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Savoia, Ellen 

From: 	 Kerry 
October 9, 2013 4:56 PMSent: 

To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Comp By-law 

Ellen: 

Further to our telephone conversations specifically as it relates to the below-noted provisions, I offer the following 
comments: 

1) 	 Page 48: 8.3 General Provisions b) (i) 

There appears to be some ambiguity in the text in terms of the component of that provision that relates to a residential 
building being converted to mixed use and what the "maximum combined non-residential gffa sha ll not exceed 50% of 
residential floor area on the lot" means. In other words, you clarified that the denominator of the formula will be the 
total square footage of residential prior to the conversion, not after the conversion as you thought that it might be. 

In terms of numbers, if the residential square foot was 900 sq ft prior to conversion, the maximum square footage 
allowed for non res after conversion would be 450 square feet, as opposed to 300 square feet of non-residential and 
600 square feet of residential if the denominator was square foot of residential AFTER the conversion. 

2) 	 Page 47 8.2.1: Footnoted) notes the Funeral Home use but there is no definition of same. Small point as that is 
relatively common defined use over time. 

Thank you. 

Kerry 

Kerry Leask, CCIM, Broker of Record 

Leask Realty Inc., Brokerage 
67 Queen Street 
St. Catharines, Ontario, L2RSG9 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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October 7. 2013 

Ms. Ellen Savoi~ MCIP, RPP 
Planner 

-.... --·------------of., 
Planning and Development Services 	 ' 

~:rt > QC T - 9 2013 SCJ.N [J ;City ofSt. Catbarines 
50 Church Street 
St Catharines, Ontario, L2R 7C2 

Dear Ms. Savoia: 

BE: 	 Comments and Recommendations on the Proposed Bicyde Parking Provisions in the Draft St 
Calharines Comprellensive Zoning By-lllW 

Th.e provision of secure, safe and convenient bicycle parking is extremely important if we are to encourage 
more people to cycle in our community. The City's newly approved Official Plan rightly places more emphasis 
on active transportation as a way to provide greater mobility choice and, which in tum leads to improved 
personal health and liveability of our City. Thus, the City's current work on the new Zoning By-law is so very 
important for achieving this goal. With this in mind we have the following comments and recommendations for 
some modest changes to the final draft By-law. 

At the outset, we want to congratulate City Planning staff for their considerable work on revising and updating 
such an important planning and development tool. From a bicycle planning standpoint, the draft comprehensive 
Zoning By-law (revised August 23, 2013) introduces some new parking requirements that never existed in the 
current By-law. This is long overdue and quite helpful. We generally support the bicycle parking provisions 
proposed by Planning stafffor the land use types listed in Section 3.15. 

Having said this, we believe that the proposed provisions can and should be enhanced to support more trips by 
people who cycle. Other cities we are aware of across Ontario like Ottawa, London and Toronto, are rethinking 
their by-laws as they apply to bicycle parking for people who either have brief visits to a place, or may require 
longer-term storage while they work or travel. 

In essence, it is our view that that the City's proposed zoning provisions focus primarily on the short-term 
parking needs for people who briefly visit the land use types identified in sub-section 3.15.2. A simple post 
and ring structure (which accommodates 2 bikes) in front of a building entrance usually is adequate for such 
brief visits. The zoning provisions, however, do not appear to support the longer-term parking needs of those 
people who may want to safely leave their bicycles for extended periods of time over the course of a day while 
they work or travel. Long-term bicycle parking should be sheltered from the elements, highly visible and more 
secure in order to minimiz.e the risk of theft. Major transit stations, public parking garages, apartment buildings 
and work places are key land uses that would benefit from safer, more secure storage facilities like locked cages 
or bicycle lockers. Public recreation centres also could benefiL 

Therefore, to address these concerns, it is requested that the following fairly modest changes (underlined for 
emphasis) be made to the draft By-law to require both short-tenn and long-term parking requirements for a few 
key land use types. Eventually, all land uses should be included: 

• 	 That the City include ~o new definitions in the By-law to define "Short-term Bicycle Parking 
Facilities" and "Long-tenn Bicycle Parking Facilities" according to their functio~ need and duration. 

lj Page 
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• 	 For Apartment Buildings: 

)> Short-tenn bicycle parking- Accept City Staff proposal in sub-section 3.15.2 
> Long-tenn bicycle parking- Minimum of l space per residential unit 

• 	 For Government Offices: 

> Sbort-tenn bicycle parking- Accept City Staffproposal in sub-section 3.15.2 
)> Long-tenn bicycle parking- Minimum of 10 spaces 

• 	 General Employment Uses (e.g. Industrial Uses): 

> Short-tenn bicycle parking- Minimum of2 spaces 

> Long-tenn bicycle parking- Minimum of4 spaces 


• 	 Major Transit Stations: 

)> Short-tenn bicycle parking- Minimum of 6 spaces 

» Long-term bicycle parking- Minimum of 20 spaces 


Before closing; we would like to offer two suggestions that we believe would help demonstrate the City's 
commitment to building a more bicycle friendly community in Niagara: 

1. 	 Like the other cities previously mentioned, St. Catharines would benefit by preparing a more detailed 
"Bicycle Parking Planning & Design Guidelines" document for both on-street and off-street bicycle 
parking. This document would be helpful to developers and the City in the development, design and 
location of high quality bicycle parking facilities. 

2. 	 The City should consider undertaking a pilot project at the new Carlisle Street parking garage to install a 
locked cage, bike station or bicycle lockers near the location of the parking attendant in order to 
accommodate longer-term bicycle parking. This possibly could include the required bicycle parking for 
the adjacent bus terminal. While the current bicycle parking racks are appropriate for brief durations, 
they are not designed or located for secure for longer-tenn use. 

Finally, thank you again for including new bicycle parking requirements in the new draft comprehensive Zoning 
By-law. We hope that Planning staff and City Council will enhance these requirements to support cyclists who 
need more secure parking for longer periods in the day. It is requested that a copy of this letter be included in 

the info:;;;kage for City: uncil for disc-:on 0~~1 its ~:£-f 
Sincerely; ~ ~ 7fC. 

£/ifo-; -ffe'i R~.t.1v~ _] ~ /Vt------. 

Mary Beth Raddon, Robert Hillier, Paul Pattison, Charles Gervais, Connie and Gary Murphy 
Concerned Cyclists and Residents of St. Catbarines 

21 Page 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Williamson, Britney 
Sent: October 7, 2013 8:25 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen; Blozowski, Kevin; Bellows, Bruce 
Subject: FW: Comments on Proposed Zoning By-Law 
Attachments: Estate Lots.doc 

Britney Williamson 
Planner I 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
PO Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines, ON, L2R 7C2 

Tel : (905) 688-5601 ext. 1704 
TTY: (905) 688-4TTY (4889) 
Fax: (905) 688-5873 
Email: brwill iamson@stcatharines.ca 

Help Zone Your St. Catharines. Find out more at 
http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp and visit us on facebook at 
www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines 

From: John Bacher 
Sent: Sunday, October 06, 2013 2:54 PM 
To: Williamson, Britney 
Cc: 
Subject: Comments on Proposed Zoning By-Law 

<="" style= '"'> 
Britney could you please pass on to the Planning Department. Thanks, John Bacher 

Click here to repo1i thi s email as spam. 

www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines
http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp
mailto:brwilliamson@stcatharines.ca


Zoning-By Law Should Contain Provisions to Protect Historical Estate Lots 
October 6, 20 13 

by Dr. John Bacher (PhD) 

A recent development through my involvement wi th the St. Catharines Heritage 
Committee has drawn my attention to a problem that is not currently adequately addressed in tl1e 
current Garden City Official Plan and lhe zoning by-law that has been developed to implement it. 
This is the unique s ituation regarding estate lots that were created from remnant horticultural 
operations north of the Queen Elizabeth Highway and east of Martindale Pond. 

One of the most important elements of St. Catharines' heritage is related to agriculture. 
While its remaining farms are pro1ected through the Greenbelt, inside its urban boundaries are 
remnant farm houses that have been converted to residentiaJ use. Some of these properties have 
lots which are larger than normal suburban residential lot. These often are quite beautiful, with 
impressive arrays or trees and various flowering shrubs. St. Catharines in the l 9r11 century 
became recognized as the Garden City because of the efforts at beautification of these pioneer 
fruit growers and nurserymen. 

Where they exist estate Jots created as the remnant of an intensjve horticul turaJ opera lion 
of the period between 1870 and J900 are quite historically significant. They were part offarms 
during an impo1tant historical period when the Ontario Frnit Growers Association (OFGA) led 
the way in the development of a new sensitivity towards the natural environment in Ontario. 
Under the leadership of nurserymen sucb as Delos Beadle, who served as a municipal councillor. 
the OFGA led the way in the development of policies to protect Ontario 's threatened fores1s. 

Two recent cases have served lo highlight the significance ofestate lots in St. Catharines. 
One is 179 Lakeshore. Here because of the concerns of loss of tree cover the Ontario Municipal 
Board, (OMB) rejected an effort to subdivide an estate lot. Currently the St. Catharines Heritage 
Committee is engrossed in deliberations concerning another magnificently treed estate lot on 57 
Lakeshore. 

The Town of Niagara on the Lake bas long had distincti ve policies to recognize esta1e 
lots in the historic town core. This is in addition to their historic significance because of the 
reality tha1 such lots by thei r extensive tree cover, contribute significantly to the beauty of the 
community. Similar provisions are needed in St. Catharines} or our remaining estate lols will 
soon vanish. 

Before the St. Catharines comprehensive zoning by-law is adopted in November, the St. 
Catharines Planning Department sbould develop a special policy to protect estate Jots. This 
would certainJy be in keeping with the Gardea City objectives ofour official plan. 
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c.~m~e~ 
Savoia, Ellen 

From: John Perry 
Sent: October 5, 2013 11:45 AM 
To: Button, Jessica 
Cc: Savoia, Ellen; 
Subject: 75 Scott Street 
Attachments: Letter to Jessica May 28.docx 

I 

Hi Jessica: 

I wrote to you on June 3, 2013 regarding my client's property at 75 Scott Street. The letter indicat es that we requested 
Cl Zoning for lot 1 and R2 Zoning for lots 2 and 3 as shown on t he attached registered plan. At that time my client 's 
property was to be zoned Cl commercial in its entirety with the abutting lands zoned Rl. The latest draft zoning by-law 
(August 2013) zones the area R2 but still leaves all my clients property zoned Cl. Is this an over site or intentional. 
Please let me know. Thanks. 



Professional Planning Services Inc • Fairlawn Crescent 
Welland, Ontario 

l3C SZ2 

June 3, 2013 

City ofSt Catharines 
Planning Services 
P.O. Box 3012 
SO Chu rch Street 
St. Catharine ON 
L2R 7C2 

ATTENTION: Jessica Button, Planner 

SENT ELECTRONICALLY AND VlA REGULAR MAIL 

Re: 75 Scott Street West 

Dear Ms Button: 

I represent the owner of property located at 75 Scott Street 
West in the City of St. Catharines. The property consists of 3 lots in a registered plan. 
The property has 244 feet of frontage along Scott Street West and 233 feet of 
frontage along Maywood Avenue. The property is triangular in shape. Lot 1 contains 
and existing commercial use. Lots 2 and 3 are vacant. 

In reviewing the City's Draft Zoning By-law it appears that all of 
property is proposed to be zoned Local Convenience Commercial (Cl). This 
proposed zoning includes Lots 2 & 3, which are vacant and have development 
potential for residential use. Lot 3 for example is a through lot fronting on both Scott 
Street and Maywood Avenue. Lot 3 could be split into two build ing lots each with 
frontage on a public road. Lot 2 is also a through lot and could be split as well 
although the new lots created may need an adjustment to the zoning by-law for lot 
area and setbacks. 

It is also noted that the block bounded by Scott Street West, Maywood Avenue and 
Colinwood Avenue is proposed to be zoned Residential (Rl) Zone except for . 

property which is proposed to be zoned Local Convenience 
Commercial (Cl) Zone. The lot configu ration in that block would suggest that a 
Residential (R2) Zone would be more appropriate. 



Professional Planning Services Inc • Fairlawn Crescent 
Welland, Ontario 

L3C SZ2 

In summary it is our request the draft zoning by-law be changed so that the block 
bounded by Scott Street West, Maywood Avenue and Colinwood Avenue is zoned 
Residentia l (R2) Zone with the exception of Lot 1 of property 
which should remain zoned Local Convenience Commercial (Cl) Zone. 

Respectfully, 

John Perry MCIP RPP 
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City of St Catharines 
Planning & Development Services 
P.O. Box 3012 
50 Church Street, ON 
L2R 7C2 

ATTENTION: Ellen Savoia, Planner 

~ro ~ 

!<IL£ NO 

OCT - 1 2013 9Ct•N a 

Dear Ms. Savoia: 

l represent the located at 1388 Third Street in the City 
of SL Catharlnes. The property consists of6.91 ha (17 acres) and is currently 
occupied by the church buildings and a parking area. A site plan application has 
been submitted to the City showing the existing church and building addition, two 
junior soccer fields, a playground area, futu re pavilion, an intermediate soccer field, 
two senior soccer fields and associated parking. 

The City ofSt Catharines Zoning By-law 84-119 was passed on the April 30, 1984. 
Section 11.3 of the By-law repeals all previous By-laws applying to the defined area 
contained in By-law 84-119. Schedule A to By-law 84-119 shows the area covered 
by the By-law. The subject land consisting of the property at 1388 Third Street and 
1370 Third Street are zoned Agricultural (A) Zone and Environmental Protection 
Area (EPA) Zone. The EnvironmentaJ Protection Area (EPA) Zone applies the rear 
portion of the property that abuts Richardson Creek. The Environmental Protection 
Area (EPA) Zone would apply from the top of bank as shown on the site plan to the 
water's edge of Richardson Creek. 

Section 4 of By-law 84-119- Definitions subsection 4.11 defines a church as: 

"4.11 Church: means a building owned by a religious organization usedfor worship 
and related religious, philanthropic or social activities, including accessory rectories, 
manses, classrooms, dormitories and accessory buildings. N 

The 
existing as existing prior to the passing of By-law 84-119. The 

Re: - 1388 Third Street, St.Catharines 

Church complies wjth the definition. Section 4.20 defines 

Church was existing prior to the passing of By-law 84-119 



Professional Planning Services Inc llFairlawn Crescent 
We1land, Ontario 

L3C 5Z2 

Section 6 subsection 6.1 of By-law 84-119 lists the permjtted uses and regulations 
for lands within the Agricultural (A) Zone. Existing churches are listed as a 
permitted use. 

The City of St Catharines Draft Zoning By-law (August 23, 2013) proposes to zone 
the - Church property Agricultural (Al) which permits the following 
principal uses being: "Agricultural Farm and Dwelling Detached and the following 
accessory uses: Agri-tourism/value added, help house, home industry, winery". 
Churches are not permitted. 

The Draft Zoning By-Jaw defines a church as: 

"Place ofWorship: means a building, structure or part thereof, which is primarily used 
for the practice ofreligious and faith-based spiritual purposes wherein people 
assembly for faith based worship and teachings, fellowship and community social 
outreach." 

The preparation and passage of the City ofSt Catharines Draft Zoning By-law is 
guided by the Provincial Greenbelt Plan, which identifies the- Church as 
beingwithin the Tender Fruit and Grape Lands area. Section 5.2.1- Decis.ions on 
Applications Related to Previous Site Specific Approvals, second paragraph states 
that: 

"Where a zoning by-Jaw was amended prior to December 16, 2004 to specifically 
permit land use[s) this approval may continue to be recognized through the 
conformity exercise described in section 5.3 and any further applications required 
under the Planning Act or Condominium Ac~ 1998, to implement the use permitted by 
the zoning by-law are not required to conform with this Plan." 

By-law 84-119 replaced th.e previous zoning by-law 70-27. By-law 84-119 
specifically permitted existing churches only. New churches are not permitted. The 
By-law did not identify each existing church but is specific to only churches that 
existed prior to the passing of By-law 84-119. ln this regard by specifically referring 
to only existing churches Section 5.2.1 of the Greenbelt Plan is applicable and the 
approval of the Church can continue and is in compliance with 
th.e Greenbelt PJan. 

The request of the Church is that the Draft Zoning By-Jaw 
(August 23, 2013) be modified to identify the church property as a site specific 
Agricultural Zone exception permitting the full range ofagricultural uses and a Place 
of Worship and should the Place ofWorship use cease and be abandoned the lands 
then can only be used for agricultural purposes. The Church also requests that the 
definition of Place ofWorship as it applies to the Church be 



Professional Planning Services lnc • Fairlawn Crescent 
Welland, Ontario 

L3C SZ2 

changed to better reflect the current and planned activities of the church and 
propose the following definition: 

"For the purposes ofAgricultural Exception Al-_ Place ofWorship shall include 
various forms ofreligious expression through such things as the arts, recreation and 
other community orientated services/activities and shall include the right for the 
existing use ofthe site to undergo internal conversions and external additions" 

I would be pleased to meet with you to cliscuss in detail the requested modification 
and if you have any questions please contact me at 

Finally I request to be provided the notice of the required Public Meeting pursuant 
to the provisions of the Ontario PJanning Act. 

Respectfully, 

ff/? 
John Perry MCIP RPP 
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September 28 , 013 

Attent ion ; Ellen Savoia , Planning Department 

St. Catharines City Hall , 

50 Church Street , 

PO Box 3012 , St.Catharines ON 1 L2R 7C2 

Dear Ellen, 

At last week's Open House you may recall that we briefly discussed my inquiry about paper conversion 

& recycling . Further to this matter , please find enclosed an outline of same . Perhaps you could attend 

to this matter or pass it along , as you wish . 

Regards 


John Wilkinson 


....­... 
It 

OCT - f 2013 k'<li g....._,..___ 
FILE NO · -s)-: I I {;. 



September 28th , 2013 

An Inquiry Regarding ; 


the proposed New Zoning By Law and Changes as outlined 


in Zone Your St.Catharines , Draft March 18th , 2013. 


The Inquiry centers on the wording of Special Provision #67 - an Additional Permitted Use for the 

industry located at 45 Merritt St. in St.Catharines. 

The focus of the Inquiry centers on the terms 'paper converting' a11d 'recycling ' as used in this 

wording on page 121 in Zone Your St.Catharines 

"Paper manufacturing providing ...... and shall include the right for the existing use of the site to 

undergo internal conversions and external additions to provide for a paper converting facility and 

related warehouse space , however not for recycling 

The concern is that these two terms require clear definitions in order to effectively operate within 

the framework of a 'Special Provision ' . 

1. 	 Eg. Is there a difference in meaning between paper recycling and paper conversion or are 

they synonymous terms . Is the wording " however not for recycling " meant to imply a 

difference ? If so what is the difference ? 

2. 	 Eg. Do paper converted products originate entirely from paper or do they originate from a 

mixture of non paper and paper based materials ? 

3. 	 Eg What are clear , simple examples of products converted from paper and examples of 

recycled paper products ? Exactly how are they different or are they different ? 

Thank you for your attention to this matter 

Regards, 

John Wilkinson 
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Final Draft Zoning By-Law 

Open House - Market Square, Wednesday, September 25, 2013. 

Question and Answer Session following presentation at 2:30pm 

Q: It seems that everyone wants exceptions to the existing by-law and that council approves these 


applications. Once approved, what is the ability to keep the zoning by-law the way It is written? 


A: Everyone has the right to make an application for an amendment or a minor variance. The 


application is circulated to various agencies for comment, but council has the final say. 


Q: If you own property on a regional road and you want to do something different with your property, 


do you have to deal with the Region? 


A: Yes they may have comment s. They may require a road widening. 


Many agencies comment and so there may be other restrictions. 


Q: Once the draft is approved, if you want to do something different with your property can neighbours 


complain? 


A. If the use is permitted and you meet all requirements no one can oppose what you are doing. 

Q: When an exception to the by-law is approved, the average individual doesn' t have the capacity to 


fight back. And when a developer doesn' t follow all the protocol they just pay the fines imposed. How 


can we stop this? 


A: Once the by-law Is in place, there will be a document t o describe how to use the by-law. This 


document would present information such as how one could determine when an amendment or a 


minor variance may be required. 


We have made the zoning by-law less cumbersome. Now people can see for themselves what is 


permitted where. It is a public process. Anybody requiring a change has to go through the process, and 


then the appeal period. 


It Is not necessarily the case that you throw money at it and get what you want. 


To give an even playing field or stability, property owners can find out what Is permitted around them 


and what you may do with your property. The same zoning will apply across the city. 


The process to allow for change exists and is legislated through the Planning Act. This is a good thing 


because we don' t necessarily know what will be best In the future. 


The official plan needs to be reviewed every 5 years and every 20 years needs an in-depth review. We 


anticipate coming back with a housekeeping by-law to revise the zoning by-law in about a year. It is not 


a static document. 


Comment: I think this by-low is readable and easy to use. 

Q: The draft zoning proposes that every school and church property is zoned to allow residential uses 


like stacked towns and 6 storey apartment buildings. This takes away appeal rights of neighbours who 


Page 1 of 4 
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Final D.raft Zoning By-Law 

Open House - Market Square, Wednesday, September 25, 2013. 

aren't in favour of these types of developments since they will be permitted uses. Glenridge School is 

surrounded by single family homes. The only say the neighbours have is in the site plan application. 

Stable neighbourhoods like Glen ridge and the Yates street area are draft zoned R2 which allows towns 

and so lands could be assembled to develop townhouses. I think you have gone too far with the 

flexibility. 

A: The existing by-law permits residential uses on church and school properties. 


Q: But not a six storey apartment. These sites are surrounded by upper-end singles. 


A: There are restrictions such as frontage on an arterial road. There are height and setback restrictions 


that are relative to each other and also site plan control. 


We are supporting change but with parameters. 


Q: It's easy to support change if you don't live in the neighbourhood. It makes a big difference to the 


residents. I live downtown. 


A: Downtown is currently zoned business commercial which permits commercial uses. The draft zones 


some lands downtown R3 where commercial uses are not permitted. 


Q: It seems it is destroying a nice area. The danger with a high rise is that you can no longer enjoy your 


property. They are looming. 


A: As mentioned earlier, a higher building will be required to have a greater setback. The high buildings 


won't be able to locate three feet from the property line. 


Q: I have a business and the draft zoning does not include it as a permitted use. Can I sell that business? 


A: The use can continue . Ifa new owner used it for the same use it would be permitted if the use was 


permitted previously. 


In some cases we recognized existing uses. The majority of properties currently zoned for commercial 


will continue to have commercial uses permitted. 


Page 2 of4 
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Final Draft Zoning By-law 

Open House - Market Square, Wednesday, September 25, 2013. 

Question and Answer Session following presentation at 6:30pm 

Q: If a development proposal for a stacked townhouse meets all zoning requirements, are we subject to 

site plan control? 

A: Yes. 

Q: For a stacked townhouse, the Gm frontage requirement is per ground floor unit. Is the minimum lot 

area per dwelling unit also per ground floor unit? 

A: No, the lot area is required for each unit even when the unit is not a ground floor unit. Because the 

zoning by-law must comply with Official Plan policies, the lot area required is such that density 

requirements stipulated In the Official Plan are met. 

Q: Is it true that the parking of an RV on residential property is only permitted in the side or rear yard? 

A: An RV can be parked in a driveway if there is enough room and so It depends on how large the front 

yard is. If the house is set back far enough and there is enough room beyond the required front yard it is 

permitted . It must be parked on a hard surface. 

Q: What about commercial vehicles? 

A: They are not permitted. 


Q: But what if I own a roofing company and use a three tonne truck? 


A: The ministry of Transportation has set a restriction on vehicles over 3600kg. 


The concerns we heard were mostly over safety. Site lines must be maintained for pedestrian safety 


and to safely exit driveways. We are trying to accommodate RV owners and enhance public safety. We 


are just aiming to regulate the placement of the RV. 


Q: If you are concerned about safety, what about properties with hedges along the perimeter? 


A: The draft zoning requires that a site triangle be maintained on corner lots. This is defined as an 


unobstructed area. The existing by-law doesn't address decorative rocks or other ornaments but the 


dratt by-law prohibits any obstruction in these areas. 


There is a fence by-law that has to be reviewed. Fencing will be addressed under this fencing by-law. 


Comment: I hove reviewed many zoning by-lows, and this document is on example ofa great zoning by­

law. The planners hove created a concise, readable document, and they should be commended for their 

hard work. 

Page 3 of 4 
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Final Draft Zoning By-Law 

Open House - Market Square, Wednesday, September 25, 2013. 

Q: With lot areas becoming smaller and frontages shrinking, how will we accommodate an RV on a 

residential lot? In season, it isn't always practical to have an RV stored off-site when one works during 

the week and travels on weekends. 

A: Some people may not be able to park their RV on their property. Remember this is not a final 

document. 

Q: Is there room for seasonal allowances? 

A: We can't regulate timelines. We will take another look at it. 

Q: What happens in instances where the proposed by-law conflicts with the current by-law? 

A: We looked at all 43000 properties in the City. If your use is permitted now, very few, less than 1% of 

property owners have lost a permissible use. The use would become legal non-conforming but can still 

be continued. The property can be sold to someone else and the use could continue so long as the use 

has not been discontinued for a period of time. 

Page 4 of 4 
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Savoia, Ellen 

September 22, 2013 11:31 PM 
From: Pat Hicks 
Sent: 
To; Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Request for Zoning Change 

Sent from my iPad 

September 22, 2013. 

Dear Ellen Savoia, 

1 had the pleasure of speaking with you ar lhe Fairview MaJI a few weeks ago and applaud your 
effort in providing a forum for and informing the taxpayers of St. Catharines regarding the 
proposed zoning bylaws changes. 1 wish to bring to your attention (my 89 years young) 
mother' s situation as a long time resident at . Henley Drive. This residence was built around 
1948 and was part ofthe commercial property adjacent. The commercial property facing Henley 
Drive and cornering Ontario Street was sold to a developer in the 1970s and a plaza was 
constntcted housing various businesses including The Angel restaurant, 
- ) Service Canada and Sleep Country Canada. Many businesses in this plaza have come 
and gone due to the difficuJt and only entry and exit. When the sale of the original commercial 
property known as the Hotel Henley took place, rny mother's property at . HenJey Drive was 
severed and rezoned residential. The property~ehind her property remajns zoned 
commercial. With the changes in the traffic flow in front of my mother's property as it is now a 
direct ramp to the QEW and with the traffic flow from the Plaza, this has made 
access and exit to her driveway extremely difficult. She often waits for extended periods of time 
to back out and often with no break in the fl.ow of traffic, this is extremely hazardous. Our 
concerns are for her safety as she still drives but also for access to any emergency services 
should she need them. This traffic situation in front of her house greatly diminishes her property 
value although it did not reduce her property tax. 

Our request is that her property be reinstated to its original commerciaJ property zoning status. 
Our request is that her property taxes be reduced to reflect the difficult traffic situation that was 
created. We understand your possible concern that it is adjacent to resident properties lining 
Henley Drive, however my mother's property unfortunately aJso now has residential zoning nexJ 
to a commercial property being the plaza. Js this fair and equitabJe? 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

We look forward to your response. 
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Sincerely, 

Patricia Hicks for 

Patricia Dunk 
. I lenlcy Ori\ c 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Tim Kenny 
Sent: September 18, 2013 11:08 AM 
To: Savola, Ellen 
Subject: RE: Zoning issues 

Hi Ellen 

One more note. We had talked about the rearyard setback in the R3 zone for townhouses. I bel ieve it is an 

oversight at 7.5 meters. Could you also look at this. 

thanks 

tim 

From: esavoia@stcatharines.ca 

To: tkenn 

Subject: RE: Zoning issues 

Date: Wed, 18 Sep 2013 13:06:31 +0000 

Thank you for your comments. They are very helpful. We will take them into consideration when finalizing the by-law. 
Ellen 

From: Tim Kenn 
Sent: September 16, 2013 9:34 AM 

To: Savoia, Ellen 

Subject: Zoning issues 


Hi Ellen 


Further to our discussion last week, i would like to suggest the follow it ems be considered : 


1. Under definition of lot area: 

that the clause i) lands conveyed for parkland dedication and/or public road widening be amended to include 

land for public roadways. 

I would suggest that in new subdivisions, it is difficult to provide a range of housing in the medium density 

areas when approximately 25% of your land ls dedicated to the municipality for public roadways. 

2. Check minimum lot frontage verses lot area. 

In Rl: Lot area 315m sq. vs. min width of 6m....to meet requirement for a 6 meter frontage, the lot would 


need to be 52.5 min depth(172 feet). 


In Rl , a Sm frontage wou ld need a lot depth of 130 feet which is probably more realistic. 


Same applies in R2 zone with min lot area of 280m sq., t he lot wou ld need to be 46.Gm or 153 feet deep. 


1 



By adjusting the lot area or lot frontage, you may eliminate future minor variances. 

Everything else looks good to me. The city should be happy with your teams work. 

tim 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

- City of St. Catharines Confidentiality Notice ­
The information contained in this communication , including any attachments, may be confidential , is intended only for the 
use of the recipient(s) named above and may be legally privileged. 
If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, 
distribution, disclosure or copying of this communication or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. 
If you have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender and permanently 
delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
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Final Draft Zoning By·Law 

Open House - Market Square, Monday, 5eptember 16, 2013. 

Question and Answer Session following presentation at 2:30pm 

Q: W iii people who currently have an accessory use to their residential property continue to enjoy these 


accessory uses when the Draft Zoning By-law comes into force? 


A: Any accessory uses currently permitted will become grandfathered uses and so will be permitted to 


continue on the property. 


There are processes In place to allow for the addition of an accessory use (i.e. C of A). 


Q: Please explain the term "grandfathered?" 

A: Grandfathering Is the allowance of any uses permitted by by-law to continue as a permitted use for 

that property. There are no timeframes imposed so the grandfathering does not "expire" based on the 

passage of time. 

Q: Is there a hearing in front of the OMB on the by-law regarding RVs In front yards/driveways? 

A: The appellant(s) are waiting to see how this will be incorporated into the final draft zoning by-law. 

Anyone who makes representations up to November 18, 2013 will have appeal rights with regards to 

this or any section of the zoning by-law. 

Q. What about people who rent out many bedrooms in one house to students? 

A: We cannot zone for people (one housekeeping unit). Other municipalities have sometimes tried but 

never successfully. Zoning cannot be tied to age restrictions or income levels, etc. 

Q: Is parking an issue that falls outside ofthe student housing situation? 

A: The by-law stipulates required parking for accessory ap<1rtments. There are also other items that 

control parking such as defining an acceptable parking surface, and other municipal by-laws like the 

maximum number of hours a car can remain parked on a st reet. 

Q: Is there a connection between design guidelines and the final draft zoning by-law? 

A: Yes, urban design guidelines are consistent with the draft zoning. The site plan control manual w ill 

help to implement the draft zoning. As well, there are design guidelines for the downtown zone that are 

aligned w ith the draft zoning. The draft zoning will guide design in other ways such as in the case of the 

location of parking stalls in commercial zones on arterial streets. 

Q: What about development on lands not under site plan control such as a single family home - what 

stops them from doing something "awful?" 

Page 1 of s 



Final Draft Zoning By-Law 

Open House - Market Square, Monday, September 161 2013. 

A: The owner wouldn't want to create something with no resale value. The zoning by-laws are not 

meant to over-regulate nor do they attempt to dictate design ideas. With too many regulat ions, it is 

possible that a good design would not be permitted. The goal was to strike a balance between explicit 

rules and room for innovative design. 

The presenters stated that they would like to receive written comments by month's end but that 

comments received on or before November 18 will be accepted. 

Page 2 of 5 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: N. Carlos Garcia 
September 16, 2013 12:42 PMSent: 

To: Savoia, Ellen 
Cc: kblozowski@cogeco.ca; Bellows, Bruce 
Subject: Re: Follow-Up to Yesterday's Presentation on Zoning By-Law 

Ellen, 


I drove down and picked up a hard copy to review. 


There is no definition of principal on page 71 but I found it on page 70. lt says Principal is the Primary entrance 

to a building. This is progress but) in my opinion, still not clear enough as an owner can still try to "designate" 
an entrance as Primary for convenience. I would recommend adding the word "use" so that it reads the 
"Primary use entrance to a building". 

C2-10 now says Height l lm. Thank you. 

Carlos 

N. Carlos Garciq 

---- Original Message ---­
From: Savoia, Ellen <esavoia@stcatharines.ca> 
To: N. Carlos Garcia 
Sent: Tue, Sep 10, 2013 10:22 am 
Subject: RE: Follow-Up to Yesterday's Presentation on Zoning By-Law 

The definition is on page 71 . The special provision section starts on page 73 

From: N. Carlos Garcia 
Sent: September 10, 2013 10:00 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Cc: Bellows, Bruce; Blozowski, Kevin; 
Subject : Re: Follow-Up to Yesterday's Presentation on Zoning By-Law 

Thanks Ellen. I understand that the Special Provisions do contain height restrictions but that section of the harbour area 
had been missed in the previous draft and was not shown as 11m. 

Will look up that definition. Can you please tell me the page# or email me the section? 

Thanks 

Carlos 

Will 

N. Carlos Garcia 

mailto:esavoia@stcatharines.ca


-- Original Message - ­
From Savoia, Ellen~> 
To N. Carlos Garcia --- ­
Cc: Bellows, Bruce <bbellows@stcatharines.ca>; Blozowski, Kevin <kblozowsk1@stcatharines ca> 
Sent. Tue, Sep 10, 2013 9 46 am 
Subject RE Follow-Up to Yesterday's Presentation on Zoning By-Law 

Carlos 
Special Provisions 6, 7 9 and 10 apply to various parcels in Port and include height restrictions 
We looked at the need for a definilton of principal entrance- and added wording to the definrt1on of principal. 

Ellen Savo1a 

From: N Carlos Garc1 
Sent: September 9, 2013 7:18 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Cc: Blozowski, Kevin; Bellows, Bruce; 
Subject: Fwd: Follow-Up to Yesterday's Presentation on Zoning By-Law 

Ellen, 

Can you please confirm that our comments have been addressed in the final draft. 

Thank you 

Carlos 

N. Carlos Garcia 

- Original Message ­
From· Savala, Ellen <e avoia stcatharines ca> 

To N Carlos Garcia ; Blozowski. Kevin <kblozowsk1@stcathannes ca>, Bellows, Bruce 

<bbellows stcatharmes ca> 

Cc: dwebb16 

<brw1lhamson st at arines ca>, Riddell, Jim <jriddell@stcatharines.ca>; davidhbergen 

Sent: Fri, May 31 , 2013 1 :52 pm 

Subject: RE: Follow-Up to Yesterday's Presentation on Zoning By-Law 


Carlos 

Thank you for your comments. 


Ellen Savota 

From: N Carlos Garcia­

Sent: May 31 , 2013 1 4 

To: Blozowski, Kevin, Bellows, Bruce, Savoia, Ellen 


; Williamson, Bruce <bwtlliamson@stcatharines.ca>; Williamson, Britne 

Cc , Williamson. Bruce; Williamson. Britney Riddell, Jim, 
Subj ect: Follow-Up to Yesterday's Presentation on Zoning By-Law 

Kevin, Bruce and Ellen, 

Thank you for that very informative presentation to the Port Heritage Committee It was very helpful. 

For your records, I wanted to confirm the points/questions I raised at the meeting 

1 Height L1m1t Required for Harbour Area Between Lakeport and the water. 

2 
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The map shows it as C2-10 which does not have a height limit. This currently has an 11 m limit as in the Commercial Core 
of the HCD. 
You agreed that it should be 11 m in the new By-Law and had already noticed this must be corrected. It is understood that 
the Harbour Study may be addressing this but. our Committee has advised the consultant that any new construction here 
should be subordinate to Lincoln Fabrics in height so the 11 m should work fine. In any event, should the consultant 
recommend a slight change, I assume this would necessitate public meetings and Council approval. 

2. Definition of Principal Entrance to Measure Height 
There currently is NO definition and this causes confusion/ambiguity and allows an applicant to try and designate the 
Principal Entrance according to what gives him the best height. A definition is certainly needed. I suggest it should relate 
to what entrance is used the most by the most people. 

Carlos Garcia 

N. Carlos Garcia 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

- City of St. Catharines Confidentiality Notice ­
The information contained in this communication, including any attachments, may be confidential , is intended only for the 
use of the recipient(s) named above and may be legally privileged. 
If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, 
distribution , disclosure or copying of this communication or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. 
If you have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender and permanently 
delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 

Please consider the environment before printing thls email. 
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TABOR MANOR 
serving seniors with excellence, love and dignity 

September 16, 2013 

Cllen Savola, Planner 
City of St. Catharlnes 
P.O BOX 3012 
St. Catharlnes, ON L2R 7C2 

RE: REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION 

Dear Ms. Savoia, 

I am writing this letter requesting for Tabor Manor's exemption as it relates to pending changes to the 
parking coverage by-law which I understand will be coming before Council before the end of this year. 

It is our hope that Tabor Manor will be able to continue to operate under the existing by-law for parking 

coverage currently applied to this site. 

If you, have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly at 

( Sln~co;ly, ~ 
rfm omc s, Executive Director 

• Plea ant Ma or and Tabor Manor - ./

Cc: Chrl tine Leonard, Director, Tabor Manor 


1 labor Drive, St. Catharincs. Ontario L2N 1 V9 

RFNTl\I l\Pl\RTMr:NTS PROGRAM SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
Mapleview long Term Care -Evergreen Supportive Housing ••••• 
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Savoia, Ellen c q wm ,:: ..,fs 

From: Tim Kenny 
Sent: September 16, 2013 9:34 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Zoning issues 

Hi Ellen 

Further to our discussion last week, i would like to suggest the follow items be considered: 


1. Under definit ion of lot area: 

that the clause i) lands conveyed for parkland dedication and/or public road widening be amended to include 
land for public roadways. 

I would suggest that in new subdivisions, it is difficult to provide a range of housing in the medium density 
areas when approximately 25% of your land is dedicated to the municipality for public roadways. 

2. Check minimum lot frontage verses lot area. 

In Rl: Lot area 315m sq. vs. min width of 6m .... to meet requirement for a 6 meter frontage, the lot would 

need to be 52.5 min depth{l72 feet) . 


In Rl, a 8m frontage would need a lot depth of 130 feet which is probably more realistic. 


Same applies in R2 zone with min lot area of 280m sq., the lot wou ld need to be 46.Gm or 153 feet deep. 


By adjusting the lot area or lot frontage, you may eliminate future minor variances. 


Everything else looks good to me. The city should be happy with your teams work. 

tim 

Click here to report this emall as spam. 



Savoia, Ellen 

From: Savoia, Ellen 
Sent: September 16, 2013 10:09 AM 
To: 'Victor Kallaur' 
Subject: RE: Final Draft Zoning By-law Notice of Open House 

Hello 
Sorry for the delay in my reply, I did receive your message. The final draft by-law includes all the same parameters t hat 
are in the curren t zoning for your property, plus additional uses which are not permitted today. As I noted previously 
you retain all the same property rights as you have today plus some additional flexibility with the range of uses that 
w ou ld be permitted. 

Yours truly 
Ellen Savoia 

From: Victor Kallaur 
Sent: September 16, 2013 7:20 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Fw: Final Draft Zoning By-law Notice of Open House 

Hi Ms. Savoia--did you get the email after the one below--where I gave the square footage of building allowed 
in 1987 by council--can that be incorporated into the draft as 446 is obviously a needed exception to the draft 
as city made this an unbuildable unsalable and un-donate-able lot with all the rule changes as we were never 
notified all along as we lived in London after I retired after living/ working most of my life in St. Catharines--. I 
sound like a broken record. 

Thank you. 

VK 

From: Victor Kallaur 
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 10:43 AM 
To: Savoia. Ellen 
Subject: Re: Final Draft Zoning By-law Notice of Open House 

Hi Ms. Savoia: 

Would the size allowed for the building in 1986-87 as per council approval then be allowed now with the 
current draft--1 really do not understand your last email as all It states Is the setbacks and nothing else--- so 
please help me out as I really do not know how to decipher all the info unless it is in black and white in one 
area. 

If the present draft does not spell out the same parameters as in 1986-87 as allowed then, I would like these 
figures added into the present draft where you describ~ Niagara lot setbacks-so I do have a lot that is 
buildable unlike now. There has to be an exception in the draft so the lot can sustain a business considering all 
three other corners are commercial. 

1 



Please remember that I donated the corner to the city--refusing payment for the land that I gave to the city-­

to make the present turn off from Scott to Niagara Street--thus "shooting myself in the foot" as a result as it 
made the lot smaller which then in discussions was not to be taken int o account when I built later -but 

obviously it was forgotten--so now it is an unbuildable lot and would not be viable for any commercial 
undertaking-and thus no takers when listed for sale. 

I have offered the lot to Habitat--and they are procrastinating--not sure that they want it ---giving me all sorts 
of excuses for delays in their reply. 

In the past I offered it to the city--and no reply--so basically by not making an exception, the city has made 

this lot useless with all the new extra parameters since 1986. 

Again I ask that you detail the parameters of 1986-87 as allowed then in the draft so there is no 

misunderstanding which I will like to approach council then when they review the draft. 

Please help me out--thank you. 

Vic K 

From: Savoia, Ellen 
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 8:22 AM 
To: Victor Kallaur 
Subject: RE: Final Draft Zoning By-law Notice of Open House 

Hi Victor 
The final draft by-law includes all of the special requirements that are in the current site specific zoning on 446 Niagara 
Street . The current zoning does not mention maximum building size and therefore no maximum building size has been 
included in this fina l draft. Schedule A-9 is the map page 446 Niagara Street is shown. 

Ellen Savoia 

From: Victor Kallaur 
Sent: September 7, 2013 12:59 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Re: final Draft Zoning By-law Notice of Open House 

M s. 5­

question--with the pres~nt draft--what is the maximum size of building that one can put up on • Niagara? I 
notice on ly set backs were mentioned--but nothing else. Please detail all as I would like a lot that works 
comm ercially otherwise I will ask for other exceptions. It was quite an undertaking for you when I look what 
was sent. VK 

From: Savoia, Ellen 
Sent: Friday, September 06, 2013 2:55 PM 
To: Victor Kallaur 
Subject: RE: Final Draft Zoning By-law Notice of Open House 

It may be the settings on your computer. I have attached an excerpt of the by-law that I lhlnk you might be looking for 
(446 Niagara St). If you still want to look at the whole by-law let me know and I can have one mailed to you. 
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Ellen 

From: Victor Kallau 
Sent: September 6, 2013 1:10 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Re: Final Draft Zoning By-law Notice of Open House 

Ms. Savoia: 

Thank you for sending your email--but---lnternet Explorer put out a banner saying that it is an insecure site-­
and will not let me download your draft from the two sites that you wrote down. The City is about as secure 
as it gets--yet I can not download it. 

Any chance of couriering it to • Pengally Bay Road--Nobel, Ontario - we are at the cottage for next 
four weeks. 

Please let me know. 

Vic Kallaur 

From: Savoia. Ellen 
Sent: Thursday, September OS, 2013 9:35 AM 
Subject: Final Draft Zoning By-law Notice of Open House 

Please see the attached Notice of Open House for the final draft zoning by-law. 

Ellen Savoia, M .C.l.P., R.P.P. 
Planner 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
Phone 905-688-5601, ext. 1752 
m 905-688-4889 

Help zone your St. Catharines! Find out more at 
http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp and visit us on facebook at 
www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines 

- City of St. Catharines Confidentiality Notice ­

The information contained in this communication, including any attachments, may be confidential, is intended only for the 
use of the recipient(s} named above and may be legally privileged. 

If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, 
distribution, disclosure or copying of this communication or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. 

If you have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender and permanently 
delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 
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- ---

Please consider the environment before priming this email. 

lnformation from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8757(20130903) 

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http://www.eset.com 


____ lnformation from ESET NOD32 Anti virus, version of virus signature database 8771 (20130906) 


The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http://www.eset.com 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

_ _ __ Information from ESET NOD32 Anti virus, version of virus signature database 8774(20130907) 

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http ://www.eset.com 


_ ___ Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8774 (20130907) 


The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http:/ /v.1ww.cset .com 


____ Information from ESET NOD32 Anti virus, version of virus signature database 8778 (20 130909) 


The message was checked by ESETNOD32 Antivirus. 


http://www.eset.com 

____ Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8783 (20 L 30910) 
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The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http: / \\'"V·l'' .eset.com 


____ lnformation from ESET NOD32 Anti virus, version of virus signature database 8784(20130910) 


The message was checked by ESET 0032 Antivirus. 


http://"""''' .eset.com 


_ ___ Information from E ETNOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8807 (20130916) 


The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http://W\\W.e et.com 
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Savoia, Ellen 

from: Roger Unruh 
Sent: September 14, 2013 1:04 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: By-law Section 2.1.lb 

l-li Ellen, 

Thanks for responding so quick ly today(Fri. Sept.13-1 sent it yesterday with the wrong email). Further to our 
conversation: 

I believe this is an overly restrictive stipulation, that l believe many, if they were aware, would agree with. 

#1. 60m2 • 646 fu That's not big!! I thlnk. you agreed with that. That's a sma11 apt. but comfortable and 
adequate. 

#2. Based on this criteria, ifone wanted a 646 sq. ft. unit, they'd have to have at least a 1600 sq. ft. 
house( I 600x .40) 

If your house is, say 1000 sq. ft., which would be a lligh percentage of St. Catharines, you're out of luck, 
your house 

is TOO SMALL!! ! You could have a unit, however, the max. size would be 400 sq. ft.!! That's not 
adequate. 

#3. Under these restrictions, this by-law will take away the opportunity of many residents in St.Catharines to 
a) gain extra needed income and b) provide more affordable house possibilitfos for those 

searching. This is exactly 
U1e opposite to some of the stated purposes ofBill 140. 

Wl1at if you are a single parent, or anyone/couple/family who can only afford or wants a small 900 sq. ft. 
bungalow, 

and wants to supplement their income with an "accessory unit" in the basement? Either you have u max. 
360 sq. ft. 

(900 x 40%) unit downstairs, or TOO BAD, you can't do it because the by-law restricts you. 
This also restricts the m.unber of "decent-sized" units available to those searching, of which there are 

many as 
most know. By the way, I volunteer in a 24/7 shelter here in St. Catharines. and l see this issue first hand. 
Bill 140 calls upon municipal ities to make MORE affordable housing possible. not restrict i.t. Our city 
should not be simp1y paying ''lip-service" to these changes, while in reaJjty make it very difficult and 

unduJy 
restrictive. 

In my opinion, no % or number is appropriate. Youyourself, Ellen, responded with," smaller than the 
primary 
dwelling". The key word is simply SMALLER, that's it. lf it just has to be smaller, then why put a percentage 
or max. size? These units would more than likely never be bigger than the principal dwelling anyway. 

Another consideration is that ifthe lOOs, maybe 1000s, ofunits out there now. which have been 
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"illegal". would choose to get pennitted, many would be ovcrsi..~ed based on the by-law in Lhis neY. 
document. Besides upgrading possibly, they would have to shrink the units!! 

I call upon the city to more progressive and open in this matter. I would recommend an amendment to this 
by-law, imply replacing the "40%" and "60 sq.m" with the word " SJ\I \l l Flt". 

I will contact my city councillors to ask them to "repeal11 this part of the By-Law. It simply does not make 
sense to me as is. 

Roger 

Click here to repon this email as spam. 
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September 10, 2013 

Ellen Savoia, M.C.l.P., R.P.P. 
Planning and Development Services 
City ofSt. Catharines 
P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St Catharines, ON L2R 7C2 

Dear Ellen Savoia, 

I was talking to ,Britney Williamson who told me to put my concerns about the Comprehensive Zoning By-law draft 
in writing and send them to you. Thus, this letter. Specifically, 1am opposed to rescinding By-law No. 6609 
(Zoning Area No. 8) which prevents the parkfog ofutility trailers, recreation trailers, recreation vehicJes, and boats 
in residential areas within the City ofSt. Catharlnes. My reasons a:re as follows. First, trai ler, motor homes, and 
boats are made for particular locales, none qf which are residential , Trailers (campers) and motor homes belong in 
trailer or industrial parks; boats belong in marinas (plain and simple): that is what they were built for. If people can 
afford to buy these luxury items, they can afford to store them propecly. And propecly is not on a :residential street. 
Our real estate values art": among the lowest in the country (3rd or 4th from the bottom). Reseindiog By-law No. 6609 
will only drive them lower. Who is going to buy a house on a street that is littered with box trailers, camper trailers, 
speed boats, house boats, and grotesque motor homes? The present By-law No. 6609 (Zoning Area No. 8) should be 
extended to the whole city, not rescinded. Exte11ding is pwgressive; rescinding is regressive. Every municipality 
that Cknow (and l know several) have strict regulations against such violations. D id anyone check other 
municipalities outside ofNiagara? 

Second, when trailers and boats are parked in driveways, cars and small trucks inevitably end up being parked on 
our streetS, creating needless congestion. This, in turn, can lead to serious safety issues (like children being hit by 
oncoming traffic when riding their hicycles·around and between parked vehicles). Did anyone ~heck the status quo? 
Wherever we presently have parked trailers and boats in the city, we have s treet congestion and lots -0f it. Take a 
look. 

Third, street congestion creates unnecessary challenges for outside city workers. Street cleaners and snow plows 
have to work painstakingly around this mess (it costs the city time and affects efficiency). And garbage trucks block 
the street because they cannot ea5ily move in and out between parked vehicles. Did anyone ask these people about 
their frustrations with the present siruation? 

In summary, l repeat it is myopic to rescind By-Law No. 6609. fdeally, the issue should have been decided by a 
plebiscite in the fall elections. Nonrandom approaches to such Vital issues allow a fow malcontents (tl10se with 
vested int'erests and have the time, like RV owners) to decide for the many. A random survey ofthe electorate would 
be more democratic, less costly, and more representative of the people. 1 close with the o ld clkne: ff it ain't broke, 
don't fix it! By-law No. 6609, as it stands (stood), has worked well for the residents of Area 8 for many years and, 
as a result, should be extended to the whole city, not rescinded. 

Yours truly, 

SEP 1 2 2013 9CAW a 

FIL£NO 

Dr. G. Patrick O'Neill, -Professor Emeritus, Brock University 
. Riverview Blvd. 
St. Catharines, Ontario ­



roppose the whole bylaw your trying to put out here Page 1 of l 

I oppose th~ur trying to put out here CPo, 3'J.// V· c., 
Teresa Bolus - Cc ;YI u?~11-f...-'> 
Sent: Sunday, September 08, 2013 7:09 PM 
To: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 

September 8th 2013 : 6:55 pm 
I oppose the new bylaws as you are trying to regulate where people can park ahd what they can do with their own 
property. I reallze that permits are needed to contruct any buildings but i thin I< the city has gone too far when it 
comes to this whole bylaw that you have constructed. 
This would mean some people can park one and half vehicles in their driveway and that you cannot do what you 
want to do in your own back yard I mean so long as it is not growing drugs or raising cattle in a residential area. 
But to tell people where they can and canhOt park and if there basement is too low or too high what are you going 
to do tell people to reconstuct their homes get real ok !!!!!! Its not going to happen . I would love to have a paved 
driveway or coloured stone on the base of my house are you going to come and do it? It costs lots of money 
and your proposal has a bad taste . 

'Mly dont you concentrate on who does the complaining as Im sure that the people complaining have nothing 
better to do than sit around doing this and the parking enforcement needs to ticket all vehicles on the road that 
are in violation not just the one someone from timbuk two complained on as it was brought to my attention that 
the person doesnt even have to live in our city but can complain how absurd . 'Mly is It no one else gets a ticket 
on the street or adjoining streets for parking nope just me . Dont ya think hey someone just wants to harrass her 
as there were more than 15 other violations on the street and he only ticketed me. 
Do we live in communism right now as you are trying to tell people what they can do w ith property they own not 
you that they pay for not you how does this seem logical . Maybe the list of codes should be presented before 
buying a house I bet there would not be a Jot of house buying especially if you cannot park In the driveway you 
pay taxes on 

This is my submission into the meeting of OPPOSING the new bylaws 

Teresa Bolus 
• Parkview Rd St Catharines Ont 
L2M -5R8 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

https://majl.stcatbarincs.ca/owa/?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id= RgAAAAD%2bcchQMNAS... 13/09/2013 

https://majl.stcatbarincs.ca/owa/?ae=ltem&t=IPM.Note&id


Savoia, Ellen 

From: Victor Labreche 
Sent: August 28, 2013 11:39 AM 
To: Nistico-Dunk, Bonnie 
Cc: Savoia, Ellen; ZONEYOURSTCATHARlNES Website Information Mailbox; 'Leslie Smej kal '; 

Subject: Comments on the Proposed New Comprehensive Zoning By-law, St. Catliarines, ON. 
Attachments: 2013-08-28 ltr to St Catharines on draft ZBL.pdf 

Dear Ms. Nistico-Dunk, 

Hewer Paul'; OMear 
.com; 'Towle, Susan' 

Please accept the attached as our written comments on the above noted subject. Please confirm your receipt of this 
when you have a chance. 

Thank you, 

Victor Labreche, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Principal 

Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc. 
Professional Planners, Development Consultants, Project Managers 
s ilhum Drive 

..... 

www lpplan.com 

The 1nlom1ehon r..ontatned 111 1h1s n·mau is 1nHinded only lor 1he 1nd1vufu11I or ermty to whOrn 11 It adcresse.1 ts conto111~ (1nch1G1t1i;i any ;m,1·•r1m.}n~s1 l"lil> co~r,.,n 
conf1dcnt1al and/or pnv110god 1nforma11on If you are not an intended rec~pient '{O\l mui;t not use d1sc1osc d1ssem111.1te copy or 11nn1 1~ contunts 1vou •('cto••o •r11s 
e mail m error, plo;,.;e notify the sender by mpiy e-mail a11d permanently delt>1P. the lflcS$agc 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc. 
P rofessional Planners, Development Consultants, P roject Man agers 

V1A MAIL AND E-MAIL lbdvnk@stcatharlnes.ca) 

Our File: P-375-09 DD 

Auguat28, 2013 

Ma. Bonnie Nlstico-Dunk 
City Cieri< 
City of St. Catharlnes 
50 Church Street 
St. Catharlnes, Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

Dear Ms. Nlstloo-Ounk: 

Re: 	 Draft Zoning By-taw 
City of St. Cathartnes 

We represent A&W Food Services of Canada Inc., McDonald's Restaurants of Canada Ltd . the TDL 
Group Corp (operators and llcensors of Tim Hortons Restaurants), and Wendy's Restauraots of Canada 
Inc. as well as their Industry association, the Ontario Restaurant Hotel and Motel Association (ORHMA). 
We are providing this wrttten submission to you on behalf of our clients after having reviewed the 
proposed draft Zoning By-law to determine if the document would apply to our clients' current and future 
operating Interests. Please accept this as our wrttten submission on the subject matter. 

ORHMA is Canada's largest provincial hospitality Industry association. Representing over 11,000 
business establishments throughout Ontario, its members cover the full spectrum of food service and 
accommodation establishments and they worf( dosely with Its members in the quick servk::e restaurant 
industry on mattera refated to drive-through review, regulations and guidelines. 

With the assistance of Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc., ORHMA has a strong record of working 
collaboratively with municipalities throughout the Province to develop mutually satlsfactory regulations 
and guldellnes that are fair and balanced In both approach and Implementation for existing and new drive­
through facilities ("DTF•). These planning-based solutions are most often specific urban design 
guidelines for drive-through facilities and may Include specific zoning by-law regulations that typically 
relate to minimum justified stacking (queuing) requirements and setbacks relative to the actual 
DTF/queuing lane of the restaurant. 

The draft Zoning By-law contains several policies pertaining to the development of a OTF including a 
minimum length of a stacking lane and requirement for where the DTF can be located on the site. 

Based on our review of these policies, we object to the following: 

3. 15 Drive-Thro Facility 
a) A drlve-thru facility, including stacking lanes snd service ereas shan not be 
located between the face of the building and s public road. 

We disagree with the prevention of a DTF being located between the face of the building and a public 
road as this would require all OTF to be located in the rear or side yards alld not In the front yard. This is 
not appropriate as Section 3.5 of the draft By-law permits a parking space or parking area within ml)'. yard 
but is not permitted to encroach into any required landscape buffer. DTF are no different in terms of 

Trillium Drive , K i tc h ener, O ntario i.- • I 

mailto:lbdvnk@stcatharlnes.ca
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"impacts• compared to a parking area especially when designed in accordance with the provisions of the 
By-law. For example, parking areas in the front and exterior side yards of sites within Employment Zones 
must be designed In accordance with Section 7.3.6 which requires parking areas in the front and/or 
exterior side yard shall be: 

a) Paved with concrete or asphalt; 
b) Defined by poure<$ concrete curbing; and 
c) Clearly marked With pavement markings for each parking space 

If ~ DTF Is developed in the front/exterior side yard, ls paved with concretelasphall, defined with poured 
concrete curbing, and clearly marked with pavement markings, then there will be very little difference 
between the DTF and a parking area with a drive aisle and parking spaces. As such, DTF should be 
permitted within any yard to be consistent with the parking area provisions. 

We also request a minor amendment to the wording In Section 3.15.1, specifically the word 'tandem ': 

Use 

Restaurant 
All other uses 

Minimum number of stacking lane 
tandem oarklno soaces 

10 spaces 
3 spaces 

Many restaurant service providers have started to develop restaurants with double-stacking lanes 
consisting of two side-by-side lanes of tandem parking spaces which merge into one lane as vehicles 
approach the pick-up window. These new stacking lanes Increase service speed and often result In a 
more compact site layoul Using the word 'tandem' is not necessary and we request that It be simply 
deleted from the above section/table. 

Based on the above, we reserve the right to provide additional comments regarding the potential impact 
of the proposed draft Zoning B-law on our clients' current and future operating interests based on any 
future drafts of the proposed new City of St Catharines Comprehensive Zoning By-law. Thank you for 
your consideration to our comments herein and we look forward to working with you to mutually resolve 
our concerns. 

Finally, please also consider this letter our formal request to be provided wtth copies of all future notices, 
reports, and Committee and/or Council considerations and resolutions related to the proposed draft 
Zoning By-law for the City of St. Catharines. 

Yours truly, 

Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc. 


f. ft 

Victor Labreche, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Princlpal 

VU}v 

Copy: Ellen Savo/a, Planner, City ofSt. Catherfnes 
(via email only: esavoia@stcetharines.ee> 

zonavourstaefherines@stcafharines.ca 

Clients (e-mail only) 



' Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc. 
Professional P lanners, Developme nt Consult ants, P roject Managers 

VIA MAIL AND E-MAIL fbdunk@stcatharines.ca) 

DISTRtG rrtON 
Our File: P-375-09 DD 	 Staff:~ 

Copl.. to: 
August26,2013 res:___ 
Ms. Bonnie Nistico-Dunk PDs.,....V' -~ t..s: _____City Clerk 
City of St. Catharines HR: ___ 

~-"""'i!"--~f-''____..._._,,__~-...--150 Church Street 
FIRE:,__St. Catharines, Ontario ..-~-t-·~ ~--------1--1 

L2R 7C2 FA,S:__ 
FILE ~o &o. ?;, "S'" • / J, y· C,../ i::r.r.s____ 

Dear Ms. Nistico-Dunk: 	 CAO/f.tAYOR_:__ 

Re: 	 Draft Zoning By-law 
City of St. Catharines 

We represent A&W Food Services of Canada Inc., McDonald's Restaurants of Canada Ltd,, the TDL 
Group Corp. (operators and licensors of Tim Hortons Restaurants), and Wendy's Restaurants of Canada 
Inc. as well as their industry association, the Ontario Restaurant Hotel and Motel Association (ORHMA). 
We are providing this written submission to you on behalf of our clients after having reviewed the 
proposed draft Zoning By-law to determine if the document would apply to our clients' current and future 
operating interests. Please accept this as our written submission on the subject matter. 

ORHMA is Canada's largest provincial hospitality industry association. Representing over 11 i000 
business establishments throughout Ontario, its members cover the full spectrum of food service and 
accommodation establishments and they work closely with its members in the quick service restaurant 
industry on matters related to drive-through review, regulations and guidelines. 

With the assistance of Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc., ORHMA has a strong record of working 
collaboratively with municipalities throughout the Province to develop mutually satisfactory regulations 
and guidelines that are fair and balanced in both approach and implementation for existing and new drive­
through facilities ("DTF'). These planning-based solutions are most often specific urban design 
guidelines for drive-through facilities and may include specific zoning by-law regulations that typically 
relate to minimum justified stacking (queuing) requirements and setbacks relatNe to the actual 
DTF/queuing lane of the restaurant. 

The draft Zoning By-law contains several policies pertaining to the development of a DTF including a 
minimum length of a stacking lane and requirement for where the DTF can be located on t.he sfte. 

Based on our review of these policies, we object to the following: 

3. 15 Drive-Thru Facility 
a) A drive-thru faciuty, including stacking lanes and service areas shall not be 
located between the face of the building and a public road. 

We disagree with the prevention of a DTF being located between the face of the building and a public 
road as this would require all DTF to be located in the rear or side yards and not in the front yard. This is 
not appropriate as Section 3.5 of the draft By-law permits a parking space or parking area within 2m'. yard 
but is not permitted to encroach into any required landscape buffer. DTF are no different in terms of 

- T ri llium Drive, Kitch e ner, Ontario ~ • I 

mailto:fbdunk@stcatharines.ca


I 

2 


"impacts" compared to a parking area especially when designed in accordance with the provisions of the 
By-law. For example, parking areas in the front and exterior side yards of sites within Employment Zones 
must be designed in accordance with Section 7.3.6 which requires parking areas in the front and/or 
exterior side yard shall be: 

a) Paved with concrete or asphalt; 
b) Defined by poured concrete curbing; and 
c) Clearly marked with pavement markings for each parking space 

If a DTF is developed in the front/exterior side yard, is paved with concrete/asphalt, defined with poured 
concrete curbing, and clearly marl<ed with pavement markings, then there will be very little difference 
between the DTF and a parking area with a drive aisle and parking spaces. As such, DTF should be 
permitted within any yard to be consistent with the parking area provisions. 

We also request a minor amendment to the wording in Section 3.15.1, specifically the word 'tandem': 

Use Minimum number of stacking lane 
tandem oarkina soaces 

Restaurant 10 soaces 
All other uses 3 spaces 

Many restaurant service providers have started to develop restaurants with double-stacking lanes 

consisting of two side-by-side lanes of tandem parking spaces which merge into one lane as vehicles 

approach the pick-up window. These new stacking lanes increase service speed and often result in a 

more compact site layout. Using the word 'tandem' is not necessary and we request that it be simply 

deleted from the above section/table. 


Based on the above, we reserve the rigtit to provide additional comments regarding the potential Impact 

of the proposed draft Zoning B-law on our clients' current and future operating interests based on any 

future drafts of the proposed new City of St. Catharines Comprehensive Zoning By-law. Thank you for 

your consideration to our comments herein and we look forward to working with you to mutually resolve 

our concerns. 


Finally, please also consider this letter our formal request to be provided with copies of all future notices, 

reports, and Committee and/or Council considerations and resolutions related to the proposed draft 

Zoning By-law for the City of St Catharines. 


Yours truly, 

Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc. 


f ft 

Victor Labreche, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Prlnclpal 

VUjv 

Copy: Ellen Savoia, Planner, City ofSt. Catharines 
(via email only: esavoia@stcatharines.ca> 

zone vourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca 

Clients (e-mail only) 
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- James Stteet 
St. Catharines, Ontario-

August 26, 2013 

Judy Pihach , MCIP, RPP, 
Manager, Planning Services 
City of St. Catharines 
50 Church Street- Box 3012 
St. Catharines, Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

Dear Sirs: 

Draft New Proposed Zoning By-Law 

I would like to comment on the new St. Cathai;incs proposed zoning by-law ("Zone Your St. 

Catharines Zoning By-Law, Draft March 18, 2013"). I appreciate your e fforts to make t. 

Catharines a green city but I believe you are not addressing the reasons people arc not 
coming to the downtown area to begin \Vith. One of these reasons, and l hear this all rhe 
time, is the parking issue which you covet in Section 3 - General ParkingProvisions of Lhc 
draft zoning by-law. 

You arc to be commended for trying to make people realize that the parking spots are no t so 
far away from their destination (St. Catbarines Standard, Juoe 6, 2013). I have now seen some 
of the s:igns up and they are very visible which is nice. However, Mr. Jacobson's statement 
"there's a misconception there isn't enough parking available downtown" 1s not accurate. J 
feel there are some points you have no t considered in your Plan. 

My concerns for the parking in the downtown area ate as follows: 

1. 	 The Wot:k:iog Public: 
One gets the impression when you look around the downtown area that there are a lot 

of parking lo ts but when you take the time to look into tJ1em, the Sp.ace is acrually very 
limited. For example: 

• 	 Lake & William Street lot (where Bethlehem Place is located a.tone end of the lot) ­
this lot has b een sold aod people have been told they will not be able to park there, 
or it will be limited parking until a decision is made what the new owners want to do; 
I understand ano ther condominium is going up but they might leave a few spaces for 
parking 
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• 	 The lot across from the court house on James Street - you telephone a aumbcr on 

the sign and provide someone who answers with your credit card information - as a 
result of this the lot only has perhaps 10 cars in it at a time (would you want to give 
your credit card info to a stranger on the phone?). Lately T've seen a very large van 

parked there, with the words "Pay Here" painted on it, (I would still question rbe 

validity of this). 

• 	 LO\ver level parking lot - people have been lcicked out for the arena 

• 	 TI1e former Standard building- where will the staff be parking once they have to be 

out of the Queen Street address permanently (even more spots gone) 

• 	 Carlisle Street parking ramp - $81 to $95 a month to park - everyone tells me it is 

too expensive for the working class and in many cases too far away from their offices 

• 	 Ontario Street parking ramp - price bas gone up to $81.50/month - many still say 
this ii; too expensive and when desperate and they call the City for a spot arc o ften 
told the lot is full 

• 	 Less than a hand full of spots were behind the former store ''Three" but people have 
now been kicked out because La Scala has moved in 

• 	 Lot owned by the Student Residence on Ontario Street (formerly known as lhe 

Welland House) - reasonably priced at $50 but iris full 

• 	 Lot on James Street, close to Lake Street, between Lake and Raymohd - full; 

• 	 Race Street city lot will be closed shortly; 

• 	 William Street on the south side of the street, between King and Church - this lot 1 

understand, is used for the Niagata Regional staff and the general public cannot park 
there 

These lots were all full befote with downtown workets and the people who have been 

displaced must find new spots. This is just a sampling of the lots in town. 

2. 	 Living Downtown: 

• 	 you simply can't have people working AND living downtown and still ha\'C enough 
parking spaces for both - people who live downtown are not necessaril}' going to be 
gone during the day to open up spaces for the people corning into work (especially 
when you think homeowners can park in a municipal lot) 
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• 	 there are many buildings downtown now (many turned int0 apartments) ,vith no 
parking and will be competing with new development for pa.tking spaces 

• 	 why should a person who just spent thousands of dollars on their new borne have to 

pay another $40 to $100/ month fnr a parking space 

• 	 anyone who can afford to buy one of the new condominiums will definitely own a 
car - where are they going to put it when you are reducing the number of spots a 
contractor has to have pet unit 

• 	 it is inconvenient not to park beside your home - you have -groceries to carry, 
parcels, briefcases, etc. 

• 	 attracting young people to downtown - they are most certainly going to have a 
vehicle and will need a parking space 

• 	 Section 11.3(k) of the "St. Catharines Official Plan (August 27, 2012)" St;.'ltes that 

underground and structured parking facilities are desirable. J'vlany people fee~ myself 
included, that underground lots are not safe 

• 	 even if you do ride a bicycle, the majority of the people still own a car - it is still too 

impractical not to own a car today 

• 	 in condominiums and high rises, there are only a limited number of parking spots 
allocated for visitors; the condo owner is only supposed to use one visitor spot; if 
you were td have friends/family over and you're living downtown, where is the 
second or third car to par.k?; and please don't tell me they can car pool because 
generally people come from various areas of the Niagara Peninsula 

With respect ro snow removal time: 

• 	 The reason people park on the road overnight is because there is no parking spots at 
theit buildings now 

• 	 for many, Carlisle parking ramp and Ontario St. tamp arc too fat away to park their 

car overnight 

• 	 and it's not safe tQ leave your car there overnight 

• 	 more importantly though, By~law 89-305 clearly states you cannot leave your vehicle 
in a public lot overnight unless you have a permit. 
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• 	 the newspaper said there were lots of empty spots aftet hours and on weekends ­
this is not so - many are privately owned and you will be towed if you pi:u:k there ­
and it bas been done (especially if they see your car when they come in the night to 
plough) (they have even towed people during special events in the City) 

• 	 and if it is okay to park in a particular lot, will that lot be plowed so that you're not 
stuck in there in the morning 

3. 	 Shopping Downtown: 

• 	 whether it is true or not, people have the perception that they have further to walk ro 

a srore if they are parked in the parking ramp; the perception is in people's minds 
and if they can't park close enough to the stores they will not come 

• 	 people ate spoiled and don't enjoy shopping outside in the bad weather (generally 

speaking) and so want to park close to the store they are interested in 

• 	 people simply don't like to pay for their parking 

• 	 your "pop up" patios are a great idea but ate eliminating more parking spaces 

• 	 you have temporarily closed off James Street between Church and King, eliminating 
more parking spaces 

• 	 most of the ground parking lots are not available for hourly parking; 

4. 	 Summary: 

• 	 you can still make the parking lots attractive whether they belong to a condo building 
or a privately owned lot fot general parking by enforcing your Downtown U rban 
Design Guidelines (and perhaps give current lot owners some type o f incentive to 

spruce their lots up now) 

• 	 if you are intent on being a "green city" (which J believe is a good thing), you should 
show the initiative and can start urith the Ontario Street parking ramp; this could he 

better landscaped on the William Street side; you could eas.ily have some nicer shade 
trees with some benches, etc.; working people would flock there during their lunch 
hours and breaks; the same with the William Street lot where the Region is parking 

• 	 if you would let the police take the Hotel Dieu spot, this would open more spots up 
for parking 

• 	 Carlisle parking (and Ontario Street) is too e,xpensive for the average working person 
to park monthly 
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• 	 and now in the summer you ha:ve your pop up patios taking away even more spaces 

• 	 Section 11.3(m) of the proposed The Garden Ci~ Plan states that " ... with the purpose 
of reducing or eliminating parking requirements for commercial and residential 
development... " The people I have spoken to says the reason they do not shop 
downtown now is because parking is hard to come by 

I live and work downtown and do want to see the downtown area thrive . .l promote 
downtown every chance I can. Bu t if you don't make it convenient for shoppers, they simply 
won't come. And homeowners won't come if they ha.ve to pay an additional fee to park 
their car, particularly if it is not beside their home. I ha,~e to pay $40 to park my car and it is 
across the street and down 3 lots from my apartment. Now that doesn't sound like a big 
deal but it is when you are cai:rying groceries, parcels, etc. or the weather is not nice. To a 
homeowner these things some trivial but to an apartment/condominium dweller, these ate 

everyday headaches. 

I khow parking lots can be unsightly but you can make any new lots or spaces abide by your 
"Downtown Urban Design Guidelines". You could also have the current lots abide by these 
guidelines as well and certainly any ground lots owned by the City should be doing this now. 

1 sincerely hope you will reconsider yout: plans for reducing/eliminating the number of 
parking spots in the downtown area as I have always felt strongly that parking was a major 

hold back for people to come downtown. 

I challenge the Mayor and all City Councillors to live downtown for a year and discover just 

how day to day living really works with or without a car. 

Thank you for your time. 

Yours trulv, 

·Michele Rouse 

cc: 	 Councillor Mark Elliot, Ward 4 
Councillor Mathew Siscoe, Ward 4 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FYI 

KB 

Blozowski, Kevin 
August 20, 2013 2:44 PM 
Savoia, Ellen; Bellows, Bruce 
FW: "Conservation Area" pictures 
ash# l.JPG; ash#2.JPG; ash#3.J PG; ash#4.JPG 

From: briannarhi 
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2013 2:20 PM 
To: Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject: ''Conservation Area" pictures 

Howdy KWB, 

I've attached some photos for you, so you can see what the new "Conservation Area" at the rear of Jarrow Road and the 
adjacent areas of Cherie Rd Park looks like. These will illustrate some of the concerns that I have about this area, which I 
pointed out in my e-mail to you, and which we can discuss next week. 

In this e-mail, I have attached photos of four of my five LARGE ash trees--1 believe that they're all about 60-75 years old. 
My back yard also contains a couple of maples, a spruce, a small tulip tree and a magnolia, and a couple of heirloom fruit 
trees which I haven't taken pictures of this time. 

I will send some creek erosion photos in another e-mail. 

CCB. 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FYI 

KB 

Blozowski, Kevin 
August 20, 2013 2:45 PM 
Savoia, Ellen; Bellows, Bruce 
FW: creek erosion photos 
creek-southwest.JPG; creek-southeast.JPG; creek-widest point.JPG; creek-Cherie 
Park.JPG 

From: briannarhi 
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2013 2:29 PM 
To: Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject: creek erosion photos 

Here are pictures of the creek erosion, which is a problem for everyone on the south side of Jarrow. This creek was 
narrow enough when I was a child that we could step across it. Due to subdivision development upstream from us. and 
the storm sewer run-off which used to flow into the creek (maybe stil l does?) this creek can turn into a raging freshet In a 
matter of minutes, and can subside as quickly. But in the process, it erodes the creek banks terribly. At its widest point on 
my property, this creek measures about 25 feet from edge of bank to edge of bank. And it's about a 7 foot drop from the 
top of the bank to the creek bottom. As you can see, in the one photo, my century old sugar maple is having it's roots 
undercut now. It's just a matter of time until this tree topples over across the creek, as have several of the smaller trees 
growing right along the banks. There used to be a wide bit of flat land on the opposite side of the creek in my backyard, 
which has all but been eroded away. The creek beyond my property line is not being remediated (unlike other sections of 
Walker's Creek), and as a result it's an eyesore, and a real breeding ground for mosquitoes---as if the park adjacent to 
Jarrow, which is not being maintained in any way, 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

l 





.... .... ,.. ~"'()'lniw4!11!-.l"-.....___•____ --l 

CI-IURCH OF THE TRANSFIGURATION 
Diocese of Niagara Anglican Church of canada 

• Glenrldge Avenue. St Catharines. ­

August 20t11
, 2013 

Office of City Clerk 
City of St Catharines 
PO Box 3012 
50 Church St. ·~ ~~\+- AUG 2 3 Z013 .c4wCl 

f.St. Catharines, ON 
L2R 7C2 

'l.'o.I:"° '10. ~5 . t\ " . c...
To Whom It May Concern: 


The Church of the Transfiguration is in the process of obtaihing appropriate licenses and 

permits for its columbarium that has been operating on site since 1984. In light of recent 

changes to the Funeral Burial and Cremation Services Act (FBCSA) we want to ensure that 

we are in full compliance with the new regulations. We are completing an Application for 

Consent to Establish, Alter or Increase the Capacity ofa Cemetery and to Establish a 

Crematorium on Cemetery Land. In addition, we are completing an Application for a 

Cemetery Operator's Licence. 


In order to ensure compliance, the application requires wtitteh approval from the City of 

St. Catharines to operate our columbarium. In addition to written approval, we require a 

copy of the Approval Notice as published by the Municipality. This Approval Notice must be 

published in the local paper. 


Our columbarium is located at 320 Glenridge Avenue in the chapel of our church. It has 

seventy-two (72) niches, forty (40) of which are occupied. Twelve (12) other niches are 

empty and have been reserved. Twenty (ZO) niche.s are empty and available for future use. 

Each niche can hold two urns. 


We would be happy to provide you with any information necessary to grant us written 

approval from the municipality. Please contact our church office administrator, Rebecca 

Sinan with any requests. She can be reached on weekday mornings at (905) 684-0722, 

electronically at office@thetransfiguration.ca or at our mailing <lddress: 

320 Glenridge Ave. 
 DISTRIBUTIONSt. Catharines, ON 
L2T 3K7 

We look forward to hearing from you. Copiet to: 

RECEIVED TES:. ::::>' o 
Regards, PD:S .• I.. ~ , 
a;~ AUG 2 3 2Dl3 LS: V &.­Rebecca Sinan 

CITY CLERK'S OFFICE Office Administrator HR:--­ST. CATHAHINE$,ONTARIO 
~tRE:-­

FMS:-­
a:x:.S> ­

CAO/MAYOR.-.•­

mailto:office@thetransfiguration.ca


Savoia, Ellen 

From: Blozowsld, Kevin 
Sent: August 19, 2013 3:57 PM 
To: ' bri annarhi~ 
Cc: Savoia, Ellen; Bellows, Bruce 
Subject: RE: re-zoning questions 

HiCCb 

The shorl answe1 1s t11at the proposed zoning follows dJrectly from 1t1e NPCA regulated floocfplam Dnd valley 
land related regulations and t/1at the City's Official Plan ( 1e the zoning has to be m compliance w1tl1 the Off1c1al 
Ptan).As suc/1 we are obliged to change t/1e zonmg now m order lo comply w1ll1 the Plan Furthet the zoning 
does not allow any more access to private property than is currenlfy allowed It may make it easier from an 
admmistrative perspective to allow creek remediation in the future. The City would not come m on private 
p1operty to clean underbrush etc. I think you would have to approach MPAC in order to see if any tax relief 
could be had. 

Lfyou like we coLJld meet with you and I have copied my colleagues on the zoning team your comments below 
and my response. We are in a lime crunch this week as to completing the final draft of the by-Jaw lwwever 1f 

you'd like to sit down with us for an l10ur or so next week let me know and we can arrange. If affirmative let me 
know what yow schedule looks like 

Regards 

KB 

From: briannarhi 
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 2:09 PM 
t o: Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject: re-zoning questions 

Howdy KWB, 

I'm still a little bit puzzled and concerned, as are my neighbours, as to why the city wishes to rezone the back portJons of 
our properties on Jarrow as natural/conservation areas. 

I think what has us a little concerned ---if we are reading the new zoning regulations properly--- is the fact that it appears 
that we will still retain legal ownership over the part that is being re-zoned, but that our full use and enjoyment of the 
property will be greatly curtailed. ie, if we can't build sheds or other structures on It, limitations re: tree removal &c. &c. &c. 
I doubt that any of us will be building boat ramps back there. 

If the new zoning goes through, and if that land is re-zoned as natural area, I have a few questions. They might sound 
like dumb questions, but I really don't know all the legal rights that this new zoning would create for me and my 
neighbours as adjoining owners. 

1) Is this paving the way for a possible future expropriation of that land? Why rezone it now at this particular point In time? 
2) will it be any easier for creek remediation to be done? 
3) will there be any clean-up efforts made on the adjacent greenbelt areas? (part of Cherie Road Park, Lot 606 on Plan 
111.) It's not a big area of park adjacent to my house, but it's a tangled mess of underbrush-- some poison ivy out there, 
stinging nettle, and TONS of mosquitoes which can be a concern now with West Nile. Also, the park is fi lled with ash 
trees that will eventually succumb to the ash beetle-some I think might already be Infected-the dead and dying ash 
trees will eventually pose a danger to anyone using that park for recreational purposes 

http:Ptan).As


4) if it is re-zoned as conservation area, does that give the city or Conservation Authority the right to enter into the 
property to, lefs say, build a walking trail--and does it give hikers the right to make use of our backyards as a spot to 
camp out if they so decide. 
5) would there be any tax relief for the property owners on Jarrow? because if we can't fully enjoy the property once it's 
re-zoned, and since we have all lost a substantial amount of land through creek erosion, is there any grounds for 
appealing our assessments? 

Inquiring minds want to know. I can always meet with you to sit down and have a chat about this, if it's too much to 
answer via e-mail. 

Mr. 8. 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Paul Speck 
Sen.t: August 6, 2013 9:27 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: RE: Henry of Pelham 

Hi Ellen, 

The original intention of the email was to formalize what we would like to do and ask for comments. After speaking 
with Jim a couple of weeks ago it is clear we need to do a revision to the by · law for the Old Barn/hospitality project. 
Converting the existing farm barn into offices is not an issue for the city and from the latest correspondence from the 
NEC it looks like it will not be an issue with them. I have separated the two projects dealing with the offices first . Jim 
was to get me a letter of support or at least a letter that states the city has no issue with the office project and once we 
have approval from the NEC we will be submitting for a city building perm ft. I have not received it yet. If there is 
something I need to fill out to getthe ball rolling on the Barn/hospitality project or if this and the previous email will 
work please let me know. 

Thanks 

Paul 

Paul Speck 
President 

-Pelham Rd. 
St. Catharin~s, Ontario 
L2R-6P7 

··---Original Message----­
From: Savoia, Ellen [mailto:esavoia@stcatharines.ca] 
Sent : Friday, August 02, 2013 4:39 PM 
To: Paul Speck 
Subject: RE: Henry of Pelham 

Hello Paul 
We are reviewing all of the comments we received regarding the draft zoning by-law. Your letter and email received 
June 3 outline concerns with current NEC policies an-0 your development plans. I am unclear if your comments are also 
intended as requests for revisions to the draft zoning by-law. Could you please confirm if you are looking for revision to 
the draft by-law. 
Thank you 
Ellen Savoia 
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-----Original Message----­

From: Paul Speck 
Sent: June 3, 2013 3:12 PM 
To: patrick.robson@niag.araregion.ca 
Cc: Riddell, Jim; Bellows, Bruce; Savoia, Ellen; kblozwski@stcatharines.ca; Oakes, David; McMullan, Brian; 
brian.batv@niagararegion.ca; GNCC; Briggs, Colin 
Subject: Henry of Pelham 

Hi Everyone, 

Thank you again for taking the time to meet with me. I have enclosed my first draft on our project. Any comments will 

be helpful. 

Please feel free to contact me at anytime. 

Thanks 

Paul 

Paul Speck 
President 

~ 
St. Catharines, Ontario 
L2'R-6P7 

- City of St. Catharines Confidentiality Notice ­

The information contained in this communication, including any attachments, may be confidehtial, is intend·ed only for 
the use of the recipient(s) named above and may be legally privileged. If the reader of this message is not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, disclosure or copying of this communication 
or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please re-send this· 
communication to the sender and permanently delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
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Savoia, Ellen Ct PG\<Xbea b 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paul Speck 
August 6, 2013 9:27 AM 
Savoia, Ellen 
RE: Henry of Pelham 

Hi Ellen, 

The original intention of the emai l was to formalize what we would like to do and ask for comments. After speaking 
with Jim a couple of weeks ago it is clear we need to do a revision to the by - law for the Old Barn/hospitality project. 
Converting the existing farm barn into offices is not an issue for the city and from the latest correspondence from the 
NEC it looks like it will not be an issue with them. I have separated the two projects dea ling with the offices first. Jim 
was to get me a letter of support or at least a letter that states the cit y has no issue with the office project and once we 
have approval from the NEC we will be submitting for a city bui lding permit. I have not received it yet. If there is 
something I need to fill out to get the ball rolling on the Barn/hospitality project or if this and the previous email will 
work please let me know. 

Thank.s 

Paul 

Paul Speck 
President 

- Pelham Rd. 
St. Catharines, Ontario 
L2R-6P7 

-----Original Message----­
From: Savoia, Ellen [mailto:esavoia@stcatharines.ca] 
Sent: Friday, August 02, 2013 4:39 PM 
To: Paul Speck 
Subject: RE: Henry of Pelham 

Hello Paul 
We are reviewing all of the comments we received regarding the draft zon ing by-law. Your letterand email received 
June 3 outline cone-ems with current NEC polkies and your development plans. I am unclear if your comments are also 
intended as requests for revisions to the draft zoning by-law. Could you please confi rm if you are looking for revision to 
the draft by-law. 
Thank you 
Ellen Savoia 

mailto:mailto:esavoia@stcatharines.ca


• --- :original Message----­
From: Paul Speck 
Sent: June 3, 2013 3:12 PM 
To: patrick.robson@niagararegion.ca 
Cc: Riddell, Jim; Bellows, Bruce; Savoia, Ellen; kblozwski@stcatharines.ca; Oakes, David; McMullan, Brian; 
brian.baty@niagararegion.ca; GNCC; Briggs, Colin 
Subject: Henry of Pelham 

Hi Everyone, 

Thank you again for taking the time to meet with me. I have enclosed my first draft on our project. Any comments will 
be helpful. 

Please feel free to contact me at anytime. 

Thanks 

Paul 

Paul Speck 
President 

- Pelham Rd. 
St. Catharines, Ontario 
L2R-6P7 

- City of St. Catharines Confidentiality Notice ­

The information contained In this communication, Including any attachments, may be confidential, is intended only for 
the use of the recipient(s) named above and may be legally privileged. If the reader of this message is not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, disclosure or copying of this communication 
or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please re-send this 
communication to the sender and permanently delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Ken Mech 
Sent:. August 2, 2013 10:28 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: RE:- Churctm Queenston Street 

Hi Ellen, 


The church I was calling about is a..Queenston Street. It is called Westview Christian Fellowship. 


Ken 


From: esavoia@stcatharines.ca 

To:~ 
CC: bbellows@stcatharines.ca; kblozowski@stcatharines.ca 

Subject: Westminst er Church • Queenston Street 
Dat e: Thu; 1 Aug 2013 17:35:14 +0000 

Hi Ken 

Please find attached t he site specific zoning by-law that includes . Queenston Street. Thank you for 
advising me that we had omitted zoning the lands Institutional. The revised draft zoning by-law, to be 

released t his September t o t he public will zone the lands 12. 

Ellen Savoia, M .C. l.P., R.P.P. 

Planner 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
Phone 905-688-5601, ext. 1752 
TTY 905-688-4889 

Help zone your St Catharines! Take our surveys at 
http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp and visit us on facebook at 
www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines 

- City of St. Catharines Confidentia lity Not ice ­
The information contained in this communication, including any attachments. may be confidential, is intended only for the 
use of the recipient(s) named above and may be legally privileged. 
If the reader of this message ls not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination. 
distribution, disclosure or copying of this communication or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. 
If you have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender and permanently 
delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 

Please consider the environment before print ing this email. 

Cl ick here to report this email as spam. 

www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines
http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp
mailto:kblozowski@stcatharines.ca
mailto:bbellows@stcatharines.ca
mailto:esavoia@stcatharines.ca
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Savoia, Ellen 
Sent: August l , 2013 1:35 PM 
To: 'kenmech 
Cc: Bellows, Bruce; Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject: Westminster Church • Queenston Street 
Attachments: 2010-219.pdf 

Hi Ken 
Please find attached the site specific zoning by-law that include- Queenston Street. Thank you for advising me 
that we had omitted zoning the lands Insti tutional. The revised draft zoning by-law, to be released this September to 
the public will zone the lands 12. 

Ellen Savoia, M.C.l.P., R.P.P. 
Planner 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
Phone 905-688-5601, ext. 1752 
TTY 905-688-4889 

Help zone your St. Catharinesl Take our surveys at 
http ://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp and visit us on facebook at 
www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines 

1 
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Savoia, Ellen 

July 31, 2013 11:45 AM 
From: 	 Glenn 
Sent: 
To: 	 Savoia, Ellen 
Cc: 	 Riddell, Jim 
Subject: 	 Draft CZB - R3 
Attachments: 	 2013 07 31 Suggested R3 for CZB.PDF 

Hi again, Ellen 

Here are my comments on Section 5.6 - R3: 

The principles are simi lar: 

1. 	 Front-loaded, Rear-loaded and Site Development should be treated differentJy 
2. 	 For Front-loaded lots the minimum frontage should be based upon the narrowest practical house, (the 

same for detached, semis & townhouses) including dri veway or garage + side-yards 
3. 	 For Rear-loaded lots the minim um frontage should be based upon the narrowest practical house, (the 

same for detached, semis & townhouses) + side-yards. 
4. 	 Site Development should be controlled primarily by Site Plan Control witb zoned minimum densi ty, 

minimum access and maximum height. 

The differences between the RJ areas and the R2 & RI areas are: 

I . They are typically on busier streets 
2. 	 The frontage lots are frequently not as deep 
3. 	 Most buildings wil l be 2-storeys or more 
4. 	The apartment form will be permitted 

Therefore, for Front-loaded lots in my opinion we should discourage driveways and garages but permit smal ler 
lots. However the urban design elements should still control the minimum widths. 

In my suggested Section 5.6. for Front-loaded lots 1 have used the following principles: 

I. 	 Majntaining a rnaximw11 60% garage to dwelling width is critical 

1 



2. 	 Maintainjng a ma,ximum 50% front yard parking is critical. Per my approach with RI & R2 I would 
apply the rute "3m maximum width for lots up to 12m and 6m max imum width for lots 12m and 
wider" 

3. 	 Using a minimum house width of 6m (20') for detached, semi, & townhouse lots. This width maintains 
#I & #2 above. 

4. 	 Permitt ing shallower lots. Minimum areas are based upon a nominal lot depth of25m (82'). 
5. 	 Exterior side yards need not be greater than interior side yards 

ln my suggested Section 5.6, for Rear-loaded lots r have used the following principles: 

1. 	 Using a minjmum house width of 4.6m ( 14') for detached. semi, & townhouse lots. 
2. 	 Maintaining a maximum 75% rear-yard parking. Per my approach with R 1 & R2 l would apply the ruJe 

"3m maximum width for lots up to Sm and 6m maximum width for lots 8m and wider" 
3. 	 Permitting shallower lots. Minimum areas are based upon a nominal lot depth of 30m (I 00). 
4. 	 Exterior side yards need not be greater than interior side yards. 

Jn my suggested Section 5.6, for Site Development I have used the following principles: 

I. 	The zoning should control the density, height, access and pavement coverage only. Setbacks should be 
contro lled by SPC. 

2. 	 For ground-oriented housing (detached, townhouses etc.) Lfind that there is no need to have more than 
35% pavement coverage. Buildings don' t generally exceed 35% coverage. Therefore landscaping ends 
up at least 30%. The 30% is fine as long as it is in the right location - another renson to control through 
SPC rather than zoning. 

3. 	 For apartments, at-grade parking should be discouraged for residents . Visitor parking should be at grade 
because underground parking is frequently contro.lled through security systems. 

4. 	 For apartments with underground parking. there is no .need to go bjgher than 4 storeys because the 
garage-level floor plate wouldn't provide enough parking for more unless it was more than one leveJ 
deep or beyond the buiJdjng foot-print. Thjs is economically imprac1ical for the RJ areas and will likely 
be for a very long time. Therefore, in my opinion the height can be restricted to 4 storeys in the R3 areas 
if the pavement area is restricted to 15%. The end result would be a dramatic improvement in urban 
design for apartment sites over what has developed to date and what is presentJ y in the Draft CZB. 

5. 	 Rather than defining "height" in meters, perhaps it would be better to control the number ofstoreys. 
Height is tricky because of varying ceiling heights. roof designs etc. 

6. 	 For all Site Development, the street access need only provide for a driveway (6m), a sidewalk ( 1.2m) 
and landscape buffer (total perhaps Sm). Therefore a minimum street access of I2m width should be 
acceptable & narrower for some small townhouse sites. 

ADDENDUM to my notes on Section 3.8 Residential Parking Coverage 

J believe that the provisions of this section should be moved to each of the zone charts Rl, JU, R3 & R4. 

l . 	 They shouJd be different for each zone 
2 



2. Because they control what goes on a lot, they should be "up front" together with minimum areas 
setbacks etc. 

I haven't produced sketches to illustrate the results of my comments because I am running out of time. However, I 
would be pleased to do so if you think that they would be helpful. 

Cheers for now, 

Glenn Barr, P.Eng., CNU-A 

Barr Associates 
eighbourhood Development Consultants 

Tulip Tree Common 
St. Catharines, ON ­

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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5.5.1 

' 

S.6 Provisions for Residential (R3) ZONE Suggested by Barr Associates 2013 07 31 

For lots with front ac.c.ess to a public or private street 

Permitted Uses Lot Area per Dwelling Min Lot M in Min Min Min Max Max 
Unit Frontage Front Rear Interior Exterior Height Pavement 

M in Max per unit Yard Yard Side Yard Side Yard Coverage 

Detached 210m2 336m2 8.4m 3m 6m 1.2 m 1.2 m llm na 

Semi Detached 180m2 288 m2 7.2 m 3m 6m 12 m 1.2 m llm na 

Townhouse Cnd UnlC 180m2 288 m2 7.2m 3m 6m 1.2 m 1.2 m llm na 

lownhouse Interior Unit 150 m.2 240m2 6m 3m Gm Om Om 11 m na 

Stacked Townhouse 180m2 288 m2 7.2 m 3m 6m 1.2 m 1.2 m llm na 

Duplex 180m2 288m2 7.2m 3m Gm 12 m 1.2m 11 m n a 

Driveways Maximum width 3 m up to 12 lot width and Gm for lots grater than 12 m width 

5.5.2 For lots with rear vehicular access to a public or private street 

Detached 210m2 33Gm2 7m 3m 12 m 1.2 m 1.2 m llm na 

Semi Detached 174m2 288m2 5.8m 3m 12m 1.2 m l.2m llm na 


Duplex 17.d m2 288m2 58m 3m 12 m 1 2 m 1.2m llm na 


Townhouse End Unit 174 m2 240m2 S.8m 3m 12 m 1.2 m 1.2 m llm na 


Townhouse Interior Unit 138m2 288m2 4.6m 3m 12 m Om 
 na 11 m na 

Stacked Townhouse 174 m2 288m2 S.8 m 3m 12 m 1.2 m 1.2 m llm na 

Driveways Maximum width 3 m up to 8m lot width and Gm for lots grater than 8 m width 



'
5.5.2 For lots w ith parking provided in collective lots 

Detached, Semi-detached, 

Duplex, Townhouse, 

Stacked Townhouse, 
Triplex Fourplex 

174 m2 288m2 lOm Setbacks to be determined t hrough 
Site Plan Control 

per Current Urban Design Guidelines 

llm 35% 

Apartments na na l2m Setbacks to be detenmned through 

Stte Plan Control 

per Current Urban Design Guidelines 

4 storeys 15% 



Savoia, Ellen 

From: 	 Glenn 
Sent: July 30, 2013 9:57 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Cc: Riddell, Jim 
Subject: Draft CZB - Rl 
Attachments: 2013 07 29 Draft CZB Rl Comments Sketch A.PDF; 2013 07 29 Draft CZB Rl Comments 

Sketch B.PDF; 2013 07 29 Draft CZB Rl Suggested Section 5.4.PDF 

Hi Ellen 

Here are my comments on the Draft CZB Rl Zone: 

The principles behind them include: 

1. 	 The key difference between the Rl & R2 criteria is the 3m side yards setback requirement on one side. This will 
give greater house separation for Rl infilling and make the Rl infilling more acceptable to the public. 

2. 	 The 50% rule in the Draft CZB will encourage w ide driveways and 2-car garages for Detached and semis. My 
suggested 40% rule will restrict driveways and garages to single-car unless the lot is 15m wide. 

3. 	 The 50% Rule in the CZB will make the driveways and garages dominate street townhouses. My suggested 40% 
Rule and lot w idths will generate 9' garage doors on 25' wide houses which are quite acceptable. 

4. 	 Even in the worst case {interior townhouses) the resulting minimum landscaping is 38% for my suggested lot 
sizes. 

5. 	 Per previous comments, The same house {7.8m wide) can be built on detached, semi-detached and all 

townhouse lots. 


I haven't produced sketches for the Rear-loaded lots but the principles applied would be the same as in my R2 
comments. Application of a Rear-loaded 60% Rule {See Addendum below) would require a lot width of lOm for 
Detached, Semi-detached, Townhouse, Stacked Townhouse or Duplex lots. 

As in my R2 comments, the driveways for corner lots should be encourages on the flankage by permitting a 1.2m 
setback to the garage. 

Rather than a Sm setback to the house and a 6m setback to the garage, I suggest a Sm setback to the house and a 1.2 m 
setback from the garage door to the front of the house or covered porch. 

Per my notes for R2, I believe that setbacks for Site Development (per my R2 definition) can't be practically controlled 
by the CZB. In my opinion, Site Development has to be controlled by density and height through the CZB and setbacks 
etc by Urban Design Guidelines at the SPA stage. 

ADDENDUM TO MY NOTES TO SECTION 3.8 

I think that I overdid it with the 50% Rule for Rear-loaded lots. Application of a 60% rule for both Rl & R2 
would encourage Rear-loading vs Front-loading (should we be so lucky) and still make rear lanes acceptable. 
The "Oakville Syndrome" would still largely be avoided. 

Cheers, 

1 



Glenn Barr, P.Eng., CNU-A 

Barr Associates 
eighbourhood Development Consult.ants 

Tulip Tree Common 
St catharines, ON •• 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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5.4.1 

5.4 Provisions for Residential (Rl) ZONE Suggested by Barr Associates 2013 07 29 

For lots with front access to a public o r private street 

Permitted Uses Lot Area per Dwelling Min Lot Min Min M inimum M in Max Max 
Unit Front age Front Rear Interior Side Yard Exterior Height Pavement 

M in Max per unit Yard Yard One Side Other Side Side Yard Coverage 

Detached 360 m2 600m2 12 m Sm 7.S m 1.2 m 3m 3m llm na 

Semi Detached 324 m2 540m2 10.8m Sm 7.5 m 3m na 3m 11 m na 

Townhouse End Unit 324m2 540m2 10.8m Sm 7.5 m 3m na 3m 11m na 

Townhouse Interior Unit 234m2 384m2 7 .8m Sm 7.5 m Om Om 3m 11 m na 

Stacked Townhouse 22S m2 384 m2 7.5m Sm 7.5 m 1.2 m 3m 3m llm na 

Duplex 225 m2 384 m2 7.5 m Sm 7.5 m 1.2 m 3m 3m llm na 

NOTE: Maximum driveway width 3m for lots up to lSm wide; 6m for lots lSm wide or greater 

5.5.2 For lot s w ith rear vehicular access to a public or private street 

Detached 37Sm2 600 m2 lOm Sm 12 m 1.2 m 3m 3m 11 m na 

Semi Detached 330 m2 S40 m2 8 .8m Sm 12 m 3m na 3m llm na 

Townhouse End Unit 330 m2 540 m2 8.8m Sm 12 m 3m na 3m 11 m na 

Townhouse Interior Unit 217 m2 384m2 S.8 m Sm 12m Om Om 3m llm na 


Duplex 202 m2 384m2 5.4 m Sm 12 m L2m 3m 3m llm na 




Stacked Townhouse 

NOTE: 

5.5.2 

Detached, Semi-detached, 


Duplex, Townhouse, 


Stacked Townhouse, 


Triplex, Fourplex 


202 m2 384 m2 S.4 m S m 12 m 1.2 m 3m 3m llm na 

Maximum driveway width 3m for lots up to 12m w ide; Gm for lots 12m w ide or greater 

For lots with parking provided in collective lots 

300 m2 480 m2 12 m Setbacks t o be determined through 11 m 35% 

Site Plan Control 

per Current Urban Design Guidelines 



&t:i. ~5. 11 \/ . c.., 

Savoia, Ellen 

From: Glenn 
Sent: July 29, 2013 10:15 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: RE: Comments on Draft CZB #2 - R2 
Attachments: 2013 07 28 Suggested CZB R2 ZONE.PDF 

Here it is, Ellen 

Rl, R3 & Residential General coming shortly 

Cheers, Glenn 

From: Savoia, Ellen [mailto:esavoia@stcatharines.ca] 
Sent: July-29-13 8:41 AM 
To: Glenn 
Subject: RE: Comments on Draft CZB #2 - R2 

Thanks Glenn. The attachment 2013 07 28 suggested Section 5.5 has some text cut off. Could you please see if you can 
9e-create the pdf and resend? Thank you 

From: Glenn 
Sent: July 28, 2013 7:06 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 

Cc: Riddell, Jim 

Subject: Comments on Draft CZB #2 - R2 


Hi again, Ellen 

~y comments regard ing the Residential sections o f the draft CZB are closely related to the Parking portion and 
in particular the 50% Rule vs my proposed 40% Rule. My view is not conventional; zoning would be framed 
from an urban design perspective. The quality of our neighbourhoods is largely dependent upon how well we 
provide for the storage of vehicles. 

First, some principle items: 

1 
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5.5.1 

5.5 Provisions for Residential (R2) ZONE Suggested by Barr Associates 2013 07 28 

For lots with front access to a public or private street 

Permitted Uses Lot Area per Dwelling M in Lot M in Min M in Min Max Max 

Unit Frontage Front Rear Interior Exterior Height Pavement 

Min Max per unit Yard Yard Side Yard Side Yard Coverage 

Detached 300m2 500m2 lOm 3m 6m 1.2 m 3m llm na 

Semi Detached 260m2 400 m2 8.8m 3m Gm 1.2 m 3m ll m na 

Townhouse End Unit 260 m2 400 m2 8.8m 3m 6m 1.2 m 3m llm na 

Townhouse Interior Unit 225 m2 350 m2 7.5 m 3m Gm Om na 11 m na 

Stacked Townhouse 225 m2 350m2 7.5 3m Gm 1.2 m 3m 11 m na 

Duplex 225 m2 350m2 7.5 m 3m 6m 1.2 m 3m 11 m na 

5.5.2 For lots with rear vehicular access to a public or private street 

Detached 300m2 500m2 Sm 3m 12 m 1.2 m 3m llm na 

Semi Detached 25Sm2 425 m2 6.8m 3m 12m 1.2 m 3m llm na 

Duplex 195 m2 325 m2 S.2 m 3m 12m 1.2 m 3m llm na 

Townhouse End Unit 255 m2 425 m2 6.8m 3m 12m 1.2 m 3m llm na 

Townhouse Interior Unit 210m2 350 m2 5.G m 3m 12 m Om n a 11 m na 

Stacked Townhouse 195 m2 325 m2 S.2 m 3m 12 m 1.2m 3m 11 m na 



5.5.2 For lots with parking provided in collective lots 

Detached, Semi-detached, 

Duplex, Townhouse, 

Stacked Townhouse, 

Triplex, Fourplex 

270m2 450m2 10 m Setbacks to be determined through 

Site Plan Control 

per Current Urban Design Guidelines 

llm 35% 



Savoia, Ellen 

From: 	 Glenn 
Sent: July 21, 2013 4:02 PM 
To: Savala, Ellen 
Cc: Riddell, Jim 
Subject: Comments on Draft CZB #1 
Attachments: 2013 07 20 Sketch depicting 50% Rule draft CZB.JPG; 2013 07 20 Sketch Depicting 40% 

Rule CZBJPG 

Hi Ellen, 

I have been reviewing the Draft CZB off and on over the past several weeks. Development of the Draft, I am sure, has 
been a tremendous task. Review and testing of it ls also a challenge. As a result, I am commenting in parcels as I 
complete each. 

Before doing so, I would like to compliment your group for a tremendous document. If approved with substantially the 
same content, I expect that it will transform the built urban fabric of the City over the next generation. 

The format of the residential and mixed use zones will permit a dramatic increase in residential supply and diversity. 
However, I would be terrific if this opportunity were also used to improve the quality of the new supply. That ls why I 
am initially commenting of Section 3- PARKING. 

Section 3- PARKING 

e The storage of vehicles essentially controls all land development. And the storage of vehicles is the single biggest 
challenge in urban design. As a result of our suburban era parking regulations our cities are cluttered with vehicles, 
parking lots and garage doors rather than outdoor llvlng spaces. Nevertheless, we all love the freedom that vehicles 
provide and we have to find a way to accommodate them in modern society. I believe that we can do it better and I 
think that the CZB is the opportunity to do so locally. 

If I had my druthers, I would eliminate the minimum parking requirement and focus on the control of size, number and 
location ofvehicle storage (driveways, parking lots and garages). There is no benefit In dictating a minimum parking 
requirement. The market determines what on-site parking is required. A house without parking would simply have a 
lower value that the identical house next door with on-site parking. The 19SO's argument about overflow Into the 
streets is illogical because people know what they are buying or renting and the City controls street parking. However, I 
expect that dropping the minimum requirement would be too far a departure from the existing By-laws for it to be 
Incorporated Into the CZB at this time. Therefore, I am assuming that minimum parking requirements will stay. 

~3.2 I think that the definition of " lot" needs refining. In a Vacant Land Condo, the " lot" wouldn't necessarily have 

Wthe parking within it. 


3.4 	 I don't think that the surface should be in the CZB. This should be a Site Plan Control item. For instance, in some 
cases I prefer to use a loose chip surface for environmental purposes. 

3.6 	 I don't think that the additional width of spaces next to obstructions should be in the CZB. This also should be a 
Site Plan Control item. For instance, in a parking garage, the column spacing is set by the parking space widths; 
t o allow for wider spaces at obstructions the column spacing would have to vary. That can be a very expensive 
issue. The problem is typically solved by the market - the restricted parking spaces sell last. Even if you retain 

1 



this provision, I think that you will need a definition of "obst ructed" - all of the lengt h?, half the length? This 
may generate an inordinate number of C of A apps. 

3.8 	 This ls my biggest concern about quality. In my opinion 50% is too much. See sketches attached (they depict 
the same 5 houses at the same scale). 

With the 50% rule, the minimum lot width would be 5.2m for a lot with 1 parking space (2.6m wide) and 10.4m 
for a lot with 2 spaces side by side (5.2m wide). Developers will always gravitate to t he minimum requirements. 
Houses without side yards built to the minimum wou ld be 50% garage door. Detached houses could be 100% 
garage door in width (5 .2 - 1.2 - 1.2 =2.8m wide) for single car garage house (impractical) or 63% garage door 
(10.4 -1.2 -1.2 = 8.0m wide) for a two car garage house. From my experience, I have found that in order to 
avoid garage door prominence (especia lly for bungalows) garage doors should not be more than 1/3 of the 
width of the front face. 63% is way too much. 

Also, 
• 	 The high proportion ofgarage removes opportunities to bring a portion of the dwelling {or verandahs) 

forward from the garages. This strongly encourages "garage-controlled" architecture. 
• 	 After removal of walkways and driveway flares, the public realm may be diminished to 40% green or 

less and, 
• 	 The 50% rule virtually eliminates the opportunity for curb-side parking. 

After trying many alternatives in the design of Chicory Meadows I had the zoning restricted to 3.0m driveways 
and it works well. This formula permits verandahs, allows for curb-side parking and diminishes the impact of the 
garages and driveways. 

My suggestion is that driveway widths be restricted to 3.0m for all interior lots up to 1Sm wide and 6.0m for 
all lots larger than 15m. If this suggestion is accepted, minimum lot widths should be adjusted in the various 
residential zones. 

In my opinion, this single provision will dramatically improve the urban design quality of new development and 
will be easier to administer. Indeed, if this is not done there is risk of push-back by the public and the whole 
diversificat ion aspect of the CZB could be put in jeopardy. 

3.13.1 	 The requirement of 1.5 spaces par unit of Apartment and Private Road Development while most other 
residential uses require 1.0 spaces per unit is illogical. I think that it can be demonstrated that the demand for 
parking in Apartments and many Private Road Developments is less than detached or semi-detached etc. I 
suspect that this illogical mindset was perhaps generated in the 1950's as a result of the fear of public housing 
parking spill ing out into adjacent neighbourhood streets. In today's world this is nonsense- purchasers and 
renters know how many spaces they are buying/renting and the City controls parking on municipal streets. 
Where I think the potential friction lies is in the provision of visitor parking. Public st reet -oriented housing 
typically has curb-side visitor parking; apartment or Private Road Developments do not. 

Therefore I suggest that Apartment uses and Private Street Developments be required to have a minimum of 
1 parking space per unit plus 0.25 spaces per unit dedicated to visitors. 

For Private Road Developments (typically Vacant Land Condos), the parking would not likely be within the 
" lot" but would be within the Condo boundaries or, in the case of Village on the Twelve with Shared Facilities, 
w ithin the Shared Facilities. Also, "frontage" is somewhat meaningless in VLCs. Special Parking Provisions for 
Private road Developments should be incorporated into the CZB. 

3.14 Landscape Provisions 

2 



What is the definition of a 11Parking Lot"? Is it 2 spaces? 3? 30? Since all new parking lots will be generated 
t hrough Site Plan Control, Landscape Provisions can be imposed at t hat t ime. Including them in the CZB is messy 
and likely will generate minor Variances. 

3.16 Bicycle Storage 

What is required physically? A pad? A rack? This is also messy and in my opinion should be dealt with at the 
Site Plan Control process. 

Corner Lots 

On corner lots driveways (and therefore garages) should be located on the flankage. Driveways on flankages 

should be permitted to a maximum of 6.0m. See my future notes on Corner l ots. 

Rear Lot Vehicular Access 

The best urban design solution to controll ing parked vehicles and garages is to provide for the at the rear (rear 

lanes etc). My notes above relate only to front-loaded lots and notes related to rear-loaded lots are contained in 
future notes. 

Glenn Barr, P.Eng., CNU-A 

Barr Associates 
eighbourhood Development Consultants 

Tulip Tree Common e St. Catharines, ­
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ASSOCIATES Consultants 

Sketch Illustrating the lmpact of the 40°/e Rule* Upon the 

Front Elevations and Site Frontlge of New Infill Development 


Per Barr Associates Suggested Minimum Lot Sizes for the R2 Zoning 

Draft Comprebe111ive Zoning By-law 


City of St. Catharines 

2013 07 20 
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• =Section 3.8 - Residential Parking Coverage 
Parking to be restricted to a maximum width of 3.0m for lots up to I5m in 'fVidth 
and 6.0m for lots greater than lSm in width. Lot sizes approximate 40% of lot 
frontages are driveways. 

Dedicated lo the Dcvelop111c11t of Healthy Neigl1florirlioods 
4,0 Tulip Tree Common, St Catharines Ontario L2S 3Y9 905.684.8585 

glenn@betlemeighbourhoods.ca 
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DevelopmentASSOCIATES Consultants 

Sketch Jllustrating the Impact of the 50% Rule* Upon the 

Front Elevations and Site Frontage ofNew Infill Development 


Per the March 18, 2013 D'raft Comprehensive Zoning By-law R2 Zoning 

City of St. Catharines 
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• = Section 3.8 - Residential Parking Coverage 
Parking to be restricted to a maximum of SO% of Area and Frontage ofLots 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Savoia, Ellen 
Sent: July 19, 2013 9:34 AM 
To: 'Victor Kallaur' 
Subject: RE:• Niagara St. Lot 

Hi Victor 
I am directly invo lved along with severa l other members of staff in drafting the new zoning by-law. The team reviews all 
requests. Rest assured that your requests have been sent t o the right place. Your emails are sufficient notice for your 
requests to be taken into consideration and for you to receive notice of meetings etc. for zoning by-law review 
process. Based upon requests in your earlier emails, we have revised the draft by-law to apply the Cl- Local 
Convenience Commercial zone including the other specia l provisions that were included in the 1986 by~law to . 
Niagara Street. The final draft will be released for public comment in September. You wilt be able to review the final 
draft by-law and provide additional comments. We will take into consideration all feedback when preparing the final 
by· law that will be put forward for Council's consideration at a public meeting in November. Council will decide then if 
they want to approve the by-law in whole or in part. There is an appea l process should you or anyone else be 
dissatisfied with Council's decision. You will receive notice of the decision which will include information on how to 
appeal. This link to an overview of the zoning by-law process may be of 
interest. http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/Pagel 758.aspx 
I hope that this helpful to you. I would be happy to answer any additional questions through email or over the 
phone. 

Ellen Savoia 

From: Victor Kallaur 
Sent: July 19, 2013 8:08 AM 
To: Savola, Ellen 
Subject: 446 Niagara St. Lot 

Hi Ms. Savoia: 


I really do not know how the draft document is produced and who prepares it. 


During our exchange of emails, you advised us that we still could add to the draft under the circumstances. 


Do you yourself do the inclusions or is it done by some committee or by those private citizens who want to be 

included in the draft document. 


Is there some forms to fill out with the Informat ion on a particular property? 


Here is some past history. 


As I donated the corner t o the city way back for easy access from Scott St to Niagara Street northward, this 

made the lot smaller. 


I do believe at the time, council took that into consideration and allowed us the 1986 set backs, the size of the 

building and the number of parking spots as if the corner was there. 


http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/Pagel


' . . 
The mayor then even thanked us for the donation at the council meeting. 

Since we live in London after I retired from practice In St . Catharines, unfortunately we did not get notices of 
changes as we only get the property tax bill. 

This may explain why were not able to sell the lot all these years on the market as changes occurred--! truly 
do not know. 

Would you please include us in the draft where we ask that council allow us to keep the same parameters as 
offered in 1986 so it can be a buildable commercial lot like in 1986 unlike now--but under the new proposed 
zoning name change--C 1 --local convenience commercial. 

All that area is very commercialized and noone will want to live in a residence on a tiny lot on a corner with 
heavy traffic---and to put up a house--it will not sell and probably noone will want to rent who have the 
means to pay for rent. 

Then, the only hope left is to find out if the city wants to buy the lot as a green belt or donate it to the city 
provided the donation slip is acceptable for a tax write off. 

1 know that way back on the corner donation, Revenue Canada, now CRA did not allow it as a deduction. 

I have tried donating the lot to other charity groups and noone wants it to date. 

If you can add th is info to the draft on your own, kindly send us the page of the draft where it will appear. 

I also ask that you inform us of any future meetings concerning the the lot as we would like to give our input 
and attend in person. 

If in case council decides to reject this part, can we still ask for another minor variance in the future--or is that 
not allowed under the new zoning name? 

I apologize for my lack of knowledge how all this works but you have been very helpful... which is greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Vic Kallaur 

_____ Information from ESET NOD32 Antivims, version of virus signature database 8584 (201 3071 9) 

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 
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. Savoia, Ellen 

From: Victor Kallaur 
Sent: July 10, 2013 7:20 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Re:. Niagara St 

Ellen: 

Thank you. 


Mother and baby are home now after one day at hospital----and doing well. 

My son in law who is a lawyer usually faints when he sees blood unlike his brother who is a doctor--but he cut 

the cord and changed the diapers several times yesterday--and it did not bother him--­

ammmmmmmmmmmmmazing what a person can do when adrenalin takes over. 


Back to the lot: 


~ it possible to add the same size of building as was al lowed in 1986 t o the draft--that way it still will be a lot 
that can work and is saleable which this point should be indicated and emphasized saying that otherwise it is a 
useless unbuildable lot. You know the details what needs to be said. 

Let's face it, the other three corners are VERY commercial and noone will want to live in a house here just as a 
residence---and with the present size of building allowed due to changes since 1986 that we were never 
informed of changes noone will want to build as you wrote about the size required in a mall just to function 
commercially. 

Please let me know if you will add this to the draft and please email us a copy of this wording. 

Also please keep us informed of any meeting etc as we would like to join in. 

egain THANK YOU for all your info and help. 

Sincerely, 

Vic 

From: Savoia. Ellen 
Sent: Tuesday, July 09, 2013 12: 16 PM 
To: Victor Kallaur 
Cc: Bellows. Bruce ; Blozowski. Kevin 
Subject: RE: 9'Jiagara St 

Congratulations on the birth of your grandchild. I hope that everyone is healthy. 

Based upon your comments below, we will revise the draft zoning on your property to Local Convenience Commercial 

{Cl), with the 3, m yard for the side and rear yard as per the 1986 zoning by-law. 

You have been added to our mailing list and w ill receive notice of the open house meetings scheduled for t his 

Septem ber , You will also receive notice of the public meeting, tentatively November, 2013. 


Yours Truly 
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Ellen Savoia 
'(905)&88-5601, ext 1752 

From: Victor Kallaur 
Sent: July 8, 2013 9:47 AM 

To: Savoia, Ellen 

Subject: Re: ~ Niagara St 


Hi Ellen: Please read my areas in red----and maybe use the same email to respond --say in green for your 

input beside my comments and questions t o make it easier. 

From: Savoia, Ellen 

Sent: Thursday, July 04, 2013 4:17 PM 

To: Victor Kallaur 

Subject: RE: • Niagara St 


Hi Vic 
The Loca l Convenience Commercial (Cl) z.one would indeed allow a wider range of commercial uses than the current 
zoning which only pe rmits a dentist office with two apartments. The Local Convenience Commercial Cl zone did not 

A><ist in 1986. In 1986 there was a different Official Plan which is the over-arching land use policy document that guides 
~ow land is used and ultimate ly what we can and cannot put in a zoning by-law. Your current zoning may have been 

that due to the different land use policies in place at that time; or it may have been that because your lot is small for a 
commercial property the planners of the day recommended limiting the fange of commercia l allowed; or it could be you 
only asked for a dentist office with t wo apartments and that is wha t was approved. It is really hard to say without the 
historic files. 

At the time, in 1986 I just wanted to put up a dental office plus two apartments so I asked it be changed 
from the barber shop, beauty salon and one apartment use that was C2-however if you read your attachment, I 
believe that it remained as C2 general commercial where I asked for a dental office to go in plus two apartments on top 
floor with 3 m set back from the rear and side. 
The lot was NOT too small for the drawings submitted to the building department--which were put on hold for medical 
reasons at the time. 

The Cl zone is a proposed zone now as part of the new draft zoning by-law. ft has yet to be approved by City Council. 9-'e hope t o have Council approve the final draft this November. A person could appeal (object to) the by-law once 
passed by Council. There Is a 20 day appeal period. Neighbours can only appeal during that t ime period. The 
neighbours cannot stop a use in the by-law once the by-law is in place. 

The new by-law will est ablish different setbacks from the 1986 by-law. Ihave attached the 1986 by-law for you to 
compare with the requirements for t he Cl shown on page 40. See also Section 3 for the requirements that w ill apply to 
the parking area (how many spaces, the landscape requirements). You can however, also request tha t we include the 
yard requirements from the 1986 by-law, 

How do I go about this--where my lot would be included Jn the draft for consideration--where I would like special 

consideration for this unique lot. 

Here are the reasons. 


Way back the city asked for the corner for a road easement from Scott to Niagara St- that is why you see the 
complete corner not on the site plan·-1 offered It for free then- why for free --- as they allowed the size of the building 
that we wanted plus the 3 m side and rear set back which would not be altered by the ci ty after taking this chuck of land 
from me. 
As a good "St. Catharines-olite" I refused to accept the amount offered and donated that piece to the City. 
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If you look at the correspondence to the city closing lawyer, the city wou ld "owe" me one for this. good gesture . . 

This lot is unique in that to begin with, it was small but adequate for my purpose in 1986 as allowed by the city then ie 
the square footage of the building, the parking spot number and the set backs---- . 

I understand that it is the only lot in the draft from talking with you that is effected so badly making it completely 
useless------- the only one in the present state where if the new official Is acted out makes it useless for commercial 
and residentia l- not even a residence as noone will want to live or rent on a corner where the other three sides are 
commercial now--especially after spending all that money to have it changed to the 1987 zoning plus paying property 
taxes as commercia l for the last 25 plus years. 
The ci ty has to take that into consideration (as I am sure I wil l not be refunded anything for all the money spent). 

By the clty enacting the new officia l plan causes a massive financia l lo5s as t he lot becomes unbuildable. 

Surely that is not the intent of the city to create such hardship especially when one is a senior citizen- or on the public in 
general by enacting a general new official plan. 

9ven in the past, we were never warned of any changes loca lly affecting this lot so we could take advantage of the 
original zoning of 1986 and build as allowed. 

I do realiz.e that the city tried to warn all those living in St. Catharines by various means but failed to address those who 
live outside St. Catharines---and we are few which the city should have made an effort to contact on such a grave issue 
where big dollars can be lost--1 joke that the city can send a registered letter if the grass is too high---1 am not 
complaining but I feel that the city should have made an effort to contact those living away from St. Catharines-- the 
best method would be putting such info as a notice with the tax bill as all property owners get a tax bill. 

When in past I informed MPAC that the lot was useless they claimed that they talked to the city and told differently so I 
was paying big dollars for property taxes---yet unable to sell it after a potential buyer would talk to the city tell ing 
them that it wa s unbuildable- sorry for the sour grapes on my part here--but this is costly to me--so I would like the city 
to consider the lot separately from other lots. 

-ere is what I wou ld like the city to consider and put into the draft. 

I would like t he new official plan to make an exception on this lot because of the fact that land was given to the city to 
keep what was allowed in 1987 - -- where I be allowed the same three m rear and side set back as in In 1987 plus be 
allowed to put up a building of the square footage as allowed in 1987 and the same number of parking spots. 

This lot is different that any other lot and I do think that the city should make an exception in this case as all can not be 
grouped under one plan. 

The city also has to consider that the three corners are already commercial and bu lit plus there are other properties 
already bullt like Mondale or the beer store plaza at 446 Scott street that are In the area - which are surrounded by 
homes unlike at this lot location. 

How do I go about this to include th is in the draft for debate? 

Are there other ways of doing this --like a future variance etc if the draft throws my proposa l·out and will not allow an 
exception for this unique case. 
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Is there any chance that the city would like to buy the lot and keep it as a green belt? --as the city is creating this lot to 
be useless. 

' 

That sure would solve my dilemma. 

I will t ake your comments above as your request to zone the property commercial with the current yard 
requirements included. That would zone the property local Convenience Commercial. From what I understand that 
should solve your dilemma. The Official Plan does not set out the specifics of yard or parking requirements. 

The proposed parking requirements are 1 parking space per apartment in a mixed use building. The parking 

requirements for commercia l in 1 parking space fo r every 20 m2 of gross leaseable floor area. These are slightly 

reduced from the currently parking requirements. 


I don't know if the list of uses that are permitted in the Local Convenience Commercial zone will result in the property 
fina lly being developed. It is a very small parcel for a commercial use. I suspect that is the main reason it remains 
vacant. 

We proposed low Density Residential- Sul;>urban {Rl) zoning as we think that is appropriate given the size and location ._r the land. The proposed Rl would allow a range of residential uses including street townhouses. I did mention to 
•tephanie that it may be helpful to you to consult a land use planner who could evaluate the property and proposed 

zoning etc. on your behalf. 

Would that be someone from the city? 

The consultant could be from here but doesn't need to be. 


I will be happy to answer any additional questions you may have. Please note that I will be away Friday and Monday, I 
will respond as soon as I can upon my return. 

-----you can have another day ott--joking--my sister in law used to work for City of NF in the same capacity as you way 
back--so you deserve t ime off. 

Please do not take any of my remarks in the wrong light as they are open discussions on my part, trying to find a 

solution. After all the city has t o consider that the city is us--the people that make up the city. 


- can use all the advice you have as I am truly green when it comes to this-I really appreciate al l your help thus far­
Sincerely- Vic Kallaur. 

Have a nice weekend . 

Yours truly 

Ellen Savoia 


From: Victor Kallaur 
Sent: July 4, 2013 6:33 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Re: • Niagara St 

Hi Ellen: 

Thank you for your reply. 


Your reply certainly has got us out of the "shock" stage as there is another avenue to follow--thank you. 
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.Cha'ngLng the zoning to LCC seems better than what the 1986 zoning was in that it opens the lot to more 
things--am I right?. Did it exist in 1986? 

What I do not understand is why would whoever at the city change this to a better situation from my view, 
allowing more things t o go in there that may be negatives to neighbours--or am I not reading this right. 

Example--Let's say someone buys the lot --under LCC--they can put up a gas station--and the zoning allows 
that--can the neighbours object and stop it even though the zoning allows it? That's an extreme situation 
which in the past I refused to sell to such as I believe in the golden rule. 

I could have sold that lot many times over if I had the present things allowed as in the LCC zoning--or 
did LCC not exist then and so I had to go the expensive route as I did in 1986. 

The comprehension is not that good when one gets into the 70's--so that is why all the questions as you are 
the expert on this. 

~hat are t he negatives going into this suggested new zoning route-- t hat is from the present 1986 zoning. 

Please list . 

Are the set backs the same now as with the 1986 zoning in effect now or the size of bui lding the same from 
building now with the 1986 zon ing or do they change differently when transferring to the LCC zoning. 

Please give all the info possible so we can make a decision. 

Sincerely, 

Vic Kallaur 

e 
From: Savoia, Ellen 
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 9:52 AM 
To: Victor Kallaur 
Cc: Bellows, Bruce ; Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject: RE: • Niagara St 

Hi Vic 
The Local Convenience Commercial zoning would permit a dental office with two apartments. The problem With 
your parcel will be complying with the current development standards due to the size of the land. I reviewed a 
development proposal in 2008 for a commercial residential building, that was approximately 2000 square feet of 
commercial space. At that time, the proponent was advised that we were unable to support the proposal and that it 
was unlikely that even a building half that size would fit on the lot with current development standards. 

The present zoning would not be grandfathered once this draft new zoning by-law is approved. The old zoning w ill be 
repealed and (escinded with the approval of the this new zoning by-law. Any lawful use on the property would be 
grandfathered but the zoning permissions would not. Therefore if you already had a commercial use on the property 
and the zoning was changed to residential the commercial use could legally continue. It would not matter who owned 
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the property. However since the land is vacant there is no use established. The m ning is not connected to the 
owrtership of the land. . . 
I mentioned to Stephanie yesterday this draft new zoning by-law is a draft. We are seeking 'input on the it and it is not 
too late to make comments on that draft. There is no cost to providing comments on the draft zoning by-law. The 
zoning currently proposed for your parcel at . Niagara Street is Low Density Residentia l- Suburban Neighbourhood 
(Rl). We can zone the your property Local convenience Commercial (Cl) which would allow t he same uses that you 
have permissions for today (dental office with two apartments). We look for your direction on how to proceed. I had 
the draft zoning by-law couriered to your house yesterday. I marked the pages which I thought were the most relevant 
to your situation. Please review and provide your comments as soon as you are able . In September a fina l drc~ft new 
mning by-law will be released, with a public meet ing before City Council anticipated for November. 

I understand your frust ration w ith not having heard about the process earlier. Due to cost, we were not able to mail out 
notices to each property owner. We had ads on three radio stations, in the St. Catharines Standard, Niagara This Week, 
Face book, in St Catharines Transit buses, Cogeco Cable Community News. We also have a Zone Your St. Catharines 
Facebook page (we paid for ads on Facebook as well), twitter feed, and information on the City website. In March a 
four page insert was included in the free Thursday ed ition of the St. Catharines Standard that is distributed to all 
households in the City. We were at t he Home Show at Seymour-Hanna Arena Easter Weekend. We just recently 
completed 9 open house meetings that were held throughout the City including one at the Pen Centre, from April to 

9une. Information was included in water bills th is spring. I have added your names to our contact/mailing list for the 
zoning by-law. You will receive notice of futu re meetings. I w ill also investigate the other avenues to give notice for the 
Fall meetings. 

I received a request to ca ll you through another staff member. I am sorry that you were 'bounced around' and did not 
connect directly with me earlier to answer your questions. I tried to call this morning prior to preparing thrs 
email. Please call if you have more questions. 

Ellen Savoia, M .C.l.P., R.P.P. 

Planner 

Planning and Development Services 

City of St. Catharines 

Phone 905-688-5601, ext. 1752 


~y 905-688-4889 

Help zone your St. Catharines! http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/OraftZoningBy-law.asp 
Visit us on facebook at www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines 

From: Victor Kallaur 
Sent: July 2, 2013 7:48 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Re. Niagara St 

HJ Ellen: 

Under "local convenience commercial " zoning--can I sti ll build a dental/medical office plus two apartments 
later on --1 realize that t he size will be reduced from what I w as allowed in 1986. 
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Also how much time do I have---- to build under the local conven. comm. zoning --and what is the cost to 
• 	 ,chang~ to this new zoning--and in the alternative under the present 1986 zoning as now which is still in 

effect--by when do I have to get a permit and by when does the building have to be completed. 

Someone told me that the lot is "grandfathered" with the present 1986 zoning and the city cannot change it 
as long as it is in our names but can once it is sold--is that true? 

This all comes as a shock--finding out by coincides from the realtor within the last two weeks--as we retired to 
London after living most of my life In St. Catharines .. 

Sincerely, 

Vic Kallaur 

From: Victor Kallaur 

Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 1:59 PM 

To: esavoia@stcatharines.ca 

Subject. Niagara St 


- ear Ellen; 
Thank you for the effort that you have made to help me out today! 
It is much appreciated I 
After a moment of thought, I was wondering about your suggestion i.e. to change to local convenience 
commercial zoning. 
Does that therefore mean that only a convenience store will be allowed to go in?> and therefore a 
professional office with apartments would not be allowed? 
Also, when you mentioned that a 1,000 sq ft bui lding is reasonable, is that on ground coverage of the lot? 
Sincerely, 
Stephanie Kallaur 

I r____Information from ESET NOD32 Ant ivirus, version of virus signature database 8517 (20130702) 

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Anti virus. 

http://www.eset.com 

____Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8518 (20130702) 


The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http://www.eset.com 


____Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8518 (20 130702) 
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· ·_Tue m~ssage was checked by ESET NOD32 Anti virus. 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

- City of St. Catharines Confidentialiry Notice ­

The information contained in this communication, including any attachments, may be confidential, is intended only for the 
use of the recipient(s) named above and may be legally privileged . 

.iJ. the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, 
91istribution, disclosure or copying of this communication or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. 

If you have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender and permanently 
delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

____ Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8522 (20130703) 

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 

"'ttp://www.eset.com 

____ Infonnation from ESET NOD32 Anti virus, version of virus signature database 8524 (20 130704) 

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 

http://www.eset.com 


____ Infonnation from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8527 (20 130704) 


The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http ://www.eset.com 


8 

http:http://www.eset.com
http:http://www.eset.com
http:ttp://www.eset.com


&o 5~-tl v0 

Dear Ellen and Brittney: 

Enclosed are some photos to illustrate some of the issues that I raised 

in my submission. 

If more large trailers and carts are allowed in our residential areas, 

some of these vehicles will be used for third party advertising as is 

shown in some of the photos. Most other cities in Ontario do not 

permit this practice (i.e. vehicles used in a manner unrelated to their 

normal use as vehicles) 

The visual integrity of our "Garden City" is already overwhelmed by 

advertising, and this urban blight will be extended into our residential 

neighbourhoods if you do not enact preventive regulations. 

Some large vehicles are parked on the road allowance. Other ones are 

left permanently on the property and may not be properly maintained 

and protected. 

Please make some changes that will create a framework for building an 

attractive city. The majority of our residents have civic pride and look 

after their properties. Let's not destroy their efforts by listening only to 

those who show little concern for how their actions will affect their 

neighbourhoods or our streetscape. Let us leave the next generation of 

inhabitants with a very beautiful, green, and environmentally 

sustainable St. Catharines. 

~'~rii ~ Ju L - 4 2013 SCAN [J 

FILE NO 

Sincerely, 

Joanne Atki 

- JOANNE EATKINSON 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Sent: July 3, 2013 4:08 PM 
To: Savela, Ellen 
Cc: Bellows, Bruce; Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject: FW: Comments regarding the new zoning by-law 
Attachments: IMG_2069.JPG; IMG_2074.JPG 

From: paul pattison 
Sent; Thursday, June 27, 2013 12:09 AM 

To: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 

Cc: Willie Abattison 

Subj ect: Comments regarding the new zoning by-law 


I'm disappointed that the new by-law does not address the matter of recreational type vehicles/trailers 
being parked for extended periods beyond building setback lines. 

I believe that building setbacks were established to hilite the streetscape and to provide residence 
with a street view. In addition there are the safety issues regarding obstructing the driver 
sightline when exiting a driveway or an intersecting street. 

ail question why a large object like an RV would be permitted to park on what can be a permanent 
9basis beyond the setback line (normally about 6 metres) however the building itself must adhere to 

an established setback. What is the logic.? 

The attached two photos illustrates why I feel that the proposed new zoning by-law must restrict the 
parking or storage of Commercial and RV's in front and sideyards of residential lots. 

fMG_2069 Typical example of an RV parked 24/7 for more then six months. In Huntington Estates l 
located three simi lar situations including a large boat, in many cases extending beyond the streetline 
1MG_2074 View from porch and living room window o. Hwllington Lane illustrating how the streetview 
would be totally obs1ructed if a large RV was permitted to park 2417 in the shown driveway. 

I would also like to go on record as supporting the recent submission regarding "Model Zoning 

Provisions for Bicycles" as submitted by Dave Hunt & Ken Forgeron etc. 


9rhank you for the opportunity to provide these comments and I commend you for the extensive effort 
that has been put forth in attempting to advise the public about this new zoning by-law. 

Paul & Will ie Pattison 
• Huntington lane 

St.Catharines ON 
-
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Savoia, Ellen 
Sent July 3, 2013 9:53 AM 
To: 'Victor Kallaur' 
Cc: Bellows, Bruce; Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject: RE:. Niagara St 

Hi Vic 
The Local Convenience Commercial zoning wou ld permit a dental office wit h two apartments. The problem with 
your parcel will be complying wit h the current development standards due to the size of the land. I reviewed a 
development proposal in 2008 for a commercia l residential building, that was approximately 2000 square feet of 
commercial space. At that time, the proponent was advised that we were unable to support the proposal and that it 
was unlikely that even a building half that size would fit on the lot with current development standards. 

The present zoning would not be grandfathered once this draft new zoning by-law is approved. The old zoning will be 
repealed and rescinded with the approval o f the this new zoning by-law, Any lawful use on the property would be 

9randfathered but the zoning permissions would not. Therefore if you already had a commercial use on the property 
and the zoning was changed to r esident ial the commercial use could legally cont inue. It would not matter who owned 
the property. However since the land is vacant there is no use established. The zoning is not connected to the 
ownership of the land. 

I mentioned to Stephanie yesterday t his draft new zoning by-law is a draft. We are seeking input on the it and it is not 
too late to make comments on that draft. There is no cost to providing comments on the draft zoning by-law. The 
zoning currently proposed for your parce l at. Niagara Street is Low Density Residential- Suburban Neighbourhood 

e.Rl ). We can zone the your property Local Convenience Commercial (Cl} which would allow the same uses that you 
have permissions for today (dental office with two apartments). We look for your direction on how to proceed. I had 
the draft zoning by-law couriered to your house yesterday. I marked the pages which I thought were the most refevant 
to your si tuation. Please review and provide your comments as soon as you are able. In September a final draft new 
zoning by-law will be released, with a public meeting before City Council anticipated for November. 

a understand your frustration with not having heard about the process earlier. Due to cost, we were not able to mail out 
9'otices to each property owner. We had ads on three radio stat ions, in the St . Catharines Standard, Niagara This Week, 

Facebook, in St. Cat harines Transit buses, Cogeco Cable Community News. We also have a Zone Your St. Catharines 
Facebook page (we paid for ads on Facebook as well), twit ter feed, and information on the City website. In March a 
four page insert was included in the free Thursday edition of the St. Catharines Standard that is distributed to all 
households in the City. We were at the Home Show at Seymour-Hanna Arena Easter Weekend. We just recently 
completed 9 open house meetings that were held throughout the City including one at the Pen Centre, from April to 
June. Information was included in water bills this spring. I have added your names to our contact/mailing list for the 

A zoning by-law. You w ill receive notice of future meetings. I will also Investigate the other avenues to give notice for the 
9Fall meetings. 

I received a request to call you through another staff member. I am sorry that you were 'bounced around' and did not 
connect directly with me earlier to answer your questions. I tried to call this morning prior to preparing this 
email. Please call if you have more questions. 

Ellen Savoia, M .C l.P., R.P.P. 
Planner 
Planning and Development Services 
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City of St. Catharines 

Phone 905-688-5601, ext. 1752 

ITY 905-688-4889 


Help zone your St. Catharinesl http://www.stcatharines.ca/enfbuildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp 
Visit us on facebook at www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines 

From: Victor Kallaur 

Sent: July 2, 2013 7:48 PM 

To: Savala, Ellen 

Subject: Re: . Niagara St 


Hi Ellen: 

A Under "local convenience commercial" zoning--can I still build a dental/medical office plus two apartments 
•ater on --1 realize that the size will be reduced from what I was allowed in 1986. 

Also how much time do I have-- to build under the local conven. comm. zoning -and what is the cost to 
change to this new zoning---and in the alternative under the present 1986 zoning as now which is still in 
effect---by when do I have to get a permit and by when does the building have to be completed. 

Someone told me that the lot is "grandfathered'' with the present 1986 zoning and the city cannot change it 
s long as it is in our names but can once it is sold--is that true? 

This all comes as a shock--finding out by coincides from the realtor within the last two weeks--as we retired to 
London after living most of my life in St. Catharines .. 

Sincerely, 

9vicKallaur 

From: Victor Kallaur 

Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 1:59 PM 

To: esavola@stcatharines.ca 

Subject: • Niagara St 


Dear Ellen; 
- Thank you for the effort that you have made to help me out t oday! 

It is much appreciated! 
After a moment of thought, I was wondering about your suggestion i.e. to change to local convenience 
commercial zoning. 
Does that therefore mean that only a convenience store wi ll be allowed to go in?> and therefore a 
professional office with apartments would not be allowed? 
Also, when you mentioned that a 1,000 sq ft build ing is reasonable, is that on ground coverage of the lot? 
Sincerely, 
Stephanie Ka llaur 

2 

mailto:esavola@stcatharines.ca
www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines
http://www.stcatharines.ca/enfbuildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp


_ ___ Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8517 (20 130702) 

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http://vvww.eset.com 


____ Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 8518 (20130702) 

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http://www.eset.com 


- ----Information from ESET NOD32 Anti virus, version ofvirus signature database 8518 (20130702) 

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 


http://www.eset.com 


Click here to report this email as spam. 


3 

http:http://www.eset.com
http:http://www.eset.com
http:http://vvww.eset.com


- ----

. ' 

Savoia, Ellen 

From: Savoia, Ellen 
Sent July 2, 2013 4:12 PM 
To: 'Victor Kallaur' 
Subject: RE:. Niagara St 

Stephanie 
You are welcome. The draft zoning by-law went out today by courier. 
In the draft zon ing by-law the loca l Convenience Commercial zone permits a limited range o f commercial llses : animal 
care establishment, day ca re, cultural facilit y, indoor recreation establishment, motor vehicle gas station, office, place of 
worship, restaurant, retail store, service commercial, social service facility and apartment dwelling unit s. The Local 
Convenience Commercial does not allow free standing residential use. 

I ment ioned that 1000 square feet was generally the smallest square footage for a viable commercial space, given the 
expense of construction etc. It is the smallest unit size for example in most small st rip malls. I am not sure that you 

-.C:~uld fit that square footage on 446 Niagara Street. Municipal requi rements such as parking, landscape buffers of 3 
wnetres w ide along all lot lines as well as possible ded icat ion of land for road widenings along both Scott Street and 

Niagara Street, must be taken into considerat ion. As I mentioned it may be prudent for you to seek the opinion of a 
professional planner. 

I hope that the above information clarifies t hings. Please let me know if you have any additional quest ions . 

.:._uen Savoia, M.C.t. P., R.P.P. 
W'OS-688-5601, ext. 1752 

Sent: July 2, 2013 1:59 PM 
From: Victor Kallau 

To: Savoia, Ellene Subject: • Niagara St 

Dear Ellen; 

Thank you for the effort that you have made to help me out today! 

It is much appreciated! 

After a moment of thought, I was wondering about your suggestion i.e. to change to local convenience 

commercial zoning. 

Does that therefore mean that only a convenience store will be allowed to go in? > and therefore a 


- professional office with apartments would not be allowed? 
Also, when you mentioned that a 1,000 sq ft building is reasonable, is that on ground coverage of the lot? 
Sincerely, 
Stephanie Kallaur 

lnformation from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 85 17(20130702) 

1 
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The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus. 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Pihach, Judy 
Sent: July 2, 2013 3:30 PM 
To: Bellows, Bruce; Blozowski, Kevin; Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: FW: Review of St Catharines Draft Zoning By-law 
Attachments: NCGI ­ Response to St. Catharines Draft Zoning - July 2, 2013.pdf; Appendix A.pdf; 

Appendix B.pdf; Appendix C.pdf; Appendix D.pdf; Appendix E.pdf; Appendix F.pdf; 
Appendix G.pdf; Appendix H.pdf; Appendix I .pdf 

Fyi 

Judy Pihach 
Manager, Planning Services 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
P.O. 3012. 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines, ON 
L2R 7C2 

Phone 905 688 5601 ex 1725 
E-mail jpihach@stcatharines.ca 

From: Amanda McNeJsh 
Aient: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 3:19 PM 
~o: Pihach, Judy; Riddell, Jim 

Cc: Terri Johns 
Subject: Review of St. Catharines Draft Zoning By-law 

Good Afternoon Judy and Jim, 

Please find attached Nova Core Consulting Group lnc.' s review of the City of St. Catharines Draft Zoning By-law. 

We would appreciate your review and comment. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Thank you very much, 

-~ 
NOVACOr..t'I 

Amanda McNeish1 BES, MCIP1 RPP 
Planner 
NovaCore Consulting Group Inc. 
Planning Division 

- Garth Street, Suite 201 
Hamilton, ON ­

mailto:jpihach@stcatharines.ca


DISCLAIMER: This email message andfor Its attachment(s) are CONFIDENTIAL, proprietary information of STARWARD 
HOMESfNOVACORE. It is intended solely for the named recipients(s) listed above and should be maintained in strictest 
confidence. If you are not the Intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the Information contained 
herein {including any reliance thereon) is STRICTLY PROHISITED, If you have received this email in error, please 
immediately notify the sender and delete this information from your computer and destroy any related paper copies. Thank 
you for your cooperation. 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

2 
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CONSULTING GROUP 

July 2, 2013 

Ms. Judy Pihach 
Manager Planning Services 
50 Church Street 
St. Catharines, ON l2R 7C2 

Mr. Jim Riddell 
Director of Planning and Development Services 
50 Church Street 
St. Catharines, ON L2R 7C2 

Dear Ms. Pihach and Mr. Riddell: 

RE: 	 COMMENTS ON CITY OF ST. CATHARINES DRAFT ZONING BY-LAW 
RESPECTING HERITAGE POINT SUBDIVISION AND WOODBURN AVENUE 

NOVA'CORf:"CONSUl:'TING-GROUP1Ne;-(NC61)-represents-Brickyard--Bevelopments--l::lmiten-,--- ­
the owner of the above noted lands. 

Please be advised we have reviewed the City's Draft Zoning By-law against the currently 
approved zoning for the subject lands, and have included for your reference comparison tables. 
Please see Appendices A to I. 

We have identified specific provisions from the proposed Draft Zoning that do not carry over the 
as-of-right permitted provisions of the existing By-law. These provisions have been highlighted in 
red. In some cases, we respectfully request that the Draft Zoning By-law be amended to include 
our requested changes (highlighted in blue). This is to ensure that units currently existing and/or 
under construction do not become legal non-conforming uses. as well as to ensure as-of-right 
provisions are carried over. In some cases, we have posed some questions for clarification 
(highlighted in green). 

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact our office. 

Yours very truly, 

NOVACORE CONSULTING GROUP 


Amanda McNeish, BES, MCIP, RPP 
Planner 

• 



Subject Lands: 

Municipal Address Legal Description 

1,3,5, 7,9,11,13,15,17 

Avery Cres. 

Blk 7, Plan 30M-382 

1,3,5, 7,9,11,13,15,17 
Guest Place 

Blk 9, Plan 30M-382 

2,4,6,8 Guest Place Part of Blk 10, Plan 30M­

382 

City of St. Catharines Existing Zoning vs. New Draft Zoning APPENDIX A 

RED FONT= COMPLIANCE ISSUE 

BLUE FONT= REQUESTED CHANGE TO NEW DRAFT ZONING 

GREEN FONT= QUESTION/FOR CLARIFICATION 

Existing Zoning 
By-law 62-86/By-law 

2004-263/By-law 2007­
312 

RS Mixed Density 

Zone Residential with Site 

Specific Provisions 

Permitted Uses 
single detached dwelling 

semi-detached dwelling 

duplex dwelling 

two-unit dwelling 

street townhouses 

quadruplexes 

planned unit 
development 

apartment 

long term care facility 

retirement dwelling 

any railway line existing 

at date of passing of By­
law 

5.5m/unit (max. 8 
Provisions for 

Min. Lot Frontage attached units) 
Street Towns 

165 sq.m. 

Min. Lot Area 

Max. Lot Coverage 55% 

6m to an attached 
garage, 4m to main wall 
if dwelling, porch, or 

Min. Front Yard verandah. No 

encrachments 

permitted into the min. 

front yard. 
6m to an attached 
garage (where the 

garage door faces the 
flanking yard), 3m to 

Min. Flanking Yard 
main wall of dwelling, 
porch or verandah. No 
encroachments are 
permitted into the min. 
flanking yard. 

1.2m 

Min. Side Yard 

Min. Rear Yard 7.5m 

Max. Height llm 

2 spaces/unit with one 
Min. Parking Per space provided in an 

Dwelling Unit attached garage. 

Tandem permitted. 

Min. Landscaped Open 25% 

Space 

x 
Min. Density per 

Hectare 

New Draft Zoning Conformity NCGI Requested Change 
Mar.18, 2013 

R3 Medium Density 

Residentia I 

detached dwelling 

semi detached dwelling 

duplex dwelling 

triplex dwelling 

street townhouse 

fourplex dwelling 

private road development 

apartment building 

long term care facility 

stacked townhouse Retirement dwelling requested to be 
carried over as a permitted use. 

5.5m/unit (max. 6 attached Conforms. 5.5m/unit (max. 8 attached units) 
units) requested. 

min. 165 sq.m., max. 348 1 Avery Cres. (351 sq. m.) and No maximum requested. 
sq.m. 17 Avery Cres. (413 sq. m) 

exceeds 

x Conforms. No change requested. 

Sm to dwelling, 6m to Conforms. 4m to main wall if dwelling, porch, or 

attached garage verandah. No encrachments 
permitted into the min. front yard is 
requested. 

x 

min. 1.2m interior, min. 3m 

exterior 

7.5m 

llm 

1 Conforms. No change requested. 

25% 

20 units Conforms on a block basis and Is this measured on an overall block 

per unit. basis or on an individual unit basis 

(i.e. lots created from part 

lot/severance)? 



City of St. Catharines Existing Zoning vs. New Draft Zoning APPENDIX B 

Municipal Address Legal Description RED FONT= COMPLIANCE ISSUE 
Subject 

19, 21, 23 Avery Blk 6, Plan 30M-382Lands: BLUE FONT= REQUESTED CHANGE TO NEW DRAFT ZONING 
Crescent 

GREEN FONT= QUESTION/FOR CLARIFICATION 

Existing Zoning New Draft Zoning Conformity NCGI Requested Change 

By-law 62-86/By-law Mar. 18, 2013 

2004-263/By-law 2007­

312/Minor Variance A­

67/10 
RS Mixed Density R3 Medium Density Residential 

Zone Residential with Site 

Specific Provisions 

Permitted Uses 
single detached dwelling detached dwelling 

semi-detached dwelling semi detached dwelling 

duplex dwelling duplex dwelling 

two-unit dwelling triplex dwelling 

street townhouses street townhouse 

quadruplexes fou rplex dwelling 

planned unit development private road development 

apartment apartment building 

long term care facility long term care facility 

retirement dwelling stacked townhouse Retirement dwelling 

requested to be carried 

over as a permitted use. 

any railway line existing at 

date of passing of By-law 

5.0m/unit (max. 8 5.5m/unit (max. 6 attached units) Exceeds. Requested to be reduced 
attached units) per to S.Om per approved 

Provisions for 
Min. Lot Frontage 

approved Minor Variance Minor Variance A-67 /10. 

Street Towns A-67/10. Max. 8 attached units 
requested. 

Min. Lot Area 
165 sq.m. min. 165 sq.m., max. 348 sq.m. Exceeds. (480 sq. m, 36S sq.m., No maximum requested. 

629 sq.m.). 

Max. Lot Coverage 
55% x Conforms. No change requested. 

6m to an attached garage, Sm to dwelling, 6m to attached Conforms. 4m to main wall if 

4m to main wall if garage dwelling, porch, or 

dwelling, porch, or verandah. No 

Min. Front Yard verandah. No encrachments permitted 

encrachments permitted into the min. front yard is 

into the min. front yard. requested. 

6m to an attached garage x 

(where the garage door 

faces the flanking yard), 

3m to main wall of 

Min. Flanking Yard dwelling, porch or 
verandah. No 

encroachments are 

permitted into the min. 
flanking yard. 

Min. Side Yard 
1.2m min. 1.2m interior, min. 3m exterior 

Min. Rear Yard 7.5m 7.5m 

Max. Height llm llm 

2 spaces/unit with one 1 Conforms. No change requested. 
Min. Parking Per space provided in an 

Dwelling Unit attached garage. Tandem 

permitted. 

Min. Landscaped 25% 25% 

Open Space 

x 20 units 19 and 21 Avery Cres. conform Is this measured on an 

on an individual lot basis. 23 overall block basis or on 
Min. Density per Avery does not meet (16 an individual unit basis 

Hectare units/ha). Overall, meets on a (i.e. lots created from 

block basis. part lot/severance)? 



City of St. Catharines Existing Zoning vs. New Draft Zoning APPENDIX C 

Subject 
Municipal Address Legal Description 

Lands: 28,30,32,34,3G,38 

Woodburn Avenue 

Parts 1-7, Plan 30R­

14125 

RED FONT= COMPLIANCE ISSUE 

BLUE FONT= REQUESTED CHANGE TO NEW DRAFT ZONING 

GREEN FONT= QUESTION/FOR CLARIFICATION 

Existing Zoning New Draft Zoning Conformity NCGI Requested Change 
By-law 62-86/By-law Mar. 18, 2013 

2004-263/By-law 
2007-312 

RS Mixed Density R3 Medium Density 

Zone Residential with Site Residential 
Specific Provisions 

Permitted Uses 
single detached detached dwelling 
dwelling 

semi-detached semi detached dwelling 
dwelling 

duplex dwelling duplex dwelling 

two-unit dwelling triplex dwelling 

street townhouses street townhouse 

quadruplexes fourplex dwelling 

planned unit private road development 
development 

apartment apartment building 

long term care facility long term care facility 

retirement dwelling stacked townhouse Retirement dwelling requested to be 
carried over as a permitted use. 

any railway line 
existing at date of 
passing of By-law 

5.5m/unit (max. 8 5.5m/unit (max. 6 attached Conforms. S.Sm/unit (max. 8 attached units 
Provisions for 

Min. Lot Frontage attached units) units) requested). 
Street Towns 

1G5 sq.m. min. 1G5 sq.m., max. 348 28 Woodburn Ave. (492 sq. m.) No maximum requested. 
sq.m. and 38 Woodburn Ave. (420.7 sq. 

Min. Lot Area m.) exceeds. 

Max. Lot Coverage 55% x Conforms No change requested. 

Gm to an attached Sm to dwelling, Gm to Conforms 4m to main wall if dwelling, porch, or 
garage, 4m to main attached garage verandah. No encrachments permitted 

wall if dwelling, porch, into the min. front yard is requested. 

Min. Front Yard or verandah. No 
encrachments 

permitted into the 

min. front yard. 
Gm to an attached x 
garage (where the 
garage door faces the 
flanking yard), 3m to 
main wall of dwelling, 

Min. Flanking Yard porch or verandah. No 
encroachments are 

-· ----- -­ - - -­ permitted into the 
min. flanking yard. 

1.2m min. 1.2m interior, min. 3m 

Min. Side Yard 
exterior 

Min. Rear Yard 7.5m 7.5m 

Max. Height llm llm 

2 spaces/unit with one 1 Conforms No change requested. 

Min. Parking Per 
space provided in an 

Dwelling Unit 
attached garage. 

Tandem permitted. 

Min. Landscaped Open 25% 25% 

Space 

x 20 units Conforms on a block basis and Is this measured on an overall block 
Min. Density per individual unit basis. basis or on an individual unit basis (i.e. 

Hectare lots created from part lot/severance)? 



City of St. Catharines Existing Zoning vs. New Draft Zoning APPENDIX D 

Municipal Address Legal Description 

Subject 
Lands: 44,4G,48,50,52,54 

Woodburn Avenue 
Block 12, Plan 30M­

382 

RED FONT= COMPLIANCE ISSUE 

BLUE FONT= REQUESTED CHANGE TO NEW DRAFT ZONING 

GREEN FONT= QUESTION/FOR CLARIFICATION 

Existing Zoning New Draft Zoning Conformity NCGI Requested Change 
By-law 62-86/By-law Mar. 18, 2013 

2004-263/By-law 

2007-312 

RS Mixed Density R3 Medium Density 

Zone Residential with Site Residential 
Specific Provisions 

Permitted Uses 
single detached detached dwelling 
dwelling 

semi-detached semi detached dwelling 
dwelling 

duplex dwelling duplex dwelling 

two-unit dwelling triplex dwelling 

street townhouses street townhouse 

quadruplexes fourplex dwelling 

planned unit private road development 
development 

apartment apartment building 

long term care facility long term care facility 

retirement dwelling stacked townhouse Retirement dwelling requested to be 

carried over as a permitted use. 
any railway line 
existing at date of 

passing of By-law 

5.5m/unit (max. 8 5.5m/unit (max. 6 attached Conforms. 5.Sm/unit (max. 8 attached units 
Provisions for 

Min. Lot Frontage attached units) units) requested). 
Street Towns 

1G5 sq.m. min. 1G5 sq.m., max. 348 WE DO NOT HAVE THIS No maximum requested. 
Min. Lot Area sq.m. INFORMATION. UNLESS JOHN DOES A 

PLAN FOR US??? 

Max. Lot Coverage 55% x Conforms. No change requested. 

Gm to an attached Sm to dwelling, Gm to Conforms. 4m to main wall if dwelling, porch, or 
garage, 4m to main attached garage verandah. No encrachments permitted 
wall if dwelling, porch, into the min. front yard is requested. 

Min. Front Yard or verandah. No 

encrachments 

permitted into the 

min. front yard. 

Gm to an attached x 
garage (where the 

garage door faces the 
flanking yard), 3m to 

Min. Flanking Yard 
main wall of dwelling, 

porch or verandah. No 

encroachments are 
permitted into the 

min. flanking yard. 

1.2m min. 1.2m interior, min. 3m 

Min. Side Yard 
exterior 

Min. Rear Yard 7.5m 7.5m 

Max. Height llm llm 

2 spaces/unit with one 1 Conforms. No change requested. 

Min. Parking Per 
space provided in an 

Dwelling Unit 
attached garage. 

Tandem permitted. 

Min~ Landscaped Open 25% 25% 

Space 
x 20 units Conforms on a block basis. Is this measured on an overall block 

Min. Density per basis or on an individual unit basis (i.e. 

Hectare lots created from part lot/severance)? 



City of St. Catharines Existing Zoning vs. New Draft Zoning APPENDIX E 

Subject Lands: 

Municipal Address Legal Description 

G7 Avery Crescent Lot 5, Plan 30M-382 

G9 Avery Crescent Lot 4, Plan 30M-382 

71 Avery Crescent Lot 3, Plan 30M-382 

RED FONT= COMPLIANCE ISSUE 

BLUE FONT= REQUESTED CHANGE TO NEW DRAFT ZONING 

GREEN FONT= QUESTION/FOR CLARIFICATION 

Existing Zoning New Draft Zoning Conformity NCGI ReQuested Change 
Mar.18, 2013 

By-law 2004-263/By-law 

2007-312 (Site 

Specific)/Minor Variance A­

70/12 and A-71/12 increases 
max. coverage to 46% for 69 

and 71 Avery Cres. 

RS Mixed Density Residential R3 Medium Density Residential 
Zone with Site Specific Provisions 

Permitted Uses single detached dwelling detached dwelling 
semi-detached dwelling semi detached dwelling 
duplex dwelling duplex dwelling 
two-unit dwelling triplex dwelling 
street townhouses street townhouse 
quadruplexes fourplex dwelling 
planned unit development private road development 

apartment apartment building 
long term care facility long term care facility 

retirement dwelling stacked townhouse Retirement dwelling requested 

to be carried over as a 
permitted use. 

any railway line existing at 
date of passing of By-law 

Provisions for 
9m 9m 

Single Detached Min. Lot Frontage 

Dwelling 

Min. Lot Area 
275 sq.m. min. 27S sq.m, max. 372 sq. m. 67 Avery Cres. (S17.83 sq. m.) No maximum requested. 

exceeds. 
45% or 4G% for G9 and 71 x Conforms. Unit SC-02 results in FYI - per approved Minor 
Avery Cres. (minor variances) 4S.6% coverage on 69 and 71 Variance, coverage was 

Max. Lot Coverage Avery Cres. Approved Minor increased to 46% for 69 and 71 

Variances increases permitted Avery Cres. 

coverage to 46%. 

Gm to attached garage where Sm to dwelling, Gm to attached 69 Avery Cres. does not 4m to main wall if dwelling, 

garage door faces flanking garage conform. Covered porch is porch, or verandah. No 

yard, 3m to main wall of 4.SSm from front lot line. encrachments permitted into 
Min. Front Yard dwelling, porch or verandah. Enclosed structures must meet the min. front yard is 

No encroachments building setbacks. requested. 

permitted. 

Gm to attached garage where x 

garage door faces flanking 

yard, 3m to main wall of 

Min. Flanking Yard dwelling, porch or verandah. 

No encroachments 

permitted. 

Min. Side Yard 
lm 1.2m interior side yard, 3m Does not conform. Min. side yard of lm requested. 

exterior side yard 
Min. Rear Yard 7.Sm Gm Conforms. 

Max. Height llm llm 
Min. Parking Per 1 1 Conforms. 

Dwelling Unit 

25% 25% 
Min. Landscaped Open 

Space 



___/ 

City of St. Catharines Existing Zoning vs. New Draft Zoning APPENDIX F 

Municipal Address Legal Description 

Subject 
Lands: 14,1G,18,20,22,24,2G 

Woodburn Ave. 
Parts 1-11, Plan 30R­

140Gl 

RED FONT= COMPLIANCE ISSUE 

BLUE FONT= REQUESTED CHANGE TO NEW DRAFT ZONING 

GREEN FONT= QUESTION/FOR CLARIFICATION 

Zone 

Permitted Uses 

Provisions for 
Min. Lot Frontage 

Street Towns 

Min. Lot Area 

Max. Lot Coverage 

Min. Front Yard 

Min. Flanking Yard 

Min. Side Yard 

Min. Rear Yard 

Max. Height 

Min. Parking Per 

Dwelling Unit 

Min. Landscaped Open 
Space 

Min. Density per 

Hectare 

Existing Zoning 
By-law 62-86/By-law 

2004-263/By-law 

2007-312 

RS Mixed Density 
Residential with Site 

Specific Provisions 

single detached 
dwelling 

semi-detached 

dwelling 

duplex dwelling 

two-unit dwelling 

street townhouses 

quadruplexes 

planned unit 

development 

apartment 

long term care facility 

retirement dwelling 

any railway line 
existing at date of 
passing of By-law 

7m/unit 

165 sq.m. 

55% 

Gm to an attached 

garage, 4m to main 

wall if dwelling, porch, 
or verandah. No 

encrachments 

permitted into the 
min. front yard. 

Gm to an attached 
garage (where the 

garage door faces the 

flanking yard), 3m to 

main wall of dwelling, 

porch or verandah. No 
encroachments are 

permitted into the 
min. flanking yard. 

1.2m 

Gm 

llm 

New Draft Zoning Conformitv NCGI Requested Change 
Mar. 18, 2013 

R2 Low Density Residential - Traditional 
Neighbourhood 

detached dwelling 

semi detached dwelling 

duplex dwelling 

triplex dwelling 

street townhouse 

fourplex dwelling 

private road development 

stacked townhouse Retirement dwelling requested to be 

carried over as a permitted use. 

No change requested. 

Sm (max. G attached units) Does not conform. 7 unit Max. 8 attached units requested. 

townhome currently exists. 

280 sq.m. lG, 18, 20, 22, 24 Min. lGS sq. m requested. 
Woodburn Ave. do not 
conform. 

x Conforms. No change requested. 

3m to dwelling, Gm to attached garage Conforms. 4m to main wall if dwelling, porch, or 

verandah. No encrachments 
permitted into the min. front yard is 
requested. 

x 

min. 1.2m interior, min. 3m exterior Conforms. No change requested. 

Gm 

llm 

2 spaces/unit with one 1 Conforms. No change requested. 
space provided in an 

attached garage. 

Tandem permitted. 

25% 25% 

x 20 units Conforms on a block basis Is this measured on an overall block 

and individual lot basis. basis or on an individual unit basis (i.e. 

lots created from part lot/severance)? 



City of St. Catharines Existing Zoning vs. New Draft Zoning APPENDIX G 

Municipal Address Legal Description RED FONT= COMPLIANCE ISSUE 

Subject 


Lands: 
 40 Woodburn Ave. Block 14, Plan 30M­ BLUE FONT= REQUESTED CHANGE TO NEW DRAFT ZONING 
382 

GREEN FONT= QUESTION/FOR CLARIFICATION 

Existing Zoning 
By-law 62-86/By-law 

2004-263/By-law 

2007-312 
RS Mixed Density 

Zone Residential with Site 

Specific Provisions 

Permitted Uses 
single detached 

dwelling 

semi-detached 

dwelling 

duplex dwelling 

two-unit dwelling 

street townhouses 

quadruplexes 

planned unit 

development 

apartment 

long term care facility 

retirement dwelling 

any railway line 

existing at date of 

passing of By-law 

RS Mixed Density 
Provisions for · 

Zone 
Residential with Site 

Apartment Specific Provisions 

Min. Lot Frontage lOm 
Min. Lot Area 550 sq. m. 

Max. Lot Coverage 40% 

Min. Front Yard Gm 
Min. Flanking Yard 4.Sm 

min. Gm from golf 

Min. Side Yard 
course, min. lOm 

northerly side yard, 

1/2 building height 

Min. Rear Yard 13.Sm 

Max. Height 
4 storeys up to max. of 

13.5m 

Min. Parking Per 1.5 per rental unit, 

Dwelling Unit 1.75 per condo unit 

25% and min. 4m 

Min. Landscaped Open 
landscape strip along 

side and rear lot lines 
Space 

abutting an R2C zone. 

x 

Min. Density per Hectare 

shall be permitted to ----. 

Balconies 
encroach 1.2m into 
any required yard 

RSC, 100 yr floodplain 

Holding limit be relocated 

New Draft Zoning Conformity NCGI Reauested Change 
Mar. 18, 2013 

R3-47-H8 Medium Density Residential 

with Site Specific Provisions and Holding 

single detached dwelling 

semi detached dwelling 

duplex dwelling 

triplex dwelling 

street townhouse 

fourplex dwelling 

private road development 

stacked townhouse Retirement dwelling requested to be 

carried over as a permitted use. 

long term care facility 

No change requested. 

R3-47-H8 Medium Density Residential 

with Special Provisions and Holding 

lOm 
N/A for lot area per dwelling unit Conforms. No change requested. 

x Conforms. No change requested. 

Gm 

x Conforms. No change requested. 

min. Gm from golf course, min. lOm 
northerly side yard, 4m interior side yard 

Conforms. No change requested. 

13.5m 

16m 
Conforms. No change requested. 

1.S per unit, 1 per unit for a mixed use 

building 

25% and min. 4m along side and rear lot 

lines abutting an R2 zone 

min. 2S units, max. 99 units No maximum requested. Is this 

measured on an overall block basis or 

on an individual unit basis (i.e. lots 

created from part lot/severance)? 

Does not conform. 

shall be permitted to encroach 1.2m into 
any required yard. 

RSC, 100 yr floodplain limit be relocated 



... ._ ,,/ 

City of St. Catharines Existing Zoning vs. New Draft Zoning APPENDIX H 

Municipal Address Legal Description RED FONT= COMPLIANCE ISSUE 

Subject Lands: 
77 Avery Crescent, Block 13, Plan 30M-382 BLUE FONT= REQUESTED CHANGE TO NEW DRAFT ZONING 
Units 1-26 

GREEN FONT= QUESTION/FOR CLARIFICATION 

Existing Zoning 
By-law 2004-263/By-law 

2007-312 (Site 
Specific)/Minor Variance A­

62/12 reduces min. rear 
yard to6m. 

RS Mixed Density 
Zone Residential with Site Specific 

Provisions 
Permitted Uses single detached dwelling 

semi-detached dwelling 
duplex dwelling 

two-unit dwelling 
street townhouses 
quadruplexes 
planned unit development 

apartment 

long term care facility 
retirement dwelling 

any railway line existing at 

date of passing of By-law 

Provisions for 30m 

Private Road Min. Lot Frontage 

Development 
Min. Lot Area lOOOsq. m. 

Max. Lot Coverage 40% 

Min. Front Yard 
6m to the front lot line. 

Min. Flanking Yard 4.5m 

Min. Side Yard 
l.2m 

6m (as approved by minor 
Min. Rear Yard variance A-62/12) 

Min. Between 
Buildings 

x 

Min. Distanct From 
Private Road 

x 

Max. Unit Driveway 

Width 
x 

Max. Height llm 
1 

Min. Parking Per 
Dwelling Unit 

"---:·· ···­

25%, min. 3m wide 

Min. Landscaped landscape strip shall be 
Open Space provided along the front and 

flanking lot line. 

Min. Density per 

Hectare 
x 

New Draft Zoning Conformity NCGI Reauested Cham?e 
Mar. 18, 2013 

R3 Medium Density 
Residential/Approved Minor 

Variance A-62/12 
detached dwelling 
semi detached dwelling 

duplex dwelling 
triplex dwelling 
street townhouse 
fourplex dwelling 
private road development 

apartment building 
long term care faci lity 
stacked townhouse Retirement dwelling requested 

to be carried over as a 
permitted use. 

12.7m (for the lot not per unit). Conforms. No change requested. 

Max 8 attached units. 

n/a 
x 
Sm to dwelling/Gm to attached Conforms. No change requested. 

garage 
3m exterior side yard Conforms. No change requested. 
3m from end wall, Gm from Does not conform. Min. 1.2m Min. 1 m side yard requested. 
rear wall provided. 
3m from end wall, 6m from Conforms. FYI - per approved Minor 
rear wall Variance, min. rear yard was 

reduced to 6m. 
Gm between end walls, 7 .s Does not conform. No min. between buildings 
between rear walls, Gm requested. Is this applicable to 

between end and rear walls ALL uses i.e. will the same 
standards apply to single, 
towns, apartments, etc. ? 

6m to attached garage, 3m to Conforms. No change requested. 
dwelling . 

50% ofunit width Does not conform. No maxiumum unit driveway 

width requested. 

llm 
1.5 26 single detached units with a 1 parking spot per dwelling 

min. of 1 attached single car unit is requested. Is tandem 
garage with driveway (i.e. parking permitted? Is a 26 unit 

additional parking spot) is private development with a 

proposed. min. of one single car garage 
and driveway per unit exempt 
from provision of accessible 

-· .. . parking? Is visitors parking 
required? 

25% Conforms. 

min. 25 units, max. 99 units Does not conform. No min. or max. request ed. 



Savoia, Ellen ( a \ \ 1 \'~ \'\._ \ ~I 

From: Mel Bird 
June 27, 2013 10:37 AMSent: 

To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Fwd: Great Western Street lands 

Good morning Ellen: 
and thank you for your past assistance respecting the proposed Comprehensive Zoning By-law in regards to the 
marginaUy noted property. We will be submitting written concerns to your attention shortly with respect to the 
Ml H proposed designation and the restrictive nature thereof as regards our future uses of the existing buildings 
and expansions and or redevelopment oftbe excess ]ands. We would prefer the removal of the H altogether but 
would be amenable to its retention with some clarifying footnote i.e. whereby any future uses of the existing 
buiJdjng or developments on the excess lands could be carried out having in mind some reasonable 
predetermined set back or coverage or specific area for accomodating access and parking for the hoped for 
Transit Site OR Can we make the H relate on1y to the need not to impact on a future Transit Site. '' Mr. Paul 
Chapman, our consultant in these maters will be writing to you on our behalf and we look forward lo further 
discussions in that regard. 
Sincerely, 

GMel Bird 

G Mel Bird 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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CHAPMAN PLANNING SERVICES 


I MISSISSAUGA ROAD 


ST. CATHARINES, ON 


-
Sent by email only 

June 26th, 2013 

City of St. Catharines Planning and Development Department 

SO Church Street, 

P.O. Box 3012 

St. catharlnes, ON 

L2R 7C2 

Attention: Judy Pihach 

RE: Proposed Zoning fotl Great Western Street 

Dear Ms. Pihach: 

I am writing to you on behalf of the party that has an agreement to purchase the above noted property. 

The City' s proposed zoning of the site ls Ml-83-HG. I understand t his to mean that the site is zoned 

M edium Density Mixed Use (Ml) and that Special Provision 83 and the HG provision applies to this site. 

In terms of the range of uses proposed, these are acceptable . 

I am concerned about future interpretation of Special Provision 83. This provision appears to allow only 

existing uses of the site to undergo internal conversions in add ition to the ra il station. The current 

wording does no t appear to allow other permitted Ml uses. At this time, there is a vacancy within the 

building. If this vacancy Is not filled prior to the passage of the by-law, It would appear that a new use 

would not be permitted to be established. If that was the intent, the property has effectively been 

frozen. This property has a history of a wide range of uses in addition to the railway station. These uses 

include offices, restaurants, educational uses/institutional uses, a bingo hall and an electronics recycling 

facility. If the Intent was not to freeze the uses of the site to the current uses, I believe a clarification of 

the provision would be desirable. 

In reading the HG provision, it would appear that the intent of this provision applies only to the Major 

Transit Station and a limited number of small scale ground floor uses which are presumably introduced 

when the Major Transit Station is opened. There ls no wording in this provision that suggests that it 



.. 

would apply to other permitted uses on the sit e. Please confirm In writing that this is the City's intent. 

If this is correct, then Clarifying Special Provision 83 to provide for the same Intent would assist in future 

bylaw interpretation. If the Intent is otherwise, this needs to be discussed further before the by-law is 

presented. 

In order for ease of by-law administration, the City may wish to add a statement at the bottom of 

Special Provision 83 as they have for Special Provision 20 that the H6 provision also applies to the site. 

The City has worked hard to simplify the proposed by-law and to make by-law administration easier in 

the future. There is much that is good in the proposed by-law but for this property, there is a need for 

some additional work to ensure that it is clear which permitted uses in the M·l zone are permitted. 

I look forward to working with your staff to develop wording that will both provide the owner the 

opportun ity to use the property for the permitted uses and also protect the City's interest related to the 

site of a future Major Transit Station. We would be pleased to meet with your staff to discuss this 

further. I do believe that we can find wording that is acceptable to all. 

Yours truly 

Paul Chapman, R.P.P., M.C.l.P 

Chapman Planning Services 

c.c. Mel Bird 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Pihach, Judy 
Sent: June 26, 2013 3:47 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: FW: Proposed Zoning for Train Station Site 
Attachments: revlettocityrepropzon.docx 

Fyi 

Judy Pihach 
Manager, Planning Services 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
P.O. 3012, 50 Church Street 
St Catharines, ON 
L2R 7C2 

9hone 905 688 5601ex1725 
E-mail jpihach@stcatharines.ca 

From: Paul Chapman 

To: Pihach, Judy 
- ubject: Proposed Zoning for Train Station Site 

Hello 

Please find a letter concern ing the proposed zoning for I Great Western. As outlined in the letter, I 
believe there is a need for clarification of the City's intent for the site so as not to freeze the property 
with only its current uses. 

'e look forward to discussing this with you in the near future. 

Paul Chapman 
Chapman Planning Services 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2013 12:59 PM 

mailto:jpihach@stcatharines.ca
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CHAPMAN PLANNING SERVICES 


I MISSISSAUGA ROAD 


ST. CATHARINES, ON 


-
Sent by email only 

June 26th, 2013 

Ci ty of St. Catharines Planning and Development Department 

50 Church Street, 

P.O. Box 3012 

St. Catharines, ON 

l2R 7C2 

Attention : Judy Pihach 

RE: Proposed Zoning tor i Great Western Street 

Dear Ms. Pihach: 

I am writing to you on beha lf of the party that has an agreement to purchase the above noted property. 

The City's proposed zoning of the site Is Ml-83-H6. I understand this to mean that the site is zoned 

Medium Density Mixed Use (Ml) and that Special Provision 83 and the H6 provision applies to this site. 

In terms of the range of uses proposed, these are acceptable. 

I am concerned about future interpretation of Special Provision 83. This provision appears to allow only 

existing uses of the site to undergo internal conversions in addition to the rail station. The current 

wording does not appear to allow other permitted Ml uses. At this time, there is a vacancy within the 

building. If this vacancy is not filled prior to the passage of the by-law, it would appear that a new use 

would not be permitted to be established. If that was the intent, the property has effectively been 

frozen. This property has a history of a wide range of uses in addition to the railway station. These uses 

include offices, restaurants, educational uses/institutional uses, a bingo hall and an electronics recycling 

facility. If the intent was not to freeze the uses of the site to the current uses, I believe a clarification of 

the provision would be desirable. 

In reading the HG provision, it would appear that the intent of this provision applies only to the Major 

Transit Station and a limited number of small scale ground floor uses which are presumably introduced 

when the MajorTransit Station is opened. There is no wording in this provision that suggests that it 



would apply to other permitted uses on the site. Please confirm in writing that this Is the City's intent. 

If this Is correct, then Clarifying Special Provision 83 to provide for the same intent would assist in future 

bylaw interpretation. If the intent is otherwise, this needs to be discussed further before the by-law is 

presented. 

In order for ease of by-law administration, the City may wish to add a statement at the bottom of 

Special Provision 83 as they have for Special Provision 20 that the H6 provision also applies to the site. 

The City has worked hard to simplify the proposed by-law and to make by·law administration easier in 

the future. There is much that is good in the proposed by-law but for this property, there is a need for 

some additional work to ensure that it is clear which permitted uses in the M· l zone are permitted. 

I look forward to working with your staff to develop wording that w ill both provide the owner the 

opportunity to use the property for the permitted uses and also protect the City's interest related to the 

site of a future Major Transit Station. We would be pleased to meet with your staff to discuss this 

further. I do believe that we can find wording that is acceptable to all. 

Yours truly 

Paul Chapman, R.P.P., M.C.l.P 

Chapman Planning Services 

c.c. Mel Bird 



Mr. Kevin Blozowski, 

Planning & Development Services, 

City of St. Catharines. 


Kevin, 
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Further to our brief discussion at one of the public open houses re: the new comprehensive zoning by­
law, I wanted to confirm in writing my opinion that the parking requirement for long-term care facilities 
(Section 3:13) needed to be adjusted upwards from the proposed figure of 0.30 parking spaces per bed. 

As I had mentioned to you, the Henley House Long-Term care Facility (160 beds) on Ernest St. was built 
in our neighbourhood in 2002 and provided SO parking spaces (0.31 spaces/bed); a figure which slightly 
exceeded the by-law requirement of 48 spaces. After eleven years ofoperation, if we ask ourselves the 
question whether the parking provided was sufficient to accommodate nearly all of the normal daily 
parking requirements generated by the facility, the neighbours would indicate a resounding 'no' . This is 
evidenced by the number of vehicles related to the· Henley House facility which on a daily basis have to 
find parking spaces on Ernest St., Cecil St. and Elma St. 

Ernest St. ls most-heavily impacted w ith 10-12 vehicles parked in front of the facility every day up until 
around 5 pm and other vehicles parked along the same street in the vicinity of both Bolger St. and 
Centennial Dr. When these spots are taken, the residual demand is serviced by Cecil St. and Elma St. 
Overfl'ow parking onto my own street (Elma St.), is more variable than on Ernest St. in that at times 
during the day there are only three or four vehicles parked on the street and at other times I've counted 
as many as fifteen vehicles going back beyond the curve on Elma St Parking demand is even higher on 
special days (e.g. Christmas, Easter, etc.) when there is a larger number of visitors to the facility. 

The impact of Henley House's parking demand spilling out onto the surrounding streets results mainly in 
what I would call minor inconveniences to the neighbourhood. These include: (a) the loss of visitor 
parking for people visiting friends in the neighbourhood (especially Ernest St.), (b) vehicles regularly 
being parked In 'No Parking' areas on Ernest St., thereby obstructing the sight line fot traffic coming out 
of Elma St. onto Ernest St.; (c) neighbours having their driveways blocked by people trying to squeeze 
into spaces which are too short for their vehicles; antj (d) frequent turning of vehicles into 
neighbourhood driveways as people seek overflow spots on Cecil St .. and Elma St. 

The current situation is certainly not a disaster. However, knowingwhat we know today after eleven 
years of operation of this long-term care facility, we would feel justified in stating that the 0.30 spaces 
per bed requirement is insufficient and that any new long-term care facility built in the future should 
have a higher requirement for parking of at least 0.35, and preferably 0.40, parking spaces per bed . It is 
of interest to note that Kris Jacobsen of your staff had argued at the 2001 Henley House OMB hearing 

that 48 parking spaces were insufficient. The OMB Chair supported the position of the applicant's traffic 
engineers instead. In hindsight, Kris' evaluat ion of parking insufficiency was correct. 

Hoping these comments are of some value in your final review of the new by-law. 

1CLiJ-S__..-­
Bob CrawW 
. Elma St. 
June 26, 2013 



Savoia, Ellen 

From: Ben Hannan 

June 21, 2013 11:36 AMSent: 
To: Bruce Bellows; Savoia, Ellen; Blozowski, Kevin 

Subject: Report to "Friends of Walker's Creek" members and friends ... 


Yo Bruce, Ellen and Kevin ... 

Thanks again for the fine information sharing Wednesday evening past. 

The following has now been reviewed by the WCNA Directors and so will be added to the WCNA 
website imminently ... one more attempt to inform and engage the people. Your support of the 
WCNA meeting warrants an advance sharing. Any comments you may wish to provide can be 
added to this 'blog', at your discretion. 

Happy, restful weekend .... 

Regards 

Ben Hannan 
Chair, WCNA 

******************************************************************************* 

*********** 

Proposed New Zoning Bylaw ..... . "The Friends of Walker's Creek" Community meeting .. . 


Brnce Bellows, Ellen Savoia and Kevin Blozowski , the three principal City Planning Staffmembers 
responsjble for the development of the Proposed new Zoning Bylaw, met with Members of the "Friends of 
Walker's Creek" on Wednesday June 19th. This was the final meeting of these leaders with the publJc before 
reviewing the many suggestions, recommendations and concerns resulting from a number of "Open House" 
public meetings, written submissions. meetings with the Chamber ofCommerce, The Downtown Business 
Association, Real Estate Companies, various City Committees including the Mayor's Development Review 
Task Force and more. It is obvious in reviewing the 150 page document, also available on the City website, 
that a tremendous amount of work has been done to consolidate, harmonize and respond to the very many 
special regulations presently affecting various Wards, districts and situations that currently exist. Now it is the 
City Stafl,s responsibility to review, consider and revise the initial document before again presenting it to the 
public for comment in the autumn. They anticipate City Council dealing with the final version and adopting it 
prior to the New Year. With "The Garden City Plan' as the major guide, the new Zoning Byalw will reflect and 
drive the future .Planning ofthe City and its many unique requirements. 

The initial expectation of the Wednesday evening's meeting was a focus on Grantham Ward as a 
primarily residential area. As the City Staff presented a Power Point review of the new Bylaw, it was soon 
apparent that many items affecting other areas of the City will also affect Grantham Ward. Consolidation of 
many regulations means that p lanning will be more consistent across tbe City, that new regulations from the 
Provincial Govemm.ent, the Region, the Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority, imposed since the former 

1 
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Bylaw was adopted, had to be incorporated, that concerns experienced jn the past could and wilJ be remediated 
with the new Zoning Bylaw. 

There are many instances where situations exist that wilJ not conform with the new Bylaw, but what 
exists at the time the Zoning Bylaw is adopted, wiJl be accepted ... "Grandfathered" ... until such ti.me as there 
may be major redevelopment, at which point the reguJations ofthe New Zoning Bylaw will be implemented 
and enforced. An example of this is where a school is built in a residential area, the school property will be 
identified as "Institutional", however a provision ofthis regulation will state that when the school is no longer 
required and the land is offered for development, the new development must reflect the neighbourhood, 11amely 
"Residential". When existing retail shopping centres, such as the Pen Center or the Smart Center, seek to 
redevelop, or when new centers are developed, the new Bylaw will require fewer parking spaces to better 
reflect the normal need for parking. The space taken from parking wi LI then be used for landscaping providing 
fewer acres ofjust asphalt, adding trees and such for shade and better water retention and certainly a better 
appearance and safer walkways for shoppers. Walker's Creek drains from the Walmart parking area at Bunting 
and WeJJand. After a heavy rainstorm, the Creek rises dramatically and an oil sheen can be seen on the water 
flowing to the Lake. Witl1 additional landscape absorbing more of this water, this pollution wi 11 hopeful ly be 
reduced significantly. 

Discussion included parking on residential streets, where the new Zoning bylaw will permit small 
business use, with one additional employee, in private homes or where permit driven additonal accommodation, 
such as a basement apartment, will see increased population, without additional dedicated parking spaces on 
the private property. Concerns expressed were in Tegards to increased No Parking restrictions requested by 
residents, inadequate parking remaining for visitors to other homes and potential danger to children playing or 
crossing streets. The matter of restricted sight lines for neighbours adjacent to homes where large RV vehicles 
or :large boats are parked in driveways, was also raised. There is an inherent danger when backing out ofa 
driveway and not being able to clearly see traffic on the street onto which the backing vehicle seeks to enter. 
The large vehicles and boats also create a vision barrier, especially when parked for long periods of time~ and, 
in some peoples' opinion. detracts from the residential appearance of the neighbourhood. Botb of these 
concerns bad been brought to the attention of the City Planning Staff and tbey wilJ be considering solutions. 

Given the 'landlocked' nanire of the City of St. Catharines, it is understandable that 'infill' development 
and additional considerations be given to appropriate accommodation for an increased population. With height 
limits on new buildings in force to maintain a neighbourhood appearance, consideration of town houses with 
separate upper and lower homes is mentioned. Multi family dwellings, such as apartment buildings or condos, 
will be more acceptable on arterial roads ... with possible retail space on the lower levels to support a 'walkable' 
community. With a realignment of the Downtown region, the intention to support the appropriate services for 
residents, along with promoted accommodation, the future ofan active City core will be enhanced. 

As in such a sweeping adjustment of this primary set of regulations, inlplementation will be a 'learning 
curve' for the City and the population. "Friends ofWalker's Creek'' are very pleased to hear that Parks, green 
spaces and parkettes are considered secure as part ofthe Garden City Plan and the new Zoning Bylaw. 
Approved uses of agricultural land is considerate, progressive and appropriate to the history and attractiveness 
ofour area. Enforcement ofthe new Bylaw will be an ongoing concern as St. Catharines opeates on a 
'complaint' based response. The expense ofadditional staff to see to enforcement is considered a serious hurdle 
that is yet unresoJved . While inspections and permits will help control construction and development, 
enforcement ofsignage, building without a permit, as bas happened with some student housing and additional 
accommodation in private homes, ·will be a challenge. 

Attention to details in tbe autumn will assure that the new Zoning Bylaw is respectful of the vision of 
the folks who call St. Catharines 'Home"!! 
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"The Friends of Walker's Creek" are most appreciative of the listening received, the openness to 
discussion and the infonned responses by the three City Panning Staff members. 

Ben Hannan, June 20 13 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Riddell, Jim 
Sent: June 13, 2013 1:06 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen; Bellows, Bruce; Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject: FW: Brock University letter re: zoning 
Attachments: City of St Catharines zoning - June 2013.pdt, City of St. Catharines zoning- June 2013 

attachment.pdf 

fyi 

James N. Riddell M.PI. M.C.1.P. R.P.P. 
Director, Planning and Development Services 
City ofSt. Catharines 

Phone: 905-688-5601ext. 1713 
Fax: 905-688-5873 
DY: 905·688-4TIY (4889) 
E-mail: jriddell@stcatharines.ca 

From: Dorothy Witte 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 9:32 AM 
To: Rfddell, Jim 
Subject: FW: Brock University letter re: zoning 

From: Dorothy Witte 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 9:26 AM 
To: 'jriddell@st.catharines.ca' 
Cc: 'bmcmullan@stcatharines.ca' ; 'cbriggs@stcatharines.ca'; 'Wearne, Patrice'; Jack Ughtstone 
Subject: Brock University letter re: zoning 

Please find enclosed a letter and attachment from Brian Hutchings (Brock University) to James Riddell (City ofSt. 
Catharines). 

Dorothy Witte, 

Executive Assistant to Brian Hutchings, 

Vice President, f inance and Administration 

Brock University 

500 Glenridge Ave. I St. Catharines, ON L2S 3A1 

I 

Click here to report trus email as spam. 
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Brock Univer iolty Office of the 
N1ag<!1 a R~•Ofl 

Vice President, Finance and Administratfon 500 Gl"nl 1dgc Avt"f'IU<' 
SI . Calhafll1e , ON 
US 3A I Canada 

brocku.ca 
June 11, 2013 

City of St. Catharines 
50 Church Street, P.O. Box 3012 
St. Catharines ON L2R 7CZ 
Attention: Mr. James Riddell, Director of Planning 

Dear Mr. Riddell: 

Re: 	 Brock University and City of St. Catharines Draft Zoning By-Law 
Your File No.: 60.35.11 vol. C 

Further to our meeting of April 29th, 2013 we have now received your letter of May 
15th and you will see that we are copying the Mayor and Mr. Briggs, the CAO of the 
Municipality with this response. 

With respect to the East Campus Lands, your response is satisfactory. The 
University accepts that this is probably highest and best use for these lands. The 
response does raise an issue, however, with respect to the "limited opportunity for 
development" because of access. We refer to the agreement between the 
University and the City of St. Catharines with respect to the guarantee of access 
through what was at the time the City's waste disposal site (now Regionally owned 
property). That agreement resulted in the registration on title of a permanent 
easement (registered December 30th, 1996) to provide a guarantee of access. That 
easement was intended and does coincide with the gate at the property with the 
signaled intersections for the on/off ramp for Highway 406 and St. David's Road. 
Accordingly, with this agreement in mind, could you please address whether that 
changes the opportunity for development and whether access could constitute any 
impediment for development for residential purposes and whether the issue of 
access is different dependent on the proposed use for the property. 

With respect to the University's property fronting on Lockhart Drive, we are not 
really sure that your letter addresses our concerns. Unless we are misreading what 
you are saying, the commentary seems to be addressing only the Captain John 
Decew School site as opposed to all of the lands owned by the University fronting 
on Lockhart Drive. The fact that the municipality would designate and then ione a 
large portion of the University's land for uses which would not even permit 
11University/College type uses" and do so without any consultation (given the "past 
history of the site") seems to be contrary to the spirit of our meeting. 

Neither you or I were present when this issue was previously dealt with and 
disposed of but I am told that it deeply strained relationships between the 
University and the City administration for a very long time. We for one do not wish 
to have this reoccur. 

http:60.35.11
http:brocku.ca


I am advised that, for regulatory purposes, municipal by-laws that affect lands 
which fall within the area of NEC control are suspended for the determination of 
permitted uses and are primarily used by the NEC to guide any applications for 
development permits. Accordingly your proposed zoning would have the effect, if 
used as a reference by the NEC, of prohibiting Brock from using any of it's lands 
except possibly the existing Captain Decew school (or limited residential uses along 
the frontage of Lockhart Drive). That is not what was provided for by the decision 
of the Environmental Review Tribunal of April 14, 1993 as approved by Order in 
Council of May 29th, 1996 (attached). As I understand it that decision designated all 
of the University's lands north of the 125 metre contour line as Urban. It is this 
that the University wants to have restored. 

The University continues to look upon that decision and the decision of the 
Lieutenant-Governor General in Council (the "Cabinet") as being a decision that 
finalized the planning status of these lands. 

The lands were acquired by the University as part of its landholdings. Universities, 
because of their life cycle, need to be assured that the land capital that they own 
will, on a very long term basis, be available for whatever purposes the University 
may have. It is my understanding that Municipalities tend to look at 20 year 
horizons for planning purposes under their official plans. For our purposes that is, 
relatively speaking, short term . We need to be assured that the lands that the 
University has will be there to respond to the needs of the institution on a long 
term basis and the University should not be put to continuously having to defend 
that long term use simply because the lands are not currently being used. The 
proposed rezoning not only changes the use, but also the potential value of these 
lands as part of the long term capital of the University. What is being proposed is 
effectively a sterilization of a large piece of University lands. 

Accordingly, I am not sure that this response addresses the concerns expressed at 
our meeting of April 29th. Perhaps you could clarify what is in fact intended. 

Yours very truly, 

Brian Hutchin s 
Vice President, Finance and Administration 

BH:dw 

c.c. 	 Dr. Jack Lightstone, President, Brock University 
Mayor Brian McMullan, City of St. Cathar1nes 
Colin Briggs, Chief Administrative Officer, City of St. Catharines 
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SCHEDULE "8° 
.. 


FrRSTLY: 


AU AltD SINGUlAR that urtain parcel or tract of land :and premises, situate, 


lying and being ~ll those portions of lot 15, Concession 10, tn the City of St. 


Catbarines, tn the Reg1ona1Mun1cipality of Niagara, fnrly in the 'Township of 


~ &ra1thall, to the County of Lincoln, fn tbe Province of Ontarto, designated as 

Parts l and 2 on a Reference Plan deposited In the Registry Office for the 

.Reg1stry D1v1s1on of Niagara Horth (forMer county of Lincoln) as Pltn R·45 . 

MJECT to an. eas9ent in faVOur of Tlie Hydro-Electrfc ·Power Com1ss1on of 

. . . ' 	 Onl•~lo as set out in an lnstru11ent regfstered In the Regfstry Office for the 

County of ltnco1n on the llth daY. of October, 1938, as Instrument No. 17807.'for 
"· . ' . , · . the To~ihfp of Grantham. As asst.gned to the .Pub1fc lltilftles Cocnmtssfon of the 

I Ctt, .of St. Cathlrtnes by InstTU111ent No. 285314, regfi.tered January 29, 1974. 

And the lands tn Part 1, being further subject to an tiSe.ent or lfcense tn. . 	 .. .: 

.._ J favour .of the st. Catharines Crushed stone L111,ted for the purpose of carrytng 


on its q~arryfng OPerations, ~1d easement or license to eKJ)fre on or before .\ 

Oeced>er 31. 1971. 
's.t.a a'Cld 	 Rscapt Part 1, ReferaDce Pl4D 301-3507. 

SECCHOLY;. 
' . 	 . 

ALL AHD Sn«wl.M .tha,t certain parcel or tract of land and preatses, sftu1t1, .. . 	 ...... .• • lyt119 IJ'd' bt1ng in the Cfty of $t, Cathartnes, tn the Regfona1 Nuntc1paHt1 of .• 

Nfagai-a.- formerly Township of Grantham, 111 tM ·C«lnty of L1.:C01n, ud Provf~ " .. 	 . .. ,of ~t&r1o., and be1ng COlllJ>OSed of part of Lot 16 1n Conc:.,rstpn 10 1n the satd 

,., Tolil!l~hip, .whfch may be more partteularly described as follows: ·. · 
# • 	 ' • • 

C())l(EHCIHG at the no~h east arigle of safct Lot 16; THEHCE South 67 deir.its, 16 · 

•tllliltes lfest, tn the southerly boundary Df the road allowance bett.een Corqssions 

. 9 and 10, 1467.6 feet to ~ easterly boundary of .the Herrfttvtlle Road; l'HDCE 
, 

South 1 degree, 20 111nutes West in the satd last llefttfOllid bolJldarr, 21 f•ti 
. 	 . 

TtftcE NOrth 67 degr.ees, oz •inutes East, 544.2 feet; THEJU Sout~ 22 degrees, 

58 mlMJte~ Ent, 100 feet; THEHCE South 57 degrees, 47 11lmltes Yest, 353.1 feet; 

TH£JIC£ South 54 degrees; 51 111inutes West, 302 feet. to the Easterly bounduy of 

the Merrtttvill• Road& Tff£NC£ Southerly 1n the nW Euter11 bolndaey to the 

~sterl1 boundarj of tM road allowance .between Lots 16 lid 11J TIDCE South o 
degrees , 31 •fnutes llest f11 the satd lut mnttoned ~•re or lHS to a 

pot"t d1stuc. tbtre1n .Southerly 1000 feet from the Not-thifttst ar4le Ot th n .ld 



..... 

Schedule •a• - ~ntfnued 

.. -2­

lot; THEHCE Horth 67 degrees. 16 ~inutes East, 1514:4 feet to a po1nt in the 
I 

lfne between Loh "IS Ind 16; llf£HCE Horth odegrees, ·37 minutes Eut In the safd 

last mentioned l>oundary' 1000 feet IDOT'e or less to ' the place of beglaotng. 

. . SUBJECT to a right-of-way. over t~t part of the sa1d lot descrfbed u follotU: 

v· · COMHENCIN~ at ~.• nortf)west an9le of the aboye desc:rfb8d proper~; THENCE Sout" 

·,:.: ·~ .1•.degrfas, 20 1tnutes west 1n the e1steM1 ·boundary of Merrfttvflle 'Roadi 21 
:. :.: ·...;·~
7~'.f . :feeti rHEHa t4orth 67 ·degrlieS' 02 111nutes. Eut·, 544.2· fe,~1 ~ North. 22 

.~ · ·:·: : ·: degrees, 58 11fllute1 Vast, 20 feet more or less to the southerly boun~arr of the 
" •• 1. ·.. • ' • •• ' • .. .. 
.~.~.. . , road allowance b~twaen·Conces~ions 9 and 10; lllEHCE So1Jth 67 degrees, 16 ntnutes 

I ' 

·~ . / West '1n ttie 1a.1d last mentfoned boundary.110ra or less to the p1ac:e of bog1nntnii.:....:.. . .· . .. . ' 
:·.: '::.. · :1'~ETtl~ .WITH an,y t.nterest tbe Grantor may have in that part of the unopened road 


~ ~.~:..J. ·..apowa~~ b~tween Lot5 17 ~nd 16 l)'.fng adjacent to the above-.descr1bi!d pro~riy... .' 

" ' -t · S08JECT t9:ll, eueiaent for a sanftiry setier.over Patt 1. Reference Plan jOR~2655.
,.. .. .. . .. . . . 
.: · ·.. . ' fn ·favour ~ Tbe Corporal ion of the City of St. CatharfJ1es as set out f11 

..:;. . ·1..Stra.a..i-..10: -1~. regiitered Hity 25, J979. .-:,. . . .. . ·.· . 
:, .~ :· · S'AVB All>'~ P-.rt 1, bf~e~ 30R-8506 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Blozowski, Kevin 
Sent: June 13, 2013 8:47 AM 
To: Riddell, Jim; Pihach, Judy 
Cc: Bellows, Bruce; Savoia, Ellen; Williamson, Britney 
Subject: FW: Comprehensive city bylaw. 
Attachments: Comprehensive city bylaw ..docx.docx 

FYI 

See attached and below 

From Gail Benjafield .............. ...... ....... I take it she doesn't like the "process" 


KB 

----Original Message----­

From: E Gail Benjafield 
Sent: Wednesday, Ji.me 12, 2013 3:43 PM 
To: Blozowski, Kevin; Bellows, Bruce; Savoia, Ellen 
Subject : Comprehensive city bylaw. 

Hello all 

I am hoping each of you can answer the attachment if possible, rather than having a 'corporate' answer given. If you are 
unable to do so, please just let me know that and I will understand. 

Thanks you, and best regards 

Gail Benjafield 

1 



Hello Ellen, Bruce and Kevin. 

I have filled out the onllne form regarding the new Comprehensive Zoning Bylaw. As well, I attended the meeting 

held at Centennial Library, Miiis Room, May 30th , as a member of the SL Catharines Heritage Committee, as you 

know and I asked questions which were accurately reflected in the minutes that Britney Williamson recorded. 

It tS hard for citizens to follow the differences between by-laws and zoning. etc, I have found, but I have a larger 

general concern that I hope you can help me with. I lived for 42 years in Old Glenrldge In an older home. Last 

summer, my husband I moved to a wonderful new development In the west end. I have one outstanding concern I 

hope you will address. 

I was very Involved with my Old Glenridge community. Over the years, several of my neighbours went through the 

Committee of Adjustment (C of A) with me, oftentimes leading to the OMB, for Infractions of the bylaws that other 

neighbours sought. I either attended in person and spoke to my concerns, or wrote to the C of A, through planning 

staff, at least one half dozen times. Mr. Bellows referred several times on May 301
" to 'the process.'. 

Frankly, It Is my opinion that it is precisely 'The Process' of the Co A, which fails citizens/taxpayers/residents 

a/wavs In favour of the Developer/ Business Honcho/ Absentee Landlord/ Friend of a Counclllor/ you name it ­

instead of the simple resident. I have seen neighbours pave front lawns for more parking, all the while saying, they 

will not rent to students and within months ofapproval by the C of A, sell the home to abstentee landlords as 

student rentals. Or a Real Estate developer, Leo DiFabio, saying he will not sever lots for more than one home, 

then put In two, with, In one case - illegal setbacks. OK by the C of A. (One ci ty councillor told me that whatever 

DiFabio wants, he gets, so just don't waste your time; sadly, he was right.) Or, on Downing,St. a neighbour who had 

a modest home Intruded upon by an infill, all approved by the C of A. This gentleman ended up just selling and 

leaving the city 

Time after time, 'The Process' does not work In favour of t he resident, but rather the developer. over and over 

and over. All In the name of infilling, Developers hold sway with the C of A, It appears. 

So, to me, this part icular 'process', appears deeply flawed. Just look at Port Dalhousie. Or rather, do not. All the 

open forums, requests for public input, years of comment and press coverage, everything, the CoA, the OMB 

hearings, the money spent by community volunteers and what do we have? A blasted heath, with no progress, no 

digs, no condos, no theatre, absolutely nothing that we can be proud of, nothing we can show off to family and 

visi ting friends, as we once did. A gutted core. And this in a designated Heritage District. I am a former Trustee 

wi th the Ontario Heritage Foundation/Trust, so I do have some admit tedly very small e)(perlence In this area. I 

know at least Kevin was there at the time of the Port Place brouhaha, as was I. Full disclosure: I am an active 

member of the Conservancy of Ontarlo-·St. Catharlnes branch. Am I, and other mere residents supposed to 

believe there Is actually going to be a Port Place development, or ls it, as has been widely rumoured, just a 

'money-laundering' scheme. 

I expect you will not wish to comment on this, but I would very much like to hear from each of you, if possible. I 

really do appreciate the hard work you have done bringing so many different zoning Issues down to a more 

manageable size. I cannot imagine it was easy at all. I just wish 'the process' worked; for me it simply has never 

worked, however hard one tries to work with the city. 

Sincerely 

Gail Benjafleld 



Savoia, Ellen 

From: McGinty, Evan 

Sent: June 12, 2013 3:24 PM 

To: Savoia, Ellen; Bellows, Bruce; Blozowski, Kevin; Williamson, Britney 

Subject: Zoning open house feedback 

Hey everyone 

We were just sent the following message on Twitter about t he open house. Someone really liked it 

1. 

2. RobWelc~ 

Enjoyed attending a4St Catharines public Open House on proposed new Zoning by-law. Like the streamlining. 

Evan McGinty 

Communications Assistant 

City of St. Catharines 

50 Church St., St. Catharines 

Office: 905.688.5601ext.1545 

Cell: 905.380.0921 

emcginty@stcatharines.ca 


Connect with the City: 

facebook.com/CityofStCatharines 

Twitter: @St_Catharines 


1 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: PDS, Website Information Mailbox 
Sent: June 12, 2013 1:57 PM 
To: Savoia., Ellen 
Subject: FW: Central Community Church 240 Scott St 

Planning and Development Services 
Website Mailbox 

From: Mike Hicks 
Sent: June 11, 2013 4:05 PM 
To: PDS, Website Information Mailbox 
Subj.ect: Central Community Church • Scott St 

Good afternoon. 

I have been in discussion with the planning department regarding our church purchasing 2 houses on . and 

• Geneva St in St.Catharines with plans to demolish and convert the said properties .into parking lot 
expansion as we have run out of parking. 
How does this new City plan affect our plans moving forward? 
[would like to request a change to the four properties on Geneva St to 12- institutional from RI. The properties 
are 383 Geneva St.(Central does not yet O\\-n thls property) 385 Geneva St (Central does not yet own this 
property), . Geneva St (we O"Ml this property now) and . Geneva St ( we own this property now). 
Can someone contact me to discuss my request for consideration and approval? 
I also noticed some other parcels ofproperty that we own at 240 Scott St that were not highlighted as 
institutional. Could someone explain that? 
Thanks 
Mike 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Savoia, Ellen 
Sent: June 12, 2013 9:26 AM 
To: 'Rose and Dave' 
Cc: Bellows, Bruce; Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject: RE: Draft Re-zoning plan 
Attachments: ScheduleB-lO_DRAFT.pdf.pdf; OMB Decision - 61 Village Rd.pdf; Pages from 

comprehensive zoning bylaw FINAL draft Marl8-13-2.pdf 

Hello Dave 

Thank you for your comments. The draft new zoning wording changed the OMB decision wording only where necessary 

to ensure that the terminology is the same as that used in the draft new rnning by-law. For example the term 

landscaped area is not used in the draft new zoning by-law however landscape open space is. Similarly the term 

landscape screening strips have been replaced with landscape buffer. Tandem parking is defined in the draft new by­

law therefore some redundant wording was removed . However the words 'where both parking spaces are for the 

exclusive use of one dwelling unit", helps to clarify the int ent, and will be included in the final draft bylaw. We will 

review your comments and the draft by-law to ensure that meaning and requirements of the OMB decision have not 

been altered. 

I have attached the draft Schedule BlO as well as the OMB decision for your information. I apologize for not being able 

to provide Schedu le 610 earlier. Schedule B was not been completed when we released the draft new zoning by-law. As 

you will see Schedule BIO matches Schedule A from the OMB order. As mentioned at the Pen Centre, the Gl zone, 

Area 3 In the OMB decision does not have any specia l provisions. The Gl applied here is the same as what is proposed 

in the overall By-law Section 9. We will review the draft and ensure ft is clear that Area 3 lands are zoned GI. In this 

regard Schedule BlO may be revised by replacing the words Area 3 with the words Gl. I agree that it is unfortunate 

that the areas and dimensions were not included in the OMB decision. We have copied the boundaries from the 

OMB decision. The new draft by-law includes wording on how zone boundaries are to be interpreted, Section 1.1.7 also 

attached for your informat ion. These requirements provide tools to ensure there are no discrepancies/ 

misunderstandings. 


Thanks again for taking the time to review the draft new by-law and provide comments. We shall be reviewing all of the 

comments in detail over the summer and will be releasing a final draft by-law late August/early September. I will have 

you added to our contact llst so you will be kept up to date. 

Please let me know if you have any other comments or concerns. 


Ellen Savoia, M .C. l.P., R.P.P. 

Planner 

Planning and Development Services 

City of St. Catharines 

Phone 905-688-5601, ext. 1752 

TTY 905-688-4889 


Help zone your St. Catharines! Take our surveys at 
http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp and visit us on facebook at 
www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines 

www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines
http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp


From: Rose and Dave 
Sent: June 11, 2013 10:13 AM 
To: Savoi111 Ellen 
Cc: ontario.municipal.board@ontario.ca 
Subject: Draft Re-zoning plan 

Ellen, 

We had met briefly at the Pen centre when the kiosk was set up there on May in. I had questions about Special 
provision 28 in the draft plan. I had incorrectly though that the area known as Area 3 in the OMB decision was going to 
be reclassified as G2, and you were correct on the documentation it is indeed Gl. I am assuming that the special 
provision is to account for the OMB decision Pll106016. I do, therefore have some concerns as the OMB directive was 
not adhered to verbatim in the draft plan, as well as there is a reference to Schedule 610 which I do not have access 
to. My concerns are as follows: 

1. 	 In the decision it specifically outlines area 3 as EPA (Attachment 1 in OMB - although in the draft it has be 
defined as Gl I would expect this area to be mentioned in the special provisions as it's zoning and dimensions 
directly affect areas 1 and 2 

2. 	 For area 1 and 2 parking for detached and semi-detached units the term " and private road developments" has 
been added to the draft zoning, yet the terms "and both spaces are for the exclusive us of one dwelling unit" 
have been dropped 

3. 	 The term landscaped area has been replaced by landscaped open space - this development at one time was 
going to us certain types of materials for the parking areas which would allow them to classify this a landscaped 
area - is this still the case with the definition of landscaped open space 

4. 	 Lastly but the most disconcerting and perhaps by supplying 810 and some details about the exact dimensions of 
areas 1, 2, and 3 it can clear this up. Area 2 has provided minimum setbacks for all 4 compass directions, area 1 
has not. The westerly setbacks are missing, and in fact were missing on the OMB decision as well. This is 
disturbing as the westerly setback would be abutting the Gl area. In essence the decision and the draft zoning 
both will allow building right up to the edge of this Gl zone. It does not take a professional opinion to 
understand that this would impact this zone significantly. Shade and precipitation, erosion cont rol at such close 
proximity surely will not be manageable. 

Please if you can provide a response t o these concerns as I look forward to an updated yet accurate zoning by-laws. 

Thanks, 
Dave Collins 
• 	 Village Road, 

St. Catharines, -

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Anenrion: Bruce Bellows June 5.2013 

HI Bruce, This email s a follow up to our convers1tion at the public mttting held in Bet."iany Community 

Church on May 30, 2013. Th~nk:s for your tl,.,,e 

I wou.d r~e to addren a concern that I~with th? changing of zoning from R3C to Rl in the new plan 

I live al. John St. I purchased an empty lot 1n May 2011. I bought this property so Ulal I could build a 

dJolex on me property Thts w as gotng to be done 1n two phases It was designed and li!yed our as a 
d uple1<. 

Phase one was going to a<eommodate my living quartC'rs (the upper lwel) and phase two w as going to 

be donewhite I Jived there. The first phase was completl!d Sept 20U with all final inS'pections complete 

We are now in Phase 2 .. the lower level building permit has been issued I have had the rough-in 

inspections for HVAC and plumbing and the Inspections for all the fire rating on the walls and ccellings 

done. I already have 2 furnaces, 2 central air units and am working to complete the project in my spare 

time. I anticipate that this will be another year or ~o lo complete since Iam doing all lhe work. This ls 
parT of my retiren1ent plan and the duplex Is .Jn lmporumt p" rt of th"t. I have tried to follow all t he rules 

to make sure everything was done properly and le(follly. I think I have one of the nicesr looking duplell 
around. I would ask that you grandfather this home as a duplex since that is what was approved all 

along. Please see attached documents. 

I own part •1•. A duple)( was JUSt completed th15 pu t winter 2 doors down on Part • 4•. This was always 

the intended use for this small development and $hould oo recognized as consistent with all the 

approvals granted. If you have any qu~•ons or wo1ild like to dlswss d\ls further, don't hesitate to call 

me. 

Commenrlfl 

There is another way to address my concern <md th4l 1s lo cons,der making the sman block i"lcluding 

John St, Michigan Ave and ust side of takepc>f1 Rd in R2 des1gnauon That would be consistent w :th the 

actual mix.ed used t hat we helve on our stfee~. 

In this small area there are 3 other legal duplexes. a six unit apartment. 3 semi-detached names. a 

f l:>g.shlp lot, a servict! stit lon, :i comm~n:l:il de"':ii building :ind a chi ropr:ictlc office. The developers arc 

actively eyeing the property at 20 Mlchl&an. An R2 zoning might be a plus for that development. We 

have a people friendly neighbourhood, there is no on street parking on John St and most of M ichigan so 

t o have an R2 designation would not change that . 
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June 3, 2013 

~ 
\:: .,_....,..,"'!tll.-..,..,..,_--­Zone Your St. Catharines - Planning and Development Service 

50 Church Street, 
St. Catharines, Ontario 
L2R 7C2 ~l-f!h -) JUN - 5 lUl3 &CAN CJ 
Tel: 905.688.5601 ext. 1660 

FIL.E HO '-c t;,S-, \t v·0 
Dear Sir I Madam: 	 ._______,,_<£'~------------------· 

Firstly, I would like t o thank you for taking the steps to simplify the current zoning by-laws in place. This 
will benefit all the residents in the City of St. Catharines. Second ly, I want to provide my feedback on 
the general provisions for accessory apartments. Lastly, I would like to recommend an amendment to 
t he accessory apartments provisions. I hope you will take my feedback into consideration. 

In the general provisions it states: 

Cannot be larger than 60m1 or 40% ofthe floor area of the principal dwefling whichever is less. 

I do not fully comprehend this restriction on accessory apartments. The 60m2 is equivalent to 645 ft2 

and based on the 40% of the floor area, the principal dwelling would have to be 150m2 (or 1,614 ft2
) to 

achieve the maximum allowable floor area. 

Restrictive Size of 60m2 (645 ft2
) 

• 	 In terms of 60m2
, this size would represent the floor area for a typical one bedroom apartment. 

I believe most residents would agree that they would like a larger floor area to accommodate 
more than one bedroom. 

• 	 If a home owner had an unfinished basement and wanted to invest thousands of dollars in 
constructing an accessory apartment, then they would like to maximum the potent ial rental 
income. The incremental cost increase for an addit iona l bedroom would definitely be justified 
by the additional rental income. 

• 	 As a result , I do not agree with restricting the maximum size for accessory apartments. Ontario 
Building and Fire Codes dedicate the standards necessary to build the accessory apartments and 
the home owner should have the discretion to decide on the design, financials, and other 
choices over and above minimum code requirements based on personal preference. 

• 	 The size restriction in practice dedicates who would rent and live in the accessory apartments. 
Given the 60m2 size, an individual or potentially a young couple would likely live in the 
apartment. It would not be practical for anyone with children or family to live in an apartment 
of this size. I do not believe zoning by-laws should have restrictions that dedicate how much 
rental income or who would be able to live in accessory apartments. 
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Restrictive 40% of the Floor Area 

• 	 A typical detached house has a floor area of about 1,200 ft2 which would allow for a maximum 
480 ft2 accessory apartment. In practice this is too small. Based on the above points, this size is 
too restrict ive. 

• 	 Again, if a home owner had an unfinished basement and wanted to invest thousands of do llars 

in constructing an accessory apartment, then it would be impractical to restrict it to a 40% floor 
area, such as 480 ft2

, and leave the remaining basement unfinished. 

• 	 In additional, the construction of the accessory apartment would include features such as a 
separate entrance, fire exits, stairs, etc. As a result, the livable floor area would be further 
reduced (i.e. less than 480 ft2

} to accommodate these features. 

Converting Existing Basement 

• 	 Again the above restrictions are not practical for home owners with finished basements wanting 
to convert it to an accessory apartment. If a home has a finished basement larger than 60m2 or 
more than 40% of the floor area, then the home owner will incur additional costs for the already 
finished basement. In addition to the costs for the conversion and meeting Ontario Building and 
Fire Codes, the home owner wou ld have to apply for a minor variance to allow for a larger 
accessory apartment. Otherwise, the home owner would have to redesign and resize the 
finished basement to reduce the allowable f loor area within the 60m2 or 40% provisions. 

• 	 As a result, this would increase the cost of the finished basement conversion. I believe both the 
60m2 and 40% of the floor area provisions are overly restrictive and not practical. 

Based on the points discussed above, I recommend removing the size restriction for accessory 
apartment in its entirety. It is unclear how this restriction benefits home owners. This would restrict 

the potential rental income, may result in unlivable small apartments and potentially increase costs. 
The Ontario Building and Fire Codes are sufficient to insure accessory apartments are safe and livable. 
believe the zoning by-laws are intended to reduce or eliminate illegal apartments and provide 
parameters for home owners to construct accessory apartments that comply with zoning by-laws. The 
outlined size restriction is not only a burden to home owners, but also LHinecessary to legitimize 
accessory apartment s. If you were the home owner and wanted to spend the time, effort and money to 
have a legitimate accessory apartment in your own home, then how would you feel about this size 

restriction? 

I would appreciate a response. My address is provided below. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Nelson Kim 

I Theresa Avenue 
North York, Ontario-
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Professional Planning Services lnc • Fairlawn Crescent 
Welland, Ontario 

L3C SZ2 

June 3, 2013 

City of St. Catharines 
Planning Services 
P.O. Box 3012 
50 Church Street 
St. Catharine ON 
L2R 7C2 

ATTENT ION: Jessica Button, Planner 

,....,..........,,~-.-­-~---.....--1 
..­ ' _i:~ .,....__...,.,,_________,,.,.--! 

! 

FILE NO &o .,3c;-. l \ V- G 

SENT ELECTRONICALLY AND VIA REGULAR MAIL 

Re: . Scott Street West 

Dear Ms Button: 

l represent the owner of property located at . ScottStreet 
West in the City of St. Catharines. The property consists of 3 Jots in a registered plan. 
The property has 244 feet of frontage along Scott Street West and 233 feet of 
frontage along Maywood Avenue. The property is triangular in shape. Lot 1 contains 
and existing commercial use. Lots 2 and 3 are vacant. 

In reviewing the City's Draft Zoning By· law it appears that all of 
property is proposed to be zoned Local Convenience Commercial (Cl). This 
proposed zoning includes Lots 2 & 3, which are vacant and have development 
potential for residential use. Lot 3 for example is a through lot fronting on both Scott 
Street and Maywood Avenue. Lot 3 could be split into two building Jots each with 
frontage on a public road. Lot 2 is also a through lot and could be split as well 
although the new lots created may need an adjustment to the zoning by·law for lot 
area and setbacks. 

It is also noted that the block bounded by Scott Street West, Maywood Avenue and 
Colinwood Avenue is proposed to be zoned Residential (Rl) Zone except for . 

property which is proposed to be zoned Local Convenience 
Commercial (Cl) Zone. The lot configuration in that block would suggest that a 
Residential (R2) Zone would be more appropriate. 



r .Professional Planning Services Inc • Fairlawn Crescent 
Welland, Ontario 

L3C 5Z2 

In summary it is our request the draft zoning by-Law be changed so that the block 
bounded by Scott Street West, Maywood Avenue and Colinwood Avenue is zoned 
Residential (R2) Zone with the exception of Lot 1 of property 
which should remain zoned Local Convenience Commercial (Cl) Zone. 

Respectfully, 

John Perry MCJP RPP 
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Re: Zoning By-law 

The St. Catharines Downtown Association would like to thank Bruce Bellows, Kevin Blozowski and 
Ellen Savoia from the Planning Department for taking the time to present the proposed new 
zoning by-law to the St. Catharines Downtown Association Board of Management. 

At the May Board meeting of The St. Catharines Downtown Association Board of Management a 
review and discussion of the draft proposed zoning by-law took place. The overall consensus by 
members has been extremely positive and we are very pleased that the City of St. Catharines has 
undertaken this revision. We commend the efforts of those who undertook this task to come up 
with a very comprehensive and progressive user friendly document. 

The St. Catharines Downtown Association Board representatives however do feel that the 
proposed zoning on St. Paul Street past Carlisle Street to Geneva Street should also be under the 
CG Downtown Traditional Main Street Zone. This district is still within the boundaries of the 
Business Improvement Area (BIA) and as we have always advocated, we do not want to have any 
residential on the ground floor facing onto St. Paul Street In a downtown commercial core area. 
We understand the importance of residential intensification but feel this must be kept away from 
the main street thoroughfare, which should be dedicated to ground floor commercial only. This is 
the street to be taken by the Niagara Wine Route when implemented in the near future and 
commercial commerce must be kept for the continuity of the area. The Association would also 
prefer that the M2 Zone be adjacent to the C6/C5 Zones as this provides for more flexibility. 
Consideration may also be given to a separate zone altogether to differentiate the Downtown 
Core of St. Catharlnes. 

Representatives from the St. Catharines Downtown Association would like the opportunity to 
discuss our suggestions further and look forward to hearing from your department when 
convenient. 

Sincerely, 

Tisha Polocko 
Executive Director 
St. Catharines Downtown Association 

http:www.mydowntown.ca
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Bellows, Bruce 1 1 ~ r: 
From: John Van Koeveringe 

Thursday, May 30, 2013 9:35 AMSent: 
To: Bellows, Bruce 
Subject: zoning changes greenhouse 

Hello Mr. Bruce Bellows, 

Thanks for taking the time to speak with me at the public information meeting at the Bethany Church yesterday. 

I would like to make a suggestion with regards to lot coverage as it pertains to greenhouses in the agricultural zone. 

In 1979 we were faced with a situation that allowed 10% coverage for accessory buildings and commercial greenhouses 
fell under t his. With numerous meetings and various applications over the years, this was eventually changed to 25% 
coverage as a site specific to individual applicants. 

9 1984 when Zone 10 came Into being, our sector made a presentation to city hall to have the coverage amount 
removed completely, and have the issue dea lt with through proper side and rear yard set backs. This was not accepted 
and in the end, 50% coverage was implement ed in the zoning bylaw. 

The greenhouse sector in 1984 is not what it is today. As the dynamics in many businesses have changed, our sector has 
not been immune to these changes either. In floricul t ure, growers w ith 2 - 3 acres of greenhouse find it hard to compete 
and soon find themselves as ''the little guy". Often these faci lities become rent al units for the larger growers. In 
Leamington where vegetables is the primary crop... 25- 50 acre ranges is the norm. 

I understand that w ith front, side, and rear yard setbacks, parking and water storage (pond), it is not possible to have 
100% or even 80% coverage. However, may I suggest that t his 50% lot coverage for greenhouses be increased at t his 
time? 

-Kind Regards, 

John Van Koeveringe 

Head Office: 1.330 Fifth Street, St. Catharines, ON L2R 6P9 
Website www.serinqvalleyqardens.ca 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

http:www.serinqvalleyqardens.ca
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Please Provide Your Address if you wish to be kept informed of the process 
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Postal Code: ------­
E-mail: 

Location of open house attended: &\ho..~ Cow-..\-"V\.~~ CJ...u..vrh 
;- 16~\\~ ~· 

Please deposit in the comment box before you leave or mail to: 
Attention: Ellen Savoia 
City of St. Catharines Planning and Development Services Department 
P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

or E-Mai l to: zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca 

City of St. Catharines 

mailto:zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca
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COMMENT SHEET 

Please Indicate Below Any Comments or Special 
Concerns You May Have About This Project 
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CommeJrls 

Report to City Council 


Re: Amendment to Zoning Area By Law 6609 ( Zone *) to 

Remove 


Regulations for Recreational Vehicles and Residential 

Lands 


PDS- 005-2013 File 60.35.1 Vol. AAF 

Date: January 21, 2013 

Presented by : Joanne Atkinson 
on behalf of Scenic St. Catharines 

including a summary ofMunicipal Regulations for 
Recreation Vehicles in other Cities 
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Report Number: PDS-005-2013 File : 60.35.1 Vol. AAF 

Subject: Amendment to Zoning Area By Law 6609 (Zone 8) to Remove Regulations for 


Recreational Vehicles on Residential Lands 


AResponse: 

Mayor McMullen, Members of Council, Staff, Guests Present.. ... 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak at th is public meeting this evening. My name is Joanne 

Atkinson and I reside at . Cricket Hollow Road. I am speaking this evening on behalf of Scenic 

St. Catharines. 

The decision that is made this evening is a very important one because it will have lasting 

implications for the safety and appearance of our city. We believe it is possible to find a fair 

and equitable way to balance t he concerns of owners of recreational vehicles, with those of 

residents who do not own vehicles. We all pay property taxes and as such all of our concerns 

should be considered. 

Before deciding to eliminate all regulations I think we need to consider the following: 

1) WHAT PROMPTED THIS REPORT 1 

This report was a response to "routine concerns from residents regarding the parking of 
oversized RV's on residential properties." (pg. 14 Agenda Item 4.3 Jan. 7, 2013) 

On September 24th, 2012 the staff report was attempting to establish equitable regulations. It 

st ated the following: 

uThe new zoning bylaw is intended to permit the parking and storage ofrecreational vehicles 

providing there is some limitation on the size, scale and proportion. Recreational vehicles that 
reflect a scale that is similar to that of a standard car or truck are intended to be permitted." 

(pg. 12 Sept. 24, 1012 General Agenda) 

It is surprising now the staff report contradicts their initial statement by stating, 

"It was never staffs intent to extend the Zone 8 restrictions to other areas of the dty."(pg. 1 

of Report PDS-005-2013 Dec. 11,2012) 

The timeline for finalizing these regulat ions was to be in September 2013. Why are we not 

taking the t ime to ensure that our regulations are more responsive to the needs of all our 

residents and compatjble with other communities? 



There were no regulations in our city except for Zone 8. Zone 8 did allow one RV and one boat 

under 7 metres in length or 2.4 metres in height per residential lot providing it was in a carport, 

or garage, or located in the rear yard or side yard not close to the street or house. 

Council then voted to eliminate these regulations from Zone 8. The St. Catharines Standard 

reported that, "Councillors are poised to let RV owners park their rigs and boats on private 

property across the city. H (Thursday Jan. 10. 2013) 

How have we gone from trying to get some consistent regulations across our city, to now having no 

regulations, when in September the original staff report intended to 


1. regulate size, scale and proportion and 

2. respond to concerns from residents as is done in other cities ? 

2. WHY ARE NO REGULATIONS NOT AN ACCEPTABLE SOLUTION 1 

We believe we need regulations because the report acknowledges, "The importance of urban 

design and neighbourhood aesthetics as a collective aim of the Garden City Plan." If we are 

trying to enhance our Garden City, we need regulations similar to other attractive communities. 

At the present time, most condominium corporations have restrictions that prohibit the parking 

of recreational vehicles in their developments. Most communities limit the size of vehicles 

because they understand the importance of safety and curb appeal. The attractiveness of our 

community must be a shared responsibility. 

The report outlines the concerns regarding insurance and storage but for all vehicles this must 

be part of the anticipated costs when the purchase is made. 

We believe that we need regulations that apply to all of our 9 urban zones. The 2 agricultural 

zones may require different regulations since there is usually more space available to 

accommodate the larger vehicles. 

It would seem that regulations were not in place for the other zones because at one time these 

areas had large lots and as such, there was plenty of room for the storage of vehicles. As 

subdivisions developed outside of the downtown core, the lots sizes became smaller, while the 

variety and size of recreational vehicles have increased. Zone 8 was developed as a residential 

area and their regulations were established in 1966 and enacted in 1971 - 42 years ago! We 

need regulations now that reflect the new urban lot sizes and respect the concerns of all 

residents. Mayor McMullen was recently quoted in The Standard as stating that when zoning Is 

done, "It has to be in context with the neighbourhood and really be respectful of 

neighbours." 



3. WHAT ARE OTHER CITIES DOING REGARDING REGULATIONS FOR RECREATIONAL VEHICLES? 

Our research has shown that most other cities have some regulations that govern the parking 

of large or recreational vehicles. It is therefore not acceptable for St. Catharines to have none, 

and for councillors not to respect and understand the concerns of all citizens. Attached is a 

summary of some of the regulations that govern other cities - Burlington, Kingston, Toronto, 

Mississauga, Woodstock, Niagara on the lake, plus some from other provinces (Saskatoon and 

Edmonton). We feel that Council should defer this decision and request staff to report on what 

are the best and most acceptable regulations in other communities. 

The present proposal only limits them from use for human habitation. The proposed setback of 

30 centimetres (11.8 inches)from the sidewalk is too short as compared to regulations that are 

being used by other communities. Saskatoon has them 1.2 metres from the sidewalk. How do 

we ensure the safety of children and pedestrians when they are that close to the sidewalks? 

When another car is exiting from the driveway, the driver's field of vision would be hindered by 

such a short setback of 30 centimetres. 

4.WHAT CAN BE DONE TO PREVENT THESE CARTS AND TRAILERS FROM BEING USED SOLELY 

FOR ADVERTISING RATHER THAN THEIR INTENEDED USE AS A RECREATIONAL VEHICLE? 

At the present time St. Catharines is one of the few communities that does not have regulations 

that prohibit the use of advertising on vehicles such as carts and trailers. We have attached 

photos of some that have been on our corridors. Our concern is that if we have no regulations 

for RV's, we will see advertisers using more of these trailers, carts and rigs throughout our 

neighbourhoods and corridors. 

S. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 

We propose the following: 

That 

(a) whereas the original intent by staff in September was to provide some limitation on the 

size, scale and proportion of recreational vehicles to all of the zones , and 

(b) whereas staff supports the importance of urban design and neighbourhood aesthetics as 

part of the Garden City Plan, and 

(c) whereas the safety of our residents is a important priority 

We ask that 



1. Council should defer this decision and ask staff or another planner's report that will include 

proposed regulations for all zones in St. Catharines with consideration to regulations 

regarding safety, size, scale, and proportion that govern other cities, and one that will 

maintain a respect for urban design and neighbourhood aesthetics. 

2. Council should ensure these vehicles are not used for advertising by passing the following 

motion this evening: 

" Any sign that is displayed on a vehicle trailer, cart or truck which is parked or located on a 

property in a manner that is unrelated to its normal use as a vehicle and is more consistent 
with the use ofthe vehicle as a sign, is not permitted." 

We respect and understand the concerns expressed by owners of recreational vehicles. 

However all of our citizens deserve to have regulat ions that ensure the safety of our residents, 

are compatible with other cities, and respect the importance of neighbourhood aesthetics and 

urban design. Please make an informed decision that is equitable for all of our citizens who 

proudly call St . Catharines their hometown. 

O~at~0 
Jofn'ne Atkinson, 

on behalf of Scenic St. Catharines 

January 21, 2013. 



Municipal Regulations for Recreational Vehicles 

(a) Burlington - Zoning By Law 2020 recreational vehicles 

- if larger than 36 metres they are strictly prohibited 

- height restriction of 1.82 metres 

-if larger than 1.82 metres they can be parked between May 1st to October 31st and at other times they 

are to be parked in areas other than the front or side yards 


(b} Toronto- Section (7) Parking or Storing of Recreational Vehicles ( pg. 30) 
-regulates where they can be parked - in a garage, or backyard on a hard surface and only allows one 

camper trailer or one boat trailer 

(c) Mississauga - Section 4.1.11.1.1 

One (1) trailer, with or without one(l boat, or up to two ( 2) personal watercraft or snowmobiles, or 


one(1) recreational vehicle, is permitted on a driveway subject to regulations that includes a combined 


length of not more than 5.2 metres and a height of not more than 2 metres 


(d) Saskatoon 

- recreational vehicles must be 1.2 metres from the sidewalk. 


(e) Woodstock 

- removed the ability to store recreational vehicles and trailers on residential front yards but did allow 

them in a garage or carport. Outdoor storage could be done in backyards where there was at least 1 

metre from the lot line 


(fl Kingston Bylaw 32-74; 2008-164, Regulation (21) Storage of Special Vehicles 
-a boat, motor home , utility trailer or similar recreational vehicle is permitted but it cannot exceed 8.2 
metres in length 
-they are permitted in a garage, carport, other side yard or rear yard but not closer than 1 metre to any 
lot line in residential areas 
- if they are temporarily stored in residential zones they may be permitted for a period of not more than 
72 hours in any one calendar month 

(f) Edmonton 
They must park vehicles 2 metres from the sidewalk and only from April 1 to October 315

t. After 
October 31st to April 151 they must be stored in a rear yard or inside a garage. When this is not possible, 
they must be parked on a storage site. They also define which ones are exempt e.g. tent trailers, 
snowmobiles etc. They have a special 311 call number whereby Municipal Enforcement Officer (MEO) 
or a Community Standards Peace Officer (CPO) will investigate and issue a bylaw ticket worth $50. to 
$120. depending on the issue. 

(f) Niagara on the Lake Parking by Law 4308-09 Section 202.04 Large Motor Vehicles: 

"' NO person shall stop, stand, park a large motor vehicle or trailer on any residential street at any time, 


except for the purposes of delivery or providing a service which necessitates the parking on the 


roadway." 




Regulations from 

Burlington, 

Ontario 

as per September 2011 

re: 

Accessory Buildings - pg. 9, 10 

Trailers and Recreation Vehicles - pg. 15 

Home Based Business, Cottage Industry , 


Home Industry pg.21,22,23 

Parking - pg. 33, 34 
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Part 1 - General Conditions And Provisions 

I2. GENERAL PROVISIONS 


2.1 	 ACCESSORY USES 

2.1.1 	 Where a use is permitted by a zone designation in this By-law, any use that is accessory 
to such use is also permitted, notwithstanding, the following are deemed not to be 
accessory uses: 

• Retail propane transfer facilities 
• Private propane transfer facilities 
• Propane cylinder handling facilities 
• Bulk propane storage depot 
• Garages attached to a dwelling either directly or by indirect structural means 
• Adult Entertainment Establishment 

2.1.2 	 The following accessory uses shall be subject to the regulations specified: 

• Decks, subject to Part 1, Subsection 2.3 
• Fencing and Privacy Screens, subject to Part 1, Subsection 2.4 
• Swimming Pools, subject to Part 1, Subsection 2.5 
• Electronic Game and Pinball Machine Arcade, subject to Part 1, Subsection 2.6 

2.2 	 ACCESSORY BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES AND UNITARY EQUIPMENT 

2.2.1 	 The following regulations shall apply to buildings and structures, when accessory to 
detached, semi-detached, duplex, triplex, fourplex or street townhouse dwellings : 

(a) 	 Regulations for Accessory Buildings up to 10 m2 in floor area: 

Setback from a side lot line abutting a stre_et: 7.5m 
Setback from a rear lot line abutting a street 90cm 
Setback from a front lot line: 15 m 
Setback from any other lot line: no minimum 
Maximum height: 2.5m 

(b) 	 Regulations for Accessory Buildings greater than 10 m2 in floor area and/or 
greater than 2.5 m in height: 

(i) Not permitted in a front yard, street side yard or required side yard. 
Permitted in a rear yard subject to the following: 

Setback from a rear lot line: 1.2 m 
Setback from a side lot line: 1 .2 m 
Setback from a side lot line abutting a street: 7 .5 m 

Floor Area and Height: 
Maximum floor area: 50 m2 

September, 2011 	 Part 1 - Page 9 



Part 1 - General Conditions And Provisions 

Maximum height {peaked roof): One storey to a maximum of 
4.6m 

Maximum height (flat roof): One storey to a maximum of 
3.Sm 

(ii) Notwithstanding the required setback from a side lot line, the dividing wall 
of a semi-detached garage may be constructed on a side lot line. 

(iii) 	 A detached swimming pool enclosure may be greater than 50 m2 in area 
provided that the yard requirements for a principal building on the same 
lot shall apply to the pool enclosure. 

(c) 	 Regulations for Accessory Structures: 

(i) 	 Not permitted in required front, side, street side yards. 
Permitted in a rear yard subject to the following: 
Setback from a rear lot line: 90 cm 
Setback from a side lot line: 90 cm 
Setback from a side lot line abutting a street: 7 .5 m 

Floor Area and Height 
Maximum floor area: 42m2 

Maxjmum height: 3.7 m 

2.2.2 	 For all other uses and except where specified in the respective zone, the yard 
requirements for a principal building shall apply to accessory buildings and accessory 
structures. 

Where a building or structure for the storage of garbage is located in a rear or side yard 
the following regulations shall apply: 

(a) 	 Permitted in a rear or side yard, not within a required landscape area or 
landscape buffer, subject to the foflowing : 

Setback from a rear lot line: 1 m 
Setback from a side lot line: 1 m 
Setback from a residential zone: 15 m 
Maximum height: 3. 7 m 

2.2.3 	 For all uses, accessory buildings and accessory structures may not be constructed of 
concrete or masonry blocks unless the blocks are decorative units or are covered with 
stucco or siding having a permanent colour finish. 

2.2.4 	 For all uses, Unitary Equipment shall be subject to the following: 

• Setback from a side lot line: 60 cm 
• Setback from a rear lot line: 60 cm 
• Setback from a dwelling: 1.5 m maximum from the front wall 
• Swimming pool equipment is not permitted in a front yard 
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Part 1 - General Conditions And Provisions 

2.8 	 TRAILERS AND RECREATION VEHICLES 

2.8.1 	 The following regulations apply to parking of trailers and recreation vehicles on lots for 

detached dwellings, semi-detached dwellings, street triplex dwellings, street triplex and 

fourplex dwellings and street townhouse dwellings, in all zones except RA and RG 

zones: 


(a) 	 Any recreational vehicle, trailer or any load thereon including a boat, whether on 
or off a trailer or other supporting device, which does not exceed a height of 1.82 
!!!r_may be parked or stored in any yard. 

(b) 	 Any recreational vehicle, trailer or any load thereon including a boat, whether on 
or off a trailer or other supporting device, which exceeds a height of 1.82 m, may 
be parked or stored in any yard between May 1st and October 31st. At any other 
time such parking or storage is permitted only in yards other than a front yard or 
street side yard. 

(c) 	 Notwithstanding (b) above, the parking or storage of a recreational vehicle, trailer 
or any load thereon including a boat, whether on or off a trailer or other 
supporting device, which exceeds a height of 3.66 m, is prohibited. 

(d) 	 Parking and storage of recreation vehicles and trailers is not permitted within a 
visibility triangle, at street intersections and railway intersections. 

2.9 	 CARWASH 

2.9.1 	 The regulations specified by the zoning designation in which a car wash use is permitted 
shall apply in addition to and as amended by the following: 

(a) 	 Front Yard and Street Side Yard: 6 m; 20 m where car wash bay doors face a 
street. 

(b) 	 Where a car wash abuts a residential zone the yard abutting the residential zone 
shall be as required by the zoning of the property or 12 m, whichever is greater. 

(c) 	 Queuing Lane: 

For a self-serve (manual) car wash sufficient space shall be provided on-site to 
accommodate 3 vehicles in a line commencing at the entrance of each wash bay 
and 1 vehicle at the bay exit; 

For an automatic (mechanical) car wash sufficient space shall be provided on­
site to accommodate 10 vehicles in a line commencing at the entrance of each 
wash bay and 2 vehicles in a line at each bay exit; 
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Part 1 - General Conditions And Provisions 

2.17 	 SET-BACK FROM A CREEK 

Every building, other than an accessory building, shall majntain a minimum set-back of 
4 .5 m from the top-of-bank of a creek which is not within a creek block . 

2.18 	 HOME BASED BUSINESS, COTTAGE INDUSTRY, HOME INDUSTRY 

2.18.1 A Home Based Business and Cottage Industry shall be permitted in all zones within a 
dwelling unit. A Home Industry shall be permitted as an accessory use to a commercial 
farm only in RA zones. A Home Based Business, Cottage Industry and Home Industry 
shall comply with the following provisions: 

(a) 	 Residential Character and Compatibility 
The residential appearance and character of the dwelling and property shall be 
maintained and no exterior alteration shall be made to the dwelling, which would 
indicate that any part of the premises is being used for any purpose other than 
that of a residential dwelling. 

(b) 	 Parking 
Off-Street parking shall be provided in accordance with Subsection 2.25. 

(c) 	 Size 
A Home Based Business, Cottage Industry or Home Industry shall not be 
permitted within an attached garage, but may be conducted within a dwelling unit 
from a basement or cellar and up to 25% of the floor area above grade, 
excluding an attached garage. A Home Based Business or Cottage Industry in 
an RA or RG Zone shall have a maximum floor area of 100 m 2 or 25% of the 
residential living area, whichever is less. In addition, a Home Industry may be 
conducted from an accessory building having a maximum floor area of 200 m2

' 

Where the business involves classes for teaching or instructional purposes, the 
maximum class size shall be 6 students, except in RO zones and for lots fronting 
on those streets listed on Table 2.3.1.1, where the maximum class size shall be 
3 students. 

(d) 	 Employees 
In a Home Based Business or Cottage Industry, no one other then a resident of 
the dwelling may be employed or have their seNices retained in the operation of 
the business or industry nor shall any person who is not a resident of the 
dwelling report to the dwelling for work assignment. In a Home Industry one 
employee who is not a resident of the dwelling on the property is permitted. 

(e) 	 Retail Sales 
The retail sale of merchandise is not permitted except when the merchandise 
sold or offered for sale is ancillary to the permitted use. 
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Part 1 - General Conditions And Provisions 

(f) 	 Location Restrictions 
The following businesses are permitted in detached dwellings only: 

• Music, Dance or Singing activities 
• Physical Fitness activities 

The following businesses are permitted in detached dwellings only on lots having a 
front or side lot line in common with a street having a deemed width of 26 m or 
greater: 

• Medical or Health Care Office 
• Hairstylist 
• Aesthetician 
• Complementary Health Care 

(g) 	 Storage and Display 
Outdoor storage or display of merchandise, material or equipment is prohibited 
except in RA zones where a Home Industry may store farm equipment outdoors. 
Merchandise may be displayed within the dwelling provided it shall not be visible 
from outside the dwelling. 
Merchandise, material and equipment may be stored within an attached or 
detached garage or other accessory building provided it shall not be visible from 
outside the garage or accessory building. 

(h) 	 Nuisance 
No equipment or process shall be used which creates or becomes a public 
nuisance in regard to persistent noise, odour, fumes, vibration, glare, traffic or 
parking nor shall it cause electrical interference or interference with telephone, 
television, radio or satellite equipment reception. 

2.19 	 OFFICE USES IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES 

Office uses are permitted in a detached dwelling in all residential zones, including 
Holding residential zones, as a principal use or in combination with a dwelling unit, 
provided the dwelling has existed on the lot for a minimum period of 2 years, subject to 
the parking requirements contained in Subsections 2.25 and 2.26 and as follows: 

(a) 	 Lot Size 

Minimum lot width: 18m 


(b) 	 Location 
The lot shall have a front or side lot line in common with a Major Arterial, Multi­
Purpose Arterial or Minor Arterial road having a deemed width of 30 m or 
greater. 
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Part 1 - General Conditions And Provisions 

(c) 	 Residential Character and Compatibility 

The residential appearance and character of the dwelling and property shall be 

maintained and any exterior alteration or addition to the dwelling shall maintain 

the residential appearance and character of the dwelling and property and shall 

be subject to the regulations of the residential zone applying to the property. 

Where the dwelling is identified by the City to be a cultural heritage resource, 

alterations or additions to the dwelling shall be in keeping with the conservation 

of the cultural heritage resource. 


(d) 	 Size 

Number of office uses: 2maximum 


2Gross Floor Area for all office uses: 200 m maximum 

(e) 	 Landscape Area 
50% of the front yard shall be maintained as landscape area. 
25% of the rear yard and street side yard shall be maintained as landscape area. 

(f) 	 Fencing 

Solid screen fencing with a minimum height of 1.8 m, shall be installed along a 

rear lot line and along a side lot line extending from the rear lot line to the front 

wall of the dwelling. 

(g) 	 Parking and Driveways 
Par1<ing shall be located in a side or rear yard only. 

Where the abutting property is used for a residential use, landscape buffers shall ) 
be provided as follows: 

(i) 	 4 .5 m along the rear lot line and 3 m along that portion of the side lot line 
which is located in the rear yard; and J 

(ii) 	 3 m along any side lot line where abutting a street. and 1 m along that 
portion of the side lot line which is located in the side or front yard. 

Where the abutting property is used for a residential use, any parking area or 
driveway shall maintain a minimum setback of 6 m from the rear lot line and 3 m 
along that portion of the side lot line which is located in the rear yard. 

Notwithstanding the definition of Landscape Buffer, for the purposes of this 
regulation, a driveway may pass diagonally through a rear yard landscape buffer 
abutting a side lot line at an angle of not less than 20 degrees, for the purpose of 
transitioning from a side yard to a rear yard. 

Where the abutting property is used for any other use, a landscape buffer of 1 m in 
width shall be provided along the side and rear lot lines. 

(h) 	 Storage and Display 
Storage or display of merchandise, material or equipment is prohibited. 
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TABLE 1.2.6 - OFF-STREET PARKING STANDARDS 

Table 12. . 6 
PARKING STANDARD USE 

2 spaces per unit; one of which may be provided in an 

Semi-Detached Dwelling 

Detached Dwelling 

attached or detached garage 

Duplex Dwelling 

Triplex Dwelling 
 Detached, Semi-Detached, Duplex and Triplex Dwelling on a 

parcel of tied land fronting onto a common element 
condominium road : 1.5 spaces per unit where 1 space 
shall be located on the parcel of tied land and .5 space per 
unit for visitor parking shall be located within the common 
element condominium block which contains the 
condominium roadway 

2 spaces per unit 

Street Triplex Dwelling 

Street Fourplex Dwelling 


Street Townhouse Dwelling 

2 occupant spaces per unit, 0.50 visitor spaces per unit 
Fourplex Dwelling 
Cluster Homes 

Townhouse Dwelling 

Stacked Townhouse Dwellings Without exclusive use garage: 
Back to Back Townhouse Dwellings 1.25 occupant spaces per one bedroom unit 

1.50 occupant spaces per two bedroom unit 
1.75 occupant spaces per three or more bedroom 
0.35 visitor spaces per unit 

With exclusive use garage: 
2.0 occupant spaces per unit, 0.35 visitor spaces per unit 

125 occupant spaces per one bedroom unit Apartment Build ing 
1.50 occupant spaces per two bedroom unit 
1.75 occupant spaces per three or more bedroom 
0.35 visitor spaces per unit 

Dwelling Units on the 2nd or 3rd floor of 
a 2 or 3 storey commercial building 1.25 spaces per unit 
Adult Entertainment Establishment 1 space per 2 persons capacitv 
Allotment Garden 1 space per oarden plot 
Bank, Trust Comcanv, Credit Union 6 spaces per 100 m" oross floor area 
Bed & Breakfast Home 1 space per guest room in addition to the parking 
Boarding House requirement for a detached dwelling 
Bowling Alley 4 spaces per alley 
Cemeterv 1 space oer employee plus 1 per 4 seats chapel caoacitv 
Communitv Institution 1 soace per 4 oersons caoacitv 
Convent, Monastery 1 space per two beds 
Convention/Conference/Banquet Centre 10 spaces per 100 mz gross floor area 
Correctional Fac ility 0.85 spaces per employee 

0.25 visitor spaces oer resident 
Correctional Group Home 4 oarkinQ spaces 
Dav Care Centre 4 soaces per 100 m" gross floor area 
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Table 1.2.6 
-

"'" .USE . PARKING STANDARD •~ 

Emergency Shelter 0.85 spaces per employee 
0..25 visitor spaces oer resident 


Entertainment Establishment 
 1 space oer 6 oersons 

Funeral Home Mortuarv, Crematorium 
 4 spaces per 100 m' gross floor area, 15 spaces minimum 

Group Home 
 2 parking spaces 

Home Based Business 
 None Required 

Home Day Care 
 None Required 

Hospital, Health Care Facility 
 0.65 spaces per patient bed 

Hotel 
 1 space per guest room or suite 

Industrial Uses 
 1 space per 100 m2 gross floor area 

Kennel 
 1 space per employee plus 1 per 100 mL gross floor area 

Library, Museum, Post Office 
 0.75 spaces per employee plus 1.5 soaces per 100 m' GFA 

Lodge, Fratemitv, Private Club 
 1 space per 4 persons capacity 

Long Term Care Facility 
 0.85 spaces per employee, plus 0 . ..25 spaces per bed 

Movie Theater 
 1 space per 4 seats 

Night Club, Dance Hall 
 1.1 spaces per 4 oersons 

Office: Medical 
 6 spaces per 100 m' ~ross floor area 

Other 3.5 spaces per 100 m gross floor area 

Place of Assembly Place of Worshio. 
 6 spaces per 100 m" 

Recreational Establishment 
 1 space per 6 persons caoacitv 

Retail Store 
 4 spaces per 100 m' gros.s floor area 
Retail Centre 5.25 spaces per 100 m' gross floor area 
Residential Social Service 0.85 spaces per employee 

0.25 visitor soaces oer resident 
Restaurant: Fast Food Restaurant 1 space per 4 persons capacity or 25 spaces per 100 m" 

GFA, whichever is greater. 
Standard Restaurant 1 space per 4 persons capacity 
Patio 1 space per 4 persons capacity 

Retirement Home 0.85 spaces per employee, plus 0.50 occupant spaces per 
unit, plus 0.25 visitor spaces per unit 

School: Elementary 1.5 spaces per classroom 

Secondary 
 4 spaces per classroom 

Post Secondary 
 1 space per 3 students, faculty and staff 

1 space per 3 students, faculty and staff Business. Commercial Trade 
Service Commercial Uses 4 spaces per 100 m' gross floor area 

Suoermarket 10 spaces per 100 m" gross floor area 
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Brittney Williamson 
and Ellen Savoia, Planners 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St . Catharines 
P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 

St. Catharines, ON L2R 7C2 


May 25, 2013 

Dear Brittney and Ellen; 

RE: Zoning By Law Draft March 2013, City ofSt. Catharines 

As part of the citizen consultation pr.ocess, I would like to submit my thoughts regarding the proposed 
zoning changes for St. Catharines. These are my own personal views and not representative of any 
group or organization. I have taken many hours to compile this information and hope that my efforts 

will be given consideration. 

Positive Changes That Are Proposed: 
More bicycle parking mandated, although these spaces may not be sufficient for some 
institutions such as schools, shopping centres and retail/commercial buildings 
Increased greening on parking lots and plazas 
More accessible parking spots for handicapped 
Height restriction for apartments in residential areas 
The attempt to have standard rules that will ensure more compliance for property and business 

owners 
The attempt to develop "comprehensive best practices that support good design" and to 
provide a framework for the " commitment to enhance our city's image." 
Maintaining adult-oriented entertainment establishments in "Employment Areas" 
Farm owners being allowed to establish small agri-t ourism businesses on their properties 

The following concerns are not list ed in order of importance as I feel they all deserve considerat ion from 
your planning team. They are based on my understanding of the documents, and input that I received 
from each of you when I attended two of the Open Houses. 

Concerns Regarding the Proposed Zoning Changes: 

1 .Not Sufficient Conside ratio n for Residential Prope rty Owners 

It is my understanding that the city receives 60 % of its property taxes from residents who live in single 

family homes. There does not seem adequate concern or protection for those who have been 

maintaining their properties, and trying to protect their residential investments. While intensification 

w ill benefit developers and landlords, these changes show little support for residential property owners 

who have chosen to live in detached, single family homes. 


It shou ld be noted that a Royal LePage poll released in February 2013 found, 

"The vast majority ofolder Canadians plan to stay in their homes as long as possible,"' As well, 




I 

"The younger Generation Y (born 1980 to 1994} told pollsters they were even fess interested in high 
density Jiving. Only 16% said they wanted an apartment or condo. Over half explicitly said they were 
interested in a two story house." 
Given these facts, an article," Smart Growth Makes Consumers Irrelevant" was written by Peter Taylor, 
editor-at-large of Maclean's magazine and printed in The National Post on April 10, 2013 " 
"The Royal Le Page poll, and countless others like it, prove beyond doubt that planning efforts to shove 
everyone into high density living by making single family homes artificlally expensive is an affront to 
personal choice and a complete misapplication ofgovernment's coercive powers." 

I ask," Do we really understand where residents want to live, and are we building places that are 
marketable?" 

2. Parking of Recreational Vehicles in Residential Areas 

Many of the concerns about this are outlined in a copy of the enclosed submission that I made to City 
Council on January 21, 2013. I have included a list of regulations from other cities to show that if this is 
accepted as proposed, St. Catharines will be the least restrictive citv in Ontario. I saw an online blog that 
was set up to say how easy it is to park RV's in St. Catharines! Is this the Garden City image we are 
attempting to support? It was very disappointing to realize that, although the staff report In the 
General Agenda of Council September 24, 2012 stated, 
" The new zoning bylaw is intended to permit the parking and storage of recreational vehicles providing 
there is some limitation on the size, scale and proportion. Recreational vehicles that reflect a scale that is 
similar to that ofa standard car or truck are intended to be permittedN 
the proposed changes did NOT reflect this original intent! 
The Zoning Draft has proposed that the only restriction will be if the motor vehicle is in excess of 
3600kg. in vehicle weight, and that 50% of the front ahd side yard can be used for parking. This 
certainly is not the size of standard car or truck I The issue of safety (setbacks from the road, appropriate 
covers for long term storage of vehicles etc.) has not been included. Trees and lawns will be removed in 
order to provide areas for their storage on front and side yards. If approved, this will destroy the look of 
our residential areas, and our "Garden City" image wlll be impeded. 
More consideration must be given to residents who do not want these very large vehicles stored 
permanently in our small neighbourhoods. As well, we need to show appreciation to those recreational 
vehicles owners who have already paid to have their large vehicles stored in alternate locations. 
Another group has appealed this matter through the OMB. I do hope that changes are made to respect 
the concerns that have been put forth. 
I would suggest that regulations be made to ensure that St. Catharines joins other cities by enacting 
regulations that will not permit these old carts, rigs and t railers for being used for third party advertising 
on our corridors. ( see Report to City Council ) This problem is twofold - storage and using old RV's for 
advertising. 
I am saddened when we have visitors define certain streets by "the one with the large sailboat parked 
on the yard" or "the house with the large motor home". They do not add to the "curb appeal" of our city, 
particularly in our residential areas where lot sizes are smaller .. 
As noted in the "Regulations for Other Citjes" that I have enclosed, we must show more consideration 
for the safety of our residents, respect for other neighbours, and the effect these vehicles have on other 
properties. I have included the 2011 regulations from The City of Burlington that show the RV 
restrictions they have enacted to maintain the look and safety of their city. 



3. Home Based Businesses 

The following matters are of concern: 

(a) There is an allowance of 25% of the floor area that is permitted but this does not state whether it is 

In the basement, main floor etc. Is the total area as per the Municipal Tax Assessment used? 

This would seem like a large amount of area for a "small home based business." 

(b) There .are no provisions for parking for patrons of the business. Will they all be on the street? How 

does this affect the safety of others? The City mandates that Bed and Breakfast owners must provide 4 

spots, and yet home-based businesses do not need to provide parking. How is this equitable? 

(c) There are no provisions for hours of operation. Residents will be adversely affected if the business 

operates throughout the night and there are noise, traffic and light issues related to the operation of the 

business. 

(d) There are no regulations regarding advertising of the business. They should not be permitted to 

advertise. There will be an attempt to put large well lit signs In our neighbourhoods, with little concern 

for the the effect on adjacent properties. Recently I saw a new home owner move into their' home and 

the following day their business sign was on the front lawn. 

(e) The business should be for the owner and perhaps one family member who assists- not a small 

business that employs other people. 

(f) The city will lose business taxes as more people opt to work in their homes rather than operate a 

small business and contribute to the tax base of our community. Many business owners that presently 

rent space and operate in commercial corridors are frustrated because they are expected to pay both 

business and property taxes, while others operate from their homes. Is this not a loss of tax revenue for 

our city? 

(g) The business should have guidelines to ensure that the frontage is respectful of the architecture of 

the existing and neighbouring properties (see attached regulations from Burlington) 

(h) Home Day care- They should be required to provide a safe, fenced play area on the back or side of 

their properties. Some people are leaving play equipment all over their front lawns, and the children in 

their care are not playing in secure and safe areas. 


4. Detached Accessory Dwellings 

The size that is proposed seems very large as compared to that of the main dwelling. There are no 
regulations regarding the number of inhabitants, or the set back to adjacent properties. I expect that 
these will be seldom used for "granny flats" but instead as places for rent by numerous tenants. There 
should be more consideration for the effect these residential accessory dwellings will have on the 
people whose homes abut the property on which these dwellings w ill be constructed. On large areas 
such as farm properties this is not a problem, but in residential areas w ith small lots in our city these 
accessory dwellings could be a challenge for nearby residents. 
The fact that they can be 40% of the size of the principal dwelling floor space up to a maximum of 105 
sq. m. seems rather large. The issues of lighting and drainage on adjacent properties must be respected. 



S. Green Space 

These zoning changes seem to protect only 12% of the green space. The remaining sections may be 
under review, and t he zoning could be amended to create new areas for other uses. There will be a loss 
of trees as intensification such as accessory dwellings, structures and parking of recreat ional vehicles 
takes dominance over our lawns and plantings. By including walkways in the calculation of green space, 
t his w ill reduce the amountthat we presently have w ithin our city. 
The Urban Forestry Management Report highlighted the fact that St.Catharines is 40 years behind in 
planting trees. While the added landscape requirements for new parking lots and plazas will help, the 
overall urban canopy will be less with intensification. Our city continues to impede the growth of trees 
because of lack of appropriate pruning and maintenance, intensification that does not protect our 
exist ing heritage trees, and continuing to install large hydro poles and wires on new or reconstructed 
roads (e.g. reconstruction of Fourth Ave., Welland Avenue, Lakeshore Road and Lake Street) Some cities 
such as Hilton Head and San Antonio in the U.S. have long term policies to bury hydro wires on t heir 
corridors. Our green space and urban canopy will continue to disappear under these zoning changes. I 
am thankful that the decision was made to bury hydro wires on St. Paul St reet but should this not be 
done on other main corridors? Why were they buried on the Fourth Avenue shopping corridor and not 
extended to t he new hospital area? 
This week Nancy Cameron did an excellent visual presentation to the St. Catharines Historical Society 
on "The Historical Gardens of St. Cothorines." To the many people who watched this, we understood 
why our city became "The Garden City of Canada," as well as those who provided the leadership, 
horticultural, and landscaping skills to make our city so beautiful -the envy of Canada. 
I do not believe that these Zoning Changes will provide enough protection for our city's green space and 
the visual attractiveness of city. 

6. Heritage Districts 

There is no protection for areas such as Yates Street and Queen Street that have already been identified 
as heritage districts. As well, proposals for downtown do not support t he visual integrity of our historic 
buildings. 

7. Drainage and Storm Water Management 

St . Catharines does not have a comprehensive storm water management program and consequently 
intensification continues to present concerns for residents that live in areas adjacent to proposed new 
developments. Although the grading and water retention areas are to be done by the developer or 
property owner, there are frequently problems. Residents have to go to court to deal with the costs 
that they incur when their propertres are affected by drainage. Frequently I have heard from people 
who have lived in their homes for years without any problems, and t hen begin to have leaky basements 
when new development occurs in their areas. One can only assume that there will be more drainage 
concerns as people are allowed to (a) turn properties into four plexes (b) add accessory dwellings (c) 
build more apartments and/or townhouses in areas that are located on watersheds etc. 
Reports indicate that our city Is many years behind in the replacement and maintenance of 
underground water mains and pipes. How will we be able to ensure that we have the appropriate 
drainage to adequately handle all of the proposed intensification through these zoning changes? 



8. Protection for Areas That Have Site Plan Agreements 

This report shows "Holding Areas" and ';Special Provisions" but does not mention those areas such as 
Simpson Grove that has a site plan agreement that was approved as part of t he development over 
twenty years ago. There were regulat ions that affected all of the properties and therefore it needs to 
be clarified that these new zoning changes cannot be imposed upon the properties in the site plan. 

9. Urban Design Guidelines 

It seems that the long term appearance of our city may continue to be negatively affected by these 
zoning changes, if urban design guidelines are not applied or are ignored. I continue to see new 
developments that are "shoe-horned" into a small area and the matter of protecting the visual 
aesthet ics of the street seem to be disregarded. There seems to be little regard for the balance, scale, 
proportion, and appearance of these infilling developments as t hey relate to the other properties 
nearby. 

10. Accessory Structures 

These seem very large. There should be more respect shown for the set back and impact these 
structures will have on the adjacent properties. There will be an attempt for structures such as large 
storage bins with third party advertising, to be located on residential properties, particularly if they have 
yards facing onto busy corridors or highways. The setback of .6 metres from t he side or rear yard is too 
small. There should be more regulation on what can be stored or locked in t hese structures. 

11. Timeline 

Although staff should be commended for trying to engage the public in this process, it seems that many 
citizens do not understand how these changes will impact their places of residency and/or work. These 
changes are not due until 2015, and therefore I feel that the ioning changes should be given a longer 
timeline to finalize the proposals. While t here may reasons to expedite this process in order that certain 
developments in the "Holdings" Sect ion may proceed, these zoning changes may not be beneficial for 
the majority of our citizens. 

12. Downtown 

The historic character of our downtown, as defined by the scale, balance and proportion of existing 
buildings on our attractively- curved St. Paul Street, will be destroyed if the commercial area is allowed 
to have buildings that are too high. The Zoning Regulat ions propose a minimum height but not a 
maximum height. It is the only main street in Ontario with this distinctive look. Why would we destroy 
this architectural t reasure by having buildings that are too high? 
While it is important to develop the residential component, we still need to protect t he look and size of 
the commercial area. There is a danger that downtown will become a second campus for Brock 
University, rather than the heart of our city where residents of all ages choose to reside, work , dine and 
enjoy the facilities, commercial sites, municipal offices, and places of worship that are available. 



13. Spas 

On our commercial corridors there are some "spas" that are operating under false pretenses. The 
services that they are providing are more akin to adult entertainment. These should be investigated to 
ensure they are relocated to "Employment Areas." 

14. Safety 

There are many proposals that do not seem to consider public safety. We need to have more bicycle 
lanes to ensure safe travel throughout our city. Many drive-thru restaurants are located in areas that 
are very dangerous e.g Grantham Plaza. The proposed parking of RV's shows little consideration for safe 
parking or storage, site lines, visibility triangles etc. 
The plan to intensify neighbourhoods does not consider where the extra cars will park, and whether the 
corridors on which they are located can safely handle the increased traffic or parking. As small schools 
are closed and new larger ones are constructed (e.g. new proposal for Alexandra School), it is important 
to consider whether the neighbourhoods should also permit high density residential dwellings near 
these new schools. As a retired educator who taught at Grapeview School on First St. Louth, I know the 
challenges of getting 725 or more students, staff and parents in/out of a school safely, particularly when 
St. Theresa's School is nearby, and their staff too are trying to ensure the safety of their students on a 
busy road. Similarly in areas where it is deemed that schools will be closed, it will be important to 
determine how these large properties can be developed to ensure safety and compatibility in these 
existing neighbourhoods. 

15. Off leash Dog Parks 

More consultation should be done before allowing more off-leash parks to be located in Montebello or 
Lakeside Park as proposed. Safety and responsible removal of animal fe.ces must be firmly established, 
as well as respect for the rights of other patrons of the park. 

16. Agriculture 

Presently billboards are not permitted in agriculture areas. If this zoning changes, It is important to 
make sure that the sign bylaw regulations are still applicable. 

17. Private Road Development 

Many of these are adjacent to conservation areas and do not have appropriate storm water 
management. Some have a convenant that governs the land use. How can planners propose four­
plexes and other intensification, when regulations are already in place regarding land use? 



.· ~· 

18. Vacant Land 

As land becomes vacant due to buildings changing use (e.g. schools that are closed ) it is important to 
ensure that the city and/or purchaser protects the property from problems that have affected other 
vacant land - lack of maintenance, derelict buildings, unsafe conditions etc. As well they should not be 
temporarily used as locat ions for Third Party Advertising Signs. 

I hope that this input will be helpful as you determine what changes should be made to the draft zoning 
regulations. All stakeholders should continue to work together to enhance our city's image and uphold 
our "Garden City" Official plan. Our future economic prosperity may be at risk without this shared 
commitment by residents, developers, landlords, business owners, planners, and elected officials to 
make our city safe, attractive, and environmentally sustainable for future generations. 

If you have any further quest ions, please contact me at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

Joanne Atkinson, B.A. B.Ed. 
• Cricket Hollow Road 

St. Catharines, ON ­
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Brittney Williatnson 
and Ellen Savoia, Planners 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
P.O. Box 3012, SO Church Street 

St. Catharines, ON L2R 7C2 


May 25, 2013 

Dear Brit t ney and Ellen; 

RE: Zoning By Law Draft March 2013, City of St. Catharines 

As part of the citizen consultat ion process, I would like to submit my thoughts regarding the proposed 
zoning changes for St. Catharines. These are my own personal views and not representative of any 
group or organization. I have taken many hours to compile this information and hope that my efforts 
will be given consideration. 

Positive ChangesThat Are Proposed: 
More bicycle parking mandated, although these spaces may not be sufficient for some 
institutions such as schools, shopping centres and retail/commercial buildings 
Increased greening on parking lots and plazas 
More accessible parking spots for handicapped 
Height restriction for apartments in residential areas 
The attempt to have standard rules that will ensure more compliance for property and business 
owners 
The attempt to develop "comprehensive best practices that support good design" and to 
provide a framework for the "commitment to enhance our city's image." 
Maintaining adult-oriented entertainment establishments in "Employment Areas" 
Farm owners being allowed to establish small agri-tourism businesses on their properties 

The following concerns are not listed in order of importance as I feel they all deserve consideration from 
your p lanning team. They are based on my understanding of the documents, and input that I received 
from each of you when I attended two of the Open Houses. 

Concerns Regarding the Proposed Zoning Changes: 

l .Not Sufficient Consideration for Residential Property Owners 

It is my understanding that the city receives 60 % of its property taxes from residents who live in single 
family homes. There does not seem adequate concern or protection for those who have been 
maintaining their properties, and trying to protect their residential investments. While intensification 
will benefit developers and landlords, these changes show little support for residential property owners 
who have chosen to live in detached, single family homes. 

It should be noted that a Royal LePage poll released in February 2013 found, 

"The vast majority ofolder Canadians plan to stay in their homes as long as possible, n As well, 




"The younger Generation Y (born 1980 to 1994) told pollsters they were even Jess interested in high 
density Jiving. Only 16% said they wanted on apartment or condo. Over half explic;tly said they were 
interested in a two story house." 
Given these facts, an article," Smart Growth Makes Consumers Irrelevant" was written by Peter Taylor, 
editor-at-large of Maclean's magazine and printed in The National Post on April 10, 2013 N 

" The Royal Le Page poll, and count( ess others like ;r, prove beyond doubt that planning efforts to shove 
everyone into high density living by making single family homes artificially expensive is an affront to 
personal choice and a complete misapplication ofgovernment's coercive powers." 

I ask," Do we really understand where residents want to live, and are we building places that are 
marketable?" 

2. Parking of Recreational Vehicle.s in Residential Areas 

Many of the concerns about this are out lined in a copy of the enclosed submission that I made to City 
Council on January 21, 2013. I have included a list of regulations from other cities to show that if this is 
accepted as proposed, St. Catharines will be the least restrictive city in Ontario. I saw an online blog that 
was set up to say how easy it is to park RV's in St. Catharines! Is this the Garden City image we are 
attempting to support? It was very disappointing to realize t hat, although the. staff report in the 
General Agenda of Council September 24, 2012 stated, 
'' The new zoning bylaw is intended to permit the parking and storage of recreational vehicles providing 
there is some limitation on the size, scale and proportion. Recreational vehicles that reflect a scale that is 
similar to that ofa standard car or truck ore intended to be permittedN 
the proposed changes dJd NOT reflect this original intent! 
The Zoning Draft has proposed that the only restriction will be if the motor vehicle is in excess of 
3600kg. in vehicle weight, and that 50% of the front and side yard can be used for parking. This 
certainly is not the size of standard car or truck! The issue of safety (setbacks from the road, appropriate 
covers for long term storage of vehicles etc.) has not been included. Trees and lawns will be removed in 
order to provide areas for their storage on front and side yards. If approved, this will destroy the look of 
our residential areas, and our "Garden City" image will be impeded. 
More consideration must be given to residents who do not want these very large vehicles stored 
permanently in our small neighbourhoods. As well, we need to show appreciation to those recreational 
vehicles owners who have already paid to have their large vehicles stored in alternate locations. 
Another group has appealed this matter through the OMB. I do hope that changes are made to respect 
the concerns that have been put forth. 
I would suggest that regulations be made to ensure that St. Catharines joins other cities by enacting 
regulations that will not permit these old carts, rigs and trailers for being used for third party advertising 
on our corridors. ( see Report to City Council ) This problem is twofold - storage and using o ld RV's for 
advertising. 
I am saddened when we have visitors define certain streets by "the one with the large sailboat parked 
on the yard" or 1'the house with the large motor home''. They do not add to the "curb appeal" of our city, 
particularly in our residential areas where lot sizes are smaller .. 
As noted in the "Regulations for Other Cities" that I have enclosed, we must show more consideration 
for the safety of our residents, respect for other neighbours, .and the effect these vehicles have on other 
properties. I have included the 2011 regulations from The City of Burlington that show the RV 
restrictions they have enacted to maintain the look and safety of their city. 



3. Home Based Businesses 

The following matters are of concern: 

(a) There ls an allowance of 25% of the floor area that is permitted but this does not state whether it is 

in the basement, main floor etc. Is the total area as per the Municipal Tax Assessment used? 

This would seem like a large amount of area for a "small home based business." 

(b) There are no provisions for parking for patrons of the business. Will they all be on the street? How 

does this affect the safety of others? The City mandates that Bed and Breakfast owners must provide 4 

spots, and yet home-based businesses do not need t o provide parking. How is this equitable? 

(c) There are no provisions for hours of operation. Residents will be adversely affected if the business 

operates throughout the night and there are noise, traffic and light issues related to the operation of the 


business. 

{d) There are ho regulations regarding advertising of the business. They should not be permitted to 

advertise. There will be an attempt to put large well lit signs in our neighbourhoods, with little concern 

for the the effect on adjacent properties. Recently I saw a new home owner move into their home and 

the following day their business sign was on the front lawn. 

(e) The business should be for the owner and perhaps one family member who assists- not a small 

business that employs other people. 

(f) The city will lose business taxes as more people opt to work in their homes rather than operate a 

small business and contribute to the tax base of our community. Many business owners that presently 

rent space and operate in commercial corridors are frustrated because they are expected to pay both 

business and property taxes, while others operate from their homes. Is this not a loss of tax revenue for 

our city? 

(g) The business should have guidelines to ensure that the frontage is respectful of the architecture of 

t he existing and neighbouring properties ( see attached regulations from Burlington ) 

(h) Home Day Care- They should be required to provide a safe, fenced play area on the back or side of 

their properties. Some people are leaving play equipment all over their front lawns, and the children in 

their care are not playing in secure and safe areas. 


4. Detached Accessory Dwellings 


The size that is proposed seems very large as compared to that of the main dwelling. There are no 
regulations regarding the number of inhabitants, or the set back to adjacent properties. I expect that 
t hese will be seldom used for "granny flats" but instead as places for rent by numerous tenants. There 
should be more consideration for the effect these residential accessory dwellings will have on the 
people whose homes abut the property on which these dwellings will be constructed. On large areas 
such as farm properties this is not a problem, but in residential areas with small lots in our city these 
accessory dwellings could be a challenge for nearby residents. 
The fact that they can be 40% of the size of the principal dwelling floor space up to a maximum of 105 
sq . m. seems rather large. The issues of lighting and drainage on adjacent properties must be respected. 



5. Green Space 

These zoning changes seem to protect only 12% of the green space. The remaining sections may be 
under review, and the zoning could be amended to create new areas for other uses. There will be a loss 
of trees as intensification such as accessory dwellings, structures and parking of recreational vehicles 
takes dominance over our lawns and plantings. By including walkways in the calculation of green space, 
this will reduce the amount that we presently have within our city. 
The Urban Forestry Management Report highlighted the fact that St.Catharines is 40 years behind in 
planting trees. While the added landscape requirements for new parking lots and plazas will help, the 
overall urban canopy will be less with intensification. Our city continues to impede the growth of trees 
because of lack of appropriate pruning and maintenance, intensification that does not protect our 
existing heritage trees, and continuing to install large hydro poles and wires on new or reconstructed 
roads (e.g. reconstruction of Fourth Ave., Welland Avenue, Lakeshore Road and Lake Street) Some cities 
such as Hilton Head and San Antonio in the U.S. have long term policies to bury hydro wires on their 
corridors. Our green space and urban canopy will continue to disappear under these zoning changes. I 
am thankful that the decision was made to bury hydro wires on St. Paul Street but should this not be 
done on other main corridors? Why were they buried on the Fourth Avenue shopping corridor and not 
extended to the new hospital area? 
This week Nancy Cameron did an excellent visual presentation to the St. Catharines Historical Society 
on NThe Historical Gardens of St. Catharines.'' To the many people who watched this, we understood 
why our city became "The Garden City of Canada," as well as those who provided the leadership, 
horticultural, and landscaping skills to make our city so beautiful -the envy of Canada. 
I do not believe that these Zoning Changes will provide enough protection for our city's green space and 
the visual attractiveness of city. 

6. Heritage Districts 

There is no protection for areas such as Yates Street and Queen Street that have already been identified 
as heritage districts. As well, proposals for downtown do not support the visual integrity of our historic 
buildings. 

7. Drainage and Storm Water Management 

St. Catharines does not have a comprehensive storm water management program and consequently 
intensification continues to present concerns for residents that live in areas adjacent to proposed new 
developments. Although the grading and water retention areas are to be done by the developer or 
property owner, there are frequently problems. Residents have to go to court to deal with the costs 
that they incur when their properties are affected by drainage. Frequently I have heard from people 
who have lived in their homes for years without any problems, and then begin to have leaky basements 
when new development occurs in their areas. One can only assume that there will be more drainage 
concerns as people are allowed to (a) turn properties into four plexes (b) add accessory dwellings (c) 
build more apartments and/or townhouses in areas that are located on watersheds etc. 
Reports indicate that our city is many years behind in the replacement and maintenance of 
underground water mains and pipes. How will we be able to ensure that we have the appropriate 
dra inage to adequately handle all of the proposed intensification through these zoning changes? 



8. Protection for Areas That Have Site Plan Agreements 

This report shows "Holding Areas" and "Special Provisions" but does not mention those areas such as 
Simpson Grove that has a site plan agreement that was approved as part of the development over 
twenty years ago. There were regulations that affected all of the properties and therefore it needs to 
be clarified that these new zoning changes cannot be imposed upon the properties in the site plan. 

9. Urban Design Guidelines 

It seems that the long term appearance of our city may continue to be negatively affected by these 
zoning changes, if urban design guidelines are not applied or are ignored. I continue to see new 
developments that are "shoe-horned" into a small area and the matter of protecting the visual 
aesthetics of the street seem to be disregarded. There seems to be little regard for the balance, scale, 
proportion, and appearance of these infilling developments as they relate to the other properties 
nearby. 

10. Accessory Structures 

These seem very large. There should be more respect shown for the set back and impact these 
structures will have on the adjacent properties. There will be an attempt for structures such as large 
storage bins with third party advertising, to be located on residential properties, particularly if they have 
yards facing onto busy corridors or highways. The setback of .6 metres from the side or rear yard is too 
small. There should be more regulation on what can be stored or locked in these structures. 

11. Timeline 

Although staff should be commended for trying to engage the public in this process, it seems that many 
citizens do not understand how these changes will impact their places of residency and/or work. These 
changes are not due until 2015, and therefore I feel that the zoning changes should be given a longer 
timeline to finalize the proposals. While there may reasons to expedite this process in order that certain 
developments in the "Holdings" Section may proceed, these zoning changes may not be beneficial for 
the majority of our citizens. 

12. Downtown 

The historic character of our downtown, as defined by the scale, balance and proportion of existing 
buildings on our attractively- curved St. Paul Street, will be destroyed if the commercial area is allowed 
to have buildings that are too high. The Zoning Regulations propose a minimum height but not a 
maximum height. It is the only main street in Ontario with this distinctive look. Why would we destroy 
this architectural treasure by having buildings that are too high? 
While it is important to develop the residential component, we still need to protect the look and size of 
the commercial area. There is a danger that downtown will become a second campus for Brock 
University, rather than the heart of our city where residents .of all ages choose to reside, work, dine and 
enjoy the facilities, commercial sites, municipal offices, and places of worship that are available. 



13.Spas 

On our commercial corridors there are some "spas" that are operating under false pretenses. The 
services that they are providing are more akin to adult entertainment. These should be investigated to 
ensure they are relocated to "Employment Areas." 

14. Safety 

There are many proposals that do not seem to consider public safety. We need to have more bicycle 
lanes to ensure safe travel throughout our city. Many drive-thru restaurants are located in areas that 
are very dangerous e.g Grantham Plaza. The proposed parking of RV's shows little consideration for safe 
parking or storage, site lines, visibility triangles etc. 
The plan to intensify neighbourhoods does not consider where the extra cars will park, and whether the 
corridors on which they are located can safely handle the increased traffic or parking. As small schools 
are closed and new larger ones are constructed (e.g. new proposal for Alexandra School), it is important 
to consider whether the neighbourhoods should also permit high density residential dwellings near 
these new schools. As a retired educator who taught at Grapeview School on First St. Louth, I know the 
challenges of getting 725 or more students, staff and parents in/out of a school safely, particularly when 
St. Theresa's School is nearby, and their staff too are trying to ensure the safety of their students on a 
busy road. Similarly in areas where it is deemed that schools will be closed, it will be important to 
determine how these large properties can be developed to ensure safety and compatibility in these 
existing neighbourhoods. 

15. Off Leas.h Dog Parks 

More consultation should be done before allowing more off-leash parks to be located in Montebello or 
Lakeside Park as proposed. Safety and responsible removal of animal feces must be firmly established, 
as well as respect for the rights of other patrons of the park. 

16. Agriculture 

Presently billboards are not permitted in agriculture areas. If this zoning changes, it is important to 
make sure that the sign bylaw regulations are still applicable. 

17. Private Road Development 

Many of these are adjacent to conservation areas and do not have appropriate storm water 
management. Some have a convenant that governs the land use. How can planners propose four­
plexes and other intensification, when regulations are already in place regarding land use? 



18. Vacant Land 

As land becomes vacant due to buildings changing use (e.g. schools that are closed ) it is important to 
ensure that the city and/or purchaser protects the property from problems that have affected other 
vacant land - lack of maintenance, derelict buildings, unsafe conditions etc. As well they should not be 
temporarily used as locations for Third Party Advertising Signs. 

I hope that this input will be helpful as you determine what changes should be made to the draft zoning 
regulations. All stakeholders should continue to work together to enhance our city's image and uphold 
our "Garden City" Official plan. Our future economic prosperity may be at risk without this shared 
commitment by residents, developers, landlords, business owners, planners, and elected officials to 
make our city safe, attractive, and environmentally sustainable for future generations. 

If you have any further questions, please contact me at the address below. 

Sincerely, 

Joanne Atkinson, B.A. B.Ed. 
•Cricket Hollow Road 
St. Catharines, ON L2N 7N7 



Blozowski, Kevin 

From: Mayholme Foundation 
Sent: Friday, May 24, 2013 11:03 AM 
To: Blozowski, Kevin 
Subject Mayholme request 
Attachments: Planning letter revised.pdf 

Hi Kevin, 

Attached is the letter requesting recognition of the existing uses of the Mayhofme Foundation property ot 525 Ontario 

Street. 

If you could hove a look at it and see if it is ok, it would be deeply appreciated. 


Thanks for your help. 

Richard Hirst, UE 
Administrator, 
The Mayholme Foundation 
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Mr. James Riddell 
Director of Planning and Development Services 
St Catharines City Hall 
50 Church Street 
St Catharines, Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

Dear Sir, 

We, the undersigned Directors of the charitable, not-for-profit corporation known as the 
Mayholme Foundation are fonna11y requesting that your department recognize the existing use 
of our property at 525 Ontario Street, St Catharines as a c~ultural institution. 

The Foundation was deeded the property and contents in 2002 as part of tbe founding donation 
of Carlene Taylor, the last owner and a descendant of the Loyalist and Crown Patentee, Peter 
May. Since that Hme the Foundation has actively operated three days each week throughout the 
year. The transfer of property was bandied through the Hamilton law office of Simpson and 
Watson, who did not ind icate to us any incumbrance to our operation at this location. Nor did 
the City when giving the farmhouse a heritage designation that same year or when the building 
department approved and inspected our addition. Mayhotme bas twice panicipated in tbe local 
"Doors Open" house tour. Mayholme has also hosted meetings ofother heritage organizations 
and their executives. The Foundation has a website, mayholme.ca, which explains who and 
what we are. Advertising pamphlets are widely distributed with similar material. In other 
words, the Foundation has been operating as a community cultural institution according to our 
belief that we were fully legal to do so. 

The foundation is a privately funded, volunteer mn, organization dedicated to preserving and 
promoting the history and genealogy of St Catbarines and the Niagara Peninsula. Mayholme' s 
mandate is to coll.ect heritage materials such as books, manuscripts and private research sources 
and make them available to our community and tbe wider public. Most of the material that we 
have acquired was in private hands and not available to the publk prior to being donated. 
Mayholme is partnering with like institutions by sharing resources. In additon to loca l residents, 
the Foundation also provides research guidance to patrons from as far away as California, 
British Columbia, Arizona, Virginia, Georgia and New York. Mayholme bas developed and 
publish written and electronic materials aimed at increasing the public 's knowledge of this 
community and it 's importance in history such as Brian Tibbs' book "They Did Not Return". 
We have links with other community organizations such as the St Catharines War of 1812 
Legacy Counci l~ Brock University, the St Catharines Historical Museum, the Jordan Local 
History Archive, the Ontario Genealogical Society, the Ontario Historical Society and many 
others. Mayholme 's collections include the materials of three early St Catharines researchers, 
Esther Summers (the Thorold Historian), Peggy Willis and Carlene Taylor. We also bave the 
research collections ofmany other local historians and genealogists which have been donated to 
the Foundation for their ongoing use and protection. Our efforts are directed toward preventing 
the destruction ofhistorical material and it's removal from the community to which it belongs. 

http:mayholme.ca


We hope that our Fundation will be able to continue its service to this communjty and to that 
end we sign and authorize this request. 

The property also contains a small house which is rented out, 3 out buildfogs related to the farm 
operation and a wood lot and valley which were part of the original watercourse and a supply 
route for the second Welland Canal. A large part of our current efforts are directed toward the 
maintenance and improvement of the property and buildings in order to beautify the 
nejgbbourhood and reduce our ongoing cost of upkeep. 

Mayholme Board of Directors 

Chairperson 
Corlene Taylor 

Vice President 
Brenda Young 

Treasurer 
Marilyn Jackson 

Secretary 
Laurie Lepage 

Director at Large 
Sylvia Bagley 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Sent: May 15, 2013 12:11 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: FW: new zoning 

From: Linda Novak 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 11:40 AM 
To: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Subject: new zoning 

I met Ellen at the Pen Centre open house. She was very helpful. 

My concerns are ... 

1 .... If RVs are going to be parked in driveways, there should be a 
set back from the curb of at least 15 feet. Twenty would be even 
better. 

2 ... Also, rules about people living in the parked RVs will have to 
be established. 

3.. . In established neighborhoods, when building a house or adding 
to one, require that the structure may cover a maximum of 40o/o of 
the property. 

4 ... Declare that anyone who paves a front yard to make an illegal 
driveway automatically is fined $50,000. And that the money will 
go to Parks and Rec. A 30 day warning would allow time for people 
to re-establish the lawn. 

Thank you, 

Linda Novak 
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Linda Novak 


Click here to report this email as spam. 
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City of St. Catharines 
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ZONING BYlAW OTIZEN INPUT 

It seems the City ls trying, in its vision for the future, to establish enclaves within which to confine their 
residents. Walkable neighborhoods? They're already walkable -it's called a sidewalk. Reduced 
parking around businesses? Hello! Haven't the visionar1es realized by now that businesses are 
struggling, and yet they want to reduce access? 

It sounds to me like a minority ofcyclists are trying to map the future for the majority. The realigned 
lanes for cyclists along Hartzel Road, for example, are empty 99.9 per cent of the time. I love to ride my 
bicycle, but don't ask me to haul home groceries with it, especially through sleet and snowI 

f'las anyone noted the extra-large shopping carts that many grocers now employ? Try bringing home the 
contents ofoften overflowing carts on the back of a bicycle or on a bus. Furthermore~ we have an aging 
population, and age brings a host of mobility problems. Ifwe want seniors to stay in theirhomes and 
out of the health care system, the City better make sure they can get around town - from the north end 
to the south end, and vice versa - as Independently as possible. Bicycles are just not practical because 
of the following: 

lnctementweather much of the year 

Limited to rider and a couple of backpacks 

Requires a high level of physicality to operate 


Intensification In the Official Plan is born out of necessity, but a water1ng down of development bylaws 
may lead to crowded conditions like the tight streets and narrow lots that flourished at the tum of the 
century. The difference today Is there are many more people added to the mix, making it absolutely 
essential bylaws are in place for rules of conduct and behaviour. 
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May 14, 20 13 

HAND DELIVERED 

CITY OF ST. CATHARfNES 

50 Church Street 

St. Catharines, Ontario 

L2R 7C2 


Attention: James Riddell, Director of Plannine and Development Services I 
Bruce Bellows 

Dear Sirs: 

Re: 	 Request for Revision to Draft 
Comprehensive Zoning Bylaw 
lA Park Avenue, St. Catbarines 

Wllh•m E Hcell~ 

H A Pnnck L1ule 

James D. Al fl'"-' 

COUNSEL 

Ron A. Wiison 0 C. 

(Oe.ceoscd 20 11 ) 


Please be advised that we are the solicitors for Merriton Mills 
Redevelopment Corporation (MMRC) and Men:iton Projects Inc. (MPl) the 
registered owner and the beneficial owner, respectively, of lA Park Avenue, St. 
Catharioes. 

The subject property was owned and used by tbe Domtar Paper Co. as a 
location for a portion of a water line between the Welland Canal and the 
"Steamplant''property located on the westside ofMerritt Street, known municipally 
as 471 Merritt Street. rt was acquired by MMRC from Domtar in 2004 and the water 
line disconnected. 

While there is a frontage on Park A venue sufficient for one or two residential 
building lots, the balance of the property to the west borders on the Trillium Railway 
spur line, known as the Grantham Sp ur on the south, and, on the north ,lands owned 
by the City of St. Catbarines and utilized by the Merritton Arena and Community 
Baseball Park. Anecdotally, part ofright field is located on the fonner Domtar lands. 

Our client is asking for consideration of designating the frontage on Park 
Avenue - and perhaps any surplus city lands to the north - as Rl (Residential) for 
redevelopment for community housing- perhaps by Habitat for Humanity. 

http:churchstlawoffite.com
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We would be happy to meet with you to discuss thjs request at your 
convenience. 

Yours very truly, 


HEELIS, LITTLE & ALMAS LLP 

Per: 

HAPL:amd 

cc Merritton Projects lnc. 
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May 13,2013 

HAND DELIVERED 

CITY OF ST. CATHARINES 
50 Church Street 
St. Catharines, Ontario 
L2 R 7C2 

Attention: James Riddell, Director of Plannin2 and Development Services I 
Bruce BeUows 

Dear Sirs: 

Re: 	 Request for Revision to Draft 

Comprehensive Zoning Bylaw 

63 Lakeport Road, St. Catharines 


Wlllllm E H""lh 

Ron.Id S W1llto•n1 

H.A Punck ltul" 

Jame• O.Almu 

COUNSEL 
Ross A, W iison Q C 

(Deceased 20 I I) 

Please be advised that we are the solicitors for Lincoln Fabrics Holdings 
Limited the owner of the property on the east side ofLakeport R oad, south ofLock 
Street, known as 63 Lakeport Road and an associated company, 1720736 Ontario 
Limited, wbfob is the owner of the property immediately to the north known as 6 I 
Lakeport Road, both of which ar'! designated as C2-10 in the above-noted Draft 
Bylaw. 

This will confinn that the range ofpenrutted uses proposed are acceptable 
to our cUent, with these two additional requests: 

1. 	 That the existing, long-standing industrial use be recognized as an 
included, permitted use as to clear the way for additions and improvements 
to the land and building without contending with the vagaries ofa 1ega1 
non-conforming use status. It is our understanding that several other 
industrial propertfos in St Catharines have this provision; and 

2. 	 This century old industrial building might Lend itself well to a long 
established practice ofconversion to a hotel or country inn. The addition 
of a botel use would seem appropriate. 
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We would be happy to meet with you to discuss this request at your 
convenience. 

Yours very truly, 

HEELIS, LITTLE & ALMAS LLP 
Per: 

B . A. Patrick 
HAPL:amd '----.­

ittle 

cc: Bruce Bellows 

cc Lincoln Fabrics Holdings Limited 

cc Visco Holdings Ltd. 

cc Stephen Bedford Consulting Inc. 
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From: Ken Gonyou 
Sent~ May 10, 2013 12:50 PM 
To: Blozowski, Kevin; Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: New By-law 

Hi, 

I haven't had time to read through the by-law yet but just a glance shows me that it looks pretty well 
organized. Keep in mind my comment about references to the "related" general provisions in the site specific 
zones as that would be extremely helpful to avoid missing requirements when checking on site compliance for 
an existing use or proposed use. 

Are there any provisions to permit some encroachments such as awnings and perpendicular signs, especially 
on downtown commercial streets? I know there are potential issues with this hanging over road allowances 
but we all like that "look" if possible to accommodate this. 

91so be sure to allow open porches for certain distances in front yards; and make it clear as to the definitions 
of these provisions as that always seems to be misunderstood. 

Rear yard really don't need to be 7.5m. I think that 6m is fine as you have acknowledged but even 5m may be 
ok, as today a lot of people just need enough space for a patio, etc. Give this some thought, but keep in mind 
that if there are two, 2-storey units back there might be echo in the rear yards when those lawnmowers are 
blazing, or air conditioners squeaking. 

I think that flanking yards can come down to 2.Sm as l always find that such a lot of wasted space, especially if 
the house behind has a porch projecting. Give this some thought as there is always a lot of rear yard space 
between the flanking house and the first house behind on the street, 

How wl II you deal with morphing of flood plains if the G 1 zone relates to the floodline? The line may move 
from time to time. 

ahese are just some initial thoughts I had at the meeting but I didn't want to prolong the meeting with 
~uestions. l should have lots of questions for you once I start reading through the by-law, so there should be 

mote emails on the way as I think of things. 

Good work! 

Ken Gonyou 
VP Land Development 
Phelps Homes Ltd. 
166 Main Street West 
Grimsby, ON. L3M IS3 



, .. 
Pnvacy Notice This measago Is Intended only for lhe use or the indiVldual(s) or entity to which It Is addressed and may contain informalion thal is privileged, 
confldcnbal or exempt from disclosure under applicable taw. If the reader of this message ls no11he Intended recipient or the employee or agent(s) responsible for 
delivering lhe message to the Intended recipient. you are hereby notified that any dissemination. distribution or copying of this communication is stnctly prohibrled 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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C o Y Y--P'S '?0n do.YI 4-.Savoia, Ellen 

From: Ron Brydges 
Sent: May 10, 2013 2:31 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Comment submission 

<="" style=""> 
I might have mentioned in the piece you received from me that there is also a single dwelling with a dwelling unit in the 
back garage on my street close by. I don't believe that is acceptable under an R1 zoning. Again I am not complaining 
about any of this but use this information to submit the point that this street area is not low density suburban by character 
and makeup. And not making allowance for the reality the of area will likely result in unnecessary problems lff these 
duplexes, triplexes etc. are illegal (likely} and people get evicted unless there is an avenue by which they can be 
legalized. 

Thanks for accepting my comments and trusting you will give them full consideration. 

9egards, 

Ron Brydges 

Click here to report this email as spam. 



I recent!) 'i. i11.·J the open house displa~ of pwpo ·cd l.hangc" lo the lit) Plan held al 
~cymour- 1 lannah Sport!> Centre. 

I \1\\ from the allendant /oning displa~ chJn 1h.ll m) pmpcrl) nn Bunting Road. south of 
Qm:cn..,ton. 1!'> dc~1gnutcd RI. The Ci L~ chart hl1,-.s RI allo,,ahk u-.ug.c · arc. d\\clling 
detached (~ingk famil> ). d\\elling ·emi-deLachcd. and d\\ellmg fourple\co;; 1\ot allO\\.Cd 
arc duple\ or tri ple:\ d\\cllings e\en when conforming Lo all building and 'iUl!!t~ codes. 
Thi<> is difficult to undct.;tand. 
RI area~ arc stipulated us he ing lo"' densit) residential and ...uburhun 
It 1s clear lhal this area 1s not IO\\ densi t) and hard l~ \ccms "uhurhun: onginall) buill up 
in the l'nmt ics or earlier it is part of the traditional inner cil) ncighbou1hood'i. My house 
was built in I947 as<• duplex. My strcel. designated I{ I lov. dcnsit). hus a duple\ next lo 
me on om.: side nn<l H 18 uni t condo complex nc\ t to me on the other side. !"here is a 
th cl ling lhurplc' :icross from me antl a convcni l.!111.:c swrc and u v.cldi ntt shop with a 
c.:runc out front just dO\\ n the road. There is another durlcx a11d Lri pk\ in the immediate 
rn..·ighhourhooJ uml likely more. I like this neighbourhood and ~1 111 not complaini ng.. about 
any or thclic uses. Designating this area as R I lo\\ dcnsit) ..,ccnh C\ en more nonsensical 
'"hen an cxprc.sed goal of city planning with these changes is stutcd n" .. ,l.'i all on effort 
to ~ncr foci liltlh! residential intensification outside the cun: . ..:' 1 his requires higher 
den 1ly allcm anccs not RI designation . A further goal musl he lo meet the legal 
rcqu1rcmcnl lll becoming compliant "ith the rcccnll) cnactcll Pro' incial Bill 140: 
··Strong Communities through Affordable Ilousing Act''. A primar) goal of thi~ bill is lo 
pro\ 1dc addi tional anordablc housing through the municipal allm\ancc ofaccc ~sor: 
11" •"'lli11g h<'t!~!ng units 1'a cmem apartments elc. that .ire compli:mt \\ ith i"uilding :!..'1d 
tire codes Planning seems. in large part. lo be turning a hliml C)C to the laudatol) goal of 
prm1ding more afTordahle hou ·ing \\rule benefi ting thl' cit) 

I h 1 ~ \Oulh of Quccnslon Bunting area is in real it) mcdrnm <ll.'n it) rl',idential and should 
he so designated. I here is no reason my. Bunting tripkx (bui lt as a duplex and use<l as 
u triple, !-.i nce he fore niy purchase: in 1998). in character" ith the neighbourhood and 
mcl·ting building and li re code standards shoulu be cu11siuc1ccl illcgul. 

As a senior citil'.cn whn planned for a reli re;:mL:nt wit h no company rcn"iion I am 
disappointed hy u city that seems intent am.I at cl'Os~ purpogcs in designating large parts of 
the ci ty RI therch) maki ng it illegal for man) pcnpll' in thi.: di) tu rnntimu: rt~nting 
purtiun... or their homes to pro ide extra incom1;, 

I thought thal gi\ mg small dweUing landlord the oppmtunil) to lcgatimi/c their rental 

units ~1th compliance LO codes would he an upmCI t con~iderntion 1n rcdrn\\ ing the b}­

hrn -.. i hi' along \\llh the ne.:!<l to prmidc as much anor<lahlc hou-.ing B!- po:-sahlc in 

becoming compliant \\ith 81111 40 and it aim 


Run Ba )'dges 

St. ( alhun nl.!" 


\\ould seem like ·mmd guiding princi les. 

http:citil'.cn
http:allO\\.Cd
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Ken Gonyou 
Sent: May 10, 2013 12:50 PM 

To: Blozowski, Kevin; Savoia, Ellen 

Subject: New By-law 

Hi, 

I haven't had time to read through the by-law yet but just a glance shows me that it looks pretty well 
organized. Keep in mind my comment about references to the "related" general provisions in the site specific 
zones as that would be extremely helpful to avoid missing requirements when checkihg on site compliance for 
an existing use or proposed use. 

Are there any provisions to permit some encroachments such as awnings and perpendicular signs, especially 
on downtown commercial streets? I know there are potential issues with this hanging over road allowances 
but we all like that "look" if possible to accommodate this. 

Also be sure to allow open porches for certain distances in front yards; and make it clear as to the definitions 
of these provisions as that always seems to be misunderstood. 

Rear yard really don't need to be 7.Sm. I think that 6m is fine as you have acknowledged but even Sm may be 
ok, as today a lot of people just need enough space for a patio, etc. Give this some thought, but keep in mind 
that if there are two, 2-storey units back there might be echo in the rear yards when those lawnmowers are 
blazing, or air conditioners squeaking. 

I think that flanking yards can come down to 2.Sm as I always find that such a lot of wasted space, especially if 
the house behind has a porch projecting. Give this some thought as there is always a lot of rear yard space 
between the flanking house and the first house behind on the street. 

How will you deal with morphing of flood plains if the G1 zone relates to the floodline? The line may move 
from time to time. 

These are just some initial thoughts I had at the meeting but I didn't want to prolong the meeting with 
questions. I should have lots of questions for you once I start reading through the by-law, so there should be 
more emails on the way as I think of things. '\ 

Good work! /,.\ ') 

Ken Gonyou 
VP Land Development 
Phelps Homes Ltd. 
166 Main Street West 
Grimsby, ON. L3M 183 

/'­
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RE: AGRJCULTURAL Page l of2. . 
RE: AGRICULTURAL '°' 3 5" . I I v. c 
ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:54 PM G:> .,..,~nc..
To: bob [bobsteplen@integra-inc.ca] 

Bob 

The property on the east side of Third Street Louth just north of the QEWI Hwy 406 interchange is zoned Al-· 

97. The standard Al uses that I mentioned in my first email are pennitted plus a golf driving range and 
accessory buildings for temporary period until April 18, 2014 (three years from when It was approved April 18, 
2011). 
Please let me know if you have any other questions. 

From: bob 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 11:25 AM 
To: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Subject: Re: AGRICULTURAL 

Good Morning Ellen 

Maps; Schedule A12; Third Street Louth east side, north of QEW 

e Thanks, Bob 

- - - Original Message ­
From: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
To: bob 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 8:45 AM 
Subject: RE: AGRICULTURAL 

Hi Bob 
The Al in the St. catharines Draft By-law is Agriculture Zone, and it would permit all fonns of agriculture, a 
detached dwelling and kennels as well as agri-tourism and home industry as accessory uses to a fann. There 
Isn't a Al-07 in our mapping for the draft by-law so I am not sure which property exactly you are asking about. 
If you could email or call with more details of the location of the parcel, the address or approximately where it 
is I will be able to provide more details. 

Ellen Savoia, M.C.l.P., R.P.P. 

Planner 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
Phone 905-688-5601, ext. 1752 
TTY 905-688-4889 

Help zone your St. Catharines! Take our surveys at 
http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp and visit us on Facebook 
at www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines 

From: bob 
Sent: Monday, May 06, 2013 10:24 AM 
To: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Infonnation Mailbox 
Subject: AGRICULTURAL 

Good Morning 

https://mail.stcatharines.ca/owa/?ae=Jtem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD%2bcchQMNAS ... 09/05/2013 

https://mail.stcatharines.ca/owa/?ae=Jtem&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAD%2bcchQMNAS
www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines
http://www.stcatharines.ca/en/buildin/DraftZoningBy-law.asp
mailto:bobsteplen@integra-inc.ca
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-~~-
Please provide description and definition Al-07 

Thanks 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

- City ofSt. Catharines Confidentiality Notice ­
The information contained in this communication, including any attachments, may be confidential, is intended 

only for the use of the recipient(s) named above and may be legally privileged. 

If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, 

distribution, disclosure or copying of this communication or any of its contents, is strictly prohibited. 

If you have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender 

and permanently delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 


Please consider the environme:nt before printing this emai l. 

https :/Imail.stcatharines .ca/owa/?ae=Item&t= IPM.N ote&id=RgAAAAD%2 bcchQ MNAS... 09105/2013 



Bellows, Bruce 

From: Mike Gilbert 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 3:42 PM 
To: Bellows, Bruce 
Subject: RV storage 

Hi Bruce... .Just fo llowing up on our conversation on Thursday, May 9/ 13 re: Rv parking ...My origional concern 
was whether or not I was going to be able to park my travel trailer on my property should the bylaws 
change....The thought of not having that opportunity caused several things to come to mind since I purchased 
and modified my yard to accomodate my trailer ... Some of these concerns are: 
l ...Where to store my trailer 
2...The cost of storage 
3 ... The damage potential from animals and persons while unattended and subsequent repair costs 
4 ... The significant cost ofyard modification for a specific purpose and bow it would become a waisted space 
and the cost to reconvert it to usable space 
~...The inconvenience of moving trailer to and from alternate storage area to pack/unpack. ..clean ..service..etc 
W ...And, while I like the location where I live, it was purchased for the purpose of storing my trial er on site for 

the convenience ... 

Having spoken to you, my anxieties have lessoned.. 
Thanks again for taking the time to get back to me... 

Mike Gilbert 
I Regina Av 
St.Catharines ON 
L2MJG6 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Please Indicate Below Any Comments or Special 

Concerns You May Have About This Project 
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Zone Your 
ST CATHARINES 

Address: 

City: Si-­
Postal Code: 

-Location of open house attended: \?e"', Ce ~ 

Please deposit in the comment box before you leave or mail to: 
Attention: Ellen Savoia 
City of St. Catharines Planning and Development Services Department 
P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

or E-Mail to: zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca 

City of St. Catharines 

mailto:zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca
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7ffEELIS 
1~VrLUAMS ~ 

L ITTLE \_~ cALMAS LLP 

May 6, 2013 

HAND DELIVERED 

City of St. Catharines 
Planning Department 
50 Church Street 
St. Catharines, Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

~~ t ,~ t ~5t v..1~t-


P.O. Box 1056. 14 Church Street 
St . Catharlnes O N L2R 7A3.... 

www. I 4churchstlawoffice.com 

Attention: James Riddell, Director ofPlanning Services 

Dear Sir: 

Re: 	 Altering Bylaw Zoning Designations 
Property Located at the West Side ofHastings Street, 
North of Chestnut Street, St. Catharines, Ontario 

9 1mam f.. Heell• 

Ron• ld S. Wdliams 

H.A. Patrick Little 

J•mcs O. Alm•s 

COUNSEL 

Ross A .W ilson QC 

(Deceased 201 1) 

Please be advised that we are the solicitors for Donatelli Productions Limited, 
the owner ofthe property on the west side ofHastings Street, north of Chestnut Street 
which is designated as 02 - HI in the City of St. Catharines Draft Comprehensive 
Zoning Bylaw dated March 18, 2013. 

We are requesting consideration of altering the designation from Minor 
Green Space - Holding to Medium Density Mixed Use - Holding in order to allow 
for the continued redevelopment for commercial/residential uses of the former 
Domtar properties commenced at 271 Merritt Street, subject, of course, to 
satisfactory proof ofsoil remediatjon to remove the Holding designation, as occurred 
with the adjacent properties to the south owned by our client. 

We would be pleased to meet with you at your earliest convenfonce lo discuss 
th]s matter further. 

http:4churchstlawoffice.com
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Yours very truly, 

REELlS, LITTLE & ALMA , LLP 
Per: 

HAPL:amd 
Enels. 

cc. Donatelli Productions Limited 
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O.l 

Zones 
QITl Low Density Residential - Suburban 

Neighbourhood 
arll Low Density Residential - Traditional 

Neighbourhood 
rm:J Medium Density Residential 
• High Density Residential 
[Cl] Local Convenience Commercial 
[UJ Community Commercial 
[tIJ Arterial Commercial 
• Major Commercial 
• Downtown Commercial Core 
• Downtown Traditional Main Street 
CID Business Commercial Employment 
[llJ General Em lo ment 

[MI] Medium Density Mixed Use 
!mlMedium I High Density Mixed Use 
• High Density Mixed Use 
(]]] Conservation I Natural Area 
~Minor Green Space 
llm Major Green Space 
OD Local Neighbourhood Institutional 
[J[] Community Institutional 
Oil Major Institutional 
[ill Agriculture 
•Agriculture Only 
rmAgriculture Commercial / Industrial 
S Municipal Boundary 

City of 
St. Catharines 
Zoning 
By-Law 

~ 
. ' 

SCHEDULE A21 

LNI Modllled: Man:h 18, 2013 
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ST. CATHARINES ZONE .BYLAWS 

Resident comments and Feedback 

We, as residents of this city, are very concerned about some of the 
bylaws. 

We are giving our input below: 

1. 	 RECREATIONAL/ COMMERCIAL VEHICLES: The weight and size limits for 
commercial and recreational vehicles allowed in driveways is absolutely over 
the top. 3600 kilos is much too much. There are significant safety issues and 
they protrude right on to the side walk, as is the case on the street next to us. 
Back hoes and operating apparatus and other vehicles shouJd not be allowed 
to park on the front lawn under the living room window, which is the case on 
our street. The limit in a driveway for such vehicles should be 2000 kilos. 

2. 	 HOME BASED BUSINESSES: Fedex trucks roar up our residentiaJ street 
several times a day going to home based businesses, endangering the young 
children who play on or near our Crescent street. AJso, there is much noise 
created by their frequent passing and high speed. Home-based businesses 
must have limited hours, as some of them have people coming at 9 pm or 
later. There is aJready so much street parking in residential areas. Therefore, 
there should not be more than one car at a time allowed at a home-based 
business. Also, much revenue is generated through an underground 
economy with little or no tax going to the government. 

3. 	 OUTDOOR STORAGE SHEDS: Please restrict the size. 
4. 	 OUTDOOR DAYCARE PLAY AREAS: Must have fenced yards. 
5. 	 PARKING SPACE ALLOWMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS-SINGLE 

AND MULTIPLE: There absolutely must be ample vehicle parking, as we 
now have a dangerous situation due to so many parked cars on all our 
streets. 

6. 	 SCHOOL PARKING: Schools have teachers, parents, and many support staff, 
and parent volunteers attending every day. One park space per class is 
absolutely not enough! 

7. 	 ADULT ORJENTED ENTERTAINMENT: This should not be allowed only 150 
meters from residential; it should be 450 meters at least. 

8. GREEEN SPACES REDUCED: It disturbs us greatly that you intend to take 
~?.. away green space. St. Catharines does not have enough as it is, compared to 

0 

other cities we have lived in. 
9. 	 LEASH FREE DOG PARKS: This has ruined Burgoyne Woods and many 

other parks. Dog owners bring very large dogs to the parks in their SUV's. 
They open the hatch w hen they park and let the dogs go anywhere. An 
individual a lready there, walking or skHng, is forced to leave as the large dogs 
off leash aJJ over the park come attacking. We have personally experienced 
this. 

10. PARKINGON VACANT LAND: Vacant land is being used for old traflers, 
1 truck cabs etc. This is very unsightly and should not be allowed. Also the 
' 



t 
• 

older parked used cars at the entrance to St Paul St downtown near the 
bridge are an eyesore and should not be allowed. 

We are so disappointed that you have even offered these proposals. Many residents 
have no idea that these changes are happening. It has not been well publicized. So, 
please realize that our submission here, is like the voices of thousands of people, 
most of whom are unaware of these disturbing zoning changes. 

Thank you for taking time to read our submission. 

Ann Marie Nickerson 

• Agincourt Crescent 
St Catharines, Ont 

zoningapril30-13 
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Zone Your St. Catharines: Feedback the New Draft Zoning By­
law 

Page 1 

Introduction 
What is a zoning by-law? Zoning by-laws control the way land is used in the city, where 
buildings and other structures (like sheds) can be located, lot sizes and dimensions, Parking, 
etc ... The draft zoning by- law is out, and now we want to know what you think about it. Your 
feedback is important, and will be used when staff create the final by-law this summer. If you 
haven't seen the draft by-law, visit www.stcatharines.ca and search "draft zoning by-law". 
Thank you for taking the time to help zone your St. Catharines! 

1. 	 What is your postal code?* 
(i.e. L2R 7C2) L 2_/\/ .3~ 

Page 2 

Format of the Draft Zoning By-law 

2. 	 Was it easy to read and understand the draft zoning by- law?* 

01- Too technical 

02 
G>1 
04 

0 5- Easy to read 


3. 	 Were the tables in the draft zoning by-law easy to understand?" 

0Yes 

0No 

4. 	 Was it easy to find the information you were looking for in the draft zoning by- law?"' 

Oves 
eJNo 

5. 	 Please provide any comments that can help us make the draft zoning by-Jaw more user friendly. 

y ' 

http:www.stcatharines.ca
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Residential Policies 

6. 	 In the draft zoning by - law, townhouses are permitted in every residential zone. Do you agree 
that townhouses should be permitted in every residentlal zone?• 

gzs 

7. 	 Do you agree with the following restrictions for home-based businesses?• 

Agree 	 Neutral Disagree 

Automotive related 

uses, small engine 

repair and kennel or r/ 0 0 

pet services are not 

permit ted. 

No machinery or 

processes that emit 

noise, vibration, glare, 

fumes, odour, dust, 
 ~ 0 	 0 
radio or television 

interface are 

permit ted. 


A maximum of 25% of 

the home can be used (if 0 0 

for the business. 

An attached garage up 

to 40 m 2 can also be 0 if () 

used for the business. 

Outdoor storage is not 
permit ted. 0 ~ 0 

The business must be 

run by a resident of G)I' 0 0 

the home. 

Selling goods that are 

related to t he business 
 c/ 0 	 0 
is permitted. 

A maximum of one 

hairdressing chair is ~ 0 0 

permitted. 

Bed and Breakfasts 

can employ one extra 

employee that is not a 0 0 

resident of the home. 

A maximum of four 

rental rooms are 

permitted for a Bed GV 0 0 

and Breakfast. 

One parking space is 

required per rental 

room for a Bed and ~ 0 0 

Breakfast. 

A maximum of five 

people are permitted 
 /to be supervised for a 0 0 

Home Daycare. 


8. Do you agree with the following parking space requirements for residential properties?* 



.. 


Disagree- it Disagree- it 
Agree Neutral should be should be 

higher lower 
Apartment buildings 
require 1.5 parking ~ 0 0 0 
spaces per unit 
Apartment dwellings 
within a mixed use 
building require 1 ef 0 0 0 
parking space per unit 

Single fami ly homes 
require 1 parking space 
Townhouses require 1 
parking space per unit 

~ 
d' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
Semi-detached homes 
require 2 spaces 

if 0 0 0 

Duplexes require 2 
parking spaces ~ 0 0 0 
Triplexes require 3 
parking spaces 
Fouplexes require 4 
parking spaces 

d 
ef 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
Condominium units on a 
private road require 1.5 d 0 0 0 
parking spaces per unit 

9. T.hnee dr ft zoning by- law limits the size of accessory apartments to 60m2. Do you:~ "' 

@1(9ree 

0Neutral 

Ooisagree- the units should be bigger 

0 Disagree- the units should be smaller 

10. The dra~ zoning by-law will limit residential parking to 50% of the front and exter ior side yard 
(side yard facing a street) . Do you:* 

0Agree 

0Neutral 

~sagree- it should be less than 50% 

0 Disagree- it should be more than 50% 

Page 4 

Commercial Policies 

11. Do you agree that the following uses should be permitted on commercial properties within 
residential areas? (think of small plazas in residential areas)" 

Agree NeutraV Disagree 

Animal Care 
Establishment 0 

~ 0 
Apartment units over, 



behind and/or below a ~ 0 0 
commercial use 

Cultural Facility 0 0 v 
Day Care ef' 0 0 
Gas Station 0 0 v 
Indoor Recreation 
Facility 0 0-' E) 

Service Commercial 
(Non-retail Commercia l 
Uses) 

Office 

Place of Worship 

c:/ 
f 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

Restaurant 0 ~ 0 
Retail Store Q) 0 if 
Social Service Facility ~ 0 0 

12. Some things In the draft by-law have stayed the same. Adult oriented entertainment 
establishments are still only permitted ln employment (formerly industrial) areas. Do you agree 
with this restriction?"' 

Q1es 

0No 

13. Building heights in commercial zones will generally be unlimited, except for commercial uses 
within residential areas where height will be limited to 14 metres. Do you think:• 

OT~ere should be a height limit in all commercial areas 

~his limit is sufficient 

0There shouldn't be a height limit 

0Neutral 

14. Under the new by-law, the downtown commercial core, which is generally bound by St. Paul, 
Carlisle, Church and Ontario streets, will require that buildings be at least 7.5 metres high. Do 
you think: "' 

0 There should be a minimum height in all commercial areas 

0 ~inimum for downtown in sufficient 

<i>'Neutral 

Page 5 

and Drive-Thrus 

agree that vehicles should be parked only In a parking area, not a lawn area?• 



0No 

16. To provide more retail opportunities and greener parking areas, the draft by-law reduces the 
parking requirement for shopping centres. Do you agree with reducing the parking requirement 
for shopping centres?* 

Q).(es 
0No 

0Neutral 

17. 	67% of responses from the last survey said that parking areas in the city should be greener. Do 
you agree with the following requirements from the draft by- law?'* 

Yes 	 No 

Landscaping between 

parking lots and the 
 0 
street 

Landscaping between 

parking lots and 
 0 
residential properties 

Landscaping between 

parking lots with more 

than 20 parking spaces 0 

and non- residential 

properties 


18. 	In addition to the landscaping requirements from question 17, the draft by-law requires at least 
10% of any parking area over 200 m2 be landscaped (think of a parking lot at a fast food 
rest~rant). Do you think there should be a minimum landscaping requirement?• 

QYes, but it should be more than 10% 

0Yes, I agree with 10% 

0Yes, but it should be less than 10% 

0No, there shouldn't be a requirement 

19. The draft by-law also includes maximum parking requirements. Do you agree with capping the 
am~nt of parking?" 

~Yes 
0No 

0Neutral 

20. 	82% of responses from the last survey said there should be a requirement to provide bike 
parking . Do you agree with the following requirements? • 

Disagree- it Disagree- it 
Agree Neutral should be should be 

higher lower 
Apartment buildings 
with 10 or more units 
require 6 spaces (plus 1 
space for every 10 0 0 0 
additional apartment 
units above 20 units) 
Banquets or Places of 

Worship require 1 space 
 0 	 0 0 
per 1000 m2 floor area 

Elementary/Secondary 




Schools require 1 space 0 0 Cl/ 0 
per classroom 
Retail I Commercial 
buildings require 1 
space per 1000 m 2 floor 0 0 <¥ 0 
area 
Office buildings require 
1 space per 1000 m2 if 0 0 0 
floor area 
Shopping Centres 
require 1 space per <i 0 0 0 
1000 m2 floor area 

21. Do you think drive-t hrus should be allowed between the front of a building and the street?• 

Oves 

OM<fu' 


Page 6 

Contact Information 
22. Would you like to be sent notice of future meetings?" 

(serec;,;ne) 

~yemai l 

0 By regular mail 

0 I do not want to receive notice 

Page 7 

Contact Information - Email 
23. First Name* 

_ I 

24. Last Name"' 

\SP\. l 
25. Please provide your email address : "' 



I 

Page 8 

Contact Information - Mail 

26. First Name* 

27. Last Name* 

28. Street Number* 

Lmm----~-~-___. 

29. Street Name"' 

30. City* 

31. Province* 

J 


32 . Postal Code* 

-~---~JI 





Draft Comprehensive Zoning By-law 
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Zone Your 
ST. CATHARtNES 

Please Provide Your Address if you wish to be kept informed of the process 

City: ---------------- - - --- ---- ---­

Postal Code: ------ ­
E-mail: 

Location of open house attended:__~-~ ~~»--____ __~o~--LLo~~ · __ _ 

Please deposit in the comment box before you leave or mail to: 
Attention: Ellen Savoia 
City of St. Catharines Planning and Development Services Department 
P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

or E-Mail to: zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca 

City of St. Catharines 

mailto:zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca
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or E-Mail to: zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca 

City of St. Catharines 
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Name: G 1t-fJ l 6e I \ 
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E-mail: 

Location of open house attended: ft,12cz/h o ' L ~} e, L.. Ion-s 

Please deposit in the comment box before you leave or mail to: 
Attent ion: Ellen Savoia 
City of St. Catharines Planning and Development Services Department 
P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

or E-Mail to: zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca 

City of St. Catharines 
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Postal Code: ------ ­
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Location of open house attended:___~o~__"----=-...L..N.C....-'-='-tt Llo ~=---------

Please deposit in the comment box before you leave or mail to: 
Attention: Ellen Savoia 
City of St. Catharines Planning and Development Services Department 
P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

or E-Mail to: zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca 

City of St. Catharines 
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City of St. Catharines 

P.O. Box 3012 

50 Church Street 

St. Catharines, ON 

L2R 7C2 

Attention: Planning and Development Services 

RE: Proposed Zoning for . and . Eastchester Avenue 

Dear Sir: 

We are writing to you as the owners of the two above noted properties. 

The property at. Eastchester Avenue is used as a car lot and an automotive repair garage. 

The property at . Eastchester Avenue is used as a residential dwelling unit. These two 

properties have been used for these purposes since 1987 when we purchased them. 

We understand that it is proposed to zone these properties E2. Assuming that Council 

approves a new by-law, we have a few questio11.S-cQncerning these properties; 

1. 	 Based upon the proposed zoning of these properties, can each of these properties 


continue to be used for their current uses? 


2. 	 Can we sell these properties for their current uses or other permitted uses without any 

type of planning approval? 

3. 	 If we wished to expand the building on either of the properties, what approvals would be 

required under the existing zoning by-law and under the proposed zoning by-law? 

4. 	 Is it correct that the location where new car dealerships will be restricted to a few areas 

of the city? 

In examing the draft by-law, it appears that the E2 zone could be considered a general 

industrial zone for larger industrial users. These properties are both relatively small with 

both a Iimite~ front~ge i:lnd a limited depth, It would appear that perhaps an El zone would 

be a better fit for these two properties. Given that the other properties in the block are 



- . . . ( 

generally t he same, it may be appropriate for you to review the proposed zoning on the 

entire north side of Eastchester Avenue. 

We look forward to your response to these questions so that we can decide how to respond 

to t he proposed zon ing bylaw. 

Properties owned by 

Signed Ci-b~<ZJRC 

Michael McAule: 

April 16 I 2013 



Bellows, Bruce 

From: Tenant File 
Sent: Wednesday, Apri l 17, 2013 3:50 PM 
To: Bellows, Bruce 
Subject: Re: City of St. Catharines Draft New Zoning By-law 

Bruce, 


Thank you very much for the information. I have a few follow up questions to the fo llowing point: 


- Cannot be Larger than 60m2 or 40% of the floor area of the principal dwelling whichever is less. 


How is the 60 rn2 or 40% defined (does it exclude washroom, kitchen, laundry, etc.)? 

Cf 1 want a larger accessory apartment, how would I get approved for it? 

.our help is much appreciated. 

Nelson Kim 

On Wed, Apr 17, 2013 at 3 :04 PM, Bellows, Bruce <bbellows@stcatharines.ca> wrote: 

Attn: Nelson Kim 

As per your request from the Zoning By-law Open House held at Club Lasalle, please find attached 
the display panel regarding 'accessory apartments'. 

e 
Bruce Bellows, Planner 

- City of St. Catharines Confidentiality Notice ­

The information contained in this communication, including any attachments, may be confidential, is 
intended only for the use of the recipient(s) named above and may be legally privileged. 

If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, 
dissemination, distribution, disclosure or copying of this communication or any of its contents, is 
strictly prohibited. 

If you have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender 
and permanently delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 

mailto:bbellows@stcatharines.ca


Bellows, Bruce 

From: Bellows, Bruce 
Sent: Friday, April 19, 2013 3:52 PM 
To: Tenant File' 
Subject: RE: City of St. Catharines Draft New Zoning By-law 

Hi 

In response to your questions, if you wanted an accessory apartment larger than 60 m2 or 40% of the 
floor area of the principal dwelling , you would have to apply to the City's Committee of Adjustment for 
a minor variance to the by-law regulation. The 60 m2 is the accessory dwelling unit which means a 
self contained housekeeping unit of one or more rooms that must contain cooking, living quarters, 
sleeping quarters and sanitary facilities for the exclusive use of those residing within the dwelling 
unit. It may or may not contain laundry facilities. That would be your choice. 

fiope that helps 

Bruce Bellows 

From: Tenant File 
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2013 3:50 PM 
To: Bellows, Bruce 

Subject: Re: City of St. catharines Draft New Zoning By-law 


Bruce, 

Thank you very much for the information. I have a few follow up questions to the fo llowing point: 


- Cannot be larger than 60m2 or 40% of the floor area of the principal dwelling whichever is less. 


How is the 60 m2 or 40% defined (does it exclude washroom, kitchen, laundry, etc.)? 
9 '1 want a larger accessory apartment, bow would I get approved for it? 

Your help is much appreciated. 

Nelson Kim 

On Wed, Apr 17, 20 13 at 3:04 PM, Bellows, Bruce <bbellows@stcatharines.ca> wrote: 

Attn: Nelson Kim 

As per your request from the Zoning By-law Open House held at Club Lasalle, please find attached 
the display panel regarding 'accessory apartments'. 

mailto:bbellows@stcatharines.ca
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Zone Your 
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Please Provide Your Address if you wish to be kept informed of the process 

~ Name: fb ti' IJ-f-w,e. 'zJ :a !:'.) 

::~e~ a~l~T-(ffs 
Postal Code:---­

E-mail: 

Location of open house attended: Ore. vi +£am OpltJtvt,s f- C /uh /.,vt lf.LII ec:y 
st. {!g.~ v 1na. 

Please deposit in the comment box before you leave or mail to: 
Attention: Ellen Savoia 
City of St. Catharines Planning and Development Services Department 
P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

or E-Mail to: zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca 

City of St. Catharines 

mailto:zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca
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Zone Your 
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II I 
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Please Provide Your Address if you wish to be kept informed of the process 

v<ame: f)a,.,_It u? u//L. C/11t!< '5 

..__d~ _ /t t:_,,_ ·_~-___________Address: __ _<t/7,_"/?c __ y_ ~C:::.. _1
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___ _/-7 ~"--------{'-' ~<; _ _


Postal Code:~ 


Location of open house attended:___L-'_ _'tv...._ __c />..______/ A". _.r-.-~"'--L /?__ _ 

Please deposit in the comment box before you leave or mail to: 
Attention: Ellen Savoia 
City of St. Catharines Planning and Development Services Department 
P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines Ontario 
L2R 7C2 

or E-Mail to: zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca 

City of St. Catharines 

mailto:zoneyourstcatharines@stcatharines.ca
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Bellows, Bruce 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Bellows, Bruce 
Monday, April 08, 2013 11:46 AM 
' mikestepie~ 
Savoia, Ellen; Blozowski, Kevin 
RE: 265 Carlton St. Zoning 

Hi 

This email is just to confirm that we have received your 2 emails regard ing the property at. Carlton 
Street. They will certainly be considered as part of the draft new zoning by-law process currently 
undeiway. Once we have determined a position on th is matter, we will notify you directly as to that 
position and what further steps may need to be taken. 

Thank you 

Bruce Bellows 

-----Original Message---­
From: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 9:20 PM 
To: Bellows, Bruce 
Subject: FW: 265 Carlton St. Zoning 

From: mikestepien@integra-inc.ca 
Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2013 10:07 PM 
To: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Subject: 265 Carlton St. Zoning 

Hello again, 

After looking at the new zoning designations, I am curious about the M2 zoning. I am not sure why a 
duplex is permitted in it and not permitted in the M1 , although triplex's and fourplex's are permitted in 
the M1? If this is correct, maybe M2 is suitable for. Carlton? 

Please let me know your thoughts? 

Thanks 

Mike Stepien 

mailto:mikestepien@integra-inc.ca


1 · . 


Hello, 

I have viewed the zoning map (pg 173) for my neighbourhood in the recent (March 18) draft zoning by 
law. My property shows a change from C2 to C 1. 
I am hoping for an R2 zoning based on the surrounding neighbourhood and the fact that my property 

has not ever been used for commercial purposes. 
It currently is a single detached and always has been. Everything across the road (south of Carlton 
St.) is R2. The majority of property east of Lancaster park is zoned R2 and R3. Also, my neighbour 
on the west side already has multiple units. It seems to be very fitting to zone this small remaining 
section R2. This would greatly help my long term plans of potentially creating a duplex. 

Thank you for taking this into consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Stepien 

2 
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/fib---"-N.ft_Bellows, Bruce 

From: Bellows, Bruce 

Sent: Monday, April 08, 2013 2:00 PM 

To: 	 'mgilbertl7200 
Subject: 	 Response to your Correspondence regarding the City of St. Catharines Draft New 

Zoning By-law 

Attention: Mike Gilbert 

This email is to advise that we have received your correspondence regarding the draft new zoning by­
law for the City. In response to your questions regarding parking of travel trailers and sheds, please 
be advised of the following. 

Section 3.9 referenced below is currently the only proposed restriction on large vehicles contained in 
the draft new zoning by-law: 

3.9 Large Motor Vehicle Prohibitions 
No person shaJI in any Residential Zone or Mixed Use Zone use any lot for parking or storage of any 
motor vehicle in excess of 3,600 kg gross vehicle weight unless the vehi.cle is a delivery vehicle 
temporarily parked in the course of its normal delivery duty. 

http:fib---"-N.ft


2.1 

In response to your question regarding sheds, Section 2.1 referenced below sets out general 
provisions for 'Accessory Buildings and Structures' in the draft new zoning by-law. 

Accessory Buildings and Structures 
Builctings and structures accessory to a permitted use are permitted in all zones, and except as noted 

elsewhere in this By-law, shall be subj ect to the fo llowing provisions. 

Accessory buildings and structures shall not: 


a) Be used as a dwelling unit, except where permitted elsewhere in this By-law; 

b) Be permitted in a required front yard or exterior side yard; 

c) 	 Be located within any sight triangle; 

d) Exceed a building height of 4.5 m; 

e) 	 Exceed 10% of the total lot area. This provision does not apply to in-ground swimming 
pools; 

f) 	 Be less than 2 m from a main building; 

g) 	 Be less than 0.6 m from an interior side or rear yard. 

2.1.1 Corner Lot Accessory Buildings and Structures 
In addition to the provisions in Section 2. 1 on a comer lot accessory buj ldings and structures 
shall be located no closer to the Jot line than the main building is to the lot line. 

2.1.2 Pools 
In addition to the provisions in Section 2.1 the maximum height of an above ground pool 
including deck and guard rai.1 shall be 2 m from grade to the top of the guard rails. 

2.1 .3 Detached Garage 
A detached garage shall be located at least 1 m behind the front wall of the dwelling. 

As you have not provided a property address, at this t ime I am unable to identify if there may be any 
contraventions on your property with respect of the draft new zoning by-law. 

Please be advised that the City's Planning and Development Services wil l be hosting a series of 
public open houses regarding the draft new by-law at various locations throughout the municipality 
beginning April 9 to June 12, 2013. Dates, location and times are posted on the City's web site. We 
encourage you to attend any of the meetings to discuss and provide any input you may have on the 
draft by-law, and/or if you desire, to provide any additional correspondence, questions, concerns, etc., 
via email. 

Thank you 

Bruce Bellows 

2 



• .Policy 
Planner 

From: Mike Gilbert 
Sent: Sunday, February 17, 2013 6:16 PM 
To: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Subject: Old vs New 

Brittney... 

Can you please send me any info on the new draft as it pertains to any changes to parking (Travel trailers) and 
sheds ... . as well, can you tell me how I may be affected if any of the changes that are made put me in 
contravention of the revised bylaw or zoning requirements ... 

Thanks in advance for your time .. 

Mike Gilbert 

Click here to report thi s email as spam. 

3 



Williams, Nancy 

From: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Sent Thursday, April 04, 2013 9:25 PM 
To: Williams, Nancy 
Cc: Dilts, Ann 

4'Jubject: FW: Zoning 

Nancy ~rY,, 
Please add this fellow to our circulation list rJ!'/ 
Ann 
Please add to list of people who would like a copy of the by-law 
Thanks 
Ellen 

From: Mark E 
Sent: Friday, March 01, 2013 3:12 PM 
To: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Subject: Zoning · 

Good Afternoon Britney, 

I got a orange pamphlet in the mail asking for my opinion on zoning. 

I. I think that any new buildings that would shade a neighbors property should require the builder to inform 
their neighbors. Ifany of a neighbors buildings would be shaded (within reason), they should have to get 
permission of the neighbor, ifpossible. 

2. I am against the use of fertile land for urban expansion. Funds should be utilized to make existing areas more 
usable and desirable rather than always expanding outward. 

3. I am also very concerned that lot sizes continue to become smaller and that people destroy beautiful lots by 
splitting them and building semi-detached homes. This should generally not be pennissable, or more difficult. 

I would like a copy of the new drafting bylaw, would you please email it to me? 

Thank you, 

Mark Elgersma 
• Harbour Heights Lane 
St Catharines. 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Savoia, Ellen e~~ ~ ro 111~ t:y 
Ll.~~ ~ b.t-law

From: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 
Sent: Apri l 4, 2013 9:32 PM V~. <:\\ \?. 
To: Savoia, Ellen h
Subject: FW: By-laws, what by-laws 

From: brett misener 
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 3:56 PM 

To: ZONEYOURSTCATHARINES Website Information Mailbox 

Subject: By-laws1 what by-laws 


Hi Britney: 

My name is Brett and live atl Willow Street in St. Kitts. Why change the zoning by-laws when they don't 
folJow the ones they have now. v 
The City a1lows all these projects (homes and buildings) then there is a problem they run and bide. Then the 
home owner gets the Standard involved, 


then the city gets back involved and comes out looking like the hero, when in fact they are the ones that issued 

the build ing permit in the fi rst place and should 


be held accountable. I can only speak from my own experiences with the City over them allowing - to build 

99 Merritt Street. It's been a nightmare right from the start. 


It's been almost 2 1/2 years now and my last option is to hire a out of1own Lawyer and sue the city. 


So instead ofchanging the by-laws why not set up a large fund so the good people of St. Catharine's that have 

.een done wrong by , could draw from 

It and hire a good out of town Lawyer. Then when they win they can repay it. Soon or later tbe City will get the 
point and do things right from the get go. 

Thank you, 


Brett 


P. S. lf you need any water, we have a never ending suppl y at the end of Willow Street (free) 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Zone Your 
Sf CATlfARINES 

Name: _;]/at/ i 4 E Gu-,· ff, f ~s 
Address: I • A.,·v e.~Vt; w r- 1,/d 

City: S t-' G~4fh,d, /'-t h e S' tJJV 

Postal Code: .-.mr I · 
E-mail: 

Location of open house attended: S tJ !/ tH-O H r t/a. "-l'IA.- t. St f 44 f ~. 

Please deposit in the comment box before you leave or mail to: 

Attention: Ellen Savoia 

City of St. Catharines Planning and Development Services Department 

P.O. Box 3012, 50 Church Street 

St. Catharines Ontario 

L2R 7C2 




Savoia, Ellen 

From: Blozowski, Kevin 
Sent March 26, 2013 10:58 AM 
To: Lohnes, Terry; Bellows, Bruce; Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: RE: Draft By-law 

Thanks Terry 

Duly noted for future revisions 

Kevin 

From: Lohnes, Terry 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 10:38 AM 
To: Blozowski, Kevin; Bellows, Bruce; Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Draft By-law 

Hey guys, I have mentioned this to Ellen and Kevin but I was looking at 2.10 in regard to projections. Being a layman I 
think these references should be l isted as horizonta l projections to remove confusion. Thanks. 

Terry Lohnes 
Plumbing Inspector 
City of St.Catharines 
905 688-5601 ext 1623 
tlohnes@stcatharines.ca 

1 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Patty Rempel, B Admin, CFP 
Sent March 20, 2013 1:34 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: re[2]: Draft Zoning By-law 

Hi Ellen 
Yes, I would like to see provisions for one employee in a home based business, and I have indicated this on a facebook link from the city, thanks, Patty 

Click here to report this emaiJ as spam. 



0G.3S \I 
Williamson, Britney Vd<. . c_ . 

From: Williamson, Britney 

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 12:35 PM 

To: 'Evan Acs' 

Subject RE: Parking Spot Rentals 

Really interesting. I'm reading through the first draft of the new by-law as we speak, so I'll keep it in 
mind. I understand the concern with permitting parking areas outright, but we could be crafty about 
restrictions that would allow this type of arrangements but not an entire parking lot. 

Thanks for sharing, 

Britney Williamson 
Planner I 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
PO Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines, ON, L2R 7C2 

Tel: (905) 688-5601 ext. 1704 
TTY: (905) 688-4TTY (4889) 
Fax: (905) 688-5873 
Email: brwill iamson@stcatharines.ca 

Help zone your St. Catharines! Take our surveys and visit us on facebook at 
www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines. 

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2013 5:48 PM 
To: Williamson, Britney 
Subject: Parking Spot Rentals 

From: Evan Acs 

Britney, 

I just wanted to share this with you in 1 ight of the new zoning by-law that is being drafted. There are vari.ous 
websites that enable people to rent out parking spots at their house or apartment to people requiring parking in a 
certain area of town. Say I live on Salina St and I have a driveway that can hold two cars, but I onJy have one. I 
can rent a spot out to a neighbour who may have more cars then her driveway may hold. Likewise, rcan rent it 
out to someone who works downtown, but is looking for a more affordable parking option. 

Jn light of encouraging more residential and commercial activity in the downtown, this may be something that 
could be considered for the zoning by-law. Apparently the legality of this service is coming under scrutioy in 
Toronto due to zoning restrictions. See this link to a news s1ory about this: 
http ://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/story/2013/03/14/toronto-online-parking.html. 

Regards, 

Evan 

l 

www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/story/2013/03/14/toronto-online-parking.html
www.facebook.com/zoneyourstcatharines
mailto:brwilliamson@stcatharines.ca


Savoia, Ellen 

From: Glenn 
March 16, 2013 9:48 AM Sent: 

To: Savoia, Ellen 
Subject: Downtown zoning 

Hi Ellen 

Following our conversation about Downtown zoning, I put considerable thought into its potential impact. After thinking 
through the various projects that I have been invo lved with, reviewing the present zoning and the various "Task Force" 
reports etc and going for several walks, I came full circle to my initial knee-jerk reaction. 

In my opinion, whatever you can do through the zoning by-law to get the cars off of private and public lands will be 
posit ive. The storage of cars is the single biggest challenge in the fostering of quality urban environments. 

If you can : 
• Permit only underground parking for apartments and office buildings, 

• Minimize pavement coverage on all sites to say 10%, & 
• Ban front-loading garages, 

from the Downtown district, you will make a giant leap forward. 

Gaining success in downtown areas is all about fostering quality pedestrian environments. That is difficult or impractical 
when the environment is cluttered with parked cars or empty parking lots. 

It will be argued that people can' t afford underground parking. I believe that that argument Is nonsense. Most suburban 
houses are built with attached garages. The real cost of a suburban garage is not much different than the cost of an 
underground parking space. If someone prefers a downtown residence, they do so because they want the pedestrian 
urban environment. At-grade parking helps to destroy what they are seeking. 

It will also be argued that you can't rent offices without on-site parking. I believe that that is also nonsense. Companies 
locate in Downtowns for the interactfon and urban experience. That urban experience is destroyed by the at-grade 
parking. There is lots of experience in lots of cities to overcome this dilemma. Quartek did I 

In my opinion, it is the City's role to supply parking in garages. The cost can be supported by user fees, development 
fees and curb-side parking fees and fines. The benefits are great with reduced pavement coverage, reduced car-clutter, 
increased greenery and a better living environment. 

Good luck with the challenging zoning task. I hope that this is helpful. 

Glenn Barr, P.Eng., CNU-A 

Barr Associates 
ighbourhood Development Consultants 

Tulip Tree Common 
St. Catharines, ON ­

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Riddell, Jim 
Sent: January 29, 2013 6:29 PM 
To: Pihach, Judy; Savoia, Ellen 
Cc: Phillips, Bill; Riddell, Jim 
Subject: Fw: RVs/water craft 

Hel lo Ellen. For our Zoning By-law considerations. Thanks Jim 

From: Phillips, Bill 
Sent: Monday1 January 28, 2013 12:00 PM Eastern Standard Time 
To: Riddell, Jim 
Subject: Fw: RVs/ water craft 

FYI 

.ill 
'llllm§m Phillips ,councillor Grantham Ward, City of St.Catharines 

From: Michele Craig 
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2013 11:33 AM Eastern St.andard Time 

To: Phillips, Biii 

Subject: RVs/water craft 


Hello Bill, 

I would like to comment on the recreational vehicles, boats and trailers, etc. parked in so many driveways throughout 
the city and, in particular, the north end of St. Catha rines. This, to me, is unacceptable, annoying and in many cases, 
unsightly, to both neighbours and passersby. I strongly feel the by-law that is currently in place in the south end of St. 
Catharines should be revised to include All of the city. 

9ou cannot drive down a street in the north end without passing several RVs, boats, etc. stored In the driveways of 
residential neighbourhoods. In my opinion, it is not the right of the owners to park these in their driveways. How would 
you like to have two or three or four old, unsightly RVs and/or boats parked in driveways on your street. Not at all 
pretty II 

I certainly hope you will do the right thing and vote for a new or revised by-law where this matter Is concerned and stop 
this. 

Also, I have noticed three school buses parked in driveways around my area. I would like to report them but have to 
leave my name and address to do so. I think I should be able to report them without leaving personal information 
because this city Is small and it would get out. And besides, where is the by-law officer who is supposed to enforce this 
by-law? 

1 
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Williamson, Britney 

From: Nick Wood 
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2013 9:12 AM 
To: Will iamson, Britney 
Cc: Romas Juknevicius 
Subject: RE: Comprehensive Zoning By-law 

Good Morning Bri tney, 

At this point, our main concern ls that the current zoning bylaw permissions are maintained at a minimum. Once the 
Draft Zoning By-law is made available, we will be able to review the by-law and provide comments at that time if 
necessary. 

Regards, 
Nick Wood, BA 
Associate 

R.G. Richards & Associates 

- Sladeview Crescent, ­
M ississa uga, ON, ­

From: Williamson, Britney [mailto:brwilliamson@stcatharines.ca] 
Sent: January-16-13 9:52 AM 
To: Nicholas Wood 

Cc:~ 
Subject: RE: Comprehensive Zoning By-law 

Hi Nick, 

The ent ire draft by-law will be available at the open houses in April and June. We're aiming to complete the draft and 
mapping sometime in March, and are working to get feedback on what people would like to see in the zoning by-law 
currently. If you have any comments, please let me know and I will pass them on to the zoning team. 

Thanks for your interest, 

Britney Williamson 
Planner I 
Planning and Development Services 
City of St. Catharines 
PO Box 3012, 50 Church Street 
St. Catharines, ON, L2R 7C2 

Tel: (905) 688-5601 ext. 1704 
TIY: (905) 688-4TIY (4889} 
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Fax: (905) 688-5873 
Email: brwilliamson@stcatharines.ca 

From: Nicholas Wood 

R.G. Richards & Associates 

•• 

Sent : Wednesday, January 16, 2013 9:51 AM 
To: Will iamson, Britney 

Cc:~ 
Subject: Comprehensive Zoning By-law 

Hello Britney, 

I was wondering what kind of information will be presented at t he Open Houses scheduled between April and June 
2013? Will the entire draft Zoning By-law be presented to the public, or are these Open Houses mainly to receive 
comments from the Public on what they would like to see in the Zoning By-law. As well, when are you expecting the 
Zoning Mapsto be complete? 

Regards, 

Nick Wood, BA 
Associate 

..Sladeview Crescent, ­
Mississauga, ON, ­

Click here to report this email as spam. 

- City of St. Catharines Confidentiality Notice ­

The information contained in this communication, including any attachments, may be confidential, is intended 
only for the use of the recipient(s) named above and may be legally privileged. 

If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use. dissemination, 
distribution, disclosure or copying ofthis communication or any of its contents~ is strictly prohibited. 

Ifyou have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender 
and permanently delete the original and any copy of it from your computer system. 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Mary Fyfe 
Sent: December 16, 2012 11:56 AM 
To: Savoia, Ellen; Joe; Harris, Matthew; Riddell, Jim; j pihach@sstcatharines.ca; 

cbriggs@stcatharnes.ca 
Subject: new zoning bylaw 

Hello AJl, 

I have one very, very important query. 


This city, nor any other city CANNOT enact a by-law which prohibits homeowners from installing secondary 

units in single detached or semi-detached homes. At the moment, these units can only be installed where 

allowed by existing zoning. 

If this city enacts a city wide new zoning by-law then secondary units will be allowed all over the city. Nice 

one!!! Of course, with 35 ft. lots and two storey homes, large basements are a thing of the pas in most areas, 

so secondary m1i ts are not likely to be a problem in those areas and certainly not over in Martindale for it is too


9ir away from Brock. Ditto for Vansickle and St George 's point, but I would wonder about the fo lks over 
there at Lock 3. Boy! can they charge for basement apartments if this goes through. 
So Zone 8 it is we are targeting. Now just bow does the city figure you can keep the integrity ofour area and 
prevent it from becoming a huge, huge ghetto? 
And yes! I definitely, absolutely do want a response. 
Thanks for your time, Cheers, Mary. 

CUck here to report this email as spam. 
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Savoia, Ellen 

From: Mary Fyfe 
Se nt: December 15, 2012 12:16 PM 
To: Savoia, Ellen 
Cc: Joe; Harris, Matthew 
Subject: You might regret it! 

Hi! Ellen, 
Thanks for your e-mail. Did Judy tell you that at city hall I' m known as OPA - od pain in the 
posterior!!!!! Actually, the word used wasn't posterior! 
To con6nue - let's hope you don't regret asking for suggestions for I already have another one. 
Parking. Let's get rid of all the extra wee parking pads that have been added. Ifyou want to add extra 
parking, it should NOT be at a right angle to the driveway and therefore slap bang in the middle of the front 
lawn. Ifyou want extra parking, then either add a pad at the back or have it parallel with and adjacent to the 
existing driveway. Case in point - No. 96 GlendaJe. Not one, but two pads have been added to tbe house and 
both are at right angles to the driveway and slap bang in the middle of the front lawn. I may be wtong, though 

9very much doubt it, but I would imagine that they have raken up more than rhe 40% ofthe from rhey are 
allowed under our by-laws so you might want to pass that along. Ofcourse, /his house is conrroversial with 
rhe R. V. parked right on the front lawn, but ihen nary a single councillor lives on Glendale near that 
house!!!!!!!! And we know resrriciions on parking R. V. 'shave been lifted - bur parking on thefronr lawn? 
I'm well aware that legislation has changed over the years just as amendments have been made to our original 
by-law, but as of2000 there was no amendment re: garbage for it hadn 't been a problem uniil the students 
moved in en masse. Now if is. Our by-law officers have been out and garbage has to be in bins, but I'm not 
sure ifthe existing by-law is specific as lo keeping the bins in the garage or shed or just '·under cover," Ifit 
is the faller, then l guess our officers' hand'i are a bir lied. 
As for keeping rhe garbage in conrainers and under cover - let 's use our heads here and gel if into the new 
zoning. Passing ii along to Property Stanc:lards or building codes 1 really doubr would be ejjicient and 
responsible. Our weather is changing. The last.few years have been something else with heat. Keeping the 
garbage on rhefront porch even from a smell point ofview is just the pits and i would hazard a guess that it 
could potentially be a health risk. I'd like to see if remain in zoning for rhat 's where U belongs in my opinion. 

A've copied Joe and Mat/hew - just lo lei them know I'm no! quite comatose from all my Christmas 
.,._,rapping! Take care. Shal7 be in touch as I ''interview " my neighbours. Mary. 

Click here to report this email as span1. 
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November 29, 2010 IRECE'-\IEll 
DELIVERED 1 NOY 2 9 2010 

uMl.lfib ~lofi ~ 
City of St. Catharines DEPAffi tN 
Planning Department ~~.~~~?\~ fERVlCEf~ 
50 Church Street m:-f'BVEO: -f3b 
St. Catharines, Ontario L2R 7C2 1~":i::;_:p ·- ill TO· • 

Attention: Ellen Savoia, Planner 

Dear Ms. Savoia: 

Re: Merritton Area/Re,zoning 
And Re: 186, 188 Merritt Street 

Our File No. 6883,21 

We represent 
owner of the properties at 186, 188 Merritt Street. 

It is our understanding that the City is presently considering further 
revisions to the comprehensive zoning by, law for the Merri tton area. We 
ask that you consider the following information in that process. 

The 186, 188 Merritt Street property is comprised of two separate 
properties. Both are owned by , but they remain 
separate legal parcels, having been created by Consent for Severance 
pursuant to the Planning Act of Ontario. 

The western,most propertyJ on which the structures are 
mainly located, is identified in the registered title records by Property 
Identifier Number ("PIN") 46416,0084 (LT). That property., formerly 
zoned General Commercial was re, zoned Commercial Residential Holding 
(CR,H) in the last comprehensive zoning by,law for the Merritton area. 
The current use is allowed based on a Committee of Adjustment Decision 
dated April 2nd, 2008 (City File No. 60 .81. 4 261/Submission No. A,39 /08) 
and this property is also subject to a site plan agreement. 

www.chownlaw.com 

http:www.chownlaw.com
http:caims.OC


The easterly parcel is identified by PIN 46416,0085 (LT). This property 
includes the closed up and conveyed portion of the former Ker Street road 
allowance. We understand that a portion of that property (excluding the 
former Ker Street road allowance) is currently zoned Environmental 
Protection (EPA). In our past discussions with Mr. Paul Chapman (who 
was, at that time, Director of Planning) he had advised us of his 
understanding that there were no specific environmental considerations 
which led to that zoning designation, but that the property was designated 
as such in the process of the comprehensive re,zoning simply because it 
was undeveloped, with no further information as to its status. We attach 
comments from the C ity's planning department submitted in connection 
with the Committee of Adjustment application for the adjacent property, 
in which this property is refereed to as "Phase 2°. 

The C ity's planning department requirement was that the property should 
be graded and kept in a weed free condition. It has been maintained in 
that condition. We note that this requirement, together with the lack of 
any historical information to suggest an environmental protection 
designation , seems inconsistent with the current zoning. 

We therefore suggest that this portion of the property should, in the next 
comprehensive re,zoning for the area, be zoned to more properly reflect 
the more appropriate commercial,residential potential for the property, 
consistent with surrounding uses. We ask that you consider our input in 
the re,zoning process, and we would be happy to have the opportunity to 
discuss this with you. 

Yours very truly, 

CHOWN, CAIRNS LLP 

Per: 


4~~ 
JCW/as 
Enclosure 
cc. Client 
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Memorandum 


TO: 	 Amanda Knutson, Development Agreement Co-ordinator 
c.c. Development Committee (e-mail only) 


FROM: Dennis Landry, Planner 1 


DATE: 	 October 29, 2008 

SUBJECT: 	 S.ite Plan Agreement 

Address: 186 Merritt Street 
iiliiiiliiilllmzAddition to Existing Building 

Fne No. 60.51 .852 

Planning Services has the following comments regarding the plans: 

1. 	 Ontario's 2006 Buildtng Code Matrix, asphalt detail , curb detail and fence details should 
be removed from the site plan. 

\..._/" 

2. 	 Fence details can be included on the landscape plan. 

3 . 	 Minimum dimensions for barrier free parking spaces are 4.88 m x 5.5 m. 

4. 	 What is the owner's Intention regarding refuse containers and refuse removal. 

5. 	 A lighting plan should be filed. 

6. 	 The municipal address should be corrected. 

7. 	 The Key·Plan should have a north arrow. 

Barrier free access should be provided at 1he entrance. Drop curbs should be provided~.	 8. where needed. 

9. 	 The comments from Canadian National Railway should be solicited. 

10. The proposed use of the leased lands should be noted. 


'J.-_,Existing and propo~d fencing should be identified on-thelanC1scap1rplan:-----. 


~~kno~ledge tha: Phase 2 is a separate lot (which was confirmed by John Willey~\ 
solicitor for the owner) and, therefore, will not be part of the site plan agreement. The ) 

~ 

/ 
-- -· ·-- ------ ­ ·~· ---·----------
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.. 
Memorandum 

development of this phase in the future. will require a separate site plan agreement or 
alternatively, an amendment to the current site plan application. In the interim, Phase 2 
which is now vacant, should be graded and kept in a weed free condition pursuant to c· 
property maintenance by-laws. 

13. 	 We acknowledge that in the future the proposed new addition (Phase 3) will occur on the 
existing foundation. 

14. 	 Acco~ing to our re~arch the subject ta~s ~re O\Jt~ide th~ DeveJopment Control Area of 
the Niagara Escarpment Plan. 

15. 	 The landscape plan identif10s an existing concrete block building and an existing frame 
building in the area of Phase 3; however, they are not identified on the site plan. The 
buildings as shown on the landscape plan interfere with the proposed parking. In order to 
correct this problem the buildings have to be removed or the parking spaces adjusted. 




