TO: CHAIR AND MEMBERS
CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE

FROM: G. KOTSIFAS, P.ENG.
MANAGING DIRECTOR, DEVELOPMENT AND
COMPLIANCE SERVICES & CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL

SUBJECT: DEVELOPMENT CHARGE COMPLAINT
84 DENNIS AVENUE
MEETING HELD ON JULY 17, 2018

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Development and Compliance Services
& Chief Building Official, the Development Charges complaint submitted by Janice and Patrick
Greenside, owners of the property situated at 84 Dennis Avenue, BE DISMISSED.

BACKGROUND

A complaint letter from Janice and Patrick Greenside (Greensides), with respect to Development
Charges paid for the erection of a new single detached dwelling (hereinafter referred to as
‘complaint’), was received on June 7, 2018 and is included in Appendix ‘A’ of this report. Supporting
documentation to the complaint letter was also submitted and is included in Appendix ‘B’.

The aforementioned letter makes mention of various reasons as to why the imposed
Development Charges should be waived. The following reasons have been listed:

1. Reference to a November 10, 1998 letter from their solicitor indicating that “It would be
nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the connection to Southland
should be nil in view of the fact that you are within the original service area for Southland”.

2. During 1997, City staff provided a Development Charge amount for residential
properties of $5,821.00 “more or less”.

3. Reference to an August 1997 letter sent by the City of London’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department with respect to “servicing/development charges in the amount of
$23,000 per home”.

4. The owners have paid surveying costs for the road frontage as well as curbing and the
costs to “...bring storm, sanitary and water services to our property line”.

5. For the past 24 years property taxes were paid on the lot and no services were received
from the City “for the above levies”.

Subsequent to the submission of the complaint letter, the Greensides contacted the City’s clerk’s
office via email and indicated that the basis of their complaint was on the following grounds:

“...(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined; and
(b) there has been an error in the application of the development charge by-law. 1997, c.27, s. 20

(1)..."

Both are valid grounds of complaint as per s. 28 of the By-law. A copy of the email
correspondence is provided in Appendix ‘C’.

A building permit application was received on May 22, 2018 for the construction of a new single
detached dwelling. The building permit was issued on June 7, 2018, at which time the assessed
Development Charges of $30,435.00 were paid.




ANALYSIS

On May 22, 2018 a building permit application was submitted for the construction of a new single
detached dwelling at 84 Dennis Avenue. Staff assessed the amount of Development Charges due
based on Development Charges By-law C.P.-1496-244 (DC By-law).

The property is situated inside the City’s urban growth boundary and in accordance with the DC By-

law, the DC amount for the construction of a new single detached dwelling is $30,435.00.

Is the construction of a new single detached dwelling unit subject to payment of
Development Charges?

Part Il s.4 of the DC By-law requires the owner of a building that develops or redevelops the land
to pay Development Charges.

“...4. Owner to Pay Development Charge

The owner of any land in the City of London who develops or redevelops the land or any building
or structure thereon shall, at the time mentioned in section 6, pay Development Charges to the
Corporation calculated in accordance with the applicable rate or rates in Section 1 as described
in section 8.”

The DC By-law further defines ‘development’ as:

"... the construction, erection or placing of one or more buildings or structures on land or the
making of an addition or alteration to a building or structure that has the effect of changing the
size or usability thereof, and includes all enlargement of existing development which creates
new dwelling units or additional non-residential space and includes work that requires a
change of use building permit as per Section 10 of the Ontario Building Code; and
"redevelopment” has a corresponding meaning;

The construction of a new single detached dwelling unit constitutes the creation of a new dwelling
unit and thus is considered as development.

How was the Development Charge amount calculated?

The DC By-law provides Tables in Schedules 1-A through 1-F that depict either the amount due
or the rate to be applied to the gross floor area of buildings.

The DC amount for new single and semi-detached dwelling units situated inside the urban
growth boundary is as follows:

City Services charges: $27,926.00
Urban works charges: $ 2,509.00

Total DC amount:  $30,435.00

The full DC amount above was paid by the permit applicant just prior to building permit issuance.

The owners, at the time of building permit pick up, indicated that they have previously paid for
certain services, prior to the building permit application date. There is no provision in the DC By-
law to waive the DC charge based on the fact that costs for any infrastructure were previously
paid by the owner.




Development Charges By-law C.P.-1496-244 and Grounds for Complaints

The DC By-law in PART 1V, s.28 provides the following (depicted in italicized bold font below).
Accordingly, staff's position is also provided under each sub-clause.

28. Grounds of Complaint
(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined,;

Staff determined the DC amount due based on the provisions of the DC By-law for the
construction of a new single detached dwelling. The DC amount for the construction of a
new single detached dwelling, in accordance with the DC By-law is $30,435.00 and was
correctly determined.

(b) whether a credit is available to be used against the development charge, or the
amount of the credit or the service with respect to which the credit was given, was
incorrectly determined, or;

During the processing of the building permit application, there was no information made
available with respect to whether any credit was available to be used towards the DC
payment due and as such, staff determined that there is no credit available.

(c) there was an error in the application of this by-law.
While the complaint letter (Appendix ‘A”) does not indicate that an error was made in the
application of the DC By-law, this is indicated in a subsequent email communication to

the City’s clerk’s office (Appendix ‘C’). It is staff’s position that no error was made in the
application of the current DC By-law.

Analysis of reasons provided to waive the DC amount as submitted in the complaint letter

Each of the reasons given to waive the DC charges is analyzed below:

e Reference to a November 10, 1998 letter from their solicitor, indicating that “...It
would be nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the
connection to Southland should be nil in view of the fact that you are within the
original service area for Southland”.

This is a letter addressed to the Greensides from their solicitor summarizing an “in-camera
audience” with the Planning Committee on November 9, 1998. The letter provides some
direction in terms of strategy as to what is required to gain council’s support. The last
paragraph states:

“It would be nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the connection to
Southland should be nil in view of the fact that you are within the original service area for
Southland”,

This presumably refers to the fact that the property in question should not have been included
in the discussions to expand the capacity of the Southland Sewage Treatment Plant and that
the property should’ve been considered in the original service area for the plant.

The letter makes no reference to Development Charges and refers to “charge for the
connection....”. Presumably, the “connection” refers to the installation and connection charges
for a sanitary sewer on Dennis Avenue.

There is no provision in PART V (Exemptions and Exceptions) of the DC By-law to waive DC
charges based on the above reason.



e During 1997, City staff provided a Development Charge amount for residential
properties of $5,821.00 “...more or less” .

This item pertains to the DCs due back in 1997. There is no provision in the current DC By-
law to waive DC charges based on this reason. Presumably, it was listed for DC amount
comparison purposes only.

e Reference to an August 1997 letter sent by the City of London’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department with respect to “...servicing/development charges in the
amount of $23,000 per home” .

The third reason refers to a letter sent out (Aug. 1, 1997) by the City’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department with respect to a City initiated Class Environmental Assessment to
explore the possibility of expanding the Southland Sewage Treatment Plant to serve
approximately 220 homes from 180. The letter notes that the City is trying to determine the
interest of existing residents in terms of purchasing “sanitary servicing”. It further states that
the average household costs were estimated to be $23,500 per home.

Despite the complaint letter making reference to “servicing/development charges”, the letter
sent by the City makes no reference to Development Charges. During the processing of the
building permit application and the issuance of the building permit, Building Division staff was
not provided with any evidence that the sanitary sewer and treatment plant fees were indeed
paid. Even if that were the case, there is no provision in the current DC By-law to waive the
entire amount of DC charges for the construction of a new home.

e The owners have paid surveying costs for the road frontage as well as curbing and
the costs to “...bring storm, sanitary and water services to our property line”.

This fourth reason to waive the DCs refers to the fact that surveying costs for the road
frontage as well as curbing and the costs to “...bring storm, sanitary and water services to our
property line” were paid. The current DC By-law has no provision to waive DC charges solely
based on the fact that the owners have paid for the infrastructure stated.

Building Division staff was not provided with any evidence of payment, nor documentation
clarifying the type of sanitary, water and stormwater servicing work performed and paid for by
the complainant.

A review of City data sources has provided the following regarding servicing on Dennis
Avenue:

- the stormwater sewer (local) was installed in 1958;
- the watermain (local) was installed in 1961;
- the sanitary sewer (local) was installed in 1999.

Although the sanitary sewer is a relatively recent construction, the work was not completed
through a Local Improvement assessed to all benefitting property owners. Several property
owners of existing houses on Dennis Avenue subsequently paid frontage fees under the
Sewer By-law to connect into the Municipal System.

It should be further noted that DCs do not fund local infrastructure; rather, DCs are applied to
new development to pay for infrastructure with regional benefits (e.g., trunk sewers) and
applicable treatment capacity (e.g., stormwater management facilities and wastewater
treatment facilities). Based on all available information, prior to the payment of DCs for 84
Dennis Avenue, no funding had been provided to the City as a financial contribution to these
growth costs.

e For the past 24 years property taxes were paid on the lot and no services were
received from the City for the above levies.

The fifth reason listed refers to the fact that property taxes have been paid for the past 24
years with receipt of “no services at all from the city for these levies”. The DC By-law makes



no mention of property tax payment and has no provisions to waive DC charges based on the
fact that property taxes have been paid. Additionally, water and sewer costs are not funded
through taxes, but rather separately through water and sewer rates. As the property has not
been connected to the water and sewer system, the complainant has not been financially
contributing to the water or sewer system.

Staff maintains that the DC amount was properly determined under the By-law in force and
effect at the time of the building permit application submission, and therefore recommends
dismissal of the complaint.

CONCLUSION

The letter submitted by Janice and Patrick Greenside provides five reasons why the entire DC
amount charged on the construction of a new home at 84 Dennis Avenue should be waived.
Staff has reviewed the reasons stated in the complaint letter and is of the opinion that the DC
By-law was correctly administered and has correctly imposed the DC amount of $30,435.00.

There is no provision in the current DC By-law that permits the waiving of the DC charges for the
construction of a new single detached dwelling unit at 84 Dennis Avenue.

It is the Chief Building Official’'s opinion that the Development Charges were correctly
determined and that the complaint filed by Janice and Patrick Greenside should be dismissed.

Staff wants to acknowledge the assistance provided by Aynsley Anderson, Solicitor II.

PREPARED BY: RECOMMENDED BY:
P. KOKKORGQOS, P. ENG. G. KOTSIFAS, P.ENG.
DEPUTY CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL, | MANAGING DIRECTOR, DEVELOPMENT
DEVELOPMENT AND COMPLIANCE AND COMPLIANCE SERVICES & CHIEF
SERVICES BUILDING OFFICIAL
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c.c. Angelo DiCicco-Manager of Plans Examination
Aynsley Anderson, Solicitor I
Paul Yeoman-Director, Development Finance
Building File.
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APPENDIX ‘A’

The Corporation of the City of London June 6, 2018

300 Dufferin Avenue

P.0. Box 5035

London, Ontario

N6A 4L9 RECEIVED

Attention — Development and Compliance Services & JUN 072018
Finance and Corporate Services Departments Development & Complanes Servcas

Re: Greenside Property 84 Dennis Avenue
Building Permit / Development Charge Fee's

We are writing this letter in response to the concerns that we have relative to the Development
Charge Fee of $30,435 which we were required to pay, in order to obtain a building permit for
the new home that we are now going to build on our lot at 84 Dennis Avenue, in Lambeth.

In June of 1994 we acquired the subject site, together with other lands, from the Sullivan
family. Since this date we have attempted {on numerous occasions) to acquire permission from
the city to build on our lot, but we were continually turned down. Although, we received
Council’s approval in to build on the lot (subject to conditions) we were never able to obtain a
building permit for our property.

Now, after 24 years of owning and maintaining this property, including property taxes, the city
has finally granted us permission to build on our lot. This is mainly due to the fact that the
former Southland S5TP is now a Pumping Station.

We definitely appreciate the fact that the city has granted us approval to finally build on our
property, but do not feel that Development Charges/Fees of $30,435 are warranted for a
number of reasons; therefore, we would like to appeal the levying of these fees.

First and foremost, as noted in the attached letter to us from our then solicitor, Mr. Barry Card
from McCarthy Tetrault, dated November 10, 1998 (page 2 — last paragraph), and | quote -

“It would be nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the connection to the
Southland should be nil in view of the fact that you [our lot) is within the original service area
for the Southland.”

Secondly, it should be noted that the Development Charges imposed on April 29, 1997 to
Southside Construction for the construction of the new Tim Horton's located along Colonel
Talbot Road (Highway #4) in Lambeth was only $6,228.72 (see attached letter from the City),
despite being a commercial property.

During this same year Development Charges provided to us by Rob Watson and Leo Kent, from
the city's engineering department, for residential properties totalled 55,821.00 more or lass.



Thirdly, in August of 1997 a letter was sent out by the City of London’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department to all of the property owners within the potential service area of the
Southland Plant offering them sewer and servicing capacity for their residential or commercial
property. The amount of these servicing/development charges were $23,000 per home, and
this cost was usually recovered as a lump sum or in 10 annual installments including interest.
Commercial properties were designated for higher sewage flows than homes and should expect
a higher charge?

Fourthly, we have paid for all surveying costs in order to provide the required road frontage for
our lot, as well as curbing along both side of the road, and the cost to bring storm, sanitary and
water services to our property line,

Lastly, we have paid over 24 years of property taxes on this lot and have received no services at
all from the city for these levies.

In light of the foregoing, we hope that the city will seriously reconsider their decisions to
impose any type of Development Charges and/or Fees for our lot, seeing as we were within the
original service area for the former Southland 5TP.

Janice and Patrick Greenside
24 Dennis Avenue

London, Ontario

(519) 601-6158



APPENDIX ‘B’

Kirby Oudekerk, P.Eng.
Environmental Senvices Engineer
Wastewater Treatment Operations
City of London

109 Greenside Avenue

London, ON NGJ 2X5

P: 519.471.1537 | Cell: 226.448.4359 | Fax: 519.661.0199
koudekenmiondon.ca | www.london.ca

This email is significant in that it removes the need for an environmental warning dause to be
registered on title.

Matters that need to be attended to in order to be issued a building permit
With respect to the Council resolution of Dec 16, 1997, items a), b) and e) are no longer
applicable, leaving the 2 items as follows;
a) Item ( c) = a survey plan be registered on title at owners expense;
b} Item ( d} = the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt to local standards be constructed
along the frontage of the subject lands at owners expense;
¢} Item (e) - the payment of all applicable Development Charge by owner is offset by the
letter of November 10, 1998 from the Greenside's solicitor (page 2, last paragraph)
indicating that in his opinion that the amount of charge for the connection to the
Southland should be nil in view of the fact that the ot is within the original service area
for the Southland WWT facility, See ATTACHMENT 6.

The above matters could form part of a Development Agreement that could also address the
requirements of a Servicing Agreement as per ATTACHMENT 2 which would attend to the
following matters: "

d) Item 1-5% cash in lieu payment for park land dedication be paid by owner; See
ATTACHMENT 7 — A Letter dated December 7, 1998 from our solicitor (Barry Card) to us,
Indicating that he met with Vic Cote {former Director of Planning) and that Mr. Cote
agreed that in the absence of anyone who could make a determination whether or not
the park dedication had been imposed, that staff should be taking the position that we
should be given the “benefit of the doubt” and that consequently, the cash-in-lieu
reguirement will be dropped;

) Item 2 —that Dennis avenue be extended to the east limit of the building lot be
completed by owner;

f) Item 3 - the extended portion be properly named by bylaw ( by the City);

gl Item 4 =0.3 m reserve be lifted by City;



McCarthMLT étrault

BARRISTERS & SOLMCITORS - & TRADE-MARE AGENTS

SUITE 2000, OWE LONDON FLACE
155 QAUEENS AVEMUE, LOWDOM, OWTARID, CANADA N&A SRS
FACSIMILE (519) 660-3599 - TELEFHOMNE (515) 660-3587

Direct Line: (519) 660-T235
Internet Address: beard@mecarihy. cx
Our File 153576-201347

November 10, 1998
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o8P o

82 Dennis Avenue

London, Ontario hng
MG6P 1BS

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Greenside:

Re: 82 Dennis Avenue, London

I confirm that we had our in-camera audience with Planning Committee on
Monday, November 9, 1998. The result of this session was simply a recommendation
from Planning Committee to Council that no action be taken with respect to our request
for assistance in settling the terms of the subdivision agreement.

The discussion lasted for approximately half an hour after a late start.
Mr. Jardine said that he was in a bit of a rush because he had to go to his regular
Committee meeting, however, before he departed, he managed to tell the Committee that
we were trying to back out of the original Council approval (making a reconsideration
necessary). He also said that the conditions being proposed by staff are perfectly _
consistent with what Council had been approved. Despite clear proof that in fact staff
were asking for work that went much beyond the scope of what Council had approved,
there was no inkling of support or encouragement from the Committee. This particular
Planning Committee is now into its 12th and final month. It has been a particularly
useless Committee. Initially, I thought the problem was that there were three new
Councillors on the Committee and that things would improve as the year wore on. I
suspect that you observed from the absence of probing questions that things have not
improved very much. The Committee still believes everything it is told by staff. It takes
no initiative to correct problems that emerge from the actions of staff. Yours was a
prime example. I gather that unless something different happens at Council, you will not
be proceeding with a plan to build on the new lot.

MeCarthy Tétrault DMS-LONDON #5049055 /v. 1
VANCOUVER » CALOARY + LONDON » TORONTC » CTTAWA + MONTREAL - CUESEC + LONDON, ENGLAND



McCarthy Tétrault
Patrick and Janice Greenside ' November 10, 199&

During our discussion of these various issues, Mr. Coté came forward with a
map. Mr. Coté said that the map showed that in fact the lot next to 82 Dennis Avenue
was not in the service area for the Southland Plant. I asked Mr. Coté about the date of
his map. It was clearly printed on the map that it was drawn in 1998. I suggested that it
mighibemr:iwﬂcﬁvemmwhmthaoﬂgimlmkndmwmmth:lﬂﬂ]'smﬂﬁx
the Plant. The Chairman of the Planning Committee, Councillor Polhill, asked me if I
was accusing staff of altering their records to disadvantage the Greensides. I told
Councillor Polhill that [ was suggesting that the person who had drawn the map had been
. given bad information about the service boundary. After all, the primary purpose of the
map was to show features connected with Mr. Lansink’s request for permission to expand
the Southland Plant.

I suggest that you call Councillor Walker immediately to try to arrange for her to
speak to this matter at Council. We know there is some support. Both Susan Eagle and
Ben Veel have expressed support for our position. I suspect that part of the problem at
Planning Commiitee was the fact that Councillor Walker had made arrangements for the
matter to appear on the Planning Committee Agenda. The Committee seemed to resent
this. You may recall that several minutes were taken up by questions and answers
regarding the appropriateness of Planning Committee dealing with this matier, Walker
has had a bit of a falling out with some members of Council recently as the result of her
criticism of the Mayor and it may be that we were caught in the crossfire. It will be
difficult to convey this information to Councillor Walker who has been very supportive
and helpful throughout the process. Perhaps there is no need to get into political issues
as Councillor Walker herself is probably very much aware of what is going on.

In any event, we are looking for 10 votes in favour of directing staff to prepare an
agreement that simply carries out the instructions that Council has given without changing
requirements or applying conditions which are irrelevant.

The second objective is to move the City Solicitor out of the approval process if
this can be accomplished without a reconsideration.

unnwﬂlhmetubcmnumrmdah]fn]]rmamldthe
nsideration problem, however, [ think it has more promise because Council would
simply be making a determination that no charge was applicable.

MeCarthy Tétrault DME-LONDON #5049055 /v, T



McCarthy Tétrault

Patrick and Janice Greenside

Is it any wonder the City is such a-fggp®

November 10, 1998

BRC/jmh
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cfo B.Tome & Associales Inc
51 Wimbledon Cri.
LONDOMN, ON. N6C 5CO

Dear Romaneo:
Re: Sile Plan i'-l!l!ﬂ"ﬂ' ot 4530 Colonel Tallol Rood

Shie Plan Approval Is granied conditional upon the completion of the altached development agreement in
accordance with City procedures. -

The Commissioner of Environmental Services and City Enginesr estimates the following claims and
revenues for the project,

Urhan Waorks Reserve Fund
Estimated Claim MIL
Development Charges

Usban Works Reserve Fuml
Estimated Revenue (Jan 2, 1997 rates)

(based on 164 sq. m @ $17.33 per sq. m) 52 842.12

City Services and Hydro Fund

Estimated Reveoue (Jan 2, 1997 rates) .

(based on 164 5q. m @ $20.65 per 5q. m) $3,386.60

Total Estimated Development Charges $6,228.72

Please note that this estimate includes a reduction of 117 square metres of Aoor area in recognition of
the proposed demolition of the existing bullding.

Please note that the claims and revenues are estimates only based, upon information received and
interpreted by the City Enginesr’s Depariment at the time of initial application. The purpose of these
estimates is to generally monitor the balance of the Development Funds. The final determination whether
development charges are applicable and the amount of development charges will be made by the Building
Division prior to issuance of the building permit.

Fax: {819) 68151 - HandPed mlis
Ma.-m'ilﬁﬁitn Sile Flan
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McCarthy Tétrault

DARRISTERS & SOLICITORS - PATENT & TRADE-MARK ATENTA

SUITE 1000, OME LOMUCM MLALE
291 QLIEENS AVEWLIE, LONDOM, GRMTARKD TAKATIA MEA 2R
PACEILILE (910} £42.00d « TRLEPHOME |$18) 6801587

Diirect Ling: (519} S60-T235
Luterres Address: brard@mecariiy ca

November 11, 1997

DELIVERED

Chairman and Members

Environment and Transportation Commifes

The Corporation of the City of London .
City Hall, 3rd Floor

300 Dufferin Avenue

London, Ontario

Nb6A 419

Dear Sir/Madam:
Re; 82 Dennis Avenue
I am writing to you on behalf of my clients, Parrick and Janice Greenside.
At fis meeting of November 3, 1997, City Council resolved:

“That approval in principle be given fo the removal of the restrictive
covenant on the property at 82 Dennls Avenue on the undersanding that
the Environment and Transportation Committee at its meeting on
November 17, 1997 will develop and will recommend to the Council at its
mesting on November 24, 1997, the conditions to be applied 1o the lifting
of the restrictive covenant at this siwe.”

I was advised by the Committee Secretary on November 11, 1997 that I should
submit all written material by no later than 2:00 p.m. on November 13, 1997, Given
that the staff recommendation is not available until the close of businzss on Friday,
November 14, 1997, it is necessary to anticipate what the stff position will be:

=1, Mr. Jardine advised me on November 11, 1997 that his intention was not to write
4 new report, because his view of the matter had not changed. He sald that he
. would be resubmitting his previous report.  He did, however, alert me to the

§ -posaibility that the Ciry Solicitor would submit & report,

. MeCanthy Thiraull DMS-LONDON #5010422 /. 1'
AR CRPAIR « (SULART » [ DN = TOACH T OTTARS < MOWTREAL = QUINEC = LEWNON, FNGLAND
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Chairman and Members Movember 11, 1997

The May clause was more 1o the point; clause (a) required a “subdivision agreement”
which deals with the road dedication issue. I had recommended to the Commitiee on
October 27, 1997 that the original clause (d) (the focus of the discussion) be replaced by

a clause (d) which says:

(d)  the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt to prevailing local standards
along the frontage of the subject lands.

Thie is reasonable because:

1. The Department reported to the Committee on April 23, 1997 that *The addition
of one dwelling unit would not require any additional works™, beyond road
improvements, and

2. The south side of the street, a8 demonstrated gh 1
i i ' ; are not talking about the construction of an
entirely new street, simply the extension of curb and guner for the existing
Ystreel”.

As 1o the capacity issue, | am providing
for the Southland Plant When it was approved

apecity was calculaied on the basis of 12 presenf and 2 fulure [ois, 50 (here was
capacity available for Block A.” The recapic lation also Indic fic scwer WOIE Wias (D
be paid for by the “owners”. T

Consequenily, I respectfully request that the following conditions be imposed as a
condition for approval to extend Dennis Avenue and to construct a dwelling:

L (a) & subdivigion agreement be prepared and registered on title,
at the owner's expense;
. (&)  an environmental warning be registered on titlesat the
i owner's expense to provide notice 1o subsequent purchasers
of 82 Dennis Avenue that occasional sound and cdour
nuisances may oceur, in a form satisfactory to the
Commissioner of Legal Services & City Solicitor;

- {c)  a survey plan be prepared and registered on title, at the
owner's expense; and

MeCarthy Tétraull DMS-LONDON #30]0422 fv 1
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Chairman and Members November 11, 1987

(d)  the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt to prevailing
local standards along the frontage of the subject lands.

, Yours very truly,
&
* McCarthy, Tétrault
A
|
B
\
i
i 6' BRC/jmh

Ercls.

MeCarty Téraul DMS-LONDON #5000422 Fw.



LOCATION INFORMATION
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APPENDIX ‘'C’

From: Patrick Greenside (|GG

Sent: Sunday, June 10, 2018 6:24 PM
To: Rowe, Linda <LRowe@London.ca>
Subject: Complaint to Council - Development Charges for 84 Dennis Avenue, London

Good morning Linda,

Re: Appeal of Development Fees/Charges
Greenside Lot - 84 Dennis Avenue
Permit #: 18 019227 000 00 RD

Further to our conversation of Thursday June 7, 2018.

As you are aware, we picked up the aforementioned building permit for our residential
building lot located at 84 Dennis Avenue, in London, on Thursday June 8, 2018 and when we
did we were charged development costs/fees totalling $30,435.00. We paid the required fees
but we immediately informed staff that we would like to appeal the paying of these fees for
the reasons that are noted on the attached letter that is addressed to both Development and
Compliance and to the City of London Finance and Corporate Services Department.

After handing our appeal to staff within the building permit we had the opportunity to speak with
Mr. Angelo DiCicco - Manager of Plans Examination, and advised him of same and provided him
with a copy of the exact same information that we supplied to you (attached letter), which
highlights our position and the rational for us not paying Development Charges/Fees.

Please be advised that we respectfully submit our appeal to complain to London City Council on
the following grounds:

(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined; and
(b) there has been an error in the application of the development charge by-law. 1997, ¢.27, s.
20 (1).

Please be advised that Pat is away and out of town during the week of June 11th to 15th, but we
will both be available anytime after next week to meet with staff, if they so desire.

Many thanks for your time and co-operation in this matter, it is very much appreciated.

Patrick & Janice Greenside
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