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October 10, 2013 

 

Mr. Doug James 

Planning Department 

City of Ottawa 

Ottawa City Hall 

110 Laurier Avenue West  

Ottawa, Ontario,  

K1P 1J1 
 

Dear Mr. James 

 

Re: File No. D02-02-13-0061 (236 Richmond Road) 

 

As you are aware, the proposed development lies within the borders of the Hampton Iona 

Community Group.   We have reviewed the documents for the proposed development at 236 

Richmond Road and attended the public information session held by the developer.  

 

We would like to register our opposition to some of the proposed zoning amendments and the 

overall development as outlined. Our strongest opposition is with regards to the 53% height 

increase being requested. A building of 9 stories at this location will negatively impact the 

Richmond Road corridor and the rationale provided for the request is very weak and completely 

contrary to what is currently outlined in the Richmond Road/Westboro Secondary Plan.  

 

This letter will outline the reasons why we feel that this development, as proposed, would have a 

negative impact on the Westboro area. We have also included a letter from Dennis Jacobs, MCIP, 

RPP (Appendix A), a professional planner with Momentum Planning and Communications who 

HICG has hired to examine the proposal.  While our covering letter does not directly reference 

the professional opinion provided by Dennis Jacobs, the appendix is an integral part of our letter 

and should be read in that context.  The opinions expressed by Mr. Jacobs fully represent the 

views of HICG.   For formatting reasons, we are also including a separate copy of Mr. Jacobs 

letter which is on his letterhead throughout.  

 

HICG was also an active participant in the Public Advisory Panel (PAC) that was formed to 

develop the Westboro/Richmond Road Community Design Plan which was subsequently 

approved as an official Secondary Plan.   Our input was particularly sought for the portion of 

Richmond Road from Island Park Avenue to Tweedsmuir Avenue and onto Golden Avenue, the 

heart of Westboro’s commercial district. 

 

Richmond Road is the heart of a thriving commercial and residential strip. It attracts citizens from 

many parts of Ottawa who come to walk along a traditional main street. The buildings along 

Richmond Road provide continuous storefronts in most places and have an open feel so that 

shoppers, diners, and people who just want to walk around in a lively area have a wide variety of 
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establishments to browse through and the small scale of the buildings means that people aren't 

dwarfed by the scale of the built environment. This same feeling and success are found in places 

like Bank Street in the Glebe, the Byward Market, or even a well preserved town like Almonte. 

The character of these neighbourhoods is partly defined by the smaller scale of the buildings that 

provide a pleasant atmosphere for residents and visitors to enjoy the outdoors while partaking in 

the available amenities.  It is this small scale that is typically encouraged along Main Street.  

 

Replacing the current garage located at 236 Richmond Road with street-level retail will work to 

extend the existing, successful, Richmond Road corridor. By creating tall buildings that loom 

over the street and create significant shadows very much goes against the character of this 

neighbourhood and will work towards eliminating one of the aspects that makes the 

neighbourhood so successful. The developer's own shadow studies show that for most of the year 

this building would cast a shadow over all of Richmond Road for at least half of the day. 

 

The Westboro Secondary Plans states that "Maximum building heights in this sector should be 

four storeys where lot depths are shallow (less than approximately 45 metres) and back on to low-

rise residential areas". The lot size of this development is 34.64m x 39.01m which means that the 

currently permitted 6 stories for this site is already higher than the general guidance for a lot of 

this size.  When the CDP was written, the participants, with the guidance of City Planning staff 

deliberately approved some sites for four storeys and some for higher heights depending on the 

depth of the lot, the nature of the surrounding buildings and the proximity to the long-existing 

Westboro Transitway Station.   

 

At the public information session it was stated by both the developer and the City of Ottawa's 

own planner that the zoning application would hinge on four criteria as listed in the Richmond 

Road / Westboro Secondary Plan. We feel that this project does nothing to meet these criteria. 

 

"The proposed building height conforms with prevailing building heights or provides a transition 

between existing buildings" 

 

The site as it currently exists is adjacent to the Superstore and LCBO buildings to the east which 

are 1-2 stories extending to Kirkwood Avenue.  As both buildings represented significant 

investments by their owners and both owners consider their businesses in Westboro to be highly 

successful, it can be expected that both low rise buildings will remain at this location in their 

present form for many years to come.  

 

On the north side of Richmond Road are other single story buildings. In fact, for at least a few 

blocks in every direction it is impossible to find a building higher than 3 stories. On the western 

side of Tweedsmuir Avenue lies the Mac's convenience store which is also a single story. The 

developer's written rationale claims that "The proposed building height of 32.5 metres and nine 

storeys is appropriate for this site having regard for the permitted height of 20 metres on the 

Mac’s convenience store...". The assertion that a height 63% greater than the maximum permitted 

height next door would be “appropriate” is ludicrous. If the owners of the Mac’s convenience 

store used the same logic when/if they apply for rezoning then they would be seeking a height of 

53 metres so that they can be 63% higher than the proposed development for 236 Richmond 

Road!  If this building were to be built as proposed, it would be an enormous outlier with regards 

to height. 

 

A few blocks to the west of this site a new mixed-use building was constructed to a height of four 

stories and fits in beautifully with the surrounding neighbourhood as well as providing increased 

density to the area. We feel that the proposal outlined for 236 Richmond Road does not achieve 
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this same compatibility and would represent a change in character which could provide rationale 

for further developments of this nature (as there would now be an example of how this building 

type is already a part of the neighbourhood). 

 

"The development fosters the creation of a community focus where the proposal is on a corner 

lot, or at a gateway location or at a location where there are opportunities to support transit at a 

transit stop or station." 

 

A sample passage from the Planning Rationale states: "The additional height is appropriate 

because this is a corner lot and has a prominent location". This assumes that the mere fact that the 

property exists on a corner lot is justification for a higher height. Instead of proposing a 

development that will create a community focus because of their corner lot location, they have 

instead assumed that simply being on a corner lot automatically makes this development a 

community focus worthy of being exempted from existing rules. The proposed commercial 

establishments are a bank, a coffee shop, and a health food store. All of these amenities are 

currently available within one block of the proposed development and add no additional 

community focus to the neighbourhood. 

 

With regards to the concept of a "gateway", this development does not lie at a location where 

people enter the neighbourhood (through traffic is actually forbidden on Tweedsmuir Avenue) 

and it lies in the middle of a series of very similar properties all consisting of low-rise commercial 

properties with a mix of street-level retail and more automobile oriented commercial properties. 

A quick walk along the street or even a 30 second tour in Google Maps will make it clear that this 

location is not a gateway to anything. At the public meeting the developer stated that the location 

was a gateway between slightly different forms of commercial properties. Since both mixed use 

and single use commercial properties lay to both the east and west of the property, this assertion 

is false. In addition, when the Secondary Plan was written it was stated that the only potential 

gateways would lie at each end of the Westboro commercial strip and potentially at Churchill 

Avenue.  At no time did the PAC contemplate that there were gateways between the Westboro 

Village (Sector 5) and the East Village (Sector 6), the two halves of the commercial section of 

Richmond Road.  In fact, the only specific reference to a gateway in the East Village is: “ 

Promote a gateway feature, such as a prominent, well-designed building, at the Richmond 

Road/Island Park Drive intersection to announce the entrance into the East Village” 

 

"The development incorporates facilities, services or matters as set out in Section 5.2.1 of the 

Official Plan with respect to the authorization of increases in height and density that, in the 

opinion of the City, significantly advance the vision for Mainstreets." 

 

We have seen nothing with regards to special facilities or services that would be of value to the 

community. There are certainly no proposals that match the list provided in Section 5.2.1.11 of 

the Official Plan. One proposed amenity was a coffee shop with patio seating but it’s also stated 

that the patio seating would be formed through an encroachment on the public sidewalk.   While 

we have no objection to another coffee shop in Westboro, given the existing profusion of such 

venues, another coffee shop, while compatible with the vision for main streets, does not advance 

the vision.  As noted above, this proposed coffee shop would not even provide us with 

incremental patio space as the public sidewalk would be used for the proposed patio.   

 

"Where the application of the provisions of Section 2.5.1 and Section 4.11 of the Official Plan 

determine that additional height is appropriate." 
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The Official Plan has a more general allowance for higher heights under certain more general 

circumstances, "particularly areas adjacent to major roads, at the periphery of neighbourhoods 

and proximate to transit stations". In the case of 236 Richmond Road the site is clearly not at the 

periphery of the neighbourhood and is not adjacent to a major road for the purpose intended in the 

plan (a road capable of easily handling the transportation needs of many new residents). This 

leaves the proximity to a transit station which the developer mentions often in their rationale. It is 

plainly true that the property is within a 600m radius of the Westboro transit station. However, 

this is also virtually true of almost every location along Richmond Road from Broadview Avenue 

to Island Park. This was also true at the time that the Richmond Road/Westboro Secondary Plan 

was written and the PAC was fully aware of the locations of the transitway stations at that time.  

In fact, higher heights were specifically proposed for Sector 7 because it was adjacent to the 

transitway station.   Nothing has changed in this regard so for this argument to be used as 

justification for changing established rules seems completely disingenuous. The permitted height 

for this site already exceeds the general guidance for a lot of this size and depth as outlined in the 

Secondary Plan and we see no justification for any further increase. 

 

Section 4.11.9 of the Official Plan specifies the 600m radius of a rapid transit station as a 

potential rationale for increased height but also states that planners should look to "where a 

community design plan, secondary plan, or other similar Council-approved planning document 

identifies locations suitable" for a community focus, gateway, etc. In this case, there is both a 

community design plan and a secondary plan in place. This lot was examined at the time under all 

of the criteria laid out here at the time. The circumstances under which these documents were 

written have not changed. As noted above, HICG was a member of the public advisory committee 

and attended every meeting regarding the formulation of these documents. As we have already 

stated, the zoning for this site already exceeds the general guidelines of the Secondary Plan for a 

lot of this size. We see absolutely no reason to discard the work of the Westboro Community 

Design Plan and the Richmond Road/Westboro Secondary Plan. The changes being sought are 

not in harmony with the character of the neighbourhood and will have a negative impact on local 

residents as well as other residents of the city who visit Richmond Road for its traditional 

mainstreet feel.   

 

The developer has provided no compelling reason why their proposed by-law amendments should 

be passed and the Hampton Iona Community Group strongly objects to the changes as they are 

proposed. 

 

Should you have any questions on the above, please do not hesitate to contact HICG. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Hampton Iona Community Group   
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Appendix A 

 

 

 
 

 

October 1, 2013 
Lorne Cutler 
President 
Hampton-Iona Community Association 
226 Byron Avenue 
Ottawa ON K1Z 6Y7   Sent by email to: lacutler@magma.ca   
 
Dear Mr. Cutler  
Re: Letter of Opinion - 236 Richmond Road  

Application D02-02-13-0061 
 
The following is a letter of opinion prepared in partial fulfillment of my retainer as a professional 
land use planner with respect to the application to rezone 236 Richmond Road.  In preparing 
this letter, I have conducted a site visit; met and discussed the proposal with you and 
representatives of the Community Association; reviewed the documentation available on the 
City of Ottawa website for the subject application and; reviewed all the relevant City of Ottawa 
policy documents.  
 
Neighbourhood and Site Context 
 
The subject property is located at 236 Richmond Road on the south east corner of the 
intersection with Tweedsmuir Avenue.  Aerial photography indicates that from as far back as 
1958, the site has been used for auto-related uses beginning with a gas station and service 
repair up to the most recent use for the sale of used vehicles.  There is an existing building 
located towards the rear of the property with a canopy extending towards Richmond Road.  All 
open areas of the site are paved and used for vehicle parking/storage.  There is also evidence of 
some recent temporary use by food vending vehicles with some picnic tables. 
 
In the general area, the existing land use pattern is one of mixed commercial uses along 
Richmond Road primarily small retail and office uses with the exception of the Canadian 
Superstore and LCBO located immediately east and large automobile dealership across the road.  
The lands immediately south contain a small two storey motel left from the days of tourist travel 

mailto:lacutler@magma.ca
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along Richmond Road.  Further south along Tweedsmuir, are found one and two storey single 
detached housing forms which are the characteristic housing form in the area.   
 
The building profile of the area for both commercial and residential uses is predominately low-
rise with most buildings in one and two storey forms.  Going west along Richmond Road, there 
are no buildings greater than 4 storeys for 5 blocks until you reach Roosevelt Avenue.  Travelling 
east past Kirkwood Avenue which is beyond the traditional village core of Westboro, there has 
been significant redevelopment in mid-rise buildings on both sides of Richmond Road. 
 
 
 
Proposed Development 
 
The site is designated Traditional Mainstreet (TM) in the Official Plan and zoned TM[83] H(15) – 
Traditional Mainstreet, Exception 83, with a Maximum Height Limit of 15 metres. The provisions 
of the zoning by-law would currently allow for a building height of about 5 storeys.  The 
proposed development of a 9 storey mid-rise apartment building with ground floor commercial 
retail complies with the permitted uses of the zone but requires an increase in height from 15 
metres to 32 metres.  All parking is to be located underground with vehicular access from 
Tweedsmuir Avenue, a local side street.   
 
 
 
Summary Opinion 
 
It is my professional opinion that the application for 236 Richmond Road should be refused as it 
does not conform to the policies of the Official Plan.  Specifically the proposed application does 
not conform to the site designation of a 4 storey maximum on Schedule C2 of OPA 70 Richmond 
Road/Westboro Secondary Plan and more generally with respect to Section 2.2.2 Managing 
Growth Within the Urban Area; Section 2.5.1 Urban Design and Compatibility; Section 3.6.3 
Mainstreets and Section 4.11 Urban Design and Compatibility and the Richmond 
Road/Westboro Secondary Plan (OPA 70).   
Further, it is my opinion that said application would permit a building height, form and mass of 
development that is not good planning or compatible development for the subject property 
given the neighbourhood character and context and that it creates the potential for causing 
undue adverse effects as these are described in the Plan. 
 
This opinion focuses on three key issues which are fundamental to determining the 
appropriateness of the proposed development and the assessment of its conformity and 
compatibility as defined in the Official Plan and related policy documents.  These issues are:  
 

 Official Plan conformity 

 maximum building height 

 neighbourhood compatibility 
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Planning Act R.S.O. c. P. 13 as amended  
 
Section 24 of the Act requires municipalities to make decisions that are in conformity with their 
Official Plans.  It is my opinion that the proposed application is in contravention of this section 
as it is not in conformity with the City of Ottawa Official Plan 2003 as amended.  As will be 
demonstrated in more detail later this letter, the designation of the site within OPA 70 – 
Richmond Road/Westboro Secondary Plan precludes buildings taller than 4 storeys.  In this 
respect, this application is similar to a development application for 335 Roosevelt Avenue where 
the Ontario Municipal Board found in favour of the appellants of By-law 2011-463, ruling that 
the proposed by-law did not conform.   
 
This decision was based for the most part, on the designation of the site on Schedule C2 of OPA 
70 as being limited to a maximum height of 4 to 6 storeys.  With respect to 236 Richmond Road, 
the designation on Schedule C2 is for a maximum height of 4 storeys.  Thus it is my opinion that 
the proposed rezoning cannot be considered for approval without at a minimum, an 
amendment to the Official Plan with respect to this designation. 
 
Official Plan 
 
Section 2.2.2 Managing Growth Within the Urban Area is part of the strategic directions for the 
Official Plan and as such provides an overall strategy and context for the consideration of 
intensification.  The Official Plan is predicated on an approach best described as ‘nodes and 
corridors’ which are areas targeted for more intensive growth and therefore a greater support 
of support for intensification.  
 
“Consequently, within the designated urban area, growth will be directed to locations with 
significant development potential, specifically those designated as Central Area, Mixed-Use 
Centres, Employment Areas, Enterprise Areas, Developing Communities and Mainstreets. These 
areas include locations that are centred on the rapid-transit network, major roads, busy 
commercial streets, and large tracts of vacant land.”  
 
The proposed site is within a designated corridor (Traditional Mainstreet) as defined in the 
parent Official Plan which is targeted for intensification but not within a designated area for 
mid-rise buildings in the Richmond Road/Westboro Secondary Plan. 
Section 2.2.2 continues with policies related to the definition of intensification in Subsection 1 
and in my opinion, the subject property qualifies as a candidate in view of its historic land uses.  
However, the fact that a site qualifies as a candidate for redevelopment does not mean that any 
degree of intensification can be supported as Subsection 3 states as follows: 
 

 All intensification will occur in accordance with the provisions of Section 2.5.1, Urban 
Design and Compatibility, and 4.11, Urban Design and Compatibility, and with Section 
4.6.1, Heritage Buildings and Areas. 
 

In my opinion, conformity to the policy framework governing design and compatibility is key to 
determining the appropriateness of any given application for intensification.  As will be 
demonstrated throughout this letter, it is my opinion that the subject application fails to meet 
these tests in a general application of the Official Plan policies and more specifically with respect 
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to the policies of the Richmond Road/Secondary Plan and related Community Design Plan. 
Therefore, the application must be refused.   
Policy 2.2.2 continues to provide more guidance with respect to the degree of intensification 
within targeted areas and it is my opinion that the Traditional Mainstreet designation which 
applies to the subject property, is at the lowest end of the intensification continuum.  This is 
based on the fact that Table 2.3 provides no specific targets for this designation while all of the 
other targeted designations are identified.  Thus the degree of intensification of the site is to be 
guided by matters of design and compatibility and in this case, by the policies of the Secondary 
Plan.  These policies, in my opinion, limit the height on this site to a maximum of four storeys. 
 
This opinion is further supported by Policy 2.2.2.12 which states the following: 
 

 In support of the above noted minimum intensification and density targets for all lands 
in the target designations: 
 
a. The zoning applying to the target areas will be reviewed and, if necessary, amended to 
enable achievement of the minimum targets. Any necessary amendments will be carried 
out in consultation with the neighbourhood involved. Where the existing zoning 
provisions are sufficient to meet the intensification and density targets in the time-frame 
defined by this Official Plan, these targets shall not be used as the only planning 
rationale for approving additional height or density in excess of the current zoning. 
 
b. Community design plans and secondary plans related to the target areas will be 
prepared or reviewed and, if necessary, amended to enable achievement of the 
minimum targets. Any necessary amendments will be carried out in consultation with 
the neighbourhood involved. Where community design plans and secondary plans 
contain sufficient development potential to meet intensification and density targets in 
the time-frame identified by this Official Plan, these targets shall not be used as the only 
planning rationale to revise such plans for the purpose of achieving intensification. 
 
c. Development applications will be assessed against the minimum targets within the 
context of all other policies of this Plan. 
 
d. In order to achieve a high standard of urban design, proponents will be required to 
demonstrate as part of their applications, that the applicable Design Objectives and 
Principles of Section 2.5.1 of this Plan have been considered and addressed in 
applications for new development or redevelopment projects. 
 

It is my opinion that the current designation of the site as having a maximum height of four 
storeys in the Secondary and CDP and the related zoning of the site to a TM zone with a height 
limitation of 15 metres reflects that an appropriate degree of intensification to meet targets is 
currently permitted.  Thus intensification beyond that limit is not required and the subject 
application cannot use this policy in support of additional height.   
In the Official Plan in Section 2.5 Building Liveable Communities the following text in the 3rd 
paragraph is also relevant: ‘”A focus on community design draws attention to how buildings and 
the spaces around them look and function in their setting. Since the best urban design is 
informed by a solid appreciation of the place being built, the people in it, and the community 
around it, this approach opens the door to creativity and dialogue.” [Amendment 28, July 13, 
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2005]. It is my opinion that this proposal has not ‘been informed by a solid appreciation’ of the 
area and should be refused.  
 
Section 2.5.1 Urban Design and Compatibility further defines how to assess compatibility and 
design. This section of the Official Plan provides the overall direction for assessing 
neighbourhood compatibility.  The following excerpts provide the context for the assessment of 
these criteria: 
 

Introducing new development in existing areas that have developed over a long period of 
time requires a sensitive approach and a respect for a community’s established 
characteristics. This Plan provides guidance on measures that will mitigate these 
differences and help achieve compatibility of form and function. Allowing for some 
flexibility and variation that complements the character of existing communities is 
central to successful intensification. 
 
In general terms, compatible development means development that, although it is not 
necessarily the same as or similar to existing buildings in the vicinity, nonetheless 
enhances an established community and coexists with existing development without 
causing undue adverse impact on surrounding properties. It ‘fits well’ within its physical 
context and ‘works well’ among those functions that surround it. Generally speaking, the 
more a new development can incorporate the common characteristics of its setting in its 
design, the more compatible it will be. Nevertheless, a development can be designed to 
fit and work well in a certain existing context without being ‘the same as’ the existing 
development. 
 

It is my opinion that the proposal is not sensitive to the community and its characteristics and, 
due its height, form and mass does not fit well or work well in the site context.  The proposed 9 
storey building would be the tallest structure in the immediate area with no relationship to the 
one storey commercial structures to the east and north, nor to the predominately one and two 
storey buildings located to west and south of the site.  Planned development as designated on 
Schedule C2 of OPA 70 is limited to 4 storeys to the north and a mixture of 4 and 4 to 6 storeys 
to the west.  Thus it is my opinion that the proposed application is out of context and must be 
refused.  
 
The next comments are from Section 2.5.1 Urban Design and Compatibility and provide more 
direction on how to achieve compatibility. In particular, attention should be paid to Design 
Objectives 1, 2 and 4 which follow: 
 
“Design Objectives  

1. To enhance the sense of community by creating and maintaining places with their own 

distinct identity.  

Principles: 
Design should:  

 Support the overall image of Ottawa as the Nation’s capital.  

 Recognize and reflect on the history of the city or community.  
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 Promote quality consistent with a major metropolis, and a prime business and tourist 

destination.  

 Create distinctive places and appreciate local identity in patterns of development, 

landscape and culture.  

 Reflect a thorough and sensitive understanding of place, context and setting.  

 Consider public art early in the design process and integrate it, as appropriate, as part of 

the project.  

4. To ensure that new development respects the character of existing areas. 

Principles: 
Design should: 

 Integrate new development to complement and enliven the surroundings.  

 Allow the built form to evolve through architectural style and innovation.  

 Complement the massing patterns, rhythm, character, and context.  

While these design principles are not a checklist, it is my opinion that the proposal fails to satisfy 
a sufficient number, in particular with respect to the underlined sections and as a result should 
be refused. 
The subject property is designated under Section 3.6.3 Mainstreets and more specifically 
Traditional Mainstreets to reflect its historic role as part of the old Village of Westboro.  The 
premise of this designation is to encourage appropriate intensification and a mix of uses 
designed to support pedestrian activity and interest that takes into account the nature of the 
street and the adjacent neighbourhood.  Policy 3.6.3.5 notes that these areas will be the focus 
for community design plans to guide the finer grain of land use activity found there.  The 
Richmond Road/Westboro CDP and related OPA 70 – Secondary Plan were one of the first of 
these completed and looked in detail at the appropriate level of development for individual 
sites.  As previously noted, these plans call for a maximum height of 4 storeys for the subject 
property and therefore this application must be refused without the consideration of a 
supporting amendment to the OP. 
 
With respect to the issue of height in a general sense, Policy 3.6.3.8 states as follows: 
 

Redevelopment and infill are encouraged on Traditional and Arterial Mainstreets in 
order to optimize the use of land through intensification, in a building format that 
encloses and defines the street edge and provides direct pedestrian access to the 
sidewalk. Any proposal for infill or redevelopment will be evaluated in light of the 
objectives of this Plan. This Plan supports building heights up to six storeys on Traditional 
Mainstreets and up to nine stories on Arterial Mainstreets. Greater building heights may 
be considered in accordance with policies 8 through 14 of s.4.11. 
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This policy provides further support to the maximum height limits set by OPA 70 and the 
rationale to refuse the proposed zoning amendment.  In the next part of my opinion, I have 
reviewed the applicability of Policies 8 through 14 of Section 4.11. 
 
Section 4.11 Urban Design and Compatibility is found in the part of the Official Plan that 
provides guidance in the review of development applications.  The following paragraphs are 
relevant to the issue of compatibility: 
 

 First Paragraph - ‘Locational policies are therefore required in order to direct uses that 

have the potential to generate negative impacts to appropriate locations, most typically 

at the periphery of residential neighbourhoods. It is recognized that because land use 

designations such as General Urban Area, Mainstreets and Employment Area contain 

broad use permissions, it will be necessary for the zoning by-law to establish more 

specific permitted use lists and development regulations within areas and on individual 

sites in a manner that achieves compatibility among proximate uses and built forms.’ 

 Second paragraph – ‘At the scale of neighbourhoods or individual properties, issues such 

as noise, spillover of light, accommodation of parking and access, shadowing, and micro-

climatic conditions are prominent considerations when assessing the relationships 

between new and existing development. Often, to arrive at compatibility of scale and 

use will demand a careful design response, one that appropriately addresses the impact 

generated by infill or intensification. Consequently, the issue of ‘context’ is a dominant 

theme of this Plan where it speaks to compatibility and design.’  

It is my opinion that a development proposed at 9 storeys and located in a low rise community 
does not achieve compatibility to ‘proximate uses and built form’.  At the scale of the 
neighbourhood, this is not a careful design response and ignores the local context. 
 

 ‘Policies 

1. When evaluating compatibility of development applications, the City will have 

regard for the policies of the site’s land use designation, and all applicable 

Community Design Plans, Secondary Plans, or site specific policies, Council-

approved design guidelines, Provincial Environmental Assessments, and functional 

design plans for capital projects, as well as the Design Objectives and Principles in 

Section 2.5.1, and the preceding policies in Sections 4.1 through 4.10. 

2. In addition to those matters set out in Section 4.11.1, above, the City will evaluate 

the compatibility of development applications on the basis of the following 

compatibility criteria. The measures of compatibility will vary depending on the 

use proposed and the planning context. Hence, in any given situation individual 

criteria may not apply and/or may be evaluated and weighted on the basis of site 

circumstances(selected portions follow): 
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a. Traffic: Roads should adequately serve the development, with sufficient capacity 
to accommodate the anticipated traffic generated. Generally development that 
has the potential to generate significant amounts of vehicular traffic should be 
located on arterial or major collector roadways so as to minimize the potential 
for traffic infiltration on minor collector roadways and local streets; 

b. Vehicular Access: The location and orientation of vehicle access and egress 
should address matters such as the impact of noise, headlight glare and loss of 
privacy on development adjacent or immediately opposite. Vehicular access 
and egress for development that has the potential to generate a significant 
amount of vehicular traffic should be oriented on streets other than local 
streets, wherever the opportunity exists, considering traffic safety and other 
transportation objectives of this Plan;  

d. Outdoor Amenity Areas: The development should respect the privacy of outdoor 
amenity areas of adjacent residential units and minimize any undesirable 
impacts through the siting and design of the buildings and the use of screening, 
lighting, landscaping or other mitigative design measures;  

e. Loading Areas, Service Areas, and Outdoor Storage: The operational 
characteristics and visual appearance of loading facilities, service areas 
(including garbage), parking and areas for the outdoor storage of goods or 
materials should be mitigated using a variety of methods (e.g., location, 
containment, screening, berms, and/or landscaping). These uses and activities 
should be located away from residences where possible; 

 
All vehicle access to the site for residents, visitors, service and commercial traffic will be from 
Tweedsmuir Avenue which is a local street.  In my opinion, this design will result in the potential 
for undue adverse impacts on the residential character and use of Tweedsmuir Avenue and does 
not conform to this policy.  As well, the 9 storey height will create the opportunity for overlook 
of private amenity areas for the residential properties located to the south of the site.   
 

4. Buildings, structures and landscaping will be used to clearly define public spaces, such as 

streets and parks. In density target areas identified in S.2.2.2 of this Plan, development 

will be in the form of continuous building frontages that frame the street edge and 

support a more pedestrian-friendly environment. In some parts of the city, this will mean 

that new development consolidates an existing building fabric through infill or 

redevelopment opportunities. In other cases, where there is no established building 

fabric along the street, new buildings will occupy gaps in the streetscape caused by 

parking and/or deep building setbacks. New buildings must either be properly integrated 

into their existing building fabric, or help create a new building fabric. 

Under Policy 4, it is also noted that new buildings must be integrated into the existing building 
fabric. In my opinion this proposal does not satisfy these policies and should be refused as the 
proposed new building form is out of scale and context with both the commercial and 
residential character of the immediate area. 
Building Profile 
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7. The following guidance is provided as a guide for the preparation of secondary plans and 

community design plans, and for consideration when reviewing development 

applications:  

a. Low-Rise – a one to four storey building;  

b. Medium-Rise – a five to nine storey building;  

c. High-Rise – a building 10 storeys or more. 

The proposed development is a medium-rise building under these definitions.  As such Policy 
4.11.8 d) is relevant as it permits taller buildings including high-rise in Traditional Mainstreet 
designations subject to the policies of Subsections 9 and 10.  For Traditional Mainstreets where 
greater height is to be considered, you are directed to Subsection 9 which provides the 
following criteria for considering appropriate locations: 

a. Within areas characterized by high-rise buildings that have direct access to an 
arterial road, or; 

b. Within 600 metres of a rapid transit station as identified on Schedule D, or; 

c. Where a community design plan, secondary plan, or other similar Council-
approved planning document identifies locations suitable for the creation of a 
community focus on a strategic corner lot, or at a gateway location or on a 
terminating site to strategic view, or a site that frames important open spaces, 
or at a location where there are significant opportunities to support transit at a 
transit stop or station by providing a pedestrian and transit-oriented mix of uses 
and activities, or; 

d. Within areas identified for high-rise buildings where these building profiles are 
already permitted in the Zoning By-law approved by Council, or; 

e. Within areas where a built form transition as described in policy 12 below is 
appropriate. 

The subject property is not within an area characterized, or planned to be characterized, by mid 
or high-rise buildings so it does not conform to subsection a).  It does conform to subsection b) 
as it is within 600 metres of a rapid transit station.  The subject property does not meet the 
criteria outlined subsection c) as the relevant CDP and secondary plan clearly designate this site 
as part of Planning Area Sector 5 – Westboro Village on Schedule A which primarily supports 4 
to 6 storeys unless specifically identified on Schedule C  for up to 9 storeys.   
 
With respect to the subject site, it is designated for a maximum height of 4 storeys on Schedule 
C2. The site does meet subsection d) as the current zoning permits a mid-rise apartment as a 
permitted use.  The site does not meet subsection e) and therefore Policy 12 does not apply as 
the proposed structure would be the tallest existing and planned building in the area and 
therefore does not act as a transition from one height to another. 
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Conclusion 
 
In summary, it is my professional opinion that the proposed application does not represent good 
planning and is in direct contravention of the Official Plan of the City of Ottawa for the reasons 
noted in this letter.  Further, it is my opinion that the proposed development permits a height, 
massing and building form which is significantly greater than is compatible development given 
the neighbourhood context and creates the potential for causing undue adverse effects as those 
terms are used in the Plan.  For these reasons, it is my opinion that the application to rezone this 
site to more than double the height currently permitted to  accommodate a 9 storey building, 
should be refused by the City of Ottawa. 
 
Yours truly 
 
Signed original on file 
 
Dennis Jacobs MCIP, RPP 
Principal Planner 
 
 


