources be conserved and protected. The proposed 
development does not conform to the East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District Plan 

iv. The proposed redevelopment represents an over intensification of the 
subject lands.  

 
b) The request to amend Zoning By-law No. Z.-1 to ADD the definition of “Micro-

suites” to Section 2 (Definition), and change the zoning of the subject property 
FROM a Residential R3 (R3-2) Zone, TO a Residential R3/Residential R8 Special 
Provision Bonus (R3-2/R8-4(_)•B(_)) Zone, BE REFUSED for the following 
reasons:  

i. The requested amendment is not consistent with the Provincial Policy 
Statement (2014) which encourages intensification at appropriate 
locations where it can be accommodated. There is no clear commitment to 
satisfy the definition of affordable housing in the Provincial Policy 
Statement (2014). The proposed development is not consist with the 
Provincial Policy Statement (2014) which directs cultural heritage 
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resources shall be conserved.   
ii. The requested amendment does not conform to the density of 

development contemplated in the Official Plan, nor the use and height of 
development contemplated in the “Neighbourhoods” Place Type in The 
London Plan.  

iii. The requested amendment does not satisfy all the criteria of a Planning 
Impact Analysis required for applications considering residential 
intensification.  

iv. The proposed development requires the removal or demolition of the 
existing building located on the subject lands within the East Woodfield 
Heritage Conservation District. The requested amendment does not 
conform to the Official Plan or The London Plan that provides for the 
conservation and protection of cultural heritage resources. The proposed 
development does not conform to the East Woodfield Heritage 
Conservation District Plan. 

v. The request for Bonus Zoning does not satisfy the general Bonus Zoning 
objectives in the Official Plan, and not all of the proposed bonusable items 
are eligible for the Bonus Zoning.  

vi. There is no clear commitment to satisfy the definition of affordable housing 
in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014), the 1989 Official Plan or The 
London Plan as a rationale for Bonus Zoning.  

vii. A compelling reason has not been provided to define “Micro-suites” 
separately for the purposes of this application. 

viii. The requested amendment represents an over intensification of the 
subject lands.  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Summary of Request 
 

The Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment application by Marigold 
Homes Inc. for the subject lands was accepted as a complete application on July 12, 
2017. The purpose and effect of the application was to permit the redevelopment of the 
subject lands for an apartment building with 12-“Micro-suites”. A Specific Policy Area 
was requested to permit the proposed apartment building up to a maximum density of 
307 units per hectare (“uph”) on the subject lands notwithstanding the Low Density 
Residential designation. The Residential R8 Zone, which regulates development in the 
form of low-rise apartment buildings, was proposed to be applied to the subject lands 
with a special provision to provide relief from the standard R8 Zone regulations and the 
general provisions of the Zoning By-law, and add regulations to limit intensity. A Bonus 
Zone was also requested to permit the increased density proposed. “Micro-suites” was 
requested to be added among the defined terms in the Zoning By-law. 
 
By way of a letter dated November 1, 2017 the applicant requested that parallel to the 
Official Plan Amendment and the Zoning By-law Amendment requested, an Amendment 
to the London Plan also be considered. This request was brought forward late in the 
application process. As such, the statutory timeframe in which to provide notice of the 
requested revision to the application in advance of the public participation meeting could 
not be accommodated (30 days for an Official Plan Amendment and allowing for 
publication in The Londoner), while also satisfying the statutory timeframe in which 
Council has to make a decision on the initial application (180 days from acceptance as 
complete application). No additional justification was provided to support the request to 
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amend The London Plan although Planning Staff have had regard for evaluating 
consistency with The London Plan throughout this report.   
   
Separately on November 13, 2017, a Request for Demolition application was received 
requesting permission to demolish the existing building on the subject lands. As a 
heritage designated property under the Ontario Heritage Act, Council has 90-days to 
issue a decision on the demolition request. The demolition request will be circulated to 
the London Advisory Committee on Heritage (“LACH”) for their consideration at a future 
LACH meeting and a separate report to the Planning and Environment Committee on 
the request for demolition will also be provided in the future.   
 

Summary of Recommended Action 
 

Planning Staff recommend refusal of the requested amendments. The rationale for the 
recommended refusal is provided below.  
 

Rationale of Recommended Action 
 

The applicant has requested a Specific Policy Area to permit the proposed apartment 
building up to a maximum density of 307 uph that otherwise would not be permitted on 
lands designated “Low Density Residential” by the policies in the Official Plan.  The 
proposed use and height of 3-storeys is also not contemplated on the subject lands 
within the Neighbourhoods Place Type with frontage on a Neighbourhood Street 
according to Table 10 and Table 11 in The London Plan. Specific Policy Areas are 
intended to augment the standard policy direction with more detailed and specific policy 
direction for an area. However, the subject lands within the Low Density Residential 
designation have the ability to redevelop and intensify under the existing in-force 
policies up to Medium Density Residential development (75 uph). Being mindful that 
policies specific to the Woodfield Neighbourhood direct that the neighbourhood be 
maintained as a predominately Low Density Residential area, there is nothing 
particularly unique about the subject lands to warrant residential intensification beyond 
the scale contemplated under the existing in-force policies. 
 
The applicant has requested that “Micro-suites” be permitted through the requested 
Specific Policy Area and also defined within the Zoning By-law. As proposed to be 
defined by the applicant, “Micro-suites” are intended primarily for occupancy by one (1) 
individual with a maximum of one (1) bedroom and a floor area maximum of 42 sq. m. 
The proposed dwelling units have the ability to comply with the minimum dwelling unit 
area for a bachelor of 37 sq. m as set out in the Zoning By-law. The fact that the 
accessible units on the ground floor are shown as bachelors and that the door between 
the sleeping area and living area for the other units is shown as “optional”, is a strong 
indication the need to define “Micro-suites” separately is not particularly compelling for 
the purposes of this application (see Proposed Floor Plan on page 15) . 
 
The requested definition proposes to restrict occupancy and bedroom number in order 
to manage how intensely a site with Micro-suites is used. The request to recognize an 
intended occupancy of one (1) person through Zoning tools is not consistent with other 
regulatory documents such as the Property Standard’s By-law CP-16 or the Ontario 
Building Code. Moreover, the conventional standard in the Zoning By-law is to attribute 
density to the number of dwelling units per hectare.  
 
The PPS directs planning authorities to plan for residential intensification in appropriate 
locations where it can be accommodated. The policies of the Official Plan and The 
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London Plan permit residential intensification in Low Density Residential areas to a 
scale that is appropriate for the receiving neigbourhood. Specific Area Policies which 
augment the general residential intensification policies provide additional guidance on 
what is considered to be appropriate residential intensification for the neighbourhood in 
which the subject lands are located. Having considered the planned intent for the 
neighbourhood as well as the physical constraints of the subject lands, the proposed 
development is not consistent with the intent of the PPS to manage intensification 
wisely and direct intensification where it can be appropriately accommodated. The 
proposed redevelopment does not conform to the policies in the Official Plan or The 
London Plan that provide clear direction as to how the receiving neighbourhood is 
expected to grow and change. The proposed development of the subject lands requires 
several special provisions to the requested R8 Zone to regulate the proposed use. The 
amount of special provisions and the degree by which they diverge from the standard 
zoning requirements is a clear indication the proposed redevelopment is an over-
intensification of the site.  
 
The PPS requires planning authorities to plan for an appropriate range of housing types 
and densities to meet the housing requirements of all residents, including the provision 
of housing which is affordable. The Official Plan and The London Plan encourage 
housing choice, and recognize the potential of intensification in increasing the supply of 
housing which is affordable. Although, Micro-suites have the potential to add to housing 
choice, the applicant has not demonstrated that the proposed units will be affordable 
relative to units of a comparable size, and there is a lack of a clear commitment by the 
applicant to meet the definition of affordable housing in the governing policy documents. 
The proposed development is not required to contribute to the long-term supply of 
sustainable affordable housing. The proposed units are intended to be privately 
controlled market rate rentals with no agreements with the City or provincially mandated 
service providers of affordable housing to ensure affordability will be maintained over 
the long term. There is no certainty that the proposed development will contribute to the 
creation of sustainable affordable housing in return for the requested increase in 
density.  
 
The PPS promotes the wise use and management of cultural heritage resources and 
directs that significant built heritage resources be conserved. Consistent with the PPS, 
there is an underlying preference by the Official Plan and The London Plan policies that 
cultural heritage resources be conserved and protected, and that the removal of these 
resources is the least desirable course of action and should be discouraged. In order to 
manage cultural heritage resources The London Plan requires consideration of 
mitigation measures to address any impacts on the cultural heritage resources and to 
conserve the cultural heritage resource.  
 
Located within the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District (HCD), the subject 
lands are a protected heritage property designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage 
Act. Further research and evidence to fully substantiate the cultural heritage value or 
interest of the property, including the existing building as built heritage resource, is 
required before any irreversible decisions regarding the property (i.e. removal or 
demolition of the existing building) are made. As a result of the HIA not considering 
mitigation measures to address the impacts of the proposed development, including the 
removal or demolition of the existing building, the HIA has not demonstrated how this 
significant built heritage resource will be conserved. The application is contrary to the 
policy direction of the PPS, Official Plan, and The London Plan. 
  



                                                                                    Agenda Item #      Page #  
 

 

 

 

 
File: OZ-8804 

Planner:  M. Campbell  

 

5 
 

 
  

  

 ANALYSIS  
 

 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

 

1.1  Property Description 
The subject lands consist of a single rectangular parcel that is approximately 390 sq. m 
(4,198 sq. ft.) in area, and located on the south side of Dufferin Avenue, one (1) 
property west of Maitland Street. The subject lands are municipally known as 467 and 
469 Dufferin Avenue. The subject lands are located in the historic Woodfield 
Neighbourhood, which is an established residential neighbourhood located immediately 
east of the Downtown Area. The Woodfield Neighourhood is divided into two (2) 
Heritage Conservation Districts (“HCD”). The subject lands are located within the East 
Woodfield HCD. There is an existing 1-storey semi-detached dwelling located on the 
subject lands. The Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (“MPAC”) dates the 
existing building to circa 1874. There is access to two (2) vehicular parking spaces that 
have historically been located within the City’s boulevard. There is no other vehicular 
parking provided on-site. The applicant has noted that there is an approximate 2.0 
metre wide private right-of-way on the neighbouring property to the west in favour of the 
subject lands.  
 

  
 

 

 

1.2 Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix F) 

 Official Plan Designation  – Low Density Residential  

 The London Plan Place Type – Neighbourhoods (with frontage on a 
Neighbourhood Street) 

 Existing Zoning – Residential R3 (R3-2) Zone 

Figure 1: Photo Existing Building (467-469 Dufferin Avenue) 
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1.3 Site Characteristics 

 Current Land Use – Semi-detached dwelling 

 Frontage – 12.6 metres (41.3 feet)  

 Depth – 30.9 metres (101 feet) 

 Area – 390 sq. m (4,198 sq. ft.) 

 Shape – Rectangular   
 

1.4 Surrounding Land Uses 

 North – Single, semi-detached, and converted dwellings, townhouses and 
mixed-use buildings 

 East – Single, semi-detached, and converted dwellings 

 South – Single, semi-detached, and converted dwellings, and apartment 
buildings  

 West – Single, semi-detached, and converted dwellings, apartment buildings 
and community facilities.  
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1.5 Location Map 
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2.0 Description of Proposal 

 

2.1  Development Proposal 
The requested amendments are intended to permit and facilitate the redevelopment of 
the subject lands for a 3-storey apartment building consisting of twelve (12) “Micro-
suites”. The “Micro-suites” are intended primarily for occupancy by one (1) individual 
with a maximum of one (1) bedroom and a floor area maximum of 42 sq. m. Two (2) 
barrier-free suites are proposed on the ground-level with dedicated building entrances 
providing direct access from the interior side yards. The balance of the suites would be 
accessed from a common interior centre hallway and building entrances providing 
access from the front and rear yards. The apartment building is proposed to be 
positioned close to the street-line and aligned with the existing adjacent buildings. As 
noted above, the dedicated building entrances to the barrier-free suites are accessed 
from the interior side yards, and the interior side yards also function as the external 
access to the waste and secure bicycle storage proposed in the rear yard. A private 
right-of-way in favour of the subject lands is shown on the adjacent property to the west. 
A one (1) storey accessory building is proposed to be located in the rear yard to provide 
the waste storage and twelve (12) secure enclosed bicycle parking spaces (1 bicycle 
parking space per “Micro-suite”). Revisions to the initial development proposal in 
response to the comments from the Urban Design Peer Review Panel (“UDPRP”), 
resulted in the proposed enlargement of the accessory building to include the waste 
storage. No on-site vehicular parking spaces are proposed, nor is there space on-site to 
accommodate vehicular parking spaces. The outdoor amenity space for residents would 
be shared, and is proposed to be located between the proposed building and the 
accessory building in the rear yard.  

 
Figure 2: Proposed Site Plan (467-469 Dufferin Avenue) 
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3.0 Relevant Background 

 

3.1  Planning History 
The subject lands are a protected heritage property designated under Part V of the 
Ontario Heritage Act as part of the East Woodfield HCD. The by-law to designate the 
HCD known as East Woodfield was passed on January 18, 1993.  
 
There have been two prior requests for the demolition of the existing building located on 
the subject lands, first in 1998 and later in 2004. In 1998 a previous owner of the 
property submitted applications for a demolition permit and a London Endowment for 
Heritage Grant. The owner was advised by staff that it was inappropriate to 
simultaneously apply for the demolition permit and the grant. The owner was eventually 
advised that the grant committee was unable to provide the grant. On June 1, 1998 

Figure 3: Proposed Building Elevations (467-469 Dufferin Avenue)  
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Council resolved that on the recommendation of the London Advisory Committee on 
Heritage (“LACH”) the application for the demolition permit not be approved until such 
time as the owner submits a drawing of a new replacement building that conforms to the 
requirements of the East Woodfield HCD.  
 
In March 2004 a second application for a demolition permit was submitted to the City. 
As part of the demolition permit process, the property owner was advised the building 
was located within the East Woodfield HCD. The property owner subsequently 
approached the City’s Heritage Planner requesting a Heritage Alteration Permit. The 
staff recommendation to LACH regarding the Heritage Alteration Permit with advice 
from the Heritage Planner was that the Heritage Alternation Permit be denied on the 
basis that demolition would not be in the best interest of the protection of the East 
Woodfield HCD and would result in the loss of a significant cultural heritage resources. 
LACH supported the staff recommendation. On September 7, 2004, Council resolved 
that the second application for a demolition permit and an application for a Heritage 
Alteration Permit be referred back to staff for future review of the condition and age of 
the building and for staff to report back to the Planning Committee.  

 
It is important to note, that changes to the Ontario Heritage Act in 2005 have enabled a 
municipality to refuse a demolition request for a heritage designated property. Prior to 
2005, the Ontario Heritage Act only enabled a municipality to delay the demolition of a 
heritage designated property by 180 days.   
 

3.2 Requested Amendment 
The purpose and effect of the requested Official Plan Amendment (“OPA”) and Zoning 
By-law Amendment (“ZBA”) is to permit the redevelopment of the subject lands for an 
apartment building consisting of 12-“Micro-suites”. An amendment to the Official Plan 
was requested to add a Specific Policy Area to permit an apartment building with 12-
“Micro-suites” and a maximum density up to 307 uph on the subject lands 
notwithstanding the land uses and densities typically permitted in the Low Density 
Residential designation.  
 
An amendment to the Zoning By-law was requested to change the zoning of the subject 
lands from a Residential R3 (R3-2) Zone to a Residential R3/Residential R8 Special 
Provision Bonus (R3-2/R8-4(_)B(_)) Zone. The Residential R8 Zone, which regulates 
development in the form of low-rise apartment buildings, was proposed to be applied to 
the subject lands with a special provision to provide relief from the standard Residential 
R8 Zone regulations, and the general provisions in the Zoning By-law, and add 
regulations to limit the intensity of development.  
 
The requested special provision would permit a lot area minimum of 390 sq. m (as 
existing), a lot frontage minimum of 12.5 metres (as existing), a front yard depth 
minimum of 1.0 metre, a side yard depth minimum of 1.2 metres, maximum lot coverage 
of 63%, a maximum lot coverage for an accessory building of 10.4%, a side yard depth 
minimum and rear yard depth minimum for an accessory building of 0.3 metres and add 
regulations such as a gross floor area maximum of 615 sq. m, a bicycle parking 
standard of one (1) bicycle parking space per “Micro-suite”, and prohibit vehicular 
parking spaces for “Micro-suites”. The application proposed that in return for the 
requested Bonus Zone to permit an increase in the maximum permitted density up to 
307 uph, the applicant will provide a high quality urban design including building form, 
exterior finish, and fenestration in keeping with the heritage character of the East 
Woodfield HCD; secure bicycle parking for twelve (12) spaces; and private affordable 
housing. “Micro-Suites” was requested to be added to the defined terms in the Zoning 
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By-law 
 

3.3 Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix A) 
Notice of Application was sent to property owners in the surrounding area on August 2, 
2017, and published in the Public Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The 
Londoner on August 3, 2017. The Notice of Application advised of the possible 
amendments to the Official Plan and Zoning By-law to permit the redevelopment of the 
subject lands for the proposed apartment building consisting of 12-“Micro-suites” with 
secure enclosed bicycle parking spaces provided at a rate of one (1) bicycle parking 
space per “Micro-suite”, and a prohibition on vehicular parking spaces. Possible 
changes to the Official Plan were advertised to add a Specific Policy Area to permit the 
proposed apartment building up to a maximum density of 307 uph on the subject lands, 
notwithstanding the Low Density Residential designation. Possible changes to the 
Zoning By-law were advertised to add “Micro-suites” among the defined terms in the 
Zoning By-law, change the zoning to include a Residential R8 Zone which regulates 
development in the form of low-rise apartment buildings and provide special provisions 
from the standard Residential R8 Zone regulations, and the general provisions of the 
Zoning By-law, and add regulations to limit the intensity of development. A possible 
Bonus Zone was also advertised to permit the proposed increase in the maximum 
density permitted in return for eligible facilities, services or matters.  

Notice of Revised Application was sent to property owners in the surrounding area on 
November 8, 2017 and Notice of Revised Application was published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on November 9, 2017 
advising of changes in the nature and magnitude of the some of the requested special 
provisions. The Notice of Revised Application was issued following submission of 
revised drawings by the applicant on October 23, 2017 in response to comments 
received from the Urban Design Peer Review Panel (“UDPRP”). 

The number of public responses to the Notice of Application and Revised Notice of 
Application was moderate with many responses received following the Notice of the 
Public Meeting. Twenty (20) responses in total were received. Reponses in support of 
the application identified matters such as the need for smaller affordable residential 
units, the desire to see the current conditions on the site improved through the removal 
or demolition of the existing building (with and without support for the development 
proposed), an opportunity to improve and enhance the surrounding area through the 
proposed building design and fit within Woodfield. The concerns expressed in 
opposition to the proposed development identified such matters as the intensity of the 
proposed development, including the number of units on the site and the size of units, 
the demand for vehicular parking spaces and the absence of vehicle parking spaces 
proposed, the intended occupants, and lack of conformity with the East Woodfield HCD 
Plan.  
 

3.4 Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix E) 

 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 
The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement (“PPS”), provides policy direction on matters of 
provincial interest related to land use planning and development. Section 3 of the 
Planning Act requires that decisions affecting planning matters “shall be consistent” with 
policy statements issued under the Act. The PPS does not assign specific land use 
designations to lands.  
 
The PPS directs growth to settlement areas, encourages a diversity of land uses and 
densities within settlement areas, and identifies locations where residential 
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intensification will be directed. The PPS encourages a diversity of housing types and 
densities, identifies preferred locations for new housing, and considers the housing 
needs of all residents, including the provision of housing which is affordable. The PPS 
directs that cultural heritage resources shall be conserved.  
 
1989 Official Plan  
The City of London 1989 Official Plan (“Official Plan”) implements the policy direction of 
the PPS and contains objectives and policies that guide the use and development of 
land within the City of London. The Official Plan assigns specific land use designations 
to lands, and the policies associated with the land use designations provide for a 
general range of permitted uses, form, and intensity of development.  
 
The subject lands are located within “Low Density Residential” designation on Schedule 
“A” – Land Use in the City of London Official Plan. The Low Density Residential 
designation is intended for low-rise, low-density housing forms including single-
detached, semi-detached and duplex dwellings. Residential intensification is permitted 
in the Low Density Residential designation and may be in the form of low-rise apartment 
buildings. The Official Plan contains several policies intended to guide intensification, 
and intensification should be consistent with the scale of adjacent land uses, compatible 
with the character of the area, and fit the configuration of the site and site constraints. 
  
The Official Plan provides policies for Specific Areas where it is appropriate to address 
development opportunities and constraints through specific policies, and these specific 
policies serve to augment the standard land use policies. The subject lands are located 
within the Woodfield Neighbourhood, and the specific area policies direct that the 
Woodfield Neighbourhood be maintained as a Low Density Residential area with some 
exceptions. The subject land are also located within the Near-Campus Neighbourhoods 
Area that includes neighbourhoods affected by near-campus neighbourhood impacts. 
The policies for the Near Campus Neighbourhoods Area encourage appropriate forms 
of intensification and identify appropriate locations for intensification.  
 
The Official Plan also provides policy direction on broader matters indirectly related to 
land use. The Official Plan pursues housing opportunities for all residents, including the 
provision of affordable and supportive housing; encourages a diversity of housing types 
and densities to ensure a broad range of needs are satisfied; and provides incentives 
for the provision of affordable housing through bonusing.  The Official Plan provides for 
the protection and enhancement of cultural heritage resources; and provides incentives 
for the preservation and integration of cultural heritage resources into development 
proposals through bonusing. Figure 13-1 shows the boundaries of the East Woodfield 
HCD. 

 
The London Plan  
The London Plan is the new Official Plan for the City of London and has been adopted 
by Council and approved by the Ministry with modification, but is not yet in force and 
effect due to appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board.   
 
The subject lands are located within the “Neighbourhoods” Place Type on Map 1 – 
Place Types in The London Plan, with frontage along a “Neighbourhood Street” on Map 
3 – Street Classifications in The London Plan. The broadest range of use and intensity 
contemplated for the subject lands in The London Plan are single-detached, semi-
detached, duplex and converted dwellings, townhouses, secondary suites, group homes 
and home occupations; a minimum height of 1-storey and a maximum height of 2.5-
storeys.  
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Within the Neighboruhood Place Type intensification will be permitted only in 
appropriate locations and in a way that is sensitive to, compatible with, and represents a 
good fit with existing surrounding neighbourhoods; and the intensity will be appropriate 
for the size of the property. The London Plan generally directs intensification to areas 
that would strengthen existing and planned investments in transit and active mobility. 

 
The London Plan also provides policies for specific areas. Specific policies for the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type serve to augment the general policies for neighbourhoods.  
The Near Campus Neighbourood policies and the Woodfield Neighbourhood policies 
from the 1989 Official Plan have been carried forward to The London Plan as specific 
policies for the Neighbourhoods Place Type. The subject lands are shown within these 
specific policy areas on Map 7- Specific Policy Areas in The London Plan.  

 
The London Plan also pursues housing opportunities for all residents and encourages a 
diversity of housing types and densities, while promoting the prevention of 
homelessness and affordable housing and providing incentives for provision of 
affordable housing. The London Plan provides for the protection, conservation and 
enhancement of cultural heritage resources. As noted above, the subject lands are 
located in the East Woodfield HCD. Specific HCDs are shown on Map 9 – Heritage 
Conservation Districts and Cultural Heritage Landscapes in The London Plan. 
 
 

  

 KEY ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 
 

 

4.0 Key Issues 
 

4.1 Specific Policy Area 
A Specific Policy Area has been requested for the subject lands as the proposed 
development does not conform to the current policies in the Official Plan that govern the 
intensity of development permitted on the subject lands. Planning Staff have considered 
the appropriateness of this request.  
 
The subject lands are located within “Low Density Residential” designation. This 
designation is intended for low-rise, low-density housing forms including single-
detached, semi-detached and duplex dwellings (Section 3.2., Section 3.2.2). Residential 
intensification is permitted in the Low Density Residential designation, and may be in 
the form of low-rise apartment buildings up to a maximum density of 75 uph. The 
applicant has requested a Specific Policy Area be applied to the subject lands to permit 
the proposed apartment building, consisting of 12-“Micro-suites” and a maximum 
density of 307 uph. 
 
The Official Plan provides for the application of a Specific Policy Area to augment the 
standard policy direction with more detailed and specific policy direction for an area, 
where one or more of the criteria set out in the Official Plan can be satisfied (Policy 
10.1.1). The criteria are as follows: 
 

 The proposed change in land use cannot be accommodated in another land use 
designation without negatively affecting the surrounding area. The request for an 
apartment building, consisting of 12-“Micro-suites”, resulting in a density of 307 
uph could be accommodated in the Downtown Area. The Downtown Area is 
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intended to accommodate the greatest height and density of residential 
development permitted in the City, and the proposed development is less likely to 
negatively affect the Downtown Area than the Low Density Residential area 
surrounding the subject lands.  

 It is in the interest of Council to maintain the existing land use designation while 
allowing for a site specific change in land use. Any such intent has not been 
made known to Planning Staff and is not reflected in the City’s policies 
documents that guide the use and development of the subject lands. The 
proposed development is in fact contrary to the policies specific to Woodfield 
Neighbourhood which direct the neighbourhood be maintained as a 
predominately Low Density Residential area. 

 The existing land uses are not well-suited to a standard land use designation for 
the purpose of directing future development. The subject lands are within an 
established low-rise neighbourhood and could be appropriately developed under 
the existing in-force policies that include consideration for an appropriate level of 
residential intensification relative to the existing surrounding neighbourhood 
context and site constraints. Therefore, there is not a need to establish a Specific 
Area Policy for the subject property.  

 

 Policy is required to restrict the normal range of uses and intensity permitted in 
order to protect other uses from negative impacts. The requested specific area 
policy seeks to increase the permitted intensity beyond the residential 
intensification already contemplated by the existing in-force policies, not restrict 
the normal range of intensity to protect from negative impacts as this criterion 
requires.  

 
The proposed development does not satisfy the criteria for a Specific Policy Area.  

 

4.2 Micro-suites 
The applicant has requested that “Micro-suites” be permitted through the requested 
Specific Policy Area and also defined within the Zoning By-law. Planning Staff have 
considered whether “Micro-suites”, within the context of this particular application, 
should be included as a separate defined term within the Zoning By-law.  
 
The requested definition of Micro-suites would mean a dwelling unit intended primarily 
for occupancy by one (1) person, with a maximum of one (1) bedroom, and floor area 
maximum of 42 sq. m. The floor area maximum proposed for a Micro-suite is less than 
the 47 sq. m minimum dwelling unit area required for a one (1) bedroom in the Zoning 
By-law, but larger than the 37 sq. m minimum dwelling unit area required for a bachelor 
in the Zoning By-law (Section 4.6 2)). The floor plans submitted in support of the 
application show the accessible units on the ground floor as bachelors, having no 
separation between the sleeping area and the living area; and the door between the 
sleeping area and living area for the other units is shown as “optional”. As such, the 
proposed dwelling units could comply with the minimum dwelling unit area for a 
bachelor in the Zoning By-law, and the need to define “Micro-suites” separately is not 
particularly compelling for the purposes of this application.  
 
The requested definition proposes to restrict occupancy and bedroom number in order 
to manage how intensely a site with Micro-suites is used. With the exception of Group 
Homes, the Zoning By-law does not restrict the number of persons that can occupy a 
dwelling. The City’s Property Standards By-law CP-16 restricts occupancy of a dwelling 
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unit to 1 person per 9.3 sq. m of habitable floor space. The Ontario Building Code 
(“OBC”) restricts occupancy to a maximum of two (2) persons per sleeping room or 
sleeping area in a dwelling unit or suite (Ontario Building Code 3.1.17.1 (1) (b)).  The 
intended occupancy of one (1) person is not consistent with other regulatory 
documents. Moreover, the conventional standard in the Zoning By-law is to attribute 
density to the number of dwelling units per hectare. 
 
In the opinion of Planning Staff, the requested definition for “Micro-suites” is not crafted 
in a way that provides a compelling reason to considered “Micro-suites” separate from 
the standard dwelling unit area minimums in the Zoning By-law; or as way to manage 
how intensely the site is used given the inconsistencies with other regulatory 
documents. Micro-suites as a dwelling unit type may warrant a broader City-wide policy 
and regulatory review in the future. 
 

 
 

 
  

Figure 4: Proposed Floor Plans (467-469 Dufferin Avenue)  
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4.3 Residential Intensification   
The redevelopment proposal represents a significant increase in the intensity of 
development existing and planned for the subject lands.  Planning Staff have 
considered the appropriateness of the requested residential intensification. 
 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 
The PPS directs growth and development to settlement areas and encourages their 
regeneration (Policy 1.1.3.1). Land use patterns within settlement areas are to provide 
for a range of uses and opportunities for intensification and redevelopment (Policy 
1.1.3.2 b)). Planning authorities are to identify appropriate locations and promote 
opportunities for intensification and redevelopment where it can be accommodated 
considering matters such as existing building stock, brownfield sites, and suitable 
existing or planned infrastructure and public service facilities. (Policy 1.1.3.3).  
 
In conformity with the PPS, through the residential intensification policies that apply to 
the “Low Density Residential” designation and the existing Residential R3 (R3-2) Zone 
that permits a range of housing types including single-detached, semi-detached, duplex, 
converted triplex and fourplex dwellings, Council has already identified this site and the 
existing surrounding neighbourhood as an appropriate location for some residential 
intensification, but at a less intense scale than proposed through this application. 
 
1989 Official Plan 
Development within the Low Density Residential designation is intended to have a low-
rise, low-coverage form that typically results in densities that range to an approximate 
upper limit of 30 uph (Policy 3.2.2 i)). The Official Plan provides for residential 
intensification in the Low Density Residential designation in the form of low-rise 
apartment buildings up to a range up to 75 uph subject to a Planning Impact Analysis 
(Policy 3.2.3, and Section 3.2.3.2). It is required that residential intensification 
demonstrate compatibility with, and maintain the character of, the existing surrounding 
neighbourhood (Policy 3.2.3, Policy 3.2.3.3 and Policy 3.2.3.4).  It is intended that 
residential intensification meet all Zoning By-law regulations (Policy 3.2.3.8).  

 

The Official Plan enables Council to consider development proposals for greater density 
and height than would normally be permitted without an amendment to the Official Plan 
through Bonus Zoning (Policy 3.2.3 and Policy 19.4.4)). As per the Bonus Zoning 
objectives in the Official Plan, in return for increased density, the development proposal 
must provide for certain public facilities, services or matters that result in a public 
benefit, and cannot be obtained through the normal development process (Policy  
19.4.4 ii)). Since, the residential intensification policies for the Low Density Residential 
designation contemplate an increase in density up to the density limits for Medium 
Density Residential development, Bonus Zoning for additional density is reserved for 
the designation and integration of buildings considered to have cultural heritage value or 
interest (Policy 3.2.3.6); and/or the provision of affordable housing (Policy 12.2.2 iii)) 
subject to a Planning Impact Analysis. 
 
The subject lands are located within the Woodfield Neighbourhood, which is identified 
as a Specific Residential Area to which additional policies apply. The policies specific to 
the Woodfield neighbourhood direct that the Woodfield Neighbourhood be maintained 
as a predominately Low Density Residential area with the exception of the Medium 
Density Residential area bounded by Richmond Street, Central Avenue, Wellington 
Street and Hyman Street, that may develop to 100 uph (Policy 3.5.4). The subject lands 
are also located within the Near-Campus Neighbourhoods Area. In the Low Density 
Residential designation in the Near Campus Neighbourhoods Area, planning 
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applications to allow residential intensification should be supported only where the 
criteria in the Official Plan can be satisfied. (Policy 3.5.19.10 i) through viii)).  
 
The applicant is proposing an apartment building with 12-“Micro-suites” on the subject 
lands, or approximately 307 uph. Residential intensification in the Low Density 
Residential designation is contemplated up to 75 uph or the equivalent of 3 units on the 
subject lands. The difference between the density requested on the subject lands, and 
density contemplated in the Official Plan through residential intensification, is a request 
for four (4) times the maximum permitted density or units. As noted above, the 
requested residential intensification is approaching the density limits attributed High 
Density Residential in the Downtown Area, which will normally not exceed 350 uph 
(Policy 4.1.7 i)). 
 
Planning Impact Analysis 
 
The requested residential intensification in the Low Density Residential designation is 
subject to the requirement of a Planning Impact Analysis. A Planning Impact Analysis 
requires consideration of a series of criteria. The criteria relevant to the proposed 
redevelopment proposal are discussed below:  

 

Compatibility of proposed use with the existing surrounding neighbourhood, the ability to 
accommodate the propose use on site, and potential impacts (Policy 3.7.2 (a) and (b)). 
The proposed “apartment building” use is not consistent with the prevailing building type 
within the existing surrounding neighbourhood (or the planned intent in The London 
Plan). The subject lands are not an appropriate size for the proposed “apartment 
building” use as is evident from the number of special provisions required to 
accommodate the building on the subject site, relative to the standard regulations of the 
R8 Zone intended to regulate development in the form of low-rise apartment buildings. 
The proposed development is an over-intensification of the subject lands. These criteria 
are not satisfied by the proposed development.  
 
The supply of vacant lands designated and zoned for the proposed use (Policy 3.7.2 
(c)). The Woodfield neighbourhood is an established residential neighbourhood in which 
there are few vacant properties. The designation and the zoning is generally indicative 
of the predominant Low Density Residential development. However, there are some 
properties within the neighbourhood where the site-specific zoning recognizes existing 
apartment buildings and/or office conversions or future potential for those higher 
intensity uses. The preferred location for the proposed apartment building use would be 
those sites within Woodfield where the designation and site-specific zoning already 
permit higher intensity uses. Alternatively, the proposed “apartment building” use should 
be directed to several vacant sites in the nearby Downtown Area, which is identified in 
the Official Plan as a location for new Medium and High Density Residential (Policy 4.1). 
As referenced earlier, there are specific residential area policies in the Official Plan that 
direct that the Woodfield neighbourhood be maintained as a Low Density Residential 
area. The redevelopment proposal is not consistent with those policies. This criterion is 
not satisfied by the proposed development 

Proximity to open space, services and facilities for Medium or Higher Density 
Residential development and the adequacy of those facilities and services (Policy 3.7.2 
(d)). The subject lands are between two (2) to three (3) blocks (approximately 700 
metres) of the public open space provided by Victoria Park at the westerly limit of the 
neigbourhood. The proposed development is better suited to a site that is closer to 
public open space given the requested relief from the minimum dwelling unit area and 
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the lack of amenity space both inside and outside of the proposed building. Transit 
services are located along Dufferin Avenue and Colborne Street, one (1) block west of 
the subject lands, and along the major roads at the periphery of the neighbourhood. 
Rapid transit is planned along Richmond Street and King Street. The proposed 
development is better suited to a location directly on a transit route to justify the 
requested intensity in support of ridership to achieve a viable transit system. The 
proposed development is also better suited a location directly on a transit route to justify 
the absence of on-site vehicular parking. The subject lands are near many services and 
facilities as result of the established neighbourhood context and central location 
proximate to the Downtown Area. The subject lands are near the Masonic Hall, Mocha 
Shrine Centre, London Music Club, Lord Roberts Public School and Catholic Central 
High School. Although this criterion is partially satisfied by the proposed development, 
the same assessment could be made for new development in many areas of Woodfield. 
Therefore, this criterion alone does support the requested site-specific increase in the 
intensity of development. 
 
The need for affordable housing (Policy 3.7.2 (e)). The proposed development is not 
expected to contribute to the long-term supply of sustainable affordable housing. The 
proposed units are intended to be privately controlled market rate rentals with no 
agreements with the City or provincially-mandated service providers of affordable 
housing to ensure affordability will be maintained over the long term. The provision of 
affordable housing is discussed in greater detail below. This criterion is not satisfied by 
the proposed development. 

The location of vehicular access points and impact of traffic generated by the proposed 
change in land use (Policy3.7.2 (h)).  There are no vehicular access points to review for 
compliance, as on-site vehicular parking is requested to be prohibited in connection with 
the proposed Micro-suites as an affordability measure. With regard to the parking 
demand of residents, the Parking Impact Assessment prepared by Pol Associates Inc. 
proposed on-site vehicular parking to be substituted for secure enclosed bicycle storage 
which will promote the use of active modes of transportation. The Parking Impact 
Assessment does not anticipate impacts will result from the absence of on-site vehicular 
parking; suggesting residents could rent parking spaces nearby should they require 
parking. The parking demand of visitors, and from servicing and loading needs, has 
been directed to on-street vehicle parking. The Parking Impact Assessment again does 
not anticipate impacts because of the existing on-street parking availability. On-street 
vehicle parking is currently subject to a two (2) hour maximum between 8 am and 6 pm, 
Monday through Saturday; and the two (2) hour parking restriction is lifted after 6 pm 
and on Sunday. Overnight parking would be in accordance with the City’s parking 
regulations. Transportation Planning and Design Staff had no comment on the 
application. However, it is reasonable to expect that there will be some demand for 
parking generated by the proposed development, whether long-term for residents, or 
short-term for visitors, servicing and loading. In the absence of on-site vehicular parking 
there will be an increase in the demand for on-street parking from the existing condition. 
As such, Planning Staff cannot conclusively state that the proposed development will 
not cause some impact for surrounding properties. This criterion is not satisfied by the 
proposed development. 
 
Compatibility and integration of proposed building form with existing and future land 
uses in the surrounding area, and potential impacts on surrounding land uses (Policy 
3.7.2 (f) and (i)). The proposed low-rise (3-storey) massing intended to help integrate 
the project into the existing neighbourhood exceeds the maximum height contemplated 
in The London Plan at this location, but appears to be compatible with the low-rise 
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character and predominant 1 to 2 ½ storey buildings within the existing surrounding 
neighborhood. The roof style and pitch, window placement and proportions, and 
cladding material also appear to be consistent with the East Woodfield HCD design 
guidelines and reference features on the adjacent existing buildings. The proposed 
building is to be positioned close to the public right-of-way to maintain a consistent 
setback and building-line with the adjacent buildings. The proposed building massing 
and positioning is not anticipated to cast shadows, obstruct slightlines or create wind 
impacts that would significantly impact the amenity of surrounding land uses. However, 
the form of development cannot be considered in isolation of other concerns. The 
concerns with the requested development relate to the use and intensity, rather than 
form. The form of the proposed development must also be considered in the context of 
the requirement for heritage conservation, with compatibility is to be evaluated through 
the Heritage Alteration Permit process.  

Compliance with the City’s policy and regulatory document (Policy 3.7.2 (l)). As 
discussed earlier in this report, the requested residential intensification does not comply 
with the intensity of development contemplated for the subject lands in the Official Plan, 
necessitating the need for a Specific Policy Area. It is intended that residential 
intensification should meet all Zoning By-law regulations. The proposed development 
requires several special provisions from the standard R8 Zone requirements. The 
requested special provisions are as follows: 

 A maximum density of 309 uph; whereas a maximum of 75 uph is required.  

 A minimum lot area of 391 sq. m (as existing), whereas a minimum of 1,000 sq. 
m is required. 

 A minimum lot frontage of 12.5 metres (as existing), whereas a minimum of 30.0 
metres is required. 

 A minimum front yard depth of 1.0 metre; whereas a minimum of 7.0 metres is 
required. It being noted that the special provision maintains a consistent building 
setback with adjacent properties.  

 A minimum side yard depth of 1.2 metres; whereas a minimum of 4.8 metres is 
required.  

 A maximum lot coverage of 63%; whereas a maximum of 40% is required. 

 That on-site parking be prohibited for micro-suites; whereas an apartment 
buildings in Parking Standards Area 2 has a minimum parking requirement of 
one (1) parking space per unit.  

 A maximum lot coverage for an accessory building of 10.4%; whereas a 
maximum of 10% is required.  

 A minimum rear yard and side yard depth for an accessory building of 0.3 
metres; whereas a minimum of 0.6 metres is required. 

This criterion is not satisfied by the proposed development. 

Impacts on the transportation system, including transit (Policy 3.7.2 (n)).  The proposed 
development is transit supportive. As noted earlier in this report, the absence of on-site 
vehicular parking is expected to promote the use of active modes of transportation, 
including transit, and contribute to ridership. The subject lands are within walking 
distance of existing and planned transit routes and transit infrastructure.  

While some criteria can be achieved by the proposed development, the criteria not met 
by the proposed development is an indication the proposed development, in particular 
the proposed use and intensity, are not appropriate within the existing surrounding 
neigbourhood or on the subject lands. The form of the proposed development appears 
to be compatible with the existing surrounding neighbourhood, but cannot be 
considered in isolation of other concerns and must also be considered in the context of 
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the requirement for heritage conservation with compatibility to be evaluated through the 
Heritage Alteration Permit process.  
 
The requested residential intensification of the subject lands fails to respect the intent of 
the policies specific to the Woodfield neighbourhood. The policies clearly intend to 
preserve where possible, a Low Density Residential neighbourhood, while providing 
some opportunity for higher intensity uses where it would be most appropriately located 
contiguous to the Downtown Area and along a planned Rapid Transit Corridor. Other 
properties in Woodfield have been more successful in their ability accommodate 
residential intensification, including the relatively new apartment building located at 380 
Princess Avenue that is better able to satisfy the current policy and regulatory 
framework given the size of the property, the surrounding context, and commitment 
made to sustainable affordable housing. There are also several examples of existing 
apartment buildings in Woodfield that pre-date the current policy and regulatory 
framework and are recognized and permitted to continue as legal non-conforming land 
uses. 
 
Near Campus Neighbourhoods Area Policies 
 
The requested residential intensification of the subject lands does not satisfy the criteria 
which evaluates residential intensification in the Low Density Residential designation 
within the Near Campus Neighbourhoods Area. Those criteria are as follows:   
 
The proposal conforms to all of the residential intensification policies of this Plan (Policy 
3.5.19.10 i)). The development proposal is well in excess of the density limits (75 uph) 
contemplated for residential intensification in the Low Density Residential designation. 

The proposal conforms to all of the Policies for Specific Residential Areas of this Plan 
(Policy 3.5.19.10 ii)). As noted above, the development proposal does not conform the 
Woodfield Neighbourhood policies.  

The proposal does not represent a site-specific amendment for a lot(s) that is not 
unique within its context and does not have any special attributes which would warrant a 
site-specific amendment (Policy 3.5.19.10 iii)). The subject lands are not unique within 
the neighbourhood context, nor does the property have any special attributes which 
would warrant a site-specific amendment. The subject lands are a regular shaped 
parcel, located interior to the block, of a comparable size to other lots within the 
neighbourhood. 

The proposal is appropriate in size and scale and does not represent an over-
intensification of the site (Policy 3.5.19.10 iv)). The proposal is an over intensification of 
the subject lands requiring several special provisions from the standard requirements of 
the requested R8 Zone as discussed earlier in this report.  

The proposal provides for an adequate amenity area that is appropriately shaped, 
configured, and located to provide respite for the occupants (Policy 3.5.19.10 v)). There 
is modest space in the rear yard that could be used for shared outdoor amenity space, 
but the size of the space is not commensurate to the number of residents that would 
share and have access to the space. As a comparison, the existing R3-2 Zone allows 
for residential intensification in the form of a converted dwelling requiring a minimum of 
180 sq. m of lot area per dwelling unit, inclusive of the building area, parking area and 
landscape/amenity area, to accommodate the additional intensity. The subject lands 
have a lot area of approximately 390 sq. m to accommodate the proposed 12-unit 
apartment building, but could only accommodate 2-units according to the minimum lot 
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area for a converted dwelling unit under the existing zone. Amenity space becomes 
more important when the unit size decreases to provide opportunities for respite.  
  
Mitigation measures are incorporated into the proposed building(s) and site design 
which ensure that the amenity of surrounding residential land uses is not negatively 
impacted (Policy 3.5.19.10 vi)). The form of the proposed building appears to be 
sensitive to, and compatible with, the existing surrounding neighbourhood to be 
evaluated through the Heritage Alteration Permit process as discussed earlier in this 
report.  
 
The proposal demonstrates that all heritage attributes and resources of the subject site 
or adjacent sites are conserved (Policy 3.5.19.10 vii)). The subject lands are a protected 
heritage property as part of the East Woodfield HCD. The proposed development is 
predicated on the demolition or removal of the existing building, and possible mitigating 
measures by which to conserve the cultural heritage resource on the subject lands was 
not adequately addressed by the Heritage Impact Assessment submitted in support of 
the application. This is discussed in greater detail later in this report.    
 
The proposal establishes a positive and appropriate precedent for similar development 
proposals at similar locations within the near-campus neighbourhood areas (Policy 
3.5.19.10 viii)). The proposed development does not establish a positive and 
appropriate precedent as there are several special provisions requested from the City’s 
standards for development, in terms of both the general provisions in the Zoning By-law 
(e.g. minimum dwelling unit area and minimum parking requirements) and the standard 
R8 Zone regulations. The subject lands are not unique and are characteristic of the lot 
fabric in the area, which could facilitate future similar proposals.  
 
Bonus Zoning 
 
The applicant has requested Bonus Zoning and proposes a high quality urban design in 
keeping with the heritage character of the East Woodfield HCD; secure bicycle parking 
for twelve (12) spaces; and private affordable housing in return for an increase in 
density. Items identified for bonusing must represent matters that cannot otherwise be 
obtained through the normal development process as per the Bonus Zoning objectives 
in the Official Plan.  
 

1. In terms of urban design, the subject lands are designated under Part V of the 
Ontario Heritage Act as part of the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation 
District. The issue of cultural heritage is discussed below in detail. The East 
Woodfield HCD Plan is intended to guide and manage physical change and 
development within the HCD. It being noted that the conservation, design and 
landscaping guidelines in the East Woodfield HCD Plan requires new 
development be compatible with the character of adjoining properties and the 
streetscape (Part II, Sec. 4.4). Achieving the heritage character is a requirement 
of this application and not a facility, service or matter that warrants Bonus 
Zoning. The designation and integration of buildings having cultural heritage 
value or interest would have been eligible for bonusing but, the proposed 
development is predicated on the removal or demolition of the existing building.  

 
2. The provision of bicycle parking is a requirement under the general provisions of 

the Zoning By-law. Bicycle parking is required for apartment buildings at a rate of 
0.75 space per unit. The proposed 12-unit apartment building would require 9 
bicycle parking spaces. The addition of three (3) more bicycle parking spaces 
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and secure enclosed storage proposed to be gained through Bonus Zoning is not 
commensurate with the increase in density requested.  

3. The issue of affordable housing is discussed below in detail. In general Planning 
Staff are concerned that in this case affordability is based on the belief that 
smaller dwelling units without on-site vehicular parking are less costly to build 
and maintain, and therefore are inherently more affordable among other market 
rental housing. The applicant has not demonstrated that the proposed units will 
be affordable relative to units of a comparable size, nor is there a clear 
commitment by the applicant to meet the definition of affordable housing in the 
governing policy documents. The proposed units are intended to be privately 
controlled market rate rentals with no agreements with the City or provincially-
mandated service providers of affordable housing to ensure affordability will be 
maintained over the long term. In the opinion of Planning Staff there is no 
certainty that the proposed development, with the requested increase in density, 
will contribute to the creation of sustainable affordable housing. 

 

The London Plan 
The residential intensification policies in The London Plan that apply in Neighbourhoods 
are intended to support intensification while ensuring that the proposed intensification is 
appropriately located and a good fit within the receiving neighbourhood (Policy 937_ 
and Policy 940_). The residential intensification must be sensitive to, compatible with, 
and a good fit within the existing surrounding neighbourhood (Policy 953_1). The 
proposed intensification must also be appropriate for the size of the lot (Policy 953_3.).  
 
The preferred forms of intensification in the Near-Campus Neighbourhoods are mid-rise 
and high-rise apartment buildings situated in appropriate Place Types on appropriate 
street classification rather than within the interior of neighbourhoods (Policy 970_). 
Specifically, appropriate location for mid-rise and high-rise apartment buildings are 
those areas within the Near Campus Neighbourhoods located within Transit Villages, 
Rapid Transit Corridors, Urban Corridors, Downtown and Shopping Area Place Types 
(Policy 971_). Intensification in the interior of the Neighbourhoods Place Type, defined 
as those areas fronting Neighbourhood Streets, within the Near Campus 
Neighbourhoods will not be permitted where development proposals are inconsistent 
with the permitted uses and intensity in Table 10 and 11; nor where lots are 
inadequately sized and cannot reasonably accommodate the use, intensity, or form of 
development (Policy 968_ and Policy 976_). It is a policy of The London Plan to 
maintain the Woodfield neighbourhood as a low-rise residential area (Policy 1034_). As 
carried forward from the 1989 Official Plan, The London Plan directs higher density 
uses and office conversion to certain lands within the Woodfield neighbourhood, but not 
on the subject lands (Policy 1034_through Policy 1038_).  
 
The proposed “apartment building” use is not permitted on the subject lands within the 
Neighbourhoods Place Type with frontage on a Neighbourhood Street according to 
Table 10. The building height of three (3)-storeys is also not permitted according to 
Table 11. The requested amendment does not conform to the use or the intensity of 
development contemplated in The London Plan, nor has it been demonstrated how the 
proposed development is compatible with the planned intent for the existing surrounding 
neighbourhood. The subject lands are inadequately sized to accommodate the 
proposed apartment building, requiring several special provisions, having inadequate 
outdoor amenity space, and unable to accommodate any on-site vehicular parking.  The 
proposed development is therefore an over-intensification of the subject lands.  
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4.4 Affordable Housing 
The applicant has requested Bonus Zoning for increased density in return for the 
provision of “private affordable housing”. Planning Staff have considered the extent to 
which the proposed development will contribute to the creation of sustainable affordable 
housing. 
 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 
The PPS directs planning authorities to provide a range and mix of housing types and 
densities to meet the long-term needs of all residents, including affordable housing for 
low and moderate income households and special needs housings for persons with 
disabilities and for older persons. (Policy 1.4.3 a) and b)).  The PPS defines affordable 
rental housing as the less expensive of the following scenarios:  

 rent that does not exceed 30% of the gross annual household income for low and 
moderate income households, where low and moderate income households are 
households in the bottom 60% of the income distribution for renter households in 
the Regional market; or  

 rent that is at or below the Average Market Rent in the Regional market (Policy 
6.0). 

 
There is a lack of clarity and commitment to demonstrate how the proposed 
development will meet the definition of affordable housing as defined in the PPS and 
other policy documents as discussed below. 

 

1989 Official Plan  
The housing objectives in the Official Plan support housing choice, and a range of 
housing types to satisfy a broad range of housing requirements (Policy 12.1 i)). Official 
Plan policy promotes the provision of affordable housing, and directs Council to work 
with others, including the private sector, to provide affordable housing.  (Policy 12.1 v) 
and vii)). In addition to areas of new development, infill and redevelopment may also 
contribute to the supply of affordable housing (Policy 12.1 ix)). The Official Plan 
provides a definition of affordable housing, distinguishing between ownership and rental 
housing, and defines “low- and moderate-income households” consistent with the 
definitions PPS (Policy 12.1.1 ii) (a) and (b) and policy 12.1.1 iv)). Among the measures 
to increase the supply of affordable housing, the Official Plan provides incentives 
(increased height and density) to support the provision of affordable (Policy 12.2.2 iii)). 

 

The London Plan 
The London Plan encourages the provision of a diversity of housing types and densities 
(Policy 505_). The various urban Place Type policies of this Plan are to provide 
abundant opportunities for a diversity of housing types and densities, in conformity with 
the City Structure Plan (Policy 508_). Not all housing types and densities will be 
considered appropriate in all urban Place Types. Intensification is supported to increase 
the supply of housing where infrastructure, transit and other public services are 
available and accessible. (Policy 506_).The London Plan commits to a collaborative 
approach to the delivery and administration of affordable housing, working with public 
and/or private sector providers (Policy 515_ and Policy 516_). The London Plan 
recognizes that targets for new affordable housing may be met through intensification 
as well as greenfield development (Policy 517_). Incentives (increased height and 
density) are provided to support the provision of affordable housing (Policy 521_). 
Green development techniques are encouraged in the construction of affordable 
housing to reduce the long term operating costs to support the long term sustainability 
and quality of affordable housing (Policy 522_). 
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The definition of affordable rental housing in the Official Plan and The London Plan is 
consistent with the definition in the PPS, but could be either one of the scenarios 
described above, either by a share of low and moderate household income, or equal to 
or less than average market rent, but not necessarily the less expensive scenario. In 
practice, in order for rental units to receive funding under the Canada-Ontario Affordable 
Housing Program (AHP) or the Investment in Affordable Housing for Ontario (IAH) 
program, rents are required to be at or below 80% of the CMHC average market rent. 
Service Managers with the delegated responsibility for the delivery and administration of 
affordable housing, such as the Housing Development Corporation for London and 
Middlesex County (“HDC”), have the ability to set their own target. The HDC recognizes 
affordable housing as 70% to 80% of the CMHC average market rent for London and 
Middlesex County.  
 
The average market rent for a bachelor and 1-bedroom was $632 and $807 respectively 
in the City of London in October 2016 as provided by the Canadian Mortgage Housing 
Corporation (“CMHC”), and $621 and $802 respectively in the London CMA 
representative of the Region market in October 2016. According to the Official Plan and 
The London Plan, a rental rate at or below $621 and $802 for a bachelor and a 1-
bedroom respectively in the London CMA, could be considered affordable housing. 
Based on the practices of the HDC, the Planning Justification Report prepared by Pol 
Associates Inc. in support of the proposed development identified an affordable rental 
housing rate for a 1-bedroom as $565 (equal to 70% of the 2016 CMHC average market 
rent for the City of London). However, the application, has not demonstrated that 
proposed units which are akin to a bachelor will be affordable relative to units of a 
comparable size, nor is there a clear commitment by the applicant to meet the definition 
of affordable housing in the governing policy documents. 
 
The challenge in determining whether the expected rents for the proposed Micro-suites 
would be affordable is that the application requests a new type of dwelling unit with a 
reduced floor area that cannot be directly compared to traditional dwelling units that 
satisfy the minimum floor area by bedroom types. The proposed units are also intended 
to be privately controlled market rate rentals such that the rental rates will be limited by 
whatever the market will bare for a unit of a given size. The applicant has not 
approached the City or provincially mandated service providers of affordable housing 
about agreements to ensure affordability will be maintained over the long term. 
Therefore, there is no certainty that the proposed development with the requested 
increase in density and requested relief from dwelling area minimums will contribute to 
the creation of sustainable affordable housing.  

 

4.5 Cultural Heritage 
The subject lands are a protected heritage property designated under Part V of the 
Ontario Heritage Act as part of the East Woodfield HCD. The policies in the PPS, 
Official Plan and The London Plan provide for the conservation of significant built 
heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes. The redevelopment 
proposal is predicated on the removal or demolition of the existing building on the 
subject lands and is contrary to the policy direction.  

 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) 
The PPS promotes the wise use and management of cultural heritage resources and 
directs that significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage 
landscapes shall be conserved (Policy 2.6.1).  The proposed removal or demolition of 
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the existing building on the subject lands without mitigation measures by which to 
conserve the cultural heritage resource is not consistent with the PPS.  

 

1989 Official Plan  
Pursuant to the provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act, areas of the City may be 
designated as Heritage Conservation Districts (“HCDs”). The subject lands are a 
heritage protected property designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act as part 
of the East Woodfield HCD.  The Official Plan directs that the erection, alteration, 
demolition or removal of buildings or structures within an HCD is subject to the 
provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act and the HCD Plan (Policy 13.3.2). The policies in 
the Official Plan encourage the retention of existing structures and landscape features 
within HCDs to maintain the character of the districts; direct that new development 
complement the prevailing character of the districts; and that at all times regard should 
be had for the guidelines and intent of the HCD Plans (Policy 13.3.6 i)-iii)). There are 
specific policies for the East Woodfield HCD in the Official Plan. It is recognized that the 
intent of Council is to maintain, protect and conserve the East Woodfield HCD (Policy 
13.3.8.1 ii)). The policies specific to the East Woodfield HCD encourage the 
preservation of existing dwellings, grass boulevards, individual street trees and tree 
lines to maintain the residential character of the area; and new development should 
complement the prevailing residential character of the area; and public works should 
have minimum impact on the character of the area (Policy 13.3.8.1 iii) a)-c)).   
 
Redevelopment that detracts from the integrity or results in the destruction of the 
cultural heritage resources is discouraged (Policy 13.6.2).  To encourage the protection 
and enhancement of the cultural heritage resources, the policies of the Official Plan 
provide incentives for the integration of cultural heritage resources into redevelopment 
proposals through Bonus Zoning (Policy 13.6.2 i) and ii)). Specifically the Bonus Zoning 
provisions of the Official Plan provide incentives (increased height or density) in return 
for the preservation of structures and/or districts identified as being of cultural heritage 
value or interest, and their consideration for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act 
(Policy 19.4.4 ii) g)).  
 
The requested amendments and planned redevelopment of the subject lands is 
predicated on the demolition or removal of the existing building within the East 
Woodfield HCD, which is contrary to the policy direction in the Official Plan that cultural 
heritage resources be conserved and protected.  The proposed bonusable items for 
increased density discussed earlier in this report fail to satisfy the requirements for 
bonusing in the Official Plan, whereas the integration of the existing building considered 
to have cultural heritage value or interest into the redevelopment proposal would have 
been eligible for bonusing. 

 

The London Plan 
The City’s HCDs are shown on Map 9 – Heritage Conservation Districts and Cultural 
Heritage Landscapes in The London Plan. The London Plan identifies that the specific 
HCD Plans and Guidelines will be used in the evaluation of planning and development 
applications (Policy 601_).  The cultural heritage policies that apply generally to HCDs 
in the 1989 Official Plan have been carried forward in The London Plan (Policy 594_ 1. 
through 3.).  
 
In an effort to better manage cultural heritage resources, The London Plan recognizes 
the conservation of cultural heritage resource as an integral part of sustainable 
development and encourages the reuse and re-purposing of cultural heritage resources 



                                                                                    Agenda Item #      Page #  
 

 

 

 

 
File: OZ-8804 

Planner:  M. Campbell  

 

26 
 

as a means to reduce demand on natural resources and to facilitate the economic 
revitalization of existing built-up areas (Policy 562_and Policy 563_). The London Plan 
directs that through the provisions of the City’s Property Standards By-law, properties 
within HCDs are to be maintained with respect to the integrity of the buildings and the 
retention of identified heritage attributes (Policy 595_). The London Plan requires that 
property owners apply for a permit to alter a property within an HCD (Policy 596_). 
Where a property is located within an HCD the alteration, erection, demolition or 
removal of buildings or structures within the district is also subject to the provisions of 
Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act (Policy 597_). Where a property within a HCD is to be 
demolished or removed the owner is to undertake mitigation measures, including the 
detailed documentation and possible salvage of the cultural heritage attributes that 
would be lost (Policy 600_). Under Type 2 Bonus Zoning in The London Plan, additional 
height or density that exceeds the standard otherwise permitted by the applicable Place 
Type, may be permitted in return for the designation of cultural heritage resources and 
conservation (Policy 1652_ 2.). 
 
The London Plan explicitly directs that new development on heritage designated 
properties will be designed to protect the heritage attributes of those resources and 
minimize the physical impact on those resources. The London Plan requires a Heritage 
Impact Assessment (“HIA”) for new development on, and adjacent to, heritage 
designated and listed properties to assess potential impacts and explore alternative 
development approaches and mitigation measures to address any impacts to the 
cultural heritage resources and its heritage attributes (Policy 565_).   
 
The HIA submitted in support of the requested amendments and planned 
redevelopment of the subject lands did not satisfy the basic intent an HIA, focusing 
instead on diminishing the cultural heritage values or interest of the subject lands rather 
than assessing potential impacts and exploring alternative development approaches 
and mitigation measures to address any impacts on the subject lands within the East 
Woodfield HCD. 

 

East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan 
The statement of intent in the East Woodfield HCD Plan recognizes that East Woodfield 
“…comprises a distinctive ensemble of heritage buildings and landscapes that have 
resulted from…social, economic, natural and physical changes…this unique residential 
heritage character is to be conserved and protected...” (Part I, Section 2.3) The 
designation of the East Woodfield HCD provides for the protection of a comprehensive 
group of properties (rather than individual properties) which collectively contribute to the 
character of East Woodfield that is considered worth preserving. The cultural heritage 
value or interest of East Woodfield is expressed broadly in the statement of intent 
noted-above.  
 
The goals of the East Woodfield HCD Plan seek to maintain the residential character of 
the district; protect and enhance existing heritage residential buildings; and discourage 
the destruction of the district’s heritage buildings and landscape fabric, encouraging 
only those changes that are undertaken in a manner that the essential form and integrity 
of a heritage property would remain unimpaired (Part II, Section 2.1).  
 
The HIA prepared by Pol Associates Inc. and submitted in support of the requested 
amendments and planned redevelopment of the subject lands, attempted to match 
names listed in the City’s directory as occupants of the subject lands with names listed 
in the “East Woodfield HCD Plan Part I: Statement of Intent”, having historical 
association with early nineteenth century settlers, to determine the associative value of 
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the property. However, the list of names provided in the East Woodfield HCD Plan is 
considered indicative, but not representative or exhaustive of all residents who were 
significant in the social, economic or political life of the area.  A review of the historical 
documentation and other resources articulates the social history of the property, and its 
association with London’s early labour movement. 
 
The HIA submitted in support of the requested amendment and proposed 
redevelopment of the subject lands also did not recognize the contribution of the 
existing building to the East Woodfield HCD as a cultural heritage resource to be 
conserved. The HIA relied heavily on a Condition Assessment prepared by Strick 
Baldinelli Moniz Ltd. which did not take into consideration the cultural heritage value or 
interest of the property.  The loss of the existing building on the subject lands will have 
an adverse impact to the East Woodfield HCD, without the HIA having provided 
meaningful recommendations for mitigation measures or alternative development 
approaches in order to conserve the cultural heritage resource within the protected East 
Woodfield HCD as called for in The London Plan.   
 
There is an underlying preference by the relevant policy documents that cultural 
heritage resources be conserved and protected and that the removal of these resources 
is the least desirable course of action. The requested amendments and planned 
redevelopment of the subject lands requires the demolition or removal of an existing 
building within the East Woodfield HCD, and without mitigation measures to conserve 
the cultural heritage resource, the application is contrary to the policy direction in the 
PPS, Official Plan and The London Plan. 
 

 CONCLUSION 
 

 

Planning Staff recommend refusal of the requested amendments and the proposed 
redevelopment of the subject lands. The proposed redevelopment is not consistent with 
the PPS which encourages intensification in appropriate locations where it can be 
accommodated. There is no clear commitment to satisfy the definition of affordable 
housing in the PPS. The proposed redevelopment is not consist with the PPS which 
directs cultural heritage resources shall be protected.  
 
The use and intensity of development contemplated for the subject lands does not 
conform to the planned intent for the subject lands in the Official Plan or The London 
Plan, and is not appropriate within the context of the existing surrounding neigbourhood 
or on the subject lands. There is no clear commitment to satisfy the definition of 
affordable housing in the Official Plan or The London Plan. The proposed 
redevelopment does not conform to the Official Plan or The London Plan that provides 
for the conservation and protection of cultural heritage resources. The proposed 
removal or demolition of the existing building on the subject lands within the East 
Woodfield Heritage Conservation District does not conform to the East Woodfield 
Heritage Conservation District Plan  

 
The proposed redevelopment does not satisfy all the criteria of a Planning Impact 
Analysis required for applications considering a Specific Policy Area and/or residential 
intensification. A compelling reason has not been provided to define “Micro-suites” 
separately for the purposes of this application. The request for Bonus Zoning does not 
satisfy the general Bonus Zoning objectives in the Official Plan, and not all of the 
proposed bonusable items are eligible for Bonus Zoning in the Low Density Residential 
designation. The proposed redevelopment represents an over intensification of the 
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subject lands.  
 

PREPARED BY: SUBMITTED BY: 

 
 
 
 

 

MELISSA CAMPBELL, MCIP, RPP  
PLANNER II, CURRENT PLANNING 

MICHAEL TOMAZINCIC, MCIP, RPP 
MANAGER, CURRENT PLANNING 

RECOMMENDED BY: 
 
 
 
 

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

 
November 23, 2017  
MC/mc  
“Attach.”  
Y:\Shared\implemen\DEVELOPMENT APPS\2017 Applications 8723 to\8804OZ - 467-469 Dufferin Avenue (MJC)\PEC\OZ-8804 
467-469 Dufferin Ave PEC Staff Report (Dec 4-17).docx 
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Appendix “A” - Community Engagement 
 

Public liaison: Notice of Application was sent to property owners in the surrounding 
area on August 2, 2017, and published in the Public Notices and Bidding 
Opportunities section of The Londoner on August 3, 2017.  

Notice of Revised Application was sent to property owners in the surrounding area on 
November 8, 2017 and Notice of Revised Application was published in the Public 
Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on November 9, 2017. 

A “Possible Land Use Change” sign was also posted on the site. 

20 replies were received. 

 

Nature of Liaison: Possible amendments to the Official Plan and Zoning By-law to 
permit the redevelopment of the subject lands for the proposed apartment building 
consisting of twelve (12) “Micro-suites” with secure enclosed bicycle parking spaces 
provided at a rate of one (1) bicycle parking space per “Micro-suite”, and a prohibition 
on vehicular parking spaces. Possible changes to the Official Plan were advertised to 
add a policy for specific areas to permit the proposed apartment building up to a 
maximum density of 307 uph on the subject lands, notwithstanding the Low Density 
Residential designation. Possible changes to the Zoning By-law to add “Micro-suites” 
among the defined terms in the Zoning By-law, change the zoning to include a 
Residential R8 Zone which regulates development in the form of low-rise apartment 
buildings and provide special provisions to provide relief from the standard Residential 
R8 Zone regulations, and the general provisions of the Zoning By-law, and add 
regulations to limit the intensity of development, A possible bonus zone was also 
advertised to permit the proposed increase in the maximum density permitted in 
return for eligible facilities, services or matters.  

The revised Notice of Application advised of changes in the nature and magnitude of 
the some of the requested special provisions. The Notice of Revised Application was 
issued following submission of revised drawings by the applicant on October 23, 2017 
in response to comments received from the Urban Design Peer Review Panel 
(“UDPRP”). 
 

Responses: A summary of the various comments received include the following: 

Reponses in support of the application identified matters such as like the need for 
smaller affordable residential units, the desire to see the current conditions on the site 
improve through the removal or demolition of the existing building (with and without 
support for the development proposed), an opportunity to improve and enhance the 
surrounding area through the proposed building design and fit within Woodfield.  

Responses in opposition of the application identified such things as the intensity of the 
proposed development, including the number of units on the site and the size of units, 
the demand for vehicular parking spaces and the absence of vehicle parking spaces 
proposed, the intended occupants, and lack of conformity with the East Woodfield 
HCD Plan.  
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Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner” 
 

Telephone 
 

Written 
 

Todd Armstrong – 503-505 Maitland St. 
London ON N6B 2Z5 

Edward & Mildred Romanyi – 7 Prospect 
Ave. London, ON N6B 3A4 

 Linda Halligan – 508 Maitland St., London 
ON N6B 2Z6 

 Mark MacLeod – 467 Princess Ave. 
London ON N6B 2B5 

 P. Stone  - Address not provided 

 Todd Armstrong – 503-505 Maitland St. 
London ON N6B 2Z5 

 Burton & Hilary Moon – 485 Dufferin Ave. 
London ON N6B 2A1 

 Mike Kari – 465 Dufferin Ave. London ON 
N6B 1Z7 

 Bob & Barbara Morton – 8-1900 Shore Rd. 
London ON N6K 0B4 

 Stephanie Bergman – 469 Princess Ave. 
London ON N6B 2B5 

 Mickey Apthorp & Linda Whitney – 519 
Maitland St. London ON N6B 2Z5 

 Mary Bray – 228 Central Ave. London ON 
N6B 2Y1 

 Damian Byrne - 499 Dufferin Ave. London 
ON N6B 2A1 

 Susan Carlyle – 7-717 Richmond St. 
London ON N6A 1S2 

 Allyson May – 511 Maitland St. London ON 
N6B 2Z5 

 Mary-Anne Strong – 630 Richmond St. 
London ON N6A 3G6 

 Jerry Knoester – 824 Colborne St. London 
ON N6A 4A2 

 Ted Zurbrigg – 2-847 Highbury Ave. N 
London ON N5Y 5B8 

 Gerald Wright – Address not provided 

 Jim Holody – 3140 Westdel Bourne 
London ON N6P 1N1 

 Katherine McCrae – 5 Prospect Ave. 
London ON N6B 3A4 
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Public Comments 
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Agency/Departmental Comments 
 
August 9, 2017: Transportation Planning and Design 
 
Transportation has reviewed the zoning applications for 467-469 Dufferin Ave, OZ-
8804, and have not comments to offer at this time.  
 

August 9, 2017: Conseil Scolaire Viamonde 
 
The Conseil Scolaire Viamonde (french public school board) has not comments.  
 
August 10, 2017: London Hydro 
 
London Hydro has no objection to this application.  
 
August 21, 2017: Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (“UTRCA”) 
 

The UTRCA has not objections to this application. 
 

August 31, 2017 Development Services - Environmental and Engineering Services  
 

Verbatim comments as per the WADE Division  
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WADE has no objection w.r.t. this application. 
 
The sewer available for the subject lands is the existing 300mm municipal sanitary 
sewer on Dufferin Ave. 
 
As the existing 467-469 semi-detached dwelling is to be demolished and replaced with 
a new 3 storey dwelling with twelve micro suites, the existing two unused 150mm san. 
p.d.c.’s shown on Plan #23641 are to be utilized.  
They were constructed to back of walk in 2012 under an infrastructure project. The san. 
p.d.c.’s are to be field verified by the Applicant’s Engineer for size and condition. 
 
Please note that this response has been made without input from the Water Engineering 
Division.  However, I do not anticipate any water servicing issues. 
 
The above comments, among other engineering and transportation issues, will be 
addressed in greater detail when/if these lands come in for site plan approval. 
 

November 23, 2017 Development Services - Environmental and Engineering 
Services  
 

The City of London’s Environmental and Engineering Services Department offers the 
following comments with respect to the aforementioned Official Plan and Zoning By-Law 
amendments application: 
 
No engineering concerns with the re-zoning application. Please refer to the original 
application memo for previous comments. 
 
Comment to Planner: 
 
The 0.3m setback from property line for the accessory structures may trigger the need for 
easements on neighbouring properties to ensure the structures can be maintained 
properly.  
 
Comment for future site plan: 
 
The eaves troughs and downspouts for the accessory structures will need to be directed 
away from the neighbouring properties to ensure no drainage impacts. 
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Appendix “B”: Memo from Urban Design Peer Review Panel 
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Appendix “C”: Council Resolution Re: 11th Report of London Advisory Committee 
on Heritage 
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Appendix “D”: Memo from Heritage Planner 
 

     MEMO 

 

     To: Melissa Campbell, Planner II   

      

     From: Kyle Gonyou, Heritage Planner  

 

     Date: October 10, 2017 

 

Re: Heritage Impact Assessment – 467-469 Dufferin 

Avenue (OZ-8804)  

 

 

The intent of a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) should be to understand a property, 

understand is cultural heritage value or interest, describe a proposed change, assess the potential 

impacts of that proposed change on the cultural heritage value and heritage attributes of the 

property, and provide recommendations to mitigate any potential adverse impacts and ensure the 

conservation of the property’s cultural heritage value or interest and heritage attributes.  

 

The HIA (prepared by Pol Associates Inc., dated May 2017) submitted as part of a complete 

application to amend the Official Plan and Zoning By-law (OZ-8804) for the property at 467-469 

Dufferin Avenue fails to achieve this basic intent. 

 

The subject property, 467-469 Dufferin Avenue, is located within the East Woodfield Heritage 

Conservation District which is designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. East 

Woodfield Heritage Conservation District was London’s first Heritage Conservation District 

designated in 1993.  

 

467-469 Dufferin Avenue has been the subject of two previous demolition requests: 1998 and 

2004. In 1998, the demolition request for the building at 467-469 Dufferin Avenue was not 

approved by Municipal Council at its meeting on June 1, 1998. Subsequently, in 2004, the 

demolition request was “referred to staff for further review of the condition and age of the 

building.” The matter was not pursued by the [former] property owner. Importantly, changes to 

the Ontario Heritage Act in 2005 enabled a municipality to refuse a demolition request for a 

heritage designated property; prior to 2005, the Ontario Heritage Act only enabled a 

municipality to delay the demolition of a heritage designated property by 180 days. 

 

Property History 
The Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) dates the structure located on the 

subject property at having been constructed in 1874. However, comments during the demolition 

request in 2004 suggested that the building was constructed earlier than the 1874 date ascribed to 

the building, with the LACH report reiterating comments of the Stewardship Sub-Committee,  

Some members note, base do [sic.] on specific features that they observed on the house, 

that it could very well be mistakenly dated and that it probably dates earlier, c. 1845. 

With that age, the house would rate a higher priority and it places in a very rare 

category. Observers commented that the house appears to be in a very good condition 

and it could be restored carefully to bring out and enhance its heritage features making it 

a rare example of early London homes. It certainly does not rate a demolition (Report to 

Planning Committee, Application by Paul Angelini Application for Demolition Permit 

467 & 469 Dufferin Ave Public Meeting on August 30, 2005 at 5:15pm, DE-03-33).  

 

1874 is a significant year in the history and evolution of the Woodfield area. In 1874, after the 

City of London acquired the Ordnance Lands which once housed the British Garrison at what is 

now Victoria Park. Buildings from the site were sold at a public action on July 24, 1874. The 

form and style, including massing and proportions, of the building located at 467-469 Dufferin 

Avenue and its surreptitious date of “construction” prompt consideration that the building may 
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have been relocated from the British Garrison to its present location. Community-based research 

has been undertaken to identify potential links or origins of the building, however no definitive 

evidence has been presented to either prove or disprove this theory. Further research and 

evaluation is necessary to make such a determination. 

 

The later history of the subject property has been documented through research. The United 

Labour Hall was established by Joseph T. Marks (1858-1932) at 467 Dufferin Avenue in 1891. 

Alexander Salmene lived at 467 Dufferin Avenue in 1891 and Joseph T. Marks lived at the 

adjacent property at 465 Dufferin Avenue; both are associated with London’s early labour 

movement. Joseph T. Marks was the founder of the Industrial Brotherhood, the Labour 

Education Association, and The Industrial Banner which was Canada’s first and longest-running 

labour newspaper (1891-1923). The United Labour Hall (at 467 Dufferin Avenue) was a political 

venue, the printing studio for the Industrial Banner, and an alternative library, the Workingmen’s 

Free Library, to the Mechanics’ Institute’s subscription library. The efforts of Joseph T. Marks 

led to the establishment of the London Public Library Board in 1895. The property at 467-469 

Dufferin Avenue is a landmark in London’s social history, with the built heritage resource 

having direct associations with the Industrial Banner and the United Labour Hall. See Appendix 

for more information. 

 

Members of the community presented this information at a meeting with the property owner, 

Lisa Lansink, hosted by Councillor Tanya Park on April 1, 2016. 

 

The subject property has layers of significant cultural heritage value or interest. Firstly, it is part 

of the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District and contributes to its cultural heritage 

value and heritage character. Secondly, the build heritage resource has direct associations with 

London’s early labour movement and social history. And thirdly, the built heritage resource may 

be associated with the British Garrison once located at Victoria Park. There was no reference to 

these cultural heritage values related to the subject property noted within the HIA. 

 

Legislative/Policy Framework 

Heritage Conservation is a matter of provincial interest (Section 2.d, Planning Act). There is 

direction from the Province in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) supporting heritage 

conservation, particularly Section 2.6.1 which states, “Significant built heritage resources and 

significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserve.” 

 

The policies of the Official Plan (1989, as amended) serves to implement the higher-level policy. 

Chapter 13, Heritage, includes objectives which support the “protection, enhancement, 

restoration, maintenance, and utilization of buildings, structures, areas, or sites within London 

which are considered to be of cultural heritage value or interest to the community” (Section 

13.1.i, Official Plan). Section 13.3.6 of the Official Plan, speaking generally to Heritage 

Conservation Districts, states that “the character of the District shall be maintained by 

encouraging the retention of existing structures and landscape features.” The policies of our 

Official Plan discourage the demolition of existing buildings within our Heritage Conservation 

Districts.  

 

The policies of The London Plan (approved by Municipal Council, 2016) are consistent and 

support the conservation of London’s cultural heritage resources. In addition to the policies of 

the Official Plan, The London Plan states, “Relocation of cultural heritage resources is 

discouraged. All options for on-site retention must be exhausted before relocation may be 

considered” (Policy 566). 

 

Policies specific to the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District can be found within 

Section 13.3.8.1 of the Official Plan. It plainly states Council’s intention to “maintain, protect 

and conserve the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation Area” (Section 13.3.8.1.i, Official 

Plan). To achieve this conservation, Section 13.3.8.1.iii.a states, “the residential character of the 

area shall be maintained by encouraging the preservation of existing dwellings, grass boulevards, 

individual street trees and tree lines.” Policy is also provided to direct any new development 

within the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District to “complement the prevailing 

character of the area” (Section 13.3.6.ii).  
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Within the Statement of Intent (Section 1, Part I) articulated within the East Woodfield Heritage 

Conservation District Plan, it is clear that designation as a Heritage Conservation District cannot 

compel property owners to restore a property, but does enable a mechanism for municipal review 

of applications for change within the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District. It also 

states that Municipal Council anticipates continuing change within East Woodfield Heritage 

Conservation District, but that change “must be carefully managed in a manner that does not 

adversely affect this special environment,” with a disposition to the conservation and protection 

of the unique residential heritage character of the area. 

 

Principles for the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District are stated in Section 1.3, Part II 

of the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan. Notably: 

 “Heritage features are to be retained and re-used wherever possible and the 
demolition of heritage buildings shall be actively discouraged.” 

 “There shall be a presumption in favour of retaining the distinguishing 
characteristics of a heritage property and the destruction, alteration or removal of 
historic fabric or distinguishing architectural features and the landscape shall be 
considered as the least desirable course of action.” 

 

Goals and objectives of the designation of East Woodfield as a Heritage Conservation District 

under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act are stated in Section 2, Part II of the East Woodfield 

Heritage Conservation District Plan and include: 

 “To maintain the residential character of East Woodfield heritage conservation 
district.” 

 “To protect and enhance the existing heritage residential buildings.” 

 “To avoid the destruction of East Woodfield’s heritage buildings and landscape 
fabric and to encourage only those changes that are undertaken in a manner that 
if such alteration or additions were removed in the future, the essential form and 
integrity of the heritage property would remain unimpaired.” 

 

Additional goals and objectives relate to the repair and maintenance of heritage buildings, 

maintaining the existing residential environment, supporting adaptive reuse, and discouraging the 

demolition of existing heritage buildings and their replacement by new development. Guidelines 

are provided to ensure that alterations, additions, and new development complement the heritage 

character of East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District. 

 

Analysis 
Our cultural heritage resources are non-renewable. Changes, such as demolition, permanently 

remove these tangible links to our past and eliminate their contributions to our shared quality of 

life and sense of place for current and future generations. Changes within our Heritage 

Conservation Districts must be carefully considered as these are places with significant cultural 

heritage value or interest that are valued by the community and must be conserved. 

 

The HIA unsuccessfully attempted to articulate, and diminish, the cultural heritage value or 

interest of the subject property by undertaking a review five (5) entries of the City Directory and 

a stated reference to available “insurance maps.” An attempt was made to match names listed in 

the City Directory as occupants of 467-469 Dufferin Avenue in 1901-1910, 1915, 1916, 1922, or 

1997 with names listed in the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan. A total of 

sixteen names are listed in Section 1.3 of the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District 

Plan out of a total of 179 properties included within the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation 

District, which is considered indicative but not representative or exhaustive. Historical research 

which could have included a broader range of City Directories and other publically-accessible 

historical sources could have been consulted in the preparation of the HIA to provide a more 

fulsome history of the subject property, including its associations with the history of the East 

Woodfield Heritage Conservation District, London’s early labour movement and social history, 

and potential associations with the British Garrison. The methodology used was insufficient to 

articulate the significance of potential historical associations of the subject property. Historical 
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research was incomplete and failed to acknowledge contributions of the property as part of the 

vernacular history of East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District. 

 

The HIA also offered an unsubstantiated opinion that the “there is no identified architectural 

significance to the building” (page 6, Pol Associates Inc. 2017). The vernacular qualities of the 

existing building are what offer contributions to the heritage character of the East Woodfield 

Heritage Conservation District, which is not exclusive to the mansions of London’s affluent 

classes. Additionally, form and style, including massing and proportions, also suggest an earlier 

date of construction than the suspected date of 1874 as noted by during consideration of the 

demolition request in 2004. 

 

It should be noted that the compatibility of a proposed new building, or other alteration to a 

property, within a Heritage Conservation District is assessed through the Heritage Alteration 

Permit application process. The requested Official Plan Amendment/Zoning By-law Amendment 

for the subject property is predicated on the demolition of the existing building to facilitate the 

construction of the proposed new building. This is problematic within the context of the East 

Woodfield Heritage Conservation District, or any other Heritage Conservation District, 

particularly in consideration of the adverse impacts a demolition request may have on the subject 

property, adjacent properties, and the Heritage Conservation District as a whole. 

 

The HIA relied heavily on a Condition Assessment prepared by Strick Baldinelli Moniz Ltd. 

(dated December 4, 2015). The opinion of the professional engineer did not appear to take any 

consideration of the cultural heritage value or interest of the property, nor a recognition of the 

property’s designation as part of the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District. The 

Condition Assessment was forwarded to the Building Division by the Heritage Planner when it 

was received in February 2016. 

 

Fundamentally, the HIA failed to recognize the contributions of the existing building to the East 

Woodfield Heritage Conservation District as a significant built heritage resource. The policies of 

the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Plan and the policies related to East 

Woodfield Heritage Conservation District within the Official Plan/The London Plan clearly 

discourage the demolition of existing buildings within this significant area. The HIA failed to 

provide a compelling argument to support the demolition/removal of the existing building, which 

is predicated by the requested Official Plan Amendment/Zoning By-law Amendment. No 

meaningful recommendations were provided to ensure the conservation of the existing building, 

and there was no consideration of alternative development which would retain the existing 

building. The conclusion of the HIA undermine the direction of the Provincial Policy Statement 

by failing to demonstrate how a significant built heritage resource will be conserved, as well as 

the policies of the Official Plan, the policies of the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation 

District, and good heritage conservation practice. The requested Official Plan 

Amendment/Zoning By-law Amendment for 467-469 Dufferin Avenue should be refused. 

 

Furthermore, the speculation that the origin of the existing building may be linked to the British 

Garrison’s occupation of what is now Victoria Park is of potential national significance. Further 

research and evidence, either to prove or disprove this theory, must be required before any 

irreversible decisions regarding the fate of this built heritage resource are made. 
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APPENDIX:  

 

Transcription of article from the London Free Press on April 11, 1959 regarding the “First 

Free Library in London opened by the Trades and Labour Council in 1889.” 
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London & Middlesex Historical Society, re: 467-469 Dufferin Avenue (April 1, 1998) 

Note: handwritten note “incorrect 465 Dufferin” refers to the home of Joseph T. Marks at 465 

Dufferin Avenue, rather than the location of the United Labour Hall at 467 Dufferin Avenue 
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“The Industrial Banner” – plaque of the Historical Sites Committee of the London Public 

Library. Retrieved from www.londonpubliclibrary.ca/research/local-historic-sites/industrial-

banner  

 

  
  

http://www.londonpubliclibrary.ca/research/local-historic-sites/industrial-banner
http://www.londonpubliclibrary.ca/research/local-historic-sites/industrial-banner
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Joe Marks | London Culture. Retried from http://www.londonculture.ca/things-we-do/culture-

directory/historic-favourites/joe-marks. 

Note: David Spencer published other articles on Joseph T. Marks, including “Crusader slipped 

through history’s cracks” special to the London Free Press on January 30, 2010. 

 

 
 

Also see: “Joseph Taylor Marks” in the Dictionary of Canadian Biography, 

http://www.biographi.ca/en/bio/marks_joseph_taylor_16E.html.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.londonculture.ca/things-we-do/culture-directory/historic-favourites/joe-marks
http://www.londonculture.ca/things-we-do/culture-directory/historic-favourites/joe-marks
http://www.biographi.ca/en/bio/marks_joseph_taylor_16E.html
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Photographs 

 
Image 1: Building located at 467-469 Dufferin Avenue, pictured in the East Woodfield Heritage 

Conservation District Study (1992). 

 

 
Image 2: Terminating vista at 467-469 Dufferin Avenue along Maitland Street, looking south, 

pictured in the East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Study (1992). 
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Appendix “E”: Policy Context 
 

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

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014 
 

1.1.3.1 – Settlement Areas 
1.1.3.2 b) – Settlement Areas 
1.1.3.3 – Settlement Areas 
1.4.3 a) and b) – Housing 
2.6.1 – Cultural Heritage and Archaeology  
6.0 – Definitions  
 

1989 Official Plan  
3.2.2 i) – Low Density Residential, Scale of Development 
3.2.3 – Low Density Residential, Residential Intensification 
3.2.3.2 – Low Density Residential, Residential Intensification, Density and Form 
3.2.3.3 – Low Density Residential, Residential Intensification, Neighbourhood Character 
Statement 
3.2.3.4 – Low Density Residential, Residential Intensification, Compatibility of Proposed 
Residential Intensification Development  
3.2.3.6 – Low Density Residential, Residential Intensification, Integration with Heritage 
Buildings 
3.2.3.8 – Low Density Residential, Residential Intensification, Zoning 
3.5.4 – Policies for Specific Residential Areas, Woodfield Neighbourhood 
3.5.19.5 i) through x) – Policies for Near- Campus Neighbourhoods, Encourage 
Appropriate Intensification  
3.5.19.10 i) through viii) – Policies for Near- Campus Neighbourhoods, Low Density 
Residential Designation  
3.7.2 (a) through (n) – Planning Impact Analysis, Scope of Planning Impact Analysis  
4.1.7 i) – Downtown Designation, Scale of Development, Scale Limitations 
12.1 i) through ix) – Housing Objectives 
12.1.1 ii) (a) and (b) – Definition, Affordable Rental Housing  
12.1.1 iv) – Definition, Low and Moderate Income Households  
12.2.2 iii) – Measures to Increase the Supply of Affordable Housing, Bonusing  
13.3.2 – Heritage Conservation Districts, Changes to Buildings or Structures 
13.3.6 i) through iii) – Heritage Conservation Districts, Heritage Conservation Districts 
13.3.8.1 i) through iii) – Specific Heritage Conservation Districts, East Woodfield 
13.6.2 i) and ii) – Implementation, Development, Redevelopment, Development 
Incentives and Bonus Zoning 
19.4.4 ii) (a) and (g) – Zoning, Bonus Zoning 
 
The London Plan  
79_ – Intensification  
84_ – Intensification  
86_ – Intensification 
505_ – Creating Housing Opportunities 
506 _ – Creating Housing Opportunities 
508 _ – Creating Housing Opportunities 
515 _ – Creating Housing Opportunities 
516 _ – Affordable Housing 
517 _ – Affordable Housing 
521 _ – Affordable Housing 
522 _ – Affordable Housing 
562 _ – General Cultural Heritage Policies – Sustainability  
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563 _ – General Cultural Heritage Policies – Sustainability  
565 _ – General Cultural Heritage Policies – Design  
594 _ 1. through 3.– Specific Policies for the Protection, Conservation and Stewardship 
of Cultural Heritage Resources - Heritage Conservation Districts  
595 _ – Specific Policies for the Protection, Conservation and Stewardship of Cultural 
Heritage Resources - Heritage Conservation Districts  
596 _ – Specific Policies for the Protection, Conservation and Stewardship of Cultural 
Heritage Resources - Heritage Conservation Districts  
597 _ – Specific Policies for the Protection, Conservation and Stewardship of Cultural 
Heritage Resources - Heritage Conservation Districts  
600 _ – Specific Policies for the Protection, Conservation and Stewardship of Cultural 
Heritage Resources - Heritage Conservation Districts 
601 _ – Specific Policies for the Protection, Conservation and Stewardship of Cultural 
Heritage Resources - Heritage Conservation Districts 
937_ – Residential Intensification in Neighbourhoods 
940__ Residential Intensification in Neighbourhoods, Forms of Residential 
Intensification 
953_1. and 3.– Additional Urban Design Considerations for Residential Intensification  
965_ – Specific Policies for the Neigbourhoods Place Type – Near Campus 
Neighbourhood – Review of Planning Applications within the Near Campus 
Neighbourhoods.  
968_– Specific Policies for the Neigbourhoods Place Type – Near Campus 
Neighbourhood – Encourage Preferred Forms of Intensification  
970_ – Specific Policies for the Neigbourhoods Place Type – Near Campus 
Neighbourhood – Directing Preferred Forms of Intensification to Appropriate Locations 
971_– Specific Policies for the Neigbourhoods Place Type – Near Campus 
Neighbourhood – Directing Preferred Forms of Intensification to Appropriate Locations 
976_ –Specific Policies for the Neigbourhoods Place Type – Near Campus 
Neighbourhood – Interior of Neighbourhoods Place Types 
1034_ – Woodfield Neighbourhood 
1035_ – Woodfield Neighbourhood 
1036_ – Woodfield Neighbourhood 
1037_ – Woodfield Neighbourhood 
1038_ – Woodfield Neighbourhood 
1652_ 2. and 12.– Bonus Zoning, Type 2 Bonus Zoning 
Table 10 
Table 11 
 
Zoning By-law Z.-1 
4.6 2) – General Provisions, Dwelling Units, Dwelling Unit Area (Minimums) 
 
East Woodfield Heritage Conservation District Study, Heritage Conservation 
District Plan  
Part I, Section 2.3 – Statement of Intent, Heritage Character 
Part II, Section 2.1 – East Woodfield District Conservation Goals and Objectives, District 
Conservation Goals 
 
Part II, Section 4.4 – Guidelines for Alterations, Additions and New Construction, New 
Building Construction  
Part II, Section 2.1 
 
Property Standards By-law CP-16 
4.8.7 – Occupancy - Maximum 
 
Ontario Building Code 
3.1.17.1 (1) (b) – Occupant Load Determination  
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Appendix “F” - Additional Maps 
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