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Report to Planning and Environment Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Planning & Environment Committee  
From: George Kotsifas, P. Eng. 
 Managing Director, Development and Compliance Services 
 And Chief Building Official 
Subject: Public Participation Meeting Report  
 Sunningdale Golf and Country Ltd.  
 600 Sunningdale Road West  
Public Participation Meeting on: November 12, 2018 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Senior Planner, Development Services, the 
following actions be taken with respect to the application of Sunningdale Golf and 
Country Ltd., relating to a portion of the property located at 600 Sunningdale Road 
West: 

(a) The comments received from the public during the Public Engagement process 
attached as Appendix “A” to the staff report dated November 12, 2018, BE 
RECEIVED 
 

(b) IT BEING NOTED that staff will continue to process the application and will 
consider the public, agency, and other feedback received during the review of the 
subject application as part of the staff evaluation of the subject application. 

Executive Summary 

Summary of Request 

The requested amendment is to permit a draft plan of subdivision and Zoning By-law 
Amendments to allow for 114 single detached lots, 4 park blocks and numerous one 
foot reserve blocks serviced by 3 local streets.  

Purpose and the Effect of Recommended Action 

The purpose and effect of the recommended action is to:  

i) Present the details of the requested amendment in conjunction with the statutory 
Public Meeting;   

ii) Preserve the appeal rights of the public and ensure the Municipal Council has had 
the opportunity to the review the requested draft plan of subdivision and Zoning By-
law Amendments prior to the expiration of the 180 day timeframe legislated for draft 
plan of subdivision and accompanying Planning Act applications;  

iii) Introduce the proposed development and identify matters raised to-date through the 
technical review and public consultation period; and   

iv) Bring forward a future recommendation report for consideration by the Planning and 
Environment Committee, once the technical review is complete.  
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Analysis 

1.0 Site at a Glance 

1.1  Property Description 
 
The subject site consists of 20.6 ha of land that is currently operating as a part of the 
Sunningdale Golf course operations, with approximately 650 meters of frontage on 
Sunningdale Road West. The subject site is located on the south, side of Sunningdale 
Road West between Richmond Street and Wonderland Road North.   
 
 

Figure 1: Proposed Master Development Plan 

1.2  Current Planning Information (see more detail in Appendix C) 
• The London Plan Place Type – Neighbourhoods and Green Space   
• Official Plan Designation  – Low Density Residential (LDR) & Open Space 

(OS) 
• Secondary Planning Area - Sunningdale Area Plan  
• Existing Zoning – Urban Reserve (UR3) Zone, Holding Urban Reserve (h-

2*UR3) Zone, Open Space (OS4) Zone, and Open Space (OS5) Zone  

1.3  Site Characteristics 
• Current Land Use – Golf Course  
• Frontage – +/- 650m  
• Depth – varies  
• Area –20.6ha 
• Shape – Irregular 

1.4  Surrounding Land Uses 
• North – Golf Course 
• East – Medway Valley Heritage Forest Environmentally Significant Area 



39T-18501/Z-8888 
C. Smith 

 

• South Medway Valley Heritage Forest Environmentally Significant Area 
• West – Medway Valley Heritage Forest Environmentally Significant Area 

 
1.5 Intensification (identify proposed number of units) 

• 114 residential units are being proposed within the subject site which is 
located outside of the Built-area Boundary, and Primary Transit Area 

1.6  Location Map 

 
 

2.0 Description of Proposal 

2.1  Development Proposal 39T-18501/Z-8888 
 
The proposed draft plan of subdivision consist of 114 single detached lots, 4 park blocks 
and numerous one foot reserve blocks serviced by 3 local streets. 
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Figure 2: Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision 39T-18501/Z-8888 
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2.2  Submitted Studies 
 
A number of reports and studies were submitted to support the requested amendment, 
including: 

• Final Proposal Report 
• Hydrogeological Study 
• Slope Stability Assessment 
• Environmental Impact Study 
• Functional Stormwater Management Report 
• Environmental Noise Assessment  
• Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment 

 
2.5  Requested Amendment  
 
To change the zoning from an Urban Reserve (UR3) Zone, a Holding Urban Reserve 
(h.2*UR3) Zone and an Open Space (OS4) Zone to a Residential R1 (R1-9) Zone and 
an Open Space (OS5) Zone. Changes to the currently permitted land uses and 
development regulations are summarized below.  
 
Zone(s): Residential R1 (R1-9) Zone that permits single detached dwellings with: 

• Minimum Lot Frontage of 18.0 metres 
• Minimum Lot Area of 690 square metres 
• Maximum Height of 12.0 metres; and  

• An Open Space (OS5) Zone that permits passive recreational uses only.  
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 Figure 3: Proposed Zoning Amendment Map   
 

 
 
  



39T-18501/Z-8888 
C. Smith 

 

 

3.0 Relevant Background 

3.1  Planning History 
 
In 1996, the City initiated an Area Study which included the subject lands. The 
Sunningdale Area Plan was adopted by Council June 1998. Through the Area Planning 
process this 20.6ha site was identified for Low Density Residential and Open Space 
land uses.  
 
3.2  Community Engagement (see more detail in Appendix A) 
 
Notice of Application was circulated on April 3, 2018, and notice was published in The 
Londoner on April 5, 2018.  There were four (4) responses provided through the 
community consultation period.  All 4 responses support the proposed draft plan as 
submitted. One person did include in their support comments that there be less lots and 
more green space.  
 
3.3  Policy Context (see more detail in Appendix B) 
 
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
 
Section 51(24) of the Planning Act provides municipalities with criteria which must be 
considered prior to approval of a draft plan of subdivision.  The Act notes that in addition 
to the health, safety, convenience, accessibility for persons with disabilities and welfare 
of the present and future inhabitants of the municipality, regard shall be had for, 
 
 the effect of development of the proposed subdivision on matters of provincial 

interest; 
 whether the proposed subdivision is premature or in the public interest; 
 whether the plan conforms to the official plan and adjacent plans of subdivision, if 

any; 
 the suitability of the land for the purposes for which it is to be subdivided;  
 the number, width, location and proposed grades and elevations of highways, and 

the adequacy of them, and the highways linking the highways in the proposed 
subdivision with the established highway system in the vicinity, and the adequacy 
of them;  

 the dimensions and shapes of the proposed lots; 
 the restrictions or proposed restrictions, if any, on the land proposed to be 

subdivided the buildings and structures proposed to be erected on it, and the 
restrictions, if any, on adjoining land; 

 conservation of natural resources and flood control; 
 the adequacy of utilities and municipal services; 
 the adequacy of school sites; 
 the area of land, if any, within the proposed subdivision that, exclusive of highways, 

is to be conveyed or dedicated for public purposes; 
 the extent to which the plan’s design optimizes the available supply, means of 

supplying, efficient use and conservation of energy; and 
 the interrelationship between the design of the proposed plan of subdivision and 

site plan control matters relating to any development on the land, if the land is also 
located within a site plan control area. 

 
The London Plan and City of London Official Plan contains Council’s objectives and 
policies to guide the short-term and long-term physical development of the municipality. 
The policies promote orderly urban growth and compatibility among land uses. While the 
objectives and policies in the London Plan and City of London Official Plan primarily relate 
to the physical development of the municipality, they also have regard for social, 
economic and environmental matters.  
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The London Plan 

The London Plan directs that all of the relevant policies of the Plan that relate to a 
planning and development applications should be read in their entirety and form the 
basis for evaluating consistency with the Plan (1577-1578).  Proposed plans of 
subdivision will be evaluated based on all of the policies of The London Plan, including 
such policies as (1688): 

1. Our Strategy 
2. City Building Policies 
3. Our Tools 
4. Place Type Policies 
5. Availability of Municipal Services 
6. Potential impacts on adjacent and nearby properties  
7. The degree to which the proposal fits within its context and policy goals 
8. Relevant secondary plans and specific policies 
9. Relevant guideline documents  

Our Strategy 

Relevant planning strategies to support key directions to guide planning and subdivision 
development include the following: 

59_ Direction #5 Build a mixed-use compact city  

• Ensure a mix of housing types within our neighbourhoods so that they are 
complete and support aging in place.  

• Build quality public spaces and pedestrian environments that support walking. 

 
61_ Direction #7 Build strong, healthy and attractive neighbourhoods for everyone  

• Plan for healthy neighbourhoods that promote active living, provide healthy 
housing options, offer social connectedness, afford safe environments, and 
supply welldistributed health services.  

• Design complete neighbourhoods by meeting the needs of people of all ages, 
incomes and abilities, allowing for aging in place and accessibility to amenities, 
facilities and services.  

• Implement “placemaking” by promoting neighbourhood design that creates safe, 
diverse, walkable, healthy, and connected communities, creating a sense of 
place and character.  

• Create social gathering places where neighbours can come together, such as 
urban parks and public spaces, community centres, family centres, community 
gardens, cafés, restaurants, and other small commercial services integrated 
within neighbourhoods.  

• Protect what we cherish by recognizing and enhancing our cultural identity, 
cultural heritage resources, neighbourhood character, and environmental 
features.  

• Identify, create and promote cycling destinations in London and connect these 
destinations to neighbourhoods through a safe cycling network.  

• Support programs that give communities the ability to improve their 
neighbourhoods in creative and positive ways.  

• Distribute educational, health, social, cultural, and recreational facilities and 
services throughout the city so that all neighbourhoods are well-served.  

• Integrate well-designed public spaces and recreational facilities into all of our 
neighbourhoods.  

• Integrate affordable forms of housing in all neighbourhoods and explore creative 
opportunities for rehabilitating our public housing resources. 
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City Building Policies  
201_ New neighbourhoods should be designed with consideration for the character of 
existing landscapes and topography. The street network and civic infrastructure will be 
established in consideration of this goal.  

 202_ Buildings and public spaces at key entry points into neighbourhoods will be 
designed to help establish a neighbourhood’s character and identity.  

 203_ Neighbourhoods should be planned to include one or more identifiable and 
accessible focal points that contributes to the neighbourhood’s character and allows for 
community gathering.  

 204_ Natural heritage is an important contributor to the character of an area and 
influences the overall street network. Neighbourhoods should be designed to preserve 
view corridors to natural heritage features and landmarks through lotting patterns, 
window streets, and building placement.  

211_ The City’s street network will be designed to ensure high-quality pedestrian 
environments, maximized convenience for mobility, access to focal points and to 
support the planned vision for the place type.  

212_ The configuration of streets planned for new neighbourhoods will be of a grid, or 
modified grid, pattern. Cul-de-sacs, dead-ends, and other street patterns which inhibit 
such street networks will be minimized. New neighbourhood street networks will be 
designed to have multiple direct connections to existing and future neighbourhoods.  

213_ Street patterns will be easy and safe to navigate by walking and cycling and will 
be supportive of transit services.  

219_ Neighbourhoods will incorporate a grid or modified grid street network that 
supports the delivery of emergency services.  

220_ Neighbourhoods should be designed with a diversity of lot patterns and sizes to 
support a range of housing choices, mix of uses and to accommodate a variety of ages 
and abilities.  

228_ Neighbourhood streets and all infrastructure will be planned and designed to 
enhance safety by implementing the principles of Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design, encouraging greater levels of passive surveillance, and 
providing sidewalks of sufficient width to support planned levels of activity.  

242_ Public spaces will be designed to support the planned vision of the place type by 
enhancing views and vistas, providing places to meet and gather, and establishing 
connections.  

243_ Public facilities, parks, trails, seating areas, play equipment, open spaces and 
recreational facilities should be integrated into neighbourhoods to allow for healthy and 
active lifestyles.  

244_ Public spaces will be located and designed to help establish the character and 
sense of place of the surrounding area and, where applicable, the positive image of our 
city.  

247_ Public spaces should be located and designed within neighbourhoods to ensure 
that a minimum of 50% of their perimeter will be bounded by a public street.  

518_ Secondary plans and larger residential development proposals should include a 
25% affordable housing component through a mix of housing types and sizes. In 
keeping with this intent, 40% of new housing units within a secondary plan, and lands 
exceeding five hectares in size outside of any secondary plan, should be in forms other 
than single detached dwellings. 
 
Neighbourhoods Place Type 
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The subject site is within the Neighbourhoods Place Type in The London Plan and 
located with frontage onto a Civic Boulevard (Sunningdale Road West).  The range of 
permitted uses include: single detached, semi-detached, townhouses, triplexes, small-
scale community facilities, stacked townhouses, fourplexes, and low-rise apartment 
buildings.  The development form is intended between a minimum of 2 storeys and a 
maximum of 4 storeys, with a potential to bonus up to 6 storeys (Tables 10-12).  

 
Environmental Policies 
 
1412_ Ecological buffers are required to protect natural heritage features and areas, 
and their ecological functions and processes, to maintain the ecological integrity of the 
Natural Heritage System.  
 
1413_ Ecological buffers will be required on lands contiguous to a specific natural 
heritage feature or area.  
 
1414_ The location, width, composition and use of ecological buffers necessary to 
protect natural heritage areas from the impacts of development on adjacent lands will 
be specified through application of the City Council approved Guidelines for 
Determining Setbacks and Ecological Buffers as part of an approved secondary plan 
and/or an environmental impact study.  
 
1415_ In addition to buffer lands, additional techniques may be required to assist in 
minimizing the impact of development on the Natural Heritage System, including all of 
the following:  

1. Discourage rear-lotting adjacent to the Natural Heritage System, and the use of 
site planning to orient the development away from natural heritage features and 
areas.  

2. The acceptance of lands immediately adjacent to natural heritage areas as part 
of the required parkland dedication for the proposed development.  

3. The use of a geotechnical setback from the boundary of natural heritage areas 
or natural hazard areas for construction purposes.  

4. Restriction of public access by providing a limited number of access points to 
natural heritage areas.  

5. Lands identified and delineated as ecological buffers may be zoned to permit 
their inclusion in calculating and applying zoning regulations applicable for the 
lot. 

6. Development and site alteration on lands identified and delineated as an 
ecological buffer shall be prohibited unless specified as a permitted use in the 
Zoning By-law.  

7. Setbacks shall apply from any lands identified as an ecological buffer.  
8. The creation of individual lots that include lands identified and delineated as 

ecological buffers is not permitted.  
9. Fencing (without gates) along all private lands abutting natural features.  
10. Other measures, as determined through a detailed environmental study.  

 
1416_ Where different components of the Natural Heritage System overlap, the limit of 
development shall be set at the limit of the maximum ecological buffer as determined 
through an approved environmental impact study. Where the limits of a natural hazard 
overlap with the limits of an ecological buffer determined for a natural heritage feature, 
the development limit shall be set as the greater of the limit of the natural hazard 
corridor or the limit of the ecological buffer. 
 
Our Tools 
 
1768_ In the review of all planning and development applications, including the review 
of secondary plans, for residential development adjacent to Civic Boulevards, Urban 
Thoroughfares, Rural Thoroughfares, Rapid Transit Boulevards, Expressways and 
Provincial Highways will be subject to all of the following criteria, to ensure that 
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residential development does not rear or side-lot onto the adjacent streets, as 
appropriate:  

• Place types that permit residential uses with a medium to high level of intensity 
will, wherever practical, be sited adjacent to these streets. This form of 
development provides for greater flexibility in building orientation thereby allowing 
front facing buildings with amenity space in the rear.  
 

• If there is no practical place type alternative, and sensitive place types must 
locate adjacent to these streets, then subdivision design measures will be 
encouraged to eliminate the need for noise walls. These subdivision design 
measures could include, but are not limited to neighbourhood design with window 
or lay-by streets or service streets; subdivisions with rear lanes; subdivisions on 
private service streets; or alternative measures that conform with the policies of 
this Plan  

 
The 1989 Official Plan  

The subject site is within Low Density Residential (LDR) designation, which primarily 
permits single detached; semi-detached; and duplex dwellings. Multiple-attached 
dwellings, such as row houses or cluster houses may also be permitted subject to the 
policies of this Plan and provided they do not exceed the maximum density of 
development permitted under policy 3.2.2 (30uph).  

3.1.2. Low Density Residential Objectives  

• Enhance the character and amenities of residential areas by directing higher 
intensity uses to locations where existing land uses are not adversely affected.  

• Encourage the development of subdivisions that provide for energy 
conservation, public transit, and the retention of desirable natural features.    

 
3.1.1. General Objectives for all Residential Designations  

• Provide for a supply of residential land that is sufficient to accommodate the 
anticipated demand for a broad range of new dwelling types over the planning 
period.  

• Support the provision of a choice of dwelling types according to location, size, 
affordability, tenure, design, and accessibility so that a broad range of housing 
requirements are satisfied  

• Support the distribution of a choice of dwelling types by designating lands for a 
range of densities and structural types throughout the City.  

• Support the development of residential facilities that meet the housing needs of 
persons requiring special care.  

• Direct the expansion of residential development into appropriate areas 
according to availability of municipal services, soil conditions, topographic 
features, environmental constraints; and in a form which can be integrated with 
established land use patterns.  

• Minimize the potential for land use compatibility problems which may result from 
an inappropriate mix of: low, medium and high density housing; higher intensity 
residential uses with other residential housing; or residential and non-residential 
uses.  

• Support the provision of services and amenities that enhance the quality of the 
residential environment.  

• Promote residential development that makes efficient use of land and services. 

 
 
15.3.6. Ecological Buffers  

• Ecological buffers serve to protect the ecological function and integrity of the 
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Natural Heritage System. Ecological buffers will be required around, or adjacent 
to, and other components of the Natural Heritage System, based upon the 
recommendations of an approved Environmental Impact Study. (Clause i) 
amended by OPA 438 Dec. 17/09)  

• The location, width, composition and use of ecological buffers necessary to 
protect natural heritage areas from the impacts of development on adjacent 
lands will be specified through application of the Council approved Guidelines 
for Determining Setbacks and Ecological buffers as part of a secondary plan 
and/or an environmental impact study. (Clause ii) amended by OPA 438 Dec. 
17/09)  

• In addition to buffer lands, additional techniques may be required to assist in 
minimizing the impact of development on the Natural Heritage System, including 
but not limited to:  
• The use of site planning to orient the development away from natural 

heritage areas;  
• The acceptance of lands immediately adjacent to natural heritage areas 

as part of the required parkland dedication for the proposed development;  
• The use of a setback from the boundary of natural heritage areas for 

construction purposes;  
• Restriction of public access by providing a limited number of access points 

to natural heritage areas; 

19.9.6. Additional Noise Attenuation Policies for Residential Land Uses Adjacent to 
Arterial Roads.  

• If there is no practical land use alternative, and sensitive land uses must 
locate adjacent to an arterial road, then subdivision design measures will be 
encouraged to eliminate the need for noise walls. These subdivision design 
measures could include, but are not limited to:  
• Subdivisions with window or lay-by streets or service roads;  
• Subdivisions with rear lanes;  
• Subdivisions on private service roads.  

• The main objective of these design measures is to ensure that residential 
development does not rear or side-lot onto the adjacent arterial roads. 

4.0 Matters to be Considered  

A complete analysis of the applications is underway and includes a review of the 
following matters, which have been identified to date:  

 
Range of Uses 

• If the range of residential, open space and park uses are appropriate  
 

Design  
• Location and orientation of residential units along Sunningdale Road West 
• Access and orientation of uses to the Medway Valley Heritage Forest 

Environmentally Significant Area.   
• If the proposed subdivision design is consistent with the Our City, Our Strategy, 

City Building, City Structure, and Place Type policies 
• Mix of housing type/form and affordable housing considerations  
• Access and connectivity (both vehicular and pedestrian) 

 
Technical Review  

• Limits of Environmental Significant Area and Buffer delineations to protect the 
Medway Valley Heritage Forest Environmentally Significant Area.  

• Complete hydrogeological information 
• The acceptance of the Environmental Impact Study including rationale for 

buffering widths and mitigation measures.   
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More information and detail is available in the Appendices of this report. 
 

5.0 Conclusion 

 
Development Services staff will continue to review the merits of the draft plan of 
subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment applications and the comments received 
with respect to the requested planning applications.   A subsequent planning report will 
be prepared when the review is complete, including a recommended action for the 
consideration of the Planning and Environment Committee and Municipal Council. 
 
 

November 6, 2018 
/sw 

CC:  Matt Feldberg, Manager, Development Services (Subdivisions) 

Y:\Shared\DEVELOPMENT SERVICES\4 - Subdivisions\2018\39T-18501 - 600 Sunningdale Road West (CS)\39T-
18501-600 SunningdaleRoad PEC Report 1of1.docx  

Recommended by: 

 

 
 
 
 
Craig Smith, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Planner, Development Services  

Reviewed by:   
 
 
 
Lou Pompilii, MCIP RPP 
Manager, Development Planning (Subdivision) 

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

Submitted by: 
 

 
 
 
 
George Kotsifas, P.ENG  
Managing Director, Development and Compliance 
Services and Chief Building Official 

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

Community Engagement 

Public liaison: On April 3, 2018, Notice of Application was sent to 10 property owners 
and residents in the surrounding area.  Notice of Application was also published in the 
Public Notices and Bidding Opportunities section of The Londoner on April 5, 2018. A 
“Planning Application” sign was also posted on the site. 

4 replies were received 

Nature of Liaison: The purpose and effect of this application is to permit the development 
of a subdivision with114 single detached lots, 4 park blocks and numerous one foot 
reserve blocks serviced by 3 local streets. Draft Plan of Subdivision – Consideration of 
a draft plan of subdivision consisting of 114 single detached lots, 4 park blocks and 
numerous one foot reserve blocks Zoning By-law Amendment - Possible Amendment 
to Zoning By-law Z.-1 to change the zoning FROM a Urban Reserve (UR3) Zone, a 
Holding Urban Reserve (h.2*UR3) Zone and an Open Space (OS4) Zone TO a 
Residential R1 (R1-9) Zone which permits single detached dwellings with a  minimum lot 
frontage of 18.0 metres, a minimum lot area of 690 square metres and maximum height 
of 12.0 metre and an  Open Space (OS5) Zone permits passive recreational uses only. 
The City may also consider the use of holding provisions, to ensure development is street 
oriented, discourage the use of noise walls, that waterlooping and a second public access 
is provided and a development agreement will be entered into to the satisfaction of the 
City 
 
Responses: All 4 responses support the proposed draft plan as proposed. One person 
did include in their support comment the concern that there be less lots and more green 
space  
 
Responses to Public Liaison Letter and Publication in “The Londoner” 
 

   



39T-18501/Z-8888 
C. Smith 
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Agency/Departmental Comments 
 

Archaeological  

As follow up to our phone conversation earlier this week, please be advised that for the 
property at 600 Sunningdale Road West (Sunningdale Court, 39T-18501) I have 
received: 

• Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment (P438-0116-2017, dated June 12, 2017 by 
AECOM) – requiring further archaeological work 

• Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment (P131-0063-2017, dated January 24, 2018 
by AECOM) – requiring further archaeological work. Note: the greens were not 
assessed. 

 
There is at least one significant archaeological site (Location 2; AgHh-259) requiring 
further mitigation. As this is an active golf course, it is not possible to properly assess 
this site or complete the archaeological fieldwork on the greens. I understand that Stage 
3 archaeological assessment for Location 2 (AgHh-259) is being completed presently. 
 
To ensure that the Stage 4 mitigation of impacts for Location 2 (AgHh-259) are 
completed and the greens are assessed prior to ground disturbing activities, the h-18 
holding provision should be placed on the subject property through the Zoning By-law 
Amendment and conditions included in the Draft Plan of Subdivision to ensure that all 
archaeological assessments are completed for the subject property and that the Ministry 
of Tourism, Culture and Sport has concurred that all archaeological concerns on the 
property  have been addressed. 
 

Development Services- Engineering 

Please advise the Owner that it is Development Services (engineering) position that the 
Final Proposed Report provided with this application has not addressed or adequately 
addressed all of the issues identified in the Initial Proposal Review meeting comments 
such as, but not limited to, the sight lines, sanitary routing, hydrogeological information. 
 
On that basis Development Services (engineering) propose that the outstanding issues 
be resolved as indicated in the comments in this memo and in the attached Draft Plan 
conditions through the recommended revisions to the draft plan and through the next 
stages of the approval process such as the Focused Design Studies or engineering 
drawings review stage. 



39T-18501/Z-8888 
C. Smith 

 

   
Information 
 
The Wastewater and Engineering Division has the following comments: 
 
1. The subject lands are previously included as part of the sanitary drainage area 

plans for the Medway Trunk Sanitary Sewer (MTSS) as external area 6 being 18 
Ha in size with a maximum population of 990 connecting to the existing 200 mm 
diameter sanitary sewer at the southeast corner of these lands tributary to the 
750mm diameter MTSS.   

 
The IPR and FPR from the applicant mentions a possible future SWM conflict on 
lands outside the growth boundary and they are proposing that there may be a 
need to revise the existing accepted sanitary drainage area plans and designs. 
WADE as part of the IPR process asked for additional detail to be included as part 
of the FPR but this was not addressed in any detail. As such WADE has included 
draft plan conditions that require this information at focused design studies. 

 
The applicant and engineering consultant can contact WADE directly so we may 
better understand their concerns.   

 
2. As part of engineering drawings submission there is the private forcemain from the 

Sunningdale Golf Course club house that crosses Sunningdale Rd that goes south 
as mentioned in the FPR. The preference would be to cut the private forcemain 
back on private lands connected to a private manhole on the Sunningdale Golf 
Course Golf lands and flow by a gravity connection to the future sanitary manhole 
on future Sunningdale Court.   

 
The Transportation and Planning Division have the following comments: 
 
1. The sight distance analysis provide in Appendix “H” of the FPR, proposes to fill 

Sunningdale Road which is not in keeping with the Sunningdale Road 
Environmental Assessment (EA). The EA ultimate profile in this location is to cut 
the road. The Owner is to resubmit a site distance analysis recognizing the future 
ultimate configuration.  Furthermore, the City standard for site distance analysis is 
to achieve the desirable decision site distance as per section 2.1.13 of the Design 
Specifications and Requirements Manual.        

 
2. The City currently has identified Sunningdale Road West between Wonderland 

Road and Richmond Street for a road widening project in 2020.  Coordination of 
construction activities may be required to avoid constructor/contractor issues. 

 
3. The City is currently undertaking detailed design for Sunningdale Road West, and 

as a part of this assignment will be undertaking the design of turn lanes to 
accommodate this development    

 
The following information has been provided by the Stormwater Management Unit with 
regards to the report prepared by LDS Consultants Inc., “Hydrogeological Desktop 
Study – Proposed Residential Subdivision, Sunningdale Court, London Ontario, 
February 8, 2018”.:  
 
As per the attached draft plan conditions (See Condition k), please ensure that an 
appropriate hydrogeological assessment is completed by a Qualified Professional 
(QP).  Specific elements that the City of London would like addressed in the 
hydrogeological assessment include, but may not necessarily be limited to the following: 
 

• Installation of boreholes and monitoring wells, to assess the groundwater 
conditions and hydrogeological regime. 

• Evaluation of the hydrogeological environment, including specific aquifer 
properties (e.g., hydraulic conductivity), groundwater levels, groundwater flow 
direction, etc. 
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• Evaluation of water quality characteristics (both groundwater and surface water), 
and the potential interaction between shallow groundwater and surface water 
features, including any seeps located within the banks of the creek. 

• A completed water balance. 
• Evaluation of construction related impacts, and their potential effects on the 

shallow groundwater system. 
• Evaluation of construction related impacts, and their potential effects on local 

significant features. 
• Discussion regarding monitoring plans (if applicable). 
• Discussion regarding contingency plans (if applicable). 
• Discussion related to the water taking requirements to facilitate construction (i.e., 

PTTW or EASR be required to facilitate construction?). What is the anticipated 
radius of influence? 

• Discussion regarding mitigation measures associated with construction activities 
specific to the development (e.g., specific construction activities related to 
dewatering). 

• Discussion regarding the existing PTTW issued by the MOECC for Sunningdale 
Golf and Country Club (PTTW No. 5340-A7TRPH), and potential interference 
effects to either of these sources as a result of the development (i.e., short-term or 
long-term).  

• Discussion regarding LID considerations proposed for the development. 
• Discussion regarding the presence of fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides based 

on historical land use. 
 
Please note the City does not support gateway islands; therefore, please remove the 
gateway island on Street ‘A’ at Sunningdale Road from the face of the plan.  Since the 
City does not support gateway islands, Street ‘A’ road width may be revised to be 21.5 
metres wide tapered to 20.0 metres.  See condition ac). 
 
 
Zoning By-law Amendment 
 
Development Services and the above-noted engineering divisions have no objection to 
the proposed Zoning By-law Amendment for the proposed revised draft plan of 
subdivision subject to the following: 
 
1. ‘h’ holding provision is implemented with respect to servicing, including sanitary, 

stormwater and water, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the entering of 
a subdivision agreement. 

2. ‘h-100’ holding provision is implemented with respect to water services and 
appropriate access that no more than 80 units may be developed until a looped 
watermain system Is constructed and there is a second public access is available, 
to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
Required Revisions to the Draft Plan 
Note:  Revisions are required to the draft plan as follows: 

i) red line this plan to include 6.0m straight tangents at the intersection of Street “C” 
& Street “B” opposite lots 33 & 34 to the satisfaction of the City Engineer  

ii) red line this plan to include a 6.0m straight tangent between the two horizontal 
curves on Street “C” opposite lots 39 & 38 to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 

iii) red line this plan to provide a second access to the site to allow for emergency 
services access, the access is to be restricted to right in / right out through the 
construction of a centre island median to the satisfaction of the City Engineer – 
MAY BE REVISED BASED ON REVIEW OF SUBDIVISION DESIGN 

iv) Revise to separate road widening block, Block 119, into two parts east and west 
of Street ‘A’ 

v) Clearly delineate block/lot limits 
vi) Remove ‘eyebrow’ island on Street ‘C’ 
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vii) Remove gateway island from Street ‘A’ as this City does not support gateway 
islands 

viii) Revise Street ‘A’ at Sunningdale Road West to be a minimum right of way width of 
21.5 metres for a minimum length of 30.0 metres tapered back over a distance of 
30 metres to the standard local right-of-way width of 20.0 metres, to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer.  

ix) Label Street ‘C’, east of Street ‘A’ 
x) Ensure all geotechnical issues and all required (structural, maintenance and 

erosion) setbacks related to slope stability for lands within this plan are addressed 
and make any necessary revisions, to the satisfaction and specifications of the 
City.   

xi) The Owner shall ensure all streets with bends of approximately 90 degrees shall 
have a minimum inside street line radius with the following standard: 
•  Road Allowance    S/L Radius 
•         20.0 m        9.0 m 
•             19.0 m        9.5 m 
•         18.0 m      10.0 m 

 
Please include in your report to Planning and Environment Committee that there will be 
increased operating and maintenance costs for works being assumed by the City. 
 
Note that any changes made to this draft plan will require a further review of the revised 
plan prior to any approvals as the changes may necessitate revisions to our comments. 
 
Environmental Ecological Planning Advisory Committee (EEPAC) 

Sunningdale Court EIS (600 Sunningdale Road West)  

October 12, 2017  

Reviewed by C. Dyck and S. Levin  

MAJOR CONCERNS:  

Size of buffers where the buffer is less than 10 m  

Lack of information on protection of S2 plant (Two flowered Cynthia) – we believe this 
omission is sufficient grounds to reject the current version of the EIS  

Date of field work predates the construction of the multi-use pathway and bridges  

Lack of detail on restoration plans and insufficient monitoring period post restoration  

BUFFERS  

The rational for a “relatively small buffer areas” given on page 7.7 is unclear, particularly 
in explaining why 5 m is sufficient. No explanation is given as to why the construction 
buffer is only 5 m. Page 7.7 indicates that final buffer requirements are to be determined 
as part of a site specific EIS. Were these words written at a different time? Isn’t the 
document a final EIS? Regardless, there is no explanation of the buffer widths or a clear 
buffer management plan (very limited information appears in Table 7-2).  

RECOMMENDATION 1: Either the EIS be revised to explain why the buffer widths are 
as narrow as 5 m. Otherwise, 10 m buffers should be the minimum requirement.  

RECOMMENDATION 2: A buffer management plan with ecosite specific native planting 
recommendations be a condition of the development agreement.  

Figures 6 and 7 note there is a 30 m buffer for fish habitat but the legend indicates “no 
buffer for the golf course pond.” EEPAC assumes this refers to the pond at the west end 
of the development in an area that, according to the zoning map that went out with the 
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public notice, will be lands zoned OS5. Therefore, EEPAC is unclear how the pond is 
not buffered.  

RECOMMENDATION 3: EEPAC requests that staff ensure that this pond is retained.  

TWO FLOWERED CYNTHIA  

In Appendix B, two CC of 10 plants are noted. There is some discussion in the text 
about one of the plants – Twinleaf. Its general location is noted in the report (7.6). This 
plant is listed as S4. However, there is absolutely no mention in the text of the other CC 
10 plant – Two-Flowered Cynthia. This plant is listed as S2 which means Very Rare 
(page 3.5 uses the word ‘imperiled’ for S2) in Ontario; usually between 6 and 20 
occurrences in the province, or found in only a few remaining hectares. For comparison, 
False Rue Anemone, which is listed as Threatened, also has an S2 ranking.  

RECOMMENDATION 4: Until it is clarified if this plant is off the development site and 
protected from disturbance, the EIS be considered incomplete.  

EDUCATION  

It is unclear to the reviewers how access to the ESA from Block 115 will be limited. 
Although many will stay on the paved path, there are others who will stray. The EIS 
mentions in a number of places “education” but does not detail what steps will be taken 
to “educate.” It is also unclear how fencing will help homeowners avoid fertilizer and 
herbicide use, or avoid planting invasive species (p. 7.6, section 7.1.6)  

EEPAC believes the following recommendation would address both of these.  

RECOMMENDATION 5:  

As a condition of development  

- the proponent be required to install signage at Block 115 and 116 with information on 
the ESA including why it is significant and with normative messages consistent with 
behaviour science (‘nudges’), that encourage people to do the right thing and stay on 
designated paths, keep dogs on leash, etc. This is more likely to be considered 
“ongoing public education” (pgs 7.6 and 7.7). In return, EEPAC recommends the 
requirement for a home owner “package” be deleted from the development agreement.  

- 6 months after assumption, the City send each resident the “Living With Natural Areas” 
brochure  

NET EFFECTS ASSESSMENT (Section 7)  

RECOMMENDATION 6: Page 7.13 - EEPAC strongly discourages installing bird boxes 
as a means of mitigating the impacts of this development and recommends that this be 
removed from the EIS.  

As the EIS points out domestic pets are a threat to birds. It is unlikely that birds will 
“learn” to avoid domestic pets and installing bird boxes simply makes it easier for cats to 
find nesting birds. Numerous studies indicate that domestic animals increase stress in 
wildlife populations as they devote energy to avoidance and flight rather than on 
reproduction.  

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN (Section 8)  

The report is very general in terms of the restoration and compensation plantings and 
plans. For example, page 7.4 says “…buffer management techniques will be used to 
reduce indirect impacts during construction and over the long term. “ There is no clear 
explanation for this assertion.  

In Table 7-3 under “ground disturbance and grading” the report recommends “regular 
inspection and repair of erosion and sediment control measures” and “regular inspection 
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of the outlet and downstream for evidence of erosion.” It is unclear how often “regular” 
inspection will be and who or what agency will be responsible for monitoring and repair.  

The EIS has two different proposed monitoring periods, neither of which, in EEPACs 
opinion and from examples from other developments, is sufficient.  

RECOMMENDATION 7: An Environmental Management Plan be prepared for approval 
by the City and the UTRCA as a condition of development. The EMP must include a 
clear explanation for how the Plan will minimize indirect impacts on the Natural Heritage 
features and functions over the long term as well as how often inspections will occur 
during construction. EEPAC recommends the following elements be included in the 
EMP:  

a. The areas north and to the south (including the area south of the pathway) of the 
proposed outlet spillway be restored. It is unclear why this area was not restored when 
the sewer or the path were built. However, it does provide an opportunity for 
compensation, given the rip-rap spillway will not provide much opportunity for riparian 
habit replacement.  

b. Post construction monitoring be for three springs and three falls subsequent to the 
buffer and restoration plantings.  

c. An Invasive Species Management Plan be required as part of the development 
agreement, including for lands to be dedicated to the City as part of the City owned ESA 
(see Table 4-1)  

d. All restoration be with species that are native and appropriate for each ecosite.  

e. Clarification of the proposed “qualitative vegetation monitoring” be provided to 
EEPAC and if necessary, City staff. Does “quality” refer to the individual plants (i.e. poor 
health of planted species due to stressors like drought) or does it refer to the “quality” of 
the overall species composition (i.e. heavy presence of invasive species)? This 
recommendation should perhaps read “qualitative and quantitative” to determine the 
degree to which the newly planted vegetation has survived and is thriving. Indicators of 
overall plant health should be clearly outlined, such that when individual plants do not 
thrive the warranty period would be triggered, and the vegetation would be replaced.  

CONSTRUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS  

In section 8.3, it states "while the site is actively being developed/constructed with a log 
of dates when the facilities (i.e. erosion and sediment controls, construction fencing) 
were inspected, the condition of the facilities at the time and remedial actions, if any, 
that were taken." This also appears on page 9.2, recommendation #8. Are these 
activities that get reported to Development Services? It is unclear which City department 
receives these reports, or if there any random site visits to see if there is compliance 
specifically when the development is adjacent to a part of the Natural some other point 
in time?  

As a result of this lack of clarity, EEPAC recommends:  

RECOMMENDATION 8:  

a) The city conduct random visits to ensure sediment control measures are in place, 
particularly when the outlet channel is being constructed.  

b) Clean Equipment Protocol be followed.  

c) No equipment shall be stored or refuelled within 30 m of any natural feature or 
watercourse.  

d) Gates with no fences must (not should as shown on page 7.4) be erected between 
the development and the ESA.  
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e) Removal of vegetation must (not should as stated on page 8.2) take place outside 
the nesting period of migratory birds.  

f) Invasive plants be removed.  

STORMWATER  

Page 7.3 indicates at the bottom that the proposed outflow is at “an appropriate spot for 
discharge to Medway Creek.” Nowhere does the report explain why the proposed 
location is better there than any other spot along the Creek.  

RECOMMENDATION 9: A clear rationale for this location be provided before the EIS is 
accepted.  

RECOMMENDATION 10: The development agreement be clear in who (the proponent 
or the City) is responsible for the ongoing maintenance of the OGS and outlet after 
assumption (see page 7.11, Table 7-3)  

TO BE FORWARDED TO TRANSPORTATION DIVISION  

EEPAC notes on page 4.10 that there is a perched culvert preventing fish passage. This 
should be rectified with the road widening. A box culvert is the preferred option.  

QUALITY OF DATA COLLECTION - AMPHIBIAN SURVEYS  

EEPAC questions if the frog call count surveys were done in a manner consistent with 
the Marsh Monitoring Protocol. Although the stations are located in areas off the 
developable lands, it is unusual to see the 3 required surveys done in two different 
years. It was also unclear as to when the three minute samples were taken, given the 
wide range of times shown in Table 3-2 on page 3.4. EEPAC notes that sundown on 
June 16, 2011 was roughly one hour prior to the time period shown in the Table. As 
well, two of the survey stations were closer than the 500 m recommended in the 
Protocol.  

OTHER EDITS, ERRORS and OMISSIONS  

The legend in Figure 7 notes ‘Fence’ but it is not clearly shown on the Figure. It would 
be helpful to know if the proposed fencing with no gates is actually along all properties 
particularly the ones abutting Blocks 115 and 116.  

- References to UTRCA Watershed Report Card for the Medway should be updated to 
the most recent version, released this year.  

- The first three paragraphs on page 4.2 appear to be unnecessary as:  

- the proponent will not be addressing the lack of interior forest in the watershed.  

- it is unclear when the benthic survey after 2001 was conducted  

- there is little in this EIS that will implement the recommendations in the third paragraph 
which seem to relate to needs in other parts of the Medway Creek Subwatershed.  

EEPAC believes Table 7.1 on pages 7.2/7.3 includes fewer direct impacts than is likely.  

Page 9.2 ends abruptly. It is unclear whether a ‘period’ is simply missing to end the 
sentence, or whether a portion of the sentence/page is missing. 

Environment and Parks Planning 

Environmental and Parks Planning has reviewed the submission for the above noted 
plan of subdivision and offers the following comments: 

NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM 
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 The data collection for this project occurred in 2011 and 2012, over 6 years 
ago.  Technically this data must be confirmed through additional field studies, 
however given the already identified significance of the features and functions 
this will not be necessary to recollect all of the inventory data. 

 However, an inventory of potential snag trees on the golf course is required and 
the need to address endangered bat species, which are known to occur in the 
Medway Valley ESA.  Compensation for any snag trees on the golf course must 
be compensated for with bat boxes.  This methodology needs to be confirmed 
with the MNRF. Endangered Bat Species are not addressed under Section 5.2 of 
the EIS. 

 The determination of the ESA feature limit has not properly used the 
Environmental Management Guideline document Boundary Delineation (Section 
3.0).  For example, portions of the cultural meadow along the rear of many of the 
proposed lots would be included in the boundary of the ESA due to SWH for 
Monarch.  It would meet criteria 1 of the guideline document for including 
important habitat zones as part of the feature.  Another example would be 
Guideline 7 applying to some of the cultural communities. 

 Section 7.0 impacts to not properly attribute the potential magnitude of impact 
that the land use change brings through new residential homes, street 
development, lighting and sound.   

 Section 7.0 does not properly apply the City’s guideline for determining buffer 
setbacks and ecological buffers (Section 5.0 of the EMG).  Buffer requirements 
adjacent to ESAs and features which contain sensitive features are larger than 
what is identified. Provide buffer calculations based on the known features and 
functions. 

 The Significant Stream Corridor narrows substantially around the wetland (pond) 
habitat located along the west.  This is not consistent with minimum Significant 
Corridor width requirements identified in the Official Plan of 30m.  

 Identify the requirement for the pathway located along the rear of the southern 
lots to be located outside of the ESA and buffer areas. 

 Provide data sheets for the field work conducted during the 2011 and 2012 field 
seasons. 

 Based on the above, municipally approved buffers and the ultimate development 
limit shall be established prior to this application further proceeding to draft 
approval.   

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 

 Required parkland dedication shall be calculated pursuant to section 51 of the 
Planning Act at 5% of the lands within the application or 1 hectare per 300 units, 
whichever is greater for residential uses.  Parkland dedication calculations for the 
proposed development are listed in the table below.   

 It is the expectation of E&PP that the required parkland dedication will be 
satisfied through the dedication of parkland and natural heritage lands.  Red line 
revisions will be required to the proposed plan. 

 Staff have indicated that the multi-use pathway system is to connect from the 
existing storm pond on lands immediately west of the subject site to the existing 
multi-use pathway on the east of the site.  This linear park/open space block is to 
be located adjacent to the rear of lots 9 to 28.   

 The two proposed park blocks are to be modified and a third block is to be 
added.  
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o Block 115 is to have a minimum frontage of 15 meters; 

o Block 116 is to be reduced to a standard municipal walkway; 

o A third block is to be created at the terminus of Street A (lot 16) with a 
minimum width of 20 meters to provide a vista into the ESA and 
connection to the multi-use pathway. 

 Based on recommended redline revisions approximate parkland land dedication 
requirements are calculated on the table listed below. It is recognized that buffers 
and a development limit must be established prior to finalizing these values. 

 In accordance with By-law CP-9, natural heritage and hazard lands will be 
deducted from the land area used for the calculation of parkland dedication.  
Within this subdivision, Blocks 117 and 118 were emitted from the area 
calculation. 

Land Use Area (ha) Expected Dedication 
(ha) 

Subject Lands 20.695  

Less Open Space Land 6.583  

Total Dedication Required 14.112 @ 5% 0.706 

Proposed Park Blocks Area Rate Dedication 

115 Park (to be revised) 0.147 1:1 0.147 

New Park (to be calculated) ~0.077 1:1 `0.077 

117 Open Space 5.385 1:27 0.200 

118 Open Space 1.198 1:27 0.044 

Total Dedication on Plan (Blocks 115, new, 117, 118) 0.468 

Outstanding Balance 0.238 

Existing Parkland Credit from 39T-10502 1.049 

Balance of Parkland Credit 0.811 

 The Official Plan requires neighbourhood parks to be flat and well drained in 
order to accommodate recreational activities.  However, in certain situations 
Council may accept parkland dedication that contains significant vegetation and 
topography.  The Official Plan notes that these lands will be accepted at a 
reduced or constrained rate.  By-law CP-9 establishes and implements these 
rates as follows: 

 

o  2.1.3 Land - for park purposes - conveyance – Hazard, Open Space 
and Constrained Land  

The Corporation retains the right not to accept the conveyance of land that is 
considered not suitable or required for park and recreation purposes including but not 
limited to the size of the parcel, hazard lands, wet lands, hydro lands, easements or 
other encumbrances that would restrict the Corporation’s use of the land. Where the 
Corporation does not request the Owner to convey table land, the Corporation may in 
lieu accept constrained land at the following ratios:  
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1) Hazard land - 27 hectares of hazard land for every 1 hectare of table land;  

2) Open space or other constrained lands - 16 hectares of open space or constrained 
lands for every 1 hectare of table land. 

Blocks 117 and 118 will be considered as a portion of the parkland dedication based on 
the Council approved rate of 27:1 because of the Environmental Significant Area and 
Hazard 

 As part of Focused Design Studies submission, the Owner’s Landscape Architect 
shall prepare and submit a conceptual plan for all park blocks and pathway 
alignments, to the satisfaction of the City Planner.  

 The Owner shall construct 1.5m high chain link fencing without gates in 
accordance with current City park standards (SPO 4.8) or approved alternate, 
along the property limit interface of all existing and proposed private lots adjacent 
to existing and/or future Park and Open Space Blocks.  Fencing shall be 
completed to the satisfaction of the City Planner, within one (1) year of the 
registration of the plan. 

 As part of Focused Design Studies, the Owner shall prepare and submit an 
implementation plan for recommendations (including a monitoring program) 
within the approved EIS prepared by Stantec (2017). 

 As part of Focused Design Studies, the Owner’s qualified consultant shall 
prepare and submit a tree preservation report and plan for lands within the 
proposed draft plan of subdivision.  The tree preservation report and plan shall 
be focused on the preservation of quality specimen trees within lots and blocks, 
and completed in accordance with current approved City of London guidelines for 
the preparation of tree preservation reports and tree preservation plans, to the 
satisfaction of the City Planner.  Tree preservation shall be established first and 
grading/servicing design shall be developed to accommodate maximum tree 
preservation as per the Council approved Tree Preservation Guidelines. 

 In conjunction with the first submission of engineering drawings, the Owner’s 
qualified consultant shall undertake, by a Registered Professional Forester, a 
Hazard Tree Assessment Study for Blocks 117 and 118.  The study will 
undertake a tree risk assessment to identify hazard trees or hazardous parts of 
any trees within falling distance of residential blocks, park lot lines (this being the 
hazard tree management zone) and trails (as approved by the city), this also 
taking into account wind-firmness of adjacent trees affected by any 
recommended hazard tree removals, and ensure that those hazard trees, or 
parts thereof, are abated or removed in a timely manner by competent, certified 
arborists prior to any other persons (workers) entering the hazard tree 
management zone, or within one year of registration, whichever is sooner. 

 The Owner shall prepare and deliver to all homeowners an education package 
which explains the stewardship of natural area, the value of existing tree cover 
and the protection and utilization of the grading and drainage pattern on these 
lots.  The educational package shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the City 
Planner.  

 The Owner shall not grade into any open space areas.  Where lots or blocks abut 
an open space area, all grading of the developing lots or blocks at the interface 
with the open space areas are to match grades to maintain exiting slopes, 
topography and vegetation.  In instances where this is not practical or desirable, 
any grading into the open space shall be to the satisfaction of the City Planner.  

 Prior to construction, site alteration or installation of services, robust silt 
fencing/erosion control measures must be installed and certified with site 
inspection reports submitted to the Environmental and Parks Planning Division 
monthly during development activity along the edge of the woodlot.  
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Urban Design 
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Upper Thames River Conservation Authority (UTRCA) 
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Appendix B – Policy Context  

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

Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
1.1 Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient Development 
and Land Use Patterns 
1.1.3 Settlement Areas 
1.7 Long-term economic prosperity 
 
London Plan 
54 Our Strategy 
79 Our City – City Structure Plan 
193 City Design Policies  
309 City Building Policies 
516 Affordable Housing   
916 Neighbourhoods 
1556 Secondary Plans  
1577 Evaluation of Planning Applications  
 
Sunningdale Area Plan  
 
Official Plan 
2.1 Council Strategic Plan 
3.1. Low Density Residential 
11.1 Urban Design  
12 Housing 
15 Environmental Policies 
16 Parks & Recreation Policies  
20 Secondary Plans 
 
Z.-1 Zoning By-law  
Section 3: Zones and Symbols 
Section 4: General Provisions  
Section 5: Residential R1 Zone   
Section 36: Open Space  
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Appendix C – Additional Information  

Additional Maps 
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