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APPENDIX A- Excerpts from Zoning By-law 8600

SECTION 3 — DEFINITIONS

AMENITY AREA means a landscaped open space yard or a recreational facility as an accessory use to a
dwelling or a dwelling unit located on the same /ot.

BUILDING HEIGHT means:

1. For any building with a flat roof, a roof having a slope of less than 20.0 degrees, or a roof with at
least two contiguous slopes, where the lowest slope is greater than the uppermost slope, the vertical
distance in metres between the grade and the highest point of the roof.

Where a building height provision is expressed in storeys, the building height in metres shall be the
number of storeys permitted multiplied by 4.0 m.

Example: If the minimum building height is 2 storeys and the maximum building height is 3 storeys,
multiplying 2 storeys by 4.0 m results in a minimum building height of 8.0 m and multiplying 3
storeys by 4.0 m results in a maximum building height of 12.0 m.

2. For a main building with a roof other than that described in clause 1 of this subsection, the vertical
distance in metres between the grade and the mid-point between the lowest eaves and the highest
point of the roof.

Where building height is expressed in storeys, the minimum building height in metres shall be the
number of storeys required multiplied by 4.0 m, and the maximum building height in metres shall be
the number of storeys permitted multiplied by 4.0 m plus an additional

2.0 m for the roof.

Example: If the maximum building height is 2 storeys, multiplying 2 storeys by 4.0 m plus 2.0 m for
the roof, results in a maximum building height of 10.0 m.

Example: If the minimum building height is 2 storeys and the maximum building height is 3 storeys,
multiplying 2 storeys by 4.0 m results in a minimum building height of 8.0 m and multiplying 3
storeys by 4.0 m plus 2.0 m for the roof results in a maximum building height of 14.0 m.

3. For an accessory building with a roof other than that described in clause 1 of this subsection, the
vertical distance in metres between the grade and the highest point of the roof.

BUILDING SETBACK means the horizontal distance measured at right angles from a /ot line to the
closest wall of any building or structure on the same lot.

DOUBLE DUPLEX DWELLING means one dwelling divided into four dwelling units by vertically
attaching two duplex dwellings with no direct internal connection between the dwelling units. A
multiple dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, stacked dwelling, or townhome dwelling is not a double
duplex dwelling.

DUPLEX DWELLING means one dwelling divided horizontally into two dwelling units with no direct
internal connection between the dwelling units. A single unit dwelling with two dwelling units is not
a duplex dwelling.

DWELLING means a building or structure that is occupied for the purpose of human habitation. A
correctional institution, hotel, motor home, recreational vehicle, tent, tent trailer, or travel trailer is
not a dwelling.
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DWELLING UNIT means a unit that consists of a self-contained set of rooms located in a building or
structure, that is used or intended for use as residential premises, and that contains kitchen and
bathroom facilities that are intended for the use of the unit only.

GRADE
1. For the purpose of Section 5.10.9, means the average elevation of the finished surface of the
ground adjacent to the accessory building.
2. For the remainder of the By-law, means the average elevation of the crown of that part of the

street abutting the front lot line. Where the elevation of a point on a building located on the lot
is equal to the grade elevation, that point is deemed to be "at grade".

LANDSCAPED OPEN SPACE means an area open to the sky and maintained with one or more of the
following ground covers: bark; flowers; grass; mulch; ornamental stone, block or brick, excluding
construction grade aggregate; shrubs; trees; water feature; wood chips; and may include outdoor
recreational facilities accessory to a dwelling or dwelling unit.

MULTIPLE DWELLING means one dwelling containing a minimum of three dwelling units. A double
duplex dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, stacked dwelling, or townhome dwelling is not a multiple
dwelling.

SCENERY LOFT means an amenity area which occupies a fully enclosed room or group of rooms, is
located above the uppermost storey of a main building, is fully and readily accessible to all
residential occupants of the building, and is not used in whole or in part as a dwelling unit.

SEMI-DETACHED DWELLING means one dwelling divided vertically into two dwelling units by a
common interior wall having a minimum area above grade of 10.0 sq. m., and may include, where
permitted by Section 5.99.80, up to two additional dwelling units.

SINGLE UNIT DWELLING means one dwelling having one dwelling unit or, where permitted by
Section 5.99.80, one dwelling having two dwelling units. A single family dwelling is a single unit
dwelling. A duplex dwelling, mobile home dwelling, semi-detached dwelling unit, or townhome
dwelling unit, is not a single unit dwelling.

TOWNHOME DWELLING means one dwelling vertically divided into a row of three or more dwelling
units attached by common interior walls, each wall having a minimum area above grade of 10.0 sq.
m., and man include, where permitted by Section 5.99.80, additional dwelling units. A semi-
detached dwelling is not a townhome dwelling.
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SECTION 5 — GENERAL PROVISIONS

5.35 EXCEPTIONS TO MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT PROVISIONS

5.35.1 FIXTURES OR STRUCTURES - The features or structures listed in Table 5.35.1 may extend above the
permitted maximum building height, provided that such fixtures or structures are erected only to such
height as is necessary to accomplish their purpose:

TABLE 5.35.1
Antenna HVAC Equipment Skylight
Belfry Mechanical Penthouse Smokestack
Chimney Protective Fencing Solar Panel
Cupola Satellite Dish Spire
Fire Wall Screening Fencing Water Tank

5.355 SCENERY LOFT - A scenery loft shall be an additional permitted facility on a multiple dwelling
or a combined use building provided that the multiple dwelling or combined use building has a
minimum building height of 30.0 metres and the scenery loft shall have a maximum height of
4.0 metres and a maximum gross floor area of 100.0 square metres.

SECTION 11 - RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS 2. (RD2.)

11.2 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT 2.2 (RD2.2)

11.2.1 PERMITTED USES

One Double Duplex Dwelling

One Duplex Dwelling

One Multiple Dwelling containing a maximum of four dwelling units
One Semi-Detached Dwelling

One Single Unit Dwelling

Townhome Dwelling

Any use accessory to any of the preceding uses

11.2.5 PROVISIONS
.1 Duplex Dwelling

A Lot Width — minimum 12.0m
2 Lot Area — minimum 360.0 m?
3 Lot Coverage — maximum 45.0%

4 Main Building Height — maximum 10.0 m
.5 Front Yard Depth — minimum 6.0 m

.6 Rear Yard Depth — minimum 7.50 m
i Side Yard Width — minimum 1.20 m



.2 Semi-Detached Dwelling
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Lot Width — minimum

Lot Area — minimum

Lot Coverage — maximum

Main Building Height — maximum
Front Yard Depth — minimum
Rear Yard Depth — minimum

Side Yard Width — minimum

.3 Single Unit Dwelling

1
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Lot Width — minimum

Lot Area — minimum

Lot Coverage — maximum

Main Building Height — maximum
Front Yard Depth — minimum
Rear Yard Depth — minimum

Side Yard Width — minimum

4 Double Duplex Dwelling or Multiple Dwelling

A
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Lot Width — minimum

Lot Area — minimum

Lot Coverage — maximum

Main Building Height — maximum
Front Yard Depth — minimum
Rear Yard Depth — minimum

Side Yard Width — minimum

.5 Townhome Dwelling
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Lot Width — minimum

Lot Area — per dwelling unit — minimum
Lot Coverage — maximum

Main Building Height — maximum
Front Yard Depth — minimum

Rear Yard Depth — minimum

Side Yard Width — minimum
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150 m
450.0 m?
45.0%
10.0 m
6.0 m
7.50 m
1.20 m

9.0 m
270.0 m?
45.0%
10.0 m
6.0 m
7.50 m
1.20 m

18.0 m
540.0 m?
45.0%
10.0 m
6.0 m
7.50 m
1.80 m

20.0 m
200.0 m?
45.0%
10.0 m
6.0 m
7.50 m
1.50m



11.5 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT 2.5 (RD2.5)

11.5.1

11.5.5

PERMITTED USES

Double Duplex Dwelling

Duplex Dwelling

Multiple Dwelling

Semi-Detached Dwelling

Single Unit Dwelling

Townhome Dwelling

Any use accessory to the above uses

PROVISIONS
.1 Double Duplex Dwelling

Lot Width — minimum / maximum

Lot Area — minimum / maximum

Lot Coverage — maximum

Main Building Height — minimum / maximum

Front Yard Depth — minimum / maximum

> LY T NOREVCRE NI

Rear Yard Depth — minimum
7 Side Yard Width — minimum

.2 Duplex Dwelling

A Lot Width — minimum / maximum

2 Lot Area — minimum / maximum

3 Lot Coverage — maximum

4 Main Building Height — minimum / maximum
.5 Front Yard Depth — minimum / maximum

Detached garage or carport in rear yard
No detached garage/carport in rear yard
.6 Rear Yard Depth — minimum
i Side Yard Width — minimum

.3 Semi-Detached Dwelling

Lot Width — minimum / maximum
Lot Area — minimum / maximum
Lot Coverage — maximum

Main Building Height — minimum / maximum

[ VO O

Front Yard Depth — minimum / maximum
Detached garage or carport in rear yard
No detached garage/carport in rear yard

. Rear Yard Depth — minimum

i Side Yard Width — minimum

4 Single Unit Dwelling

A Lot Width — minimum / maximum

2 Lot Area — minimum / maximum

3 Lot Coverage — maximum

4 Main Building Height — minimum / maximum
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18.0 m/24.0 m
540.0 m? / 840.0 m?
50.0%

7.0m/ 14.0 m
6.0m/7.0m

7.50 m

1.20 m

120m/15.0 m
360.0 m?/ 525.0 m?
50.0%

7.0m/14.0 m

3.0m/4.0m
6.0m/7.0m
7.50 m
1.20 m

150m/18.0 m
450.0 m* / 630.0 m?
50.0%

7.0m/14.0 m

3.0m/4.0m
6.0m/7.0m
7.50 m
1.20 m

9.0m/12.0 m
270.0 m?/ 420.0 m?
45.0%

7.0m/14.0 m
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7

Front Yard Depth — minimum / maximum
Detached garage or carport in rear yard
No detached garage/carport in rear yard

Rear Yard Depth — minimum

Side Yard Width — minimum

.5 Multiple Dwelling with four dwelling units or less

1
2
3
4
5
6

7

Lot Width — minimum / maximum

Lot Area — minimum / maximum

Lot Coverage — maximum

Main Building Height — minimum / maximum
Front Yard Depth — minimum / maximum
Rear Yard Depth — minimum

Side Yard Width — minimum

.6 Multiple Dwelling with 5 or more dwelling units

9 e L=

Lot Width — minimum

Lot Area — per dwelling unit — minimum

Lot Coverage — maximum

Main Building Height — minimum / maximum
Front Yard Depth — minimum / maximum
Rear Yard Depth — minimum

Side Yard Width — minimum

.7 Townhome Dwelling

.50

.60
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.50

For all dwellings, except a Multiple Dwelling with five or more dwelling units, the exterior walls

Lot Width — minimum

Lot Area — per dwelling unit — minimum
Lot Coverage — maximum

Main Building Height — maximum

Front Yard Depth — minimum / maximum
Rear Yard Depth — minimum

Side Yard Width — minimum

Notwithstanding Section 24, for a townhome dwelling unit that fronts a street, the required
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3.0m/4.0m
6.0m/7.0m
7.50 m
1.20 m

18.0m/24.0 m
540.0 m? / 840.0 m?
50.0%

7.0m/ 14.0 m
6.0m/7.0m

7.50 m

1.20 m

20.0 m

166.0 m?
50.0%
7.0m/18.0m
6.0m/7.0m
7.50 m

2.50 m

20.0 m

190.0 m?
50.0%

14.0 m
6.0m/7.0m
7.50 m

2.50 m

number of parking spaces shall be one parking space for each dwelling unit.

shall be entirely finished in brick.

Where a garage forms part of the main building, no exterior wall enclosing the garage shall

project more than 1.0 m beyond the front wall or side wall of the dwelling.
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Anne Marie Albidone — Environmental Services

Garbage collection occurs in the alley abutting this property. Therefore the alley must
remain accessible at all times. Otherwise, there are no concerns from Environmental
Services.

Jose Mejalli — Assessment Management Officer

No objection to the zoning amendment to allow development of a 4-storey, mulfiple
dwelling with 23 units in total and related parking.

Jennifer Nantais — Environmental & Sustainability Coordinator

In response to the application for a zoning amendment there are no objections. Please
also note the following comments for consideration:

Energy Conservation, Air Quality and Climate Change:

Please note PPS 2020 energy conservation and efficiency policies as they relate to long-
term economic prosperity (1.7.1 (j)), as well as improved air quality and reduced
greenhouse gas emissions (1.8.1). In addition, the City of Windsor Community Energy Plan
(approved July 17 2017) aims to improve energy efficiency; modifying land use planning;
reducing energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions; and fostering green
energy solutions throughout Windsor, while supporting local economic development.

As per these policies the developer should consider energy efficiency in the building
design as recommended in the requested energy study. This may include but not be
limited to increased insulation, energy efficient appliances and fixtures, high efficiency
windows and doors.

In addition, EV charging infrastructure should be included.

Opportunities to increase resiliency such as providing strategic back-up power capacity
is warranted.

The large scale paving of natural space will increase the urban heat island effect in the
area. It is recommended that the developer consider shade trees, white colour roofs or
green roofs to mitigate this impact. For more suggestions please consult the following
resources: LEED, Built Green Canada, and EnerGuide.

To promote the use of active transportation, bike racks should be included.

Stormwater Management:

Consideration should be given, as per PPS 2020 Section 1.6.6.7 to maximize the extent
and function of vegetative and pervious surfaces; and promote stormwater
management best practices, including stormwater atftenuation and reuse, water
conservation and efficiency, and low impact development.




Please note that this area of Windsor has a high risk of basement flooding. The applicant
should be aware of this risk and take additional measure to minimize the risk of flooding.

Landscaping
Consideration for shade trees are recommended to minimize the urban heat island

impacts. Consideration of native, drought resistant plants is encouraged to limit watering
requirements and enhance natural habitat.

In addition we encourage the developer to consider community gardening space for
residents. Local food production is very popular in Windsor and a space for community
garden boxes could be beneficial.

The Environmental Sustainability & Climate Change team has also requested an Energy
Study to be completed during the pre-submission stage this past summer.

Canada Post

This development, as described, falls within our centralized mail policy.

| will specify the condition which | request to be added for Canada Post Corporation's
pUrposes.

a) Canada Post's multi-unit policy, which requires that the owner/developer provide the
cenfralized mail facility (front loading lockbox assembly or rear-loading mailroom
[mandatory for 100 units or more]), at their own expense, will be in effect for buildings
and complexes with a common lobby, common indoor or sheltered space.

Should the description of the project change, | would appreciate an update in order to
assess the impact of the change on mail service.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding these conditions, please contact me. |
appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project.

Jason Scott — Transit Windsor

Transit Windsor has no objections to this development. The closest existing transit route to
this property is with the Walkerville 8. The closest existing bus stop to this property is located
directly in front of this property on Riverside at Hall Southwest Corner providing excellent
transit coverage to this development. This will be maintained with our Council approved
Transit Master Plan. Transit Windsor has no plans or any intention to relocate this bus stop
for this development. If the bus stop needs to temporarily be closed for construction on
the property, Transit Windsor requires a minimum of 2 weeks nofice.

ERCA



The following is provided as a result of our review of Zoning By-Law Amendment Z-044-21
ING 6633. The applicant proposes a site-specific exemption to the zoning by-law, o
permit one mulfiple dwelling on the subject land. Currently, one multiple dwelling
containing a maximum of 4 dwelling units is permitted on the subject land. The applicant
is also requesting for a maximum lot coverage of 30.9%, a maximum building height of
24m, minimum building setback of 0.2m for interior side yard in the area beyond 30m from
the Riverside Drive right-of-way, and a minimum building setback of 31.9m from the rear
lot line. The proposed development is a multi-storey, multiple dwelling with 23 dwelling
units’ total. The proposed building will have 4 storeys above grade and 1 storey below
grade with 50 above grade parking spaces and 20 below grade parking spaces.

DELEGATED RESPONSIBILITY TO REPRESENT THE PROVINCIAL INTEREST IN NATURAL HAZARDS
AND REGULATORY RESPONSIBILITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES
ACT

The following comments reflect our role as representing the provincial interest in natural
hazards as outlined by Section 3.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement of the Planning Act
as well as our regulatory role as defined by Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act.

We have reviewed our floodline mapping for this area and it has been determined this
site is not located within a regulated area that is under the jurisdiction of the ERCA
(Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act). As aresult, a permit is not required from
ERCA for issues related to Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, Development,
Interference with Wetlands and Alteration to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation
under the Conservations Authorities Act, (Ontario Regulation No. 158/06).

WATERSHED BASED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
The following comments are provided in an advisory capacity as a public commenting
body on matters related to watershed management.

SECTION 1.6.6.7 PPS, 2020 - Stormwater Management

If this property is subject to Site Plan Control and a site plan application submission in the
future, we request to be included in the circulation of the Site Plan Control
application. We reserve to comment further on stormwater management concerns, until
we have had an opportunity to review the specific details of the proposal, through a
complete and detailed site plan application submission.

PLANNING ADVISORY SERVICE TO PLANNING AUTHORITIES - NATURAL HERITAGE POLICIES
OF THE PPS, 2020

The following comments are provided from our perspective as an advisory service
provider to the Planning Authority on matters related to natural heritage and natural
heritage systems as outlined in Section 2.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement of the
Planning Act. The comments in this section do not necessarily represent the provincial
position and are advisory in nature for the consideration of the Planning Authority.

The subject property is not within or adjacent to any natural heritage feature that may
meet the criteria for significance as defined by the PPS. Based on our review, we have
no objection to the application with respect to the natural heritage policies of the PPS.

FINAL RECOMMENDATION




With the review of background information and aerial photograph, ERCA has no
objection to the proposed Zoning By-law Amendment. However, we reserve to comment
further on storm water management concerns, until we have had an opportunity to
review the specific details of the proposal through the site plan approval stage.

Barbara Rusan - Building

Comments from the City of Windsor Building Division relating to the subject line matter
are as follows:

¢ The Building Code Acct, Section 08.(1) requires that a building permit be issued by
the Chief Building Official for any construction or demolition of a building. It is
strongly recommended that the owner and/or applicant contact the Building
Division to determine building permit needs for the proposed project. The City of
Windsor Building Divisions can be reached by phone at 519-255-6267 or through
email at buildingdept@citywidsor.ca

¢ A Record of Site Condition registered on file with the Ministry, is a pre-requisite to
Building Permit issuance for the proposed residential use.

Sherif Barsom — Parks D&D

Please note that there are no comments for this liaison from our Parks design and
development dept..

Patrick Winters — Engineering & ROW

The subject lands are located at 1247 Riverside Dr. E, designated as Residential on the
Land Use Schedule D of the Official Plan. The property is zoned Residential District 2.2
(RD2.2) by Zoning By-law 8600, with site-specific zoning provision $.20(1)310.The applicant
proposes a site-specific exemption to the zoning by-law, to permit one multiple dwelling
on the subject land. Currently, one multiple dwelling containing a maximum of 4 dwelling
units is permitted on the subject land. The applicant is also requesting for a maximum lot
coverage of 30.9%, a maximum building height of 24m, minimum building setback of
0.2m for interior side yard in the area beyond 30m from the Riverside Drive right-of-way,
and a minimum building setback of 31.9m from the rear lot line.

This site is within the limits of the Riverside Dr. Vista Improvement Environmental
Assessment (EA). The EA does not identify any property requirements from this parcel.
The current Riverside Drive right-of-way width is 17.4m. Similarly, Hall Ave. is designated
as a local road requiring a 20.0m right-of-way. The current right-of-way width is 20.1m
and therefore no land conveyance is required along the Hall Ave. frontage.
Furthermore, a 4.6m x 4.6m corner cut-off conveyance will be required at the southwest
corner of the Riverside Dr. E. and Hall Ave. intersection.

The existing concrete retaining wall fronting Riverside Dr. E is encroaching onto the right-
of-way. The applicant shall have this wall removed, including footings, from City property
and relocate it to private property if necessary.



The subject lands are serviced by an 825 mm diameter vitrified clay pipe sanitary sewer
on Riverside Dr. E., a 450mm diameter reinforced concrete pipe sanitary sewer and a
450mm diameter reinforced concrete pipe storm sewer on Hall Ave. A stormwater
management report is required to be completed for the subject lands; storm
management facilities must be constructed on site and will ultimately outlet to the
municipal sewer using an allowable release rate based on a runoff coefficient of C =
0.43. A sanitary sampling manhole will need to be installed on any new sanitary
connection at the property line to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

In summary, we have no objections to the proposed site plan control application,
subject to the following requirements:

Site Plan Control Agreement — The applicant enter info an amended agreement with
the City of Windsor for all requirements under the General Provisions of the Site Plan
Control Agreement for the Engineering Department.

Storm Detention - Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant(s) shall agree
to retain a consulting engineer for the design and preparation of drawings, satisfactory
to the City Engineer, for an internal stormwater detention scheme to service the subject
lands. The purpose of this scheme will be to ensure that the storm drainage being
directed to the Corporation’s storm sewer or ditch, from the lands in theirimproved state,
be restricted using an allowable release rate based on a runoff coefficient of C = 0.43. If
these drawings are approved, the applicant(s) shall agree to construct this storm
detention scheme, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Sanitary Sampling Manhole — The owner agrees for all non-residential uses, to install a
sanitary sampling manhole accessible at the property line of the subject lands to the City
Engineer at all times. The determination of the requirement or interpretation if a sampling
manhole exists or exceptions to such, will be to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Corner Cut-Off — The owner(s) agrees, prior to the issuance of a construction permit, to
gratuitously convey a 4.6 mx 4.6 m (15" x 15') corner cut-off at the intersection of Riverside
Dr. E. and Hall Ave. in accordance with City of Windsor Standard Drawing AS-230.

Qil & Grit Separator — The owner shall agree to install an approved oil & grit separator
on site for the new development to control sediment into the storm water drainage
system to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Encroachment — The owner agrees to remove the existing retaining wall encroachment
into the Riverside Dr. E. right-of-way and the boulevard is to be restored to the satisfaction
of the City Engineer.

Stefan Fediuk — Landscape Architect

Pursuant to the application for a zoning amendment (Z 044/21) to permit a site-specific
exemption to the zoning by-law, to permit one multiple dwelling on the subject, please
note no objections.

Please also note the following comments:



Zoning Provisions for Parking Setback:
There are no additional zoning requirements from a landscape architectural or urban
design perspective.

Urban Design:

This segment of Riverside Drive East is designated as a Civic Way in the Official Plan
(Schedlule G), and adjacent to the Greenway System (Schedule ‘B’) of Central Riverfront
Lands. Development along Riverside Drive is to be complementary to those areas as
identified in the Official Plan sections 8.11.12.12 and 8.11.12.13, which require the
provision of enhanced landscape and urban design for the frontages of the
development along Civic Ways. Enhancement of the proposed SWM area as vegetative
will help to provide this enhancement.

In addition, substantial tree planting would help mediate between the scale of the
proposed development and the scale of the surrounding residential properties.

Furthermore, fencing and/or hedge planting along the south property boundary may be
required in order to provide privacy for the abutting.

Climate Change:

Aside from Stormwater Management proposals for this application, the applicant has not
addressed climate change requirements found in the PPS (see 1.1.3.2 ¢) & d). The project
summary does site sections of the PPS that include climate change resilience through
adaptation and mitigation (PPS 1.8 Energy Conservation, Air Quality and Climate
Change) especially PPS1.8.1 which states:

e Planning authorities shall support energy conservation and efficiency, improved air
quality, reduced greenhouse gas emissions, and preparing for the impacts of a
changing climate through land use and development patterns which:

o f) promote design and orientation which maximizes energy efficiency and
conservation, and considers the mitigating effects of vegetation and green
infrastructure; and

o g) maximize vegetation within setflement areas, where feasible.

The PPS defines Green Infrastructure as: *...natural and human-made elements
that provide ecological and hydrological functions and processes. Green
infrastructure can include components such as natural heritage features and
systems, parklands, stormwater management systems, street trees, urban forests,
natural channels, permeable surfaces, and green roofs.”

Section 4.2.1 Healthy and Liveable City of the Official Plan also supports the PPS’s climate
change requirements in 4.2.1.4 which states: “To protect against climate change and its
possible adverse effects on human health, the physical environment, economy and
quality life.”

However, the proposal as per the accompanying site plan is silent to those requirements.
Climate change adaptation also needs to address to air quality and heat island effect
reduction. Therefore, it is recommended that the development proposal provide
measures for adaption through the provision of shade frees for heat reduction as well as
Green Infrastructure through Low Impact Design best practices (i.e. frees and vegetative
landscaped edges of the stormwater management area) to reduce and slow the flow
of storm water to the proposed SWM area.



Tree Preservation:
N/A

Parkland Dedication:
All requirements will be determined at the time a Site Plan application is received

Rania Toufeili - Transportation

e Riverside Drive East is classified as a Scenic Drive per the Official Plan with a required
right-of-way width of 24 meters. No conveyance is required per the Riverside Vista
Improvement Environmental Assessment.

e Hall Avenue is classified as a local road per the Official Plan with a required right-of-
way width of 20 meters. The current right-of-way width is sufficient and therefore no
conveyance is required.

e A 4.6 meter corner cut-off is required at the corner of Hall Avenue and Riverside Drive
East.

e All accesses shall conform to the TAC Geometric Design Guide for Canadian Roads
and the City of Windsor Standard Engineering Drawings (AS-203 and AS-204).

e All new exterior paths of travel must meet the requirements of the Accessibility for

Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA).

Enwin

Hydro Engineering: No Objections to the proposed Multiple Dwelling.

Water Engineering: Water Engineering Has No Objections to Rezoning

Kristina Tang — Heritage Planner

Archaeological Assessment Report Entitled, " Stage 2: Archaeological Assessment 1247-
1271 Riverside Drive Lot 6 and Part of Lot 92, Concession 1 Geographic Township of
Sandwich East City of Windsor Essex County, Ontario”, Dated Sep 6, 2016, Filed with MTCS
Toronto Office on Sep 13, 2016, MTCS Project Information Form Number P109-0053-2016,
MTCS File Number 0003405, has been entered into the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeological Reports. Although the report recommends that no further
archaeological assessment of the property is recommended, the applicant is still fo note
the following archaeological precautions:

1. Should archaeological resources be found during grading, construction or soil
removal activities, all work in the area must stop immediately and the City's Planning
& Building Department, the City's Manager of Culture and Events, and the Ontario
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries must be notified and confirm
satisfaction of any archaeological requirements before work can recommence.

2. Inthe event that human remains are encountered during grading, construction or soil
removal activities, all work in that area must be stopped immediately and the site



secured. The local police or coroner must be contacted to determine whether or not
the skeletal remains are human, and whether the remains constitute a part of a crime
scene. The Local police or coroner will then notify the Ontario Ministry of Heritage,
Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries and the Registrar at the Ministry of Government
and Consumer Services if needed, and notification and satisfactory confirmation be
given by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries.

Contacts:
Windsor Planning & Building Department:
519-255-6543 x6179, ktang@citywindsor.ca, planningdept@citywindsor.ca
Windsor Manager of Culture and Events:
Michelle Staadegaard, (O) 519-253-2300x2726, (C) 519-816-0711,
mstaadegaard@citywindsor.ca
Ontario Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
Archaeology Programs Unit, 1-416-212-8886, Archaeology@ontario.ca
Windsor Police: 911
Ontario Ministry of Government & Consumer Services
A/Registrar of Burial Sites, War Graves, Abandoned Cemeteries and Cemetery
Closures, 1-416-212-7499, Crystal.Forrest@ontario.ca




APPENDIX C — Concept Plan
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APPENDIX D — DRAFT BY-LAW AMENDMENT

BY-LAW NUMBER -20212
A BY-LAW TO FURTHER AMEND BY-LAW NUMBER 8600
CITED AS THE "CITY OF WINDSOR ZONING BY-LAW"

Passed the day of ,2022.

WHEREAS it is deemed expedient to further amend By-law Number 8600 of the Council of The
Corporation of the City of Windsor, cited as the "City of Windsor Zoning By-law" passed the 31st day of
March, 1986, as heretofore amended:

THEREFORE the Council of The Corporation of the City of Windsor enacts as follows:

1. That subsection 1 of Section 20, of said by-law, is amended by adding the following amended
paragraph:

“310. SOUTHWEST CORNER OF RIVERSIDE DRIVE EAST AND HALL AVENUE

For the lands comprising part of Lot 92, Concession 1, [PIN 01150-0313 LT] and Lot 6,
Registered Plan 433 [PIN 01150-0110 LT], the following shall apply:

ADDITIONAL PERMITTED USES:

(New use)

Multiple Dwelling with five or more dwelling units
Business Office

Business Office in a Combined Use Building with any of the uses permitted in Section
11.2.1, provided that all dwelling units, not including entrances thereto, are located entirely
above a business office;

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS FOR BUSINESS OFFICE & BUSINESS OFFICE IN A COMBINED

USE BUILDING:

3 Lot Coverage - Total - maximum 30.0%

4 Building Height — maximum 14.0 m

.8 Landscape Open Space Yard — minimum 15% of lot area

.20 Building Setback — minimum:

a) From the exterior lot line along Hall Avenue — 1.20 m; and 3.20 m
for any part of the building above 8.0 m in height;

b) From the exterior lot line along Riverside Drive - 6.0 m; and 8.0 m
for any part of the building above 8.0 m in height;

¢) From an interior lot line — 15.0 m, for the area within 30.0 m from the Riverside
Drive right-of-way; and 1.50 m for the remainder of the area;

d) From the rear lot line — 50.0 m;

.50  Parking spaces shall be setback a minimum of 12.0 m from the south limit of
Riverside Drive East right-of-way, and shall be screened from Riverside Drive East
and adjacent dwellings.

.55 The minimum parking area separation from the abutting north-south alley shall be
1.10 m.

.90 A parking space is prohibited in any required front yard.

.95  Vehicular access is prohibited along the Riverside Drive frontage and along the east-
west alley abutting Hall Avenue situated at the most southerly limit of the subject
land.

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS FOR MULTIPLE DWELLING WITH FIVE OR MORE DWELLING
UNITS: (New provisions)

1. The provisions in Section 20(1)310 that apply to a Business Office and a Combined
Use Building shall also apply to a multiple dwelling with five or more dwelling
units, save and except for 5.20(1)310.3, 5.20(1)310.4, 5.20(1)310.8 and
20(1)310.20(d); and



2. The following additional provisions shall apply to a multiple dwelling with five or
more dwelling units:

.2 Lot Area — minimum - 93.0 m? per unit
.3 Lot Coverage — maximum -35%

4 Main Building Height — maximum -18.0m

.8 Landscape Open Space Yard — minimum - 35% of lot area
.20 Building setback from rear lot line - minimum -30.0 m

3. A scenery loft shall be an additional permitted facility on a multiple dwelling with
five or more dwelling units, subject to the following:
a. The “Exceptions To Maximum Building Height Provisions” shall not apply
to a scenery loft on the subject land; and
b. The Scenery Loft Provisions in section 5.35.5 of by-law 8600 shall not
apply, save and except the requirement for a 4.0 metres maximum height.
[ZDM 6; ZNG/4153; ZNG/5270; ZNG/6633]”

2. The said by-law is further amended by changing the Zoning District Maps or parts thereof referred
to in Column 2, of said by-law and made part thereof, so that the lands described in Column 3 are
delineated by a broken line and further identified by the zoning symbol shown in Column 5:

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Item Zoning District Lands Affected Official Plan  Zoning Symbol
Number Map Part Amendment
Number
1 6 Part of Lot 92, Concession 1, - S.20(1)310

[PIN 01150-0313 LT] and
Lot 6, Registered Plan 433
[PIN 01150-0110 LT]

DREW DILKENS, MAYOR

CLERK

First Reading - , 2022
Second Reading - , 2022
Third Reading - , 2022



SCHEDULE 2
1. By-law has the following purpose and effect:

To amend the zoning of the lands located on the southwest corner of Riverside Drive East and Hall
Avenue, described as part of Lot 92, Concession 1, [PIN 01150-0313 LT] and Lot 6, Registered
Plan 433 [PIN 01150-0110 LT], so as to permit the development of a multiple dwelling with 5 or
more units on the subject land.

The amending by-law maintains the RD2.2 zoning on the subject land, deletes an existing special
section [s.20(1)310] on the subject land and replaces the special section with an expanded version
that accommodates the proposed 5-storey, 42-unit multiple dwelling on the subject land.

2. Key map showing the location of the lands to which By-law applies.
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File No.: 21-2724
September 13, 2022

The Corporation of the City of Windsor
Planning Department

350 City Hall Square

Windsor, ON

N9A 6S1

Attention: Justina Nwaesei, MCIP RPP
Senior Planner

Request for Relief from Section 45 (1.3)
1247 Riverside Drive East
City of Windsor

In light of the two-year moratorium on minor variances or zoning by-law amendments
to amend site specific zoning by-law amendments, on behalf of St. Clair Rhodes
Development Corporation, we respectfully request that Council pass a resolution to
permit the Development and Heritage Standing Committee to grant relief from this
provision to permit Minor Variance Applications for the above noted site should they
become necessary in the next two years. The request is pre-emptive in nature as the
final design has not been completed.

Background

The Planning Act provides the basis for the establishment of a Committee of
Adjustment to evaluate requests for relief from regulations of a Zoning By-law.

In Section 45 (1) of the Act, the Committee of Adjustment may authorize the approval
of minor variances from the provisions of the by-law, if in its opinion said variance is
desirable for the appropriate development or use of the land, building or structure.

Section 45 (1.3) states that “Subject to subsection (1.4), no person shall apply for a
minor variance from the provisions of the by-law in respect of the land, building or
structure before the second anniversary of the day on which the by-law was
amended.”

The Act does, however, also provide Municipalities the ability, through Council
resolution, to allow minor variance applications to proceed on a case-by-case basis,
resolution to permit minor variance applications to proceed within the 2-year time
frame (Section 45 (1.4) of the Planning Act).

In situations where a proposed minor variance upholds or otherwise does not offend
the intent of the recent Zoning By-law Amendment, Council may approve a resolution
permitting the application to proceed to the Committee of Adjustments.

My /
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘“‘/

DILI.ON

CONSULTING

3200 Deziel Drive
Suite 608
Windsor, Ontatio
Canada

N8W 5K8
Telephone
519.948.5000

Fax

519.948.5054

Dillon Consulting
Limited



The Corporation of the City of Windsor w/

Page 2 N \-‘\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ /
September 13, 2022

Conclusion

As such, the applicant has made a request of City Council, by way of the City Solicitor
and the Planning Department in accordance with Section 45 (1.4), to permit such a
resolution to be passed.

We trust that the application can be processed at your earliest convenience.

DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED

Ao

Karl Tanner MCIP, RPP

Partner
zcs:dt

cc: Dino Maggio — St. Clair Rhodes Development Corporation
Jerry Kavanaugh — ADA Inc.
Jason Thibert — ADA Inc.
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October 3, 2022

Development & Heritage Standing Committee
Item 7.3
Written Submission

Subject: FW: Residents Reply to File No: Z-044/21 ZNG/6633
Date: Thursday, September 29, 2022 2:02:44 PM
Attachments: 1247 Riverside Rezoning Residents Response.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless

you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello-

I am submitting a letter outlining a response complied collectively and collaboratively with
dozens of residents of the Pierre, Hall, Moy, and Riverside neighbourhoods adjacent to the
proposed development at 1247 Riverside Drive.

While we emphatically support development of this site in principle, at this time, and based on
the plans presented in the Development & Heritage Standing Committee Agenda, we
collectively and firmly oppose the zoning exemptions requested by the Development group,
on the basis of concerns outlined in the letter. Several residents have expressed a desire to
speak as delegates at the Committee meeting, and they will send in this request separately.

We do hope to work with the development group and the city to make improvements to the
plan, for the benefit of both the neighbourhood and its future residents, and as such would like
to request further community consultation and engagement on the plans for the development
prior to granting any zoning amendments.

Thank you for forwarding this letter to all concerned parties, and we look forward to a robust
conversation Monday afternoon.

Cheers,

Nicole

Nicole Baillargeon

Director, Mean Studio
www.meanstudio.ca



City of Windsor File No: Z-044/21 ZNG/6633

Pierre-Hall-Moy Neighbourhood Residents
Response to Application for Zoning Amendment
for 1247 Riverside East, Windsor, ON

In response to the Zoning Amendment Application before the City of Windsor's
Development & Heritage Standing Committee (File No: Z-044/21 ZNG/6633) proposed
zoning amendment and re-development of the properties at 1247 and 1271 Riverside
Drive East (the “Site”) and the related documents made available to the public via City of
Windsor website, the residents representing Pierre-Hall-Moy Avenues and Riverside
Drive whom are directly impacted by the proposed development have engaged in
vigorous discussion and this letter is a product of that discussion. Some of the main
concerns brought forward were height of the building and its monolithic massing, the
disassociation with the character and history of the neighbourhood, parking, pedestrian
and cyclist access to the riverfront and safety concerns regarding increased density and
additional traffic.

Introduction

Primarily, the residents would like to commend the development group, for their
recognition of the potential of the land to be developed and for bringing this
opportunity to our neighbourhood. We fully understand and value the capital
investment that it will take to make this vision a reality and furthermore would like to
partner in good faith with the development group and the City in extracting the most
value from this opportunity for current and future residents, the developer, and the
City, and to ensure the most successful, sustainable, long-view of development for our
neighbourhood.

We would like to point out to the development group, Development & Heritage Standing
Committee and City Council that our neighbourhood is very inclusive and diverse; we, as
a group, very much value our neighbours and what every individual brings to the table.
This neighbourhood includes residents from all walks of life, from construction workers,
small business owners, retirees, artists, professors, landscape architects, urban
planners, architects, engineers and community organisers. We have organised
ourselves through the years around various issues via letter drops, in-person meetings,
social media groups, and chats. With this being said, the development group should
know that the concerns below have been assessed and articulated by a well-informed



group of concerned neighbours, many with professional qualifications and
accreditations to support their assertions. Perhaps the most valuable aspect of the
conversation is that we also have lived experience from all the residents of the
neighbourhood regarding day-to-day conditions in the area.

Neighbourhood Concerns

1. PROPOSED HEIGHT OF THE NEW DEVELOPMENT - the development team is
asking for an increase in height from 14 metres (m) max to 24m with ‘scenery
loft’ which would bring the total height to under 30m. This height, as illustrated
in the supplementary documents (Urban Design Brief) appears to be problematic
for a few reasons:

a) The overall height as proposed in the current building form appears to
have not considered the neighbourhood architectural fabric - there are
no references to any of the existing street front datums. The current
massing, in contrast with its adjacent, seemingly excessive expanse of
concrete driveway/parking space, appears as an alien monolith placed,
not integrated into the neighbourhood.

b) Frontage along Hall Ave. does not appear to address the issues that arise
from doubling the height of the building envelope. This is particularly
problematic if “facilitating the pedestrian realm” (Urban Design Brief - 8.3,
8.7) is an objective of the development. Such jarring change in mass,
height, and lack of facade interaction with the street would seem to
achieve the opposite of “facilitate the pedestrian realm.” Similar
conditions could be observed at the Walker Power, and the Children's Aid
Society buildings (both listed as precedents in this project brief). These
two buildings are a product of past development patterns and we believe
should be considered very different from a newly-built residential building
in a tightly-knit residential neighbourhood. The Walker Power Building is a
fully commercial building, set in a former industrial landscape and so its
context is very different. It has been successfully adapted for re-use, and
its inclusion of commercial space on the main floor comprises a
half-hearted and somewhat successful appeal to pedestrian traffic in
relation to its context, which is very different than the neighbourhood
surrounding the site in question. The CAS building, on the other hand, is
an institutional building from a period of time when pedestrian
infrastructure and contextual design were disregarded and



de-emphasized. This building in particular is insensitive to its context and
actually disregards, de-tracts and diminishes the pedestrian realm along
Riverside Drive and perpendicular streets. Neither of these structures
named as precedents were originally designed with any consideration for
the way that the architecture interacts with surrounding urban fabric,
human scale, or pedestrian infrastructure, and their uses and contexts
are quite different from the site in question. Unfortunately, we do not
believe these are appropriate or desirable precedents for the proposed
development of 1247 Riverside.

Unmitigated height and the monolithic approach to the way that the
building height is reached is more problematic, potentially, than the total
proposed height for the development. A multi-unit development being
inserted into a neighbourhood comprised exclusively of single family and
duplex residential would benefit from an architectural effort to break
down a single mass, in order to present itself as a contextually sensitive
and responsive development while still potentially achieving the
developer’s desires for a taller building accommodating more units. We
would suggest as well, that a less monolithic building, more appropriately
scaled and integrated with the neighbourhood might be a more
comfortable and desirable living situation for many potential residents.

2. SITE PLAN ARRANGEMENT - we have reviewed your proposed site plan and we
have significant concerns with the following elements:

a)

Q)

The visual and spatial dominance of parking infrastructure results in
de-emphasizing and diminishing the neighbourhood’s inherent walkability
and we worry it could lead to unnecessarily increasing traffic on Hall
Avenue - which is home to many young families with active children,
neighbours and people from surrounding neighbourhoods walking and
biking through to riverfront parks etc.

The added traffic load would negatively affect the already dangerous
crossing of Riverside Drive for pedestrians and cyclists

The proposed plan shows two new curb cuts on Hall Avenue for access to
surface and below-grade parking spaces. This approach is inconsistent
with the City’s lack of desire to allow curb cuts for residents in order to
maintain the character of our historic neighbourhoods. It is particularly



troublesome that this arrangement is proposed, when one considers that
the Hall-Moy neighbourhood is an active/functioning alley
neighbourhood. We have services and garbage pickup in the alleyways
and they provide access to the majority of our garages/parking spaces. It
is disappointing that the proposed development is not willing to consider
and follow neighbourhood form on this topic, as there is no foreseeable
reason why all the vehicular access to the development could not be done
from one of the three active alleys abutting the south end of the site.

d) Proposing a curb cut leading to a ramp directly on a residential street
(Hall Ave) is problematic from a CPTED standpoint as these type of ramps
are difficult to surveil and provide a very convenient space for a
perpetrator to hide.

3. LACK OF CONNECTION TO STREET - The current proposal does not attempt to
create any connection to the street frontage of Hall Avenue. If one considers the
proposal as-is, one could conclude that it is behaving more like a modernist
tower-in-the-park development, rather than anything modelled after
contemporary good urban planning principles (Notably influenced by the
writings of Jane Jacobs etc.). Itis important to note that the modernist
tower-in-park typology of buildings are a demonstrably failed typology and have
been torn down around the country, having generally become (always were?)
understood as unpleasant places to live. This is generally due to the fact that
places which don't establish connection with the surrounding context and
furthermore, don't inspire a sense of ownership of the ground plane (stoops,
porches, front doors, eyes on the street etc.) create a no-mans-land that
inevitably falls into disrepair. Thereby, there is a significant concern in the way
that the site plan and the architecture of the proposed development is turning its
back onto our neighbourhood.

4. PARKING - The development plan includes approximately 1.65 parking spots per
dwelling unit. This is an additional 16 spots (approximately 3500 sqft devoted to
parking) above the city’'s prescribed minimum of 1.25 spots per unit. This
approach is not in line with the province's urban planning principles of
encouraging multimodal transport and reducing the over-reliance on the car. In
general, the over-abundance of parking space created by parking minimums is
known to reduce the viability of public and active transportation of all modes and
contributes to cities’ over-reliance on cars, pollution, and general blight.



At the same time, given that our city is not currently widely walkable or easily
accessible via public transit, most homes do have at least one, and often multiple
vehicles. Many homes in our older neighbourhood do not have a driveway, or
only have room for one car in the alley. Our neighbourhood also includes
multi-unit houses and buildings. As a result, many existing households rely on
street parking and there is some concern that increased density would put
additional stress on the demand for street parking.

The residents of the Pierre-Hall-Moy neighbourhood adjacent to the proposed
development expressed both of these concerns and we collectively acknowledge
that parking is a complicated problem when we face both the desires for safe
walkable neighbourhoods and also the realities of daily life. These conflicting
objectives intersect with many other issues and concerns both directly related to
this development and more broadly, including alleyway safety/lighting,
stormwater management, increased traffic/road safety, and promotion of active
and public transportation. We would like to have more discussion on this issue
with the development group and the city and to find a resolution that feels more
comfortable for all. One solution might be to keep the proposed amount of
parking but to reduce its prominence above grade via more inconspicuous
location, reduction of auxiliary paved space, additional landscaping, and
inclusion of permeable paving where possible.

. RIVERSIDE DRIVE AND ACCESS TO RIVERFRONT - One of the main draws for
potential new residents will surely be immediate and walkable proximity to the
Riverfront. We understand that there have been several previous studies and
conversations regarding the 4-lanes of traffic along Riverside Drive East between
Devonshire and Caron Avenue. We all have many negative experiences with
traffic in the area as it pertains to accessing the Riverfront. We see many
pedestrians, cyclists, e-scooters, families, independent children, and seniors -
both residents of the Pierre-Hall-Moy corridor and those from other
neighbourhoods - passing through on their way to access Windsor's splendid
Riverfront. With this new investment in the community, we feel that there is an
opportunity and imminent need to improve safety and walkability in the area by
introducing traffic calming measures on Riverside and within the Pierre-Hall-Moy
corridors as well as installing pedestrian and cycling crossing points to the
Riverside.



Specifically, we see an opportunity for a traffic signal or pedestrian crossover
(PXO) connecting Hall and the riverfront multi-use path. Given the high number
of vulnerable road users, active transportation users and others crossing
Riverside at Hall on a regular basis and the high ADT and 85th percentile speed
of Riverside Dr E, we believe this addition would contribute towards the City's
Vision Zero targets (Vision Zero Policy 2020). In addition, this would meet Actions
1C.1, 1E.4, 2D.1, 2D.4, 5B.2, 5B.3 and 5B.5 of the City’'s Active Transportation
Master Plan. Finally, adding a crossing at Hall Avenue would also contribute to
meeting section 1.5.1(a) of the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) on facilitating
active transportation through community connectivity.

Given these considerations, will the Development group and the City help to
provide safer transportation in the area and improve access to the Riverfront?

. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT - There is a posted stormwater management
plan prepared by Aleo Associates Inc., dated November 23, 2021, to support the
current rezoning application for the Site. We understand the outcomes of the
stormwater assessment separates the Site into the southern portion (0.33 acres)
which is allowed to discharge to the storm drain on Hall Avenue and the
northern portion (0.64 acres) which needs to be managed at the Site. Based on
the submitted site plan there appears to be a considerable proportion of the Site
that is proposed to be paved or covered by the structure. These impermeable
surfaces restrict the infiltration of precipitation.

a) Potential for flooding - There was considerable concern raised amongst
the neighbourhood about how, in the event of significant storm events,
would stormwater be managed, if the capacity of the proposed
stormwater system for the Site were to be exceeded. Where would
excess stormwater be directed?

b) Due to a significant proportion of the Site being proposed as covered by
impermeable surfaces, there is concern that this could contribute to
additional flooding in the neighbourhood. Perhaps there could be
consideration by the development group to add some permeable
surfaces where a paved or impermeable surface has been proposed to
reduce the reliance on the existing stormwater infrastructure in the
neighbourhood.

c) The design drawings for the stormwater management plan are limited in
detail and do not provide a depth or profile of the proposed “depressed
grass areas.” Depending on the depth, would barriers be required for fall



prevention? Concern was expressed regarding the stormwater
management area on the northern portion of the property in terms of
both the design and the aesthetics. There was concern raised that the
retention area would provide a “visual” and physical barrier between the
building and the neighbourhood. This is, once again, not in-line with the
commitment to “facilitate the urban realm”.

d) Where will water from the sub-surface parking structure sump be
directed into the storm system? How will groundwater be managed if
sub-surface parking structure intersects the groundwater table?

e) There was also a question raised regarding the Intensity Duration
Frequency (IDF) curves used to prepare the calculation. What period do
the IDF curves from the Windsor airport cover and if they include such
significant rainfall events experienced by Windsor on August 29, 2017?

7. NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER, HISTORIC AND SOCIAL CONTEXT - Some
residents are concerned that the historic background of the property is disregarded in
the proposed new development. It was noted that this property did have a heritage
designation but that it was removed by the City prior to demolition in 2013. This Site
has an extensive history overlapping the early development of the City. It was home of
one of Windsor's Mayors John Davis (“The John Davis House"). It was also one of the five
“hotels” along the Detroit Riverfront during the prohibition era in the United States and
was part of the notable “rum-running” history of Windsor’s waterfront. Could some
recognition and celebration of the history and social context of the land be incorporated
into the building, site design, or landscaping (e.g. public art, material references, visible
information boards, plaques, etc.) ?

8. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

a) Environmental Site Assessment - There was no information provided on
the File No: Z-044/21 ZNG/6633 regarding previous Environmental Site
Assessments (ESA) completed for the property. The property was
previously utilised as a commercial property, under Ontario Regulation
153/04 (Records of Site Condition - Part XV.1 of the Act under
Environmental Protection Act, R.S.0O. 1990, c. E.19), which regulates
brownfield redevelopment in the province, converting a less-sensitive
land use, in this case commercial, to a more-sensitive land use,
residential, requires filing for a Record of Site Condition with the Ministry
of Environment, Conservation and Parks prior to redevelopment of a
brownfield Site. Does the proponent intend to file for a record of Site



Condition? We acknowledge the most recent use of the property as a
tavern and entertainment business represents a low-risk use of the
property for potential environmental impacts; however, historical use and
construction practices at the Site may represent potential contaminating
activities (PCAs) to soil and groundwater quality on the Site (e.g.
underground fuel storage tanks for heating, asbestos / lead / mercury in
construction materials, fill of unknown quality imported to the Site, etc.)
and these should be adequately addressed.

b) Excess Soils - If the intent is to construct underground parking, there will
be a large volume of excess soils generated during construction. Will the
development group follow requirements under Ontario Regulation
406/19: On-site and Excess Soil Management under Environmental
Protection Act, R.S.0. 1990, c., during construction? How will excess soils
be managed at the Site?

c) Construction Noise, Dust and Heavy Truck Traffic - Without information
from an ESA there is a concern regarding soil quality and consequently
dust arising from construction at the Site. There was a question raised by
the neighbourhood regarding noise and dust during construction,
especially of a large structure within a residential neighbourhood. How
long is the anticipated duration of construction? How will concerns of
dust, noise and heavy truck traffic through the residential area be
addressed during construction?

d) To our dismay, the proposed site plan appears to remove all existing
mature trees. We insist that as long as these mature trees are healthy, the
development group makes all possible accommodations to keep them in
place. We also insist as well that the developer plants more trees on the
property according to a landscaping plan that prioritises shade and
greenery around the site and contributes to the canopy that keeps our
neighbourhood shady, comfortable, and beautiful. The abundance of
mature trees in our neighbourhood is one of its many draws - but as
these are removed, or fallen due to ill health, storms, and damage, the
neighbourhood loses the many environmental benefits they provide. New
trees should be planted to replace old, and to increase the canopy, but
healthy mature trees are invaluable and irreplaceable.

9. DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION FOR RE-ZONING/ZONING EXEMPTION
APPLICATIONS - The “Notice of Public Meeting” mailed to residents on Pierre-Hall-Moy,

dated September 6, 2022, contained insufficient information to inform the community
of the application to amend the zoning for the Site. A reference to the “Current Zoning



Applications” page should also be provided, to allow residents more than 10 days prior
to the public meeting from when the Council Report is available to review, digest and
discuss any publicly available documents supporting a proposed zoning amendment
application. Allowing access and additional time for residents to read and understand
this material is important to encourage discussion about changes in our community and
to foster community engagement in this decision making process. The Reports
provided to Council are particularly dense and many members of our community will
require additional time to review and decide whether they choose to respond and
engage in the Municipal process. There also seems to be some confusion as to whether
the documents uploaded to the agenda package for this file are the most recent and
up-to date proposal for the site. We are only able to respond to the proposal we are
given access to.

CLOSING

In light of the above-mentioned concerns presented by our neighbours, it would be
beneficial for both sides to come to workable solutions directed at the mutual benefits
present with this development opportunity. In order to find theses mutually beneficial
solutions, we would recommend that the development team consider the following:
e Arobust neighbourhood engagement process to be initiated by the
developer as would be expected of any project of this scale
e Development to take a more neighbourly approach:
o Contextual design
o Breaking down of scale and height (“human-scale” design)
o Revising access strategy to be more in line with the neighbourhood
(utilise existing alleyways and improve them to be vital access points)
o Consider a more eco-friendly approach (less emphasis on cars, less
impermeable surfaces, revised location and design of retention pond
and water-management strategy, thoughtful landscaping)
o Consider a more neighbourhood scaled approach along Hall Avenue
(street address)
o Consider researching the rich history of the neighbourhood, the site,
and use it to enhance design and beautification of the site plan.

We, the residents of Moy-Hall neighbourhood, submit these concerns for your
consideration and at this time, given the proposed plans made publicly available for
review, we do not support the re-zoning or zoning exemptions proposed for 1247
Riverside Drive. We would like to see a more considered, and nuanced approach from
the development team and a revised design for the site and building. We believe that
for a piece of urban architecture to truly be successful, it is imperative to take into



consideration the concerns of residents, the sustainability of the program, and to take a
more thoughtful and sensitive design approach. We hope that we can come to an
agreement on a design which will truly enrich our neighbourhood, our city and our new
neighbours at 1247 Riverside Drive for generations to come.

Warmest regards,
Sinisa Simic for Pierre-Moy-Hall and Riverside Neighbourhood Group.
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City of Windsor File No: Z-044 /21 ZNG/6633 Written Submission

Pierre-Hall-Moy Neighbourhood Residents
Response to Application for Zoning Amendment
for 1247 Riverside East, Windsor, ON

In response to the Zoning Amendment Application before the City of Windsor's
Development & Heritage Standing Committee (File No: Z-044/21 ZNG/6633) proposed
zoning amendment and re-development of the properties at 1247 and 1271 Riverside
Drive East (the “Site”) and the related documents made available to the public via City of
Windsor website, the residents representing Pierre-Hall-Moy Avenues and Riverside
Drive whom are directly impacted by the proposed development have engaged in
vigorous discussion and this letter is a product of that discussion. Some of the main
concerns brought forward were height of the building and its monolithic massing, the
disassociation with the character and history of the neighbourhood, parking, pedestrian
and cyclist access to the riverfront and safety concerns regarding increased density and
additional traffic.

Introduction

Primarily, the residents would like to commend the development group, for their
recognition of the potential of the land to be developed and for bringing this
opportunity to our neighbourhood. We fully understand and value the capital
investment that it will take to make this vision a reality and furthermore would like to
partner in good faith with the development group and the City in extracting the most
value from this opportunity for current and future residents, the developer, and the
City, and to ensure the most successful, sustainable, long-view of development for our
neighbourhood.

We would like to point out to the development group, Development & Heritage Standing
Committee and City Council that our neighbourhood is very inclusive and diverse; we, as
a group, very much value our neighbours and what every individual brings to the table.
This neighbourhood includes residents from all walks of life, from construction workers,
small business owners, retirees, artists, professors, landscape architects, urban
planners, architects, engineers and community organisers. We have organised
ourselves through the years around various issues via letter drops, in-person meetings,
social media groups, and chats. With this being said, the development group should
know that the concerns below have been assessed and articulated by a well-informed



group of concerned neighbours, many with professional qualifications and
accreditations to support their assertions. Perhaps the most valuable aspect of the
conversation is that we also have lived experience from all the residents of the
neighbourhood regarding day-to-day conditions in the area.

Neighbourhood Concerns

1. PROPOSED HEIGHT OF THE NEW DEVELOPMENT - the development team is
asking for an increase in height from 14 metres (m) max to 24m with ‘scenery
loft’ which would bring the total height to under 30m. This height, as illustrated
in the supplementary documents (Urban Design Brief) appears to be problematic
for a few reasons:

a) The overall height as proposed in the current building form appears to
have not considered the neighbourhood architectural fabric - there are
no references to any of the existing street front datums. The current
massing, in contrast with its adjacent, seemingly excessive expanse of
concrete driveway/parking space, appears as an alien monolith placed,
not integrated into the neighbourhood.

b) Frontage along Hall Ave. does not appear to address the issues that arise
from doubling the height of the building envelope. This is particularly
problematic if “facilitating the pedestrian realm” (Urban Design Brief - 8.3,
8.7) is an objective of the development. Such jarring change in mass,
height, and lack of facade interaction with the street would seem to
achieve the opposite of “facilitate the pedestrian realm.” Similar
conditions could be observed at the Walker Power, and the Children's Aid
Society buildings (both listed as precedents in this project brief). These
two buildings are a product of past development patterns and we believe
should be considered very different from a newly-built residential building
in a tightly-knit residential neighbourhood. The Walker Power Building is a
fully commercial building, set in a former industrial landscape and so its
context is very different. It has been successfully adapted for re-use, and
its inclusion of commercial space on the main floor comprises a
half-hearted and somewhat successful appeal to pedestrian traffic in
relation to its context, which is very different than the neighbourhood
surrounding the site in question. The CAS building, on the other hand, is
an institutional building from a period of time when pedestrian
infrastructure and contextual design were disregarded and



de-emphasized. This building in particular is insensitive to its context and
actually disregards, de-tracts and diminishes the pedestrian realm along
Riverside Drive and perpendicular streets. Neither of these structures
named as precedents were originally designed with any consideration for
the way that the architecture interacts with surrounding urban fabric,
human scale, or pedestrian infrastructure, and their uses and contexts
are quite different from the site in question. Unfortunately, we do not
believe these are appropriate or desirable precedents for the proposed
development of 1247 Riverside.

Unmitigated height and the monolithic approach to the way that the
building height is reached is more problematic, potentially, than the total
proposed height for the development. A multi-unit development being
inserted into a neighbourhood comprised exclusively of single family and
duplex residential would benefit from an architectural effort to break
down a single mass, in order to present itself as a contextually sensitive
and responsive development while still potentially achieving the
developer’s desires for a taller building accommodating more units. We
would suggest as well, that a less monolithic building, more appropriately
scaled and integrated with the neighbourhood might be a more
comfortable and desirable living situation for many potential residents.

2. SITE PLAN ARRANGEMENT - we have reviewed your proposed site plan and we
have significant concerns with the following elements:

a)

Q)

The visual and spatial dominance of parking infrastructure results in
de-emphasizing and diminishing the neighbourhood’s inherent walkability
and we worry it could lead to unnecessarily increasing traffic on Hall
Avenue - which is home to many young families with active children,
neighbours and people from surrounding neighbourhoods walking and
biking through to riverfront parks etc.

The added traffic load would negatively affect the already dangerous
crossing of Riverside Drive for pedestrians and cyclists

The proposed plan shows two new curb cuts on Hall Avenue for access to
surface and below-grade parking spaces. This approach is inconsistent
with the City’s lack of desire to allow curb cuts for residents in order to
maintain the character of our historic neighbourhoods. It is particularly



troublesome that this arrangement is proposed, when one considers that
the Hall-Moy neighbourhood is an active/functioning alley
neighbourhood. We have services and garbage pickup in the alleyways
and they provide access to the majority of our garages/parking spaces. It
is disappointing that the proposed development is not willing to consider
and follow neighbourhood form on this topic, as there is no foreseeable
reason why all the vehicular access to the development could not be done
from one of the three active alleys abutting the south end of the site.

d) Proposing a curb cut leading to a ramp directly on a residential street
(Hall Ave) is problematic from a CPTED standpoint as these type of ramps
are difficult to surveil and provide a very convenient space for a
perpetrator to hide.

3. LACK OF CONNECTION TO STREET - The current proposal does not attempt to
create any connection to the street frontage of Hall Avenue. If one considers the
proposal as-is, one could conclude that it is behaving more like a modernist
tower-in-the-park development, rather than anything modelled after
contemporary good urban planning principles (Notably influenced by the
writings of Jane Jacobs etc.). Itis important to note that the modernist
tower-in-park typology of buildings are a demonstrably failed typology and have
been torn down around the country, having generally become (always were?)
understood as unpleasant places to live. This is generally due to the fact that
places which don't establish connection with the surrounding context and
furthermore, don't inspire a sense of ownership of the ground plane (stoops,
porches, front doors, eyes on the street etc.) create a no-mans-land that
inevitably falls into disrepair. Thereby, there is a significant concern in the way
that the site plan and the architecture of the proposed development is turning its
back onto our neighbourhood.

4. PARKING - The development plan includes approximately 1.65 parking spots per
dwelling unit. This is an additional 16 spots (approximately 3500 sqft devoted to
parking) above the city’'s prescribed minimum of 1.25 spots per unit. This
approach is not in line with the province's urban planning principles of
encouraging multimodal transport and reducing the over-reliance on the car. In
general, the over-abundance of parking space created by parking minimums is
known to reduce the viability of public and active transportation of all modes and
contributes to cities’ over-reliance on cars, pollution, and general blight.



At the same time, given that our city is not currently widely walkable or easily
accessible via public transit, most homes do have at least one, and often multiple
vehicles. Many homes in our older neighbourhood do not have a driveway, or
only have room for one car in the alley. Our neighbourhood also includes
multi-unit houses and buildings. As a result, many existing households rely on
street parking and there is some concern that increased density would put
additional stress on the demand for street parking.

The residents of the Pierre-Hall-Moy neighbourhood adjacent to the proposed
development expressed both of these concerns and we collectively acknowledge
that parking is a complicated problem when we face both the desires for safe
walkable neighbourhoods and also the realities of daily life. These conflicting
objectives intersect with many other issues and concerns both directly related to
this development and more broadly, including alleyway safety/lighting,
stormwater management, increased traffic/road safety, and promotion of active
and public transportation. We would like to have more discussion on this issue
with the development group and the city and to find a resolution that feels more
comfortable for all. One solution might be to keep the proposed amount of
parking but to reduce its prominence above grade via more inconspicuous
location, reduction of auxiliary paved space, additional landscaping, and
inclusion of permeable paving where possible.

. RIVERSIDE DRIVE AND ACCESS TO RIVERFRONT - One of the main draws for
potential new residents will surely be immediate and walkable proximity to the
Riverfront. We understand that there have been several previous studies and
conversations regarding the 4-lanes of traffic along Riverside Drive East between
Devonshire and Caron Avenue. We all have many negative experiences with
traffic in the area as it pertains to accessing the Riverfront. We see many
pedestrians, cyclists, e-scooters, families, independent children, and seniors -
both residents of the Pierre-Hall-Moy corridor and those from other
neighbourhoods - passing through on their way to access Windsor's splendid
Riverfront. With this new investment in the community, we feel that there is an
opportunity and imminent need to improve safety and walkability in the area by
introducing traffic calming measures on Riverside and within the Pierre-Hall-Moy
corridors as well as installing pedestrian and cycling crossing points to the
Riverside.



Specifically, we see an opportunity for a traffic signal or pedestrian crossover
(PXO) connecting Hall and the riverfront multi-use path. Given the high number
of vulnerable road users, active transportation users and others crossing
Riverside at Hall on a regular basis and the high ADT and 85th percentile speed
of Riverside Dr E, we believe this addition would contribute towards the City's
Vision Zero targets (Vision Zero Policy 2020). In addition, this would meet Actions
1C.1, 1E.4, 2D.1, 2D.4, 5B.2, 5B.3 and 5B.5 of the City’'s Active Transportation
Master Plan. Finally, adding a crossing at Hall Avenue would also contribute to
meeting section 1.5.1(a) of the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) on facilitating
active transportation through community connectivity.

Given these considerations, will the Development group and the City help to
provide safer transportation in the area and improve access to the Riverfront?

. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT - There is a posted stormwater management
plan prepared by Aleo Associates Inc., dated November 23, 2021, to support the
current rezoning application for the Site. We understand the outcomes of the
stormwater assessment separates the Site into the southern portion (0.33 acres)
which is allowed to discharge to the storm drain on Hall Avenue and the
northern portion (0.64 acres) which needs to be managed at the Site. Based on
the submitted site plan there appears to be a considerable proportion of the Site
that is proposed to be paved or covered by the structure. These impermeable
surfaces restrict the infiltration of precipitation.

a) Potential for flooding - There was considerable concern raised amongst
the neighbourhood about how, in the event of significant storm events,
would stormwater be managed, if the capacity of the proposed
stormwater system for the Site were to be exceeded. Where would
excess stormwater be directed?

b) Due to a significant proportion of the Site being proposed as covered by
impermeable surfaces, there is concern that this could contribute to
additional flooding in the neighbourhood. Perhaps there could be
consideration by the development group to add some permeable
surfaces where a paved or impermeable surface has been proposed to
reduce the reliance on the existing stormwater infrastructure in the
neighbourhood.

c) The design drawings for the stormwater management plan are limited in
detail and do not provide a depth or profile of the proposed “depressed
grass areas.” Depending on the depth, would barriers be required for fall



prevention? Concern was expressed regarding the stormwater
management area on the northern portion of the property in terms of
both the design and the aesthetics. There was concern raised that the
retention area would provide a “visual” and physical barrier between the
building and the neighbourhood. This is, once again, not in-line with the
commitment to “facilitate the urban realm”.

d) Where will water from the sub-surface parking structure sump be
directed into the storm system? How will groundwater be managed if
sub-surface parking structure intersects the groundwater table?

e) There was also a question raised regarding the Intensity Duration
Frequency (IDF) curves used to prepare the calculation. What period do
the IDF curves from the Windsor airport cover and if they include such
significant rainfall events experienced by Windsor on August 29, 2017?

7. NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER, HISTORIC AND SOCIAL CONTEXT - Some
residents are concerned that the historic background of the property is disregarded in
the proposed new development. It was noted that this property did have a heritage
designation but that it was removed by the City prior to demolition in 2013. This Site
has an extensive history overlapping the early development of the City. It was home of
one of Windsor's Mayors John Davis (“The John Davis House"). It was also one of the five
“hotels” along the Detroit Riverfront during the prohibition era in the United States and
was part of the notable “rum-running” history of Windsor’s waterfront. Could some
recognition and celebration of the history and social context of the land be incorporated
into the building, site design, or landscaping (e.g. public art, material references, visible
information boards, plaques, etc.) ?

8. ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

a) Environmental Site Assessment - There was no information provided on
the File No: Z-044/21 ZNG/6633 regarding previous Environmental Site
Assessments (ESA) completed for the property. The property was
previously utilised as a commercial property, under Ontario Regulation
153/04 (Records of Site Condition - Part XV.1 of the Act under
Environmental Protection Act, R.S.0O. 1990, c. E.19), which regulates
brownfield redevelopment in the province, converting a less-sensitive
land use, in this case commercial, to a more-sensitive land use,
residential, requires filing for a Record of Site Condition with the Ministry
of Environment, Conservation and Parks prior to redevelopment of a
brownfield Site. Does the proponent intend to file for a record of Site



Condition? We acknowledge the most recent use of the property as a
tavern and entertainment business represents a low-risk use of the
property for potential environmental impacts; however, historical use and
construction practices at the Site may represent potential contaminating
activities (PCAs) to soil and groundwater quality on the Site (e.g.
underground fuel storage tanks for heating, asbestos / lead / mercury in
construction materials, fill of unknown quality imported to the Site, etc.)
and these should be adequately addressed.

b) Excess Soils - If the intent is to construct underground parking, there will
be a large volume of excess soils generated during construction. Will the
development group follow requirements under Ontario Regulation
406/19: On-site and Excess Soil Management under Environmental
Protection Act, R.S.0. 1990, c., during construction? How will excess soils
be managed at the Site?

c) Construction Noise, Dust and Heavy Truck Traffic - Without information
from an ESA there is a concern regarding soil quality and consequently
dust arising from construction at the Site. There was a question raised by
the neighbourhood regarding noise and dust during construction,
especially of a large structure within a residential neighbourhood. How
long is the anticipated duration of construction? How will concerns of
dust, noise and heavy truck traffic through the residential area be
addressed during construction?

d) To our dismay, the proposed site plan appears to remove all existing
mature trees. We insist that as long as these mature trees are healthy, the
development group makes all possible accommodations to keep them in
place. We also insist as well that the developer plants more trees on the
property according to a landscaping plan that prioritises shade and
greenery around the site and contributes to the canopy that keeps our
neighbourhood shady, comfortable, and beautiful. The abundance of
mature trees in our neighbourhood is one of its many draws - but as
these are removed, or fallen due to ill health, storms, and damage, the
neighbourhood loses the many environmental benefits they provide. New
trees should be planted to replace old, and to increase the canopy, but
healthy mature trees are invaluable and irreplaceable.

9. DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION FOR RE-ZONING/ZONING EXEMPTION
APPLICATIONS - The “Notice of Public Meeting” mailed to residents on Pierre-Hall-Moy,

dated September 6, 2022, contained insufficient information to inform the community
of the application to amend the zoning for the Site. A reference to the “Current Zoning



Applications” page should also be provided, to allow residents more than 10 days prior
to the public meeting from when the Council Report is available to review, digest and
discuss any publicly available documents supporting a proposed zoning amendment
application. Allowing access and additional time for residents to read and understand
this material is important to encourage discussion about changes in our community and
to foster community engagement in this decision making process. The Reports
provided to Council are particularly dense and many members of our community will
require additional time to review and decide whether they choose to respond and
engage in the Municipal process. There also seems to be some confusion as to whether
the documents uploaded to the agenda package for this file are the most recent and
up-to date proposal for the site. We are only able to respond to the proposal we are
given access to.

CLOSING

In light of the above-mentioned concerns presented by our neighbours, it would be
beneficial for both sides to come to workable solutions directed at the mutual benefits
present with this development opportunity. In order to find theses mutually beneficial
solutions, we would recommend that the development team consider the following:
e Arobust neighbourhood engagement process to be initiated by the
developer as would be expected of any project of this scale
e Development to take a more neighbourly approach:
o Contextual design
o Breaking down of scale and height (“human-scale” design)
o Revising access strategy to be more in line with the neighbourhood
(utilise existing alleyways and improve them to be vital access points)
o Consider a more eco-friendly approach (less emphasis on cars, less
impermeable surfaces, revised location and design of retention pond
and water-management strategy, thoughtful landscaping)
o Consider a more neighbourhood scaled approach along Hall Avenue
(street address)
o Consider researching the rich history of the neighbourhood, the site,
and use it to enhance design and beautification of the site plan.

We, the residents of Moy-Hall neighbourhood, submit these concerns for your
consideration and at this time, given the proposed plans made publicly available for
review, we do not support the re-zoning or zoning exemptions proposed for 1247
Riverside Drive. We would like to see a more considered, and nuanced approach from
the development team and a revised design for the site and building. We believe that
for a piece of urban architecture to truly be successful, it is imperative to take into



consideration the concerns of residents, the sustainability of the program, and to take a
more thoughtful and sensitive design approach. We hope that we can come to an
agreement on a design which will truly enrich our neighbourhood, our city and our new
neighbours at 1247 Riverside Drive for generations to come.

Warmest regards,
Pierre-Moy-Hall Neighbourhood Residents

Brenda Francis Pelkey + Mayer Schulman

248 Hall Ave. Courtney Thomas + Justin Bondy
522 Hall Ave.

Nadja Pelkey

250 Hall Ave. Jordan + Jesse Marchand

Peter Guba + Gabriela Guerra
387 Moy Ave.

Robert Beer
207 Moy Ave.

Naomi Pelkey
250 Hall Ave.

Margot Schulman
250 Hall Ave.

Lucy Howe + Zeke Moores
308 Hall Ave.

Sinisa Simic + Nicole Baillargeon
396 Hall Ave.

Russel Dupuis
166 Pierre Ave.

The Malanka Family
288 Hall Ave.

Donna Bergamin
337 Moy Ave.

277 Hall Ave.

Susan Johnson Washington
260 Hall Ave.

Cameron McNaughton + Amee Stieler
382 Moy Ave.

Diana Radulescu
371 Moy Ave.

Elise Keller + Johnny Oran
305 Hall Ave.

Ramona Marte
1240 Assumption St.

Stephanie Hill + Andrea Pollock
212 Hall Ave.

Arun Rattan
365 Moy Ave.
Janine Pfaff
341 Moy Ave.
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CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF WINDSOR
Planning Dept., Suite 320-350 City Hall Sqg W, Windsor ON N9A 6S1
519-255-6543 | 519-255-6544 (fax) | planningdept@citywindsor.ca

1. Applicant, Agent and Registered Owner Information

Provide in full the name of the applicant, registered owner and agent, the name of the
contact person, and address, postal code, phone number, fax number and email address.
If the applicant or registered owner is a numbered company, provide the name of the
principals of the company. If there is more than one applicant or registered owner, copy
this page, complete in full and submit with this application.

APPLICANT Jennifer Matotek, Executive Director, Art Windsor-Essex

Contact Name(s) _Nadja Pelkey, Associate Curator Projects & Partnerships, Art Windsor-Essex
Company or Organization _Art Windsor-Essex (Legal name: The Art Gallery of Windsor)
Mailing Address __401 Riverside Drive West, Windsor, ON

Postal Code _ N9A 7J1
Email project contact: npelkey@artwindsoressex.ca Phone(s) (519) 977-0013

REGISTERED OWNER IF NOT APPLICANT
Contact Name(s)
Company or Organization
Mailing Address

Postal Code
Email Phone(s)

AGENT AUTHORIZED BY REGISTERED OWNER TO FILE THE APPLICATION
Contact Name(s)
Company or Organization
Mailing Address

Postal Code
Email Phone(s)
Who is the primary contact?
(] Applicant [] Registered Owner [l Agent
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2. SUBJECT PROPERTY

Municipal Address: This project involves five sites, please appendix for details.

Legal Description (if known): All locations are sidewalk spaces on city property.

Building/Structure Type:
[ Residential X Commercial [l Industrial [ Institutional

Heritage Designation:
(] Part IV (Individual) X PartV (Heritage Conservation District)

By-law #: District: Sandwich Town

Is the property subject to a Heritage Easement or Agreement?
] Yes ] No

3. TYPE OF APPLICATION

Check all that apply:

] Demolition/Removal of heritage [J Addition (] Erection ¥ Alteration*
attributes

[J Demolition/Removal of building [J Signage [J Lighting
or structure

*The Ontario Heritage Act’s definition of “alter” means to change in any manner and includes to restore, renovate, repair or disturb.

4. HERITAGE DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING

Describe the existing design or appearance of buildings, structures, and heritage
attributes where work is requested. Include site layout, history, architectural description,
number of storeys, style, features, efc..

Please see appendix for project details
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5. PROPOSED WORK

Provide a detailed written description of work to be done, including any conservation
methods you plan to use. Provide details, drawings, and written specifications such as
building materials, measurements, window sizes and configurations, decorative details,
etc.. Attach site plans, elevations, product spec sheets, etc. to illustrate, if necessary.
Look Again! Outside: Sandwich Town is a temporary outdoor public art project which will situate five
reprodcutions from Art Windsor-Essex's collection through Sandwich Town.

Frames are made of steel and painted black in accordance with the heritage feel of the neighbourhood
Reproductions will be In place Tor a period of 12 monins with a possIbility 10 renew the agreement.

6. HERITAGE PERMIT RATIONALE
Expla/n the reasons for undertak/ng the proposed work and Why itis necessary
in Downtown

Wmdsor and onthe main campus of St Clair CoIIege ‘

We are working towards bringing this project to all BIA areas in Windsor before expanding again.
The project In Sandwich IS supported by the Ontario Trillium Foundation and a Community Benefits grant

AALESN S A

frormTWHDBA:

Describe the potential impacts to the heritage attributes of the property.

This project is designed to blend into the neighbourhood and provide opportunities for residents and visitors
1o encounter artworks in unexpected places that inspire conversations about the past present and future

of theseptaces:

7. CHECKLIST OF MATERIALS SUBMITTED Check all that apply:
Required:
X Photographs (showing the current condition and context of existing buildings,
structures, and heritage attributes that are affected by the application)
Site plan/ Sketch (showing buildings on the property and location of proposed
work)
xI Drawings of proposed work (e.g. existing and proposed elevations, floor plans, roof
plans, etc., as determined by Heritage Planning staff)
X Specifications of proposed work (e.g. construction specification details)

Potentially required (to be determined by Heritage Planning staff):
Registered survey

Material samples, brochures, product data sheets etc.
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report

Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA)

Heritage Conservation Plan

Building Condition Assessment

N N O R B A
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8. NOTES FOR DECLARATION

The applicant hereby declares that the statements made herein and information provided
are, to the best of their belief and knowledge, a true and complete representation of the
purpose and intent of this application.

The applicant agrees that the proposed work shall be done in accordance with this
application, including attachments, and understands that the issuance of the Heritage
Alteration Permit under the Ontario Heritage Act shall not be a waiver of any of the
provisions of any By-Law of the Corporation of the City of Windsor, or the requirements
of the Building Code Act, RSO 1980, c51.

The applicant acknowledges that in the event a permit is issued, any departure from the
conditions imposed by the Council of the Corporation of the City of Windsor, or plans and
specifications approved is prohibited and could result in the permit being revoked. The
applicant further agrees that if the Heritage Alteration Permit is revoked for any cause of
irregularity, in the relation to non-conformance with the said agreements, By-Laws, acts
or regulations that, in consideration of the issuance of the permit, all claims against the
City for any resultant loss or damage are hereby expressly waived.

APPLICANT Signature(s) ( Date November 25, 2022
Date November 25, 2022
(4

2=
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SCHEDULE A

A. Authorization of Registered Owner for Agent to Make the Application

If the applicant is not the registered owner of the land that is the subject of this
application, the written authorization of the registered owner that the applicant is
authorized to make the application must be included with this application form or the
authorization below must be completed.

[, , am the registered owner of the land that is
name of registered owner

subject of this application for a Heritage Alteration Permit and | authorize
to make this application on my behalf.

name of agent

Signature of Registered Owner Date
If Corporation — | have authority to bind the corporation.

B. Consent to Enter Upon the Subject Lands and Premises

l, , hereby authorize the members of the Windsor
Herltage Committee and City Council and staff of the Corporation of the City of Windsor
to enter upon the subject lands and premises described in Section 3 of the application
form for the purpose of evaluating the merits of this application and subsequently to
conduct any inspections on the subject lands that may be required as condition of
approval. This is their authority for doing so.

Signature of Registered Owner Date
If Corporation — | have authority to bind the corporation.

C. Acknowledgement of Applicant

| understand that receipt of this application by the City of Windsor Planning Department
does not guarantee it to be a complete application. Further review of the application will
occur and | may be contacted to provide additional information and/or resolve any
discrepancies or issues with the application as submitted.

| further understand that pursuant to the provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act and the
Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, this application and all
material and information provided with this application are made available to the public.

November 25, 2022

Signature of Applicant Date
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7 &5 THE CITY OF % HERITAGE PERMIT
f -WINDSDR APPLICATION

ONTARIO, CANADA

Revised 12/2021

DO NOT COMPLETE BELOW - STAFF USE ONLY

Approval Record
Date Received by Heritage Planner:
Building Permit Application Date, if needed:

LI Application Approval (City Council):
Development & Heritage Standing Committee:
City Council:

L] Application Approval (City Planner):
Heritage Planner:
Staff Decision Appealed to City Council:
If so, Date to City Council:

Council Decision Appealed:

Additional Notes / Conditions:

DECISION
Heritage Permit No.: Date:
Council Motion or City Planner’s Signature:

Please contact Heritage Planning to request inspections at ktang@citywindsor.ca

CONTACT INFORMATION

Planning Department - Planning Policy
Corporation of the City of Windsor
Suite 320 - 350 City Hall Square West
Windsor ON N9A 6S1

planningdept @ citywindsor.ca
519-255-6543 x 6179

519-255-6544 (fax)
http//:www.citywindsor.ca
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