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August 11, 2014 
 
Ms. Kimberly Dandy 
Planning Department 
City of Ottawa 
Ottawa City Hall 
110 Laurier Avenue West  
Ottawa, Ontario,  
K1P 1J1 
 

Dear Ms. Dandy 
 
Re: File No. D07-02-14-0092 (566 Hilson Avenue & 148 Chare Street) 
 
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 566 
Hilson Avenue and attended the public information session held by the architect on behalf of 
the developer.    
 
We would like to register our opposition to some of the proposed rezoning  and overall 
development as outlined.   We would note moreover that not only does this application require 
a rezoning, but it would then need several variances as it would not fit under the requirements 
of the recently passed Mature Neighbourhood Bylaw, existing R3A zoning nor would it meet the 
character of the neighbourhood in several respects.   
 
Our objections to this application are based on the following concerns: 
 

 Process – Regardless of the merits of the proposed development, we object to 
the process by which one party can request a spot rezoning to a property on a 
residential street.   The zoning for Hilson Avenue has been in place for many 
years.  When people bought into the community, they knew that the street had 
R3R zoning which allowed for a mix of single family homes and semis but did not 
permit townhouses.  While the street is eclectic in nature, with a few small walk 
up apartments and Island Park Estates (which does not actually front onto Hilson 
Avenue at Clare and which was built approximately 40 years ago, the current 
zoning does not allow for additional townhouses on the street. 

 
If the zoning of a residential street is to change, then it should only be with the 
concurrence of the majority of the residents of the street and that the rezoning 
change should apply to all properties in the area.  The developer knew the 
zoning at Hilson and Clare when he bought the property and as such he knew 
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what he was allowed to build.  While the developer has not made an economic 
argument for his proposed rezoning, that is typically behind these types of 
requests for rezoning.   Recently, when a developer sought a rezoning of 1441-
1445 West Wellington (a main street) to allow for 12 stories when the zoning 
only allowed for 9 stories, he was turned by the Planning Committee and Council 
on the basis that Council was prepared to stand behind its plans and enforce 
them.   In that case, the developer was able to argue that the need to clean the 
contaminated soil to higher than originally expected standards was too costly, 
Falsetto Homes Inc. has provided no justification for its request other than a 
vague and unsubstantiated reference to their proposal meeting “real estate 
expectations”.   We are asking the City to take a similar position as it Council 
took with respect to 1441-1445 West Wellingont, particularly as this proposal 
does not meet the requirements of the recently passed Mature Neighbourhoods 
Bylaw.  If the City allows this site to be rezoned without the concurrence of the 
neighbours, then our R2 streets could just as easily be spot rezoned for R3 
zoning.  
 

 Height – While the requested height would meet the proposed zoning, it does 
not meet the current zoning for R3R.  As well, illustration 7 in the Planning 
Rationale provided by the developer shows the proposed development against 
the neighbouring property to show height compatibility.  It should be noted, 
however, that the proposed development is flat roofed and the neighbouring 
property has a peaked roof.  The neighbouring property meets the required 
height because for it, the height is measured at the mid-point of the peak while 
for the proposed development, the height would be measured at the top.  
Therefore this is a misleading application of height compatibility.   It should also 
be noted that the townhouses in Island Park Estates are only two stories high so 
they meet the standards building heights for singles and semis in an R3 zone.  
 

 Building Width – The developer is proposing to build townhouses that are 4.1 m 
wide.  This is not in conformity with R3 zones where townhouses are allowed.   
The minimum width for such properties is indicated as being 6 metres 
(http://ottawa.ca/en/residents/laws-licenses-and-permits/laws/city-ottawa-
zoning-law/r3-residential-third-density-zone).   The existing townhouses in the 
Island Park Estate complex meet this minimum width.  The proposed 
townhouses do not.  If Falsetto Homes was to meet the zoning an R3 zoning that 
included townhouse, they would only be allowed to build 4.5 townhouses 
instead of seven.   
 

 Compatibility - Using the methodology used in the Mature Neighbourhood 
Bylaw which defines the character of the street as being determined by the 21 
nearest residences on the street on which one plans to build, the vast majority of 
residences are single family homes with a few semis.  There are no townhouses 
on this part of Hilson Avenue so the proposed development is not compatible.  

http://ottawa.ca/en/residents/laws-licenses-and-permits/laws/city-ottawa-zoning-law/r3-residential-third-density-zone
http://ottawa.ca/en/residents/laws-licenses-and-permits/laws/city-ottawa-zoning-law/r3-residential-third-density-zone
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While much reference has been made to Island Park Estates, this complex does 
not front onto Hilson Avenue.  The only presence of Island Park Estates on this 
section of Hilson is a one-storey wooden building that is used as a car park and 
that building is covered by foliage on the Hilson side.  As noted above, while 
townhouses are not compatible with the nature of this section of Hilson Avenue, 
with respect to height and width, they are not even compatible with the 
townhouses in Island Park Estates.  
 

 Sidewalk – The developer is proposing to build a sidewalk for half a block as a 
public amenity.  The problem is that this sidewalk is only useful for the future 
residents of this proposed development.  The sidewalk on Hilson is east side of 
the street so a sidewalk for less than half a block on the west side of the street 
does nothing for continuity.  In fact such a sidewalk may contribute to an unsafe 
situation as more people, particularly children, may cross from one side of Hilson 
to the other to be on a sidewalk for less than half the block.  With the installation 
of a traffic light at Clare and Kirkwood traffic at the Hilson/Clare intersection has 
increased as more people choose to cross Kirkwood at the light.  Given the 
continual presence of on-street parking on this section of Hilson due to 
inadequate parking at Island Park Estates, this proposed sidewalk will not benefit 
the community.  Instead, if the developer wanted to benefit the community, 
they would build a sidewalk along the east side of Hilson from Clare to Buell.   
 

 Parking – Each townhouse will only have room to park one car in the rear of the 
unit.  With no guest parking, this proposed development will exacerbate on-
street parking which is already a problem at this intersection particularly in the 
winter. With no guest parking at Island Park Estates and only one car per unit 
allowed at Island Park Estates, there is already significant on-street parking on 
Hilson by Clare.  This makes the road particularly unsafe in the winter when the 
full width of the road is not available.  As well, with this section of Hilson being 
on a hill, winter driving is particularly unsafe in this narrow stretch with parked 
cars, often on both sides of the street.  In the winter, road traction is not ideal on 
this hill and it is made worse by having to navigate between parked cars.   If the 
developer were to build 3 sets of semis, there would be room for proper 
driveways (in conformity with the neighbourhood) and the garages which would 
give people the ability (should they choose) to park two cars on their properties.   
While the City may be hopeful that people are giving up their cars, car sales in 
Canada are at record levels and the vast majority of people moving into our 
neighbourhood own at least one car.   
 

 Rear Parking – While we have no objection to the rear parking, the application  
implies that rear parking better meets the requirement of the Mature 
Neighbourhoods Bylaw.   This Bylaw does not require rear parking.  The Bylaw 
requires that the parking match the character of the closest 21 houses on the 
street which would likely be parking at the side of the house.  Under the Bylaw, 
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rear parking is allowed and may be considered as a superior form of parking with 
respect to streetscape, but there is no requirement for it unless that is the 
dominant characteristic of the street.  In any case, there is nothing to stop the 
developer from building 6 semis on the site and having rear parking for them.  As 
such, the inducement of rear parking is misleading and could equally be 
implemented if the developer were to only build 6 semis.  
 

 Intensification – The site currently has 2 houses.  The current zoning would allow 
the site to have 6 semis which is already a significant level of intensification for 
the site.  It has become extremely common that when a single family home is 
sold in the area on a street with R3 zoning, that it is  converted or rebuilt as two 
semis.   As such, the existing zoning has been sufficiently conducive to 
intensification.    A row of townhouses is a much higher level of intensification 
than is the norm for our area.  While they applicant claims that this development 
could better meet the intensification goals of the City, the applicant does not 
state why the existing zoning does not also meet the intensification goals of the 
City.   The site is not close enough to the transitway to justify upzoning 
particularly when the principles of intensification would be well met by staying 
with the existing zoning.   
 
Much of the new in-fill that is being built in our neighbourhood is designed as 
family housing.  Given the lack of private yard space and with only two 
bedrooms, this proposed townhouses will more likely appeal to single people or 
couples rather than school age families.  Building 6 semis would appeal more to 
families than would two bedroom townhouses. It should be noted that the 
townhouses in Island Park Estates are 3 and 4 bedroom units.   

 

 Eyes on Street –Much is made of “eyes on the street” and “animation” resulting 
from intensification.   Six semis would also result in increased animation and 
eyes on the street over the existing two houses.    Semis would, however, cater 
to families while these narrow two-bedroom townhouses are more likely to 
cater to singles or 2 person families.  As such, there are more likely to be more 
people living in 6 semis than there would be in 7 townhouses and two semis.  If 
you take an average of 3.5 people/semi and 1.5 people/townhouse, then six 
semis would have approximately 21 (3.5 x 6) people living in them, while the 
proposed development may only house 17-18 (3.5 x 2 + 1.5 x 7) people. The goal 
of intensification should be for more people to live in the City urban core, not for 
there to be more buildings but less people.  As such, the existing zoning is more 
likely to result in “eye on the street” than what the developer is proposing.  
 

 Prior condition – The developer knew the zoning for the site when he purchased 
the property.  Similar to the purchaser of 1441 West Wellington, if he cannot 
build economically for what he paid, he should have paid less and not depended 
on an upzoning. In the case of 1441 West Wellington, the Council enforced the 
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principle that it did not have a requirement to change the rules to ensure a profit 
for a private sector developer.  Unlike 1441 West Wellington, however, the city 
would have at least gotten S.37 benefits if it had approved that development but 
the S.37 policy does not apply to developments under 7000 m2. 
 

 Setbacks – While the developer is quoting the spirit of the Mature 
Neighbourhood Bylaw, they are requesting variances from several of the 
requirements under this bylaw.  These variances are required because the 
property is not large enough to accommodate 7 townhouses and two semis even 
if they were to receive the requested rezoning.  It is one thing to ask for a 
rezoning, but the developer is not even able to live within the parameters of the 
Mature Neighbourhood Bylaw even if they receive the requested rezoning.  
 
Beyond the townhouses having to be significantly narrower than allowed under 
the requested zoning, perhaps the most obvious variance is the request for a 
sideyard setback of only 3.4 m on Clare for the end-unit townhouse.  According 
to Section 3a(i) of the Mature Neighbourhood Bylaw, the sideyard setback of the 
townhouses should be consistent with the front yard setback of the abutting 
property.  In this case, the semi-detached properties on Clare will have a setback 
of 6.1 metres.  This setback is actually greater than what is required by 0.1 
metres but is consistent with its neighbouring property.  These townhouses 
would jut out significantly from its neighbours.  
 

Over the past few years, there have been several infill projects in our neighbourhood resulting in 
many semis being built where there used to be single family homes.  By and large, as long as 
proper process has been followed and the requested variances are not egregious, we have not 
objected to minor variances.  In several instances, we have tried to bring developers and 
residents together to work out the differences so that there are no objections at the Committee 
of Adjustment.  In the case of 566 Hilson Avenue, the majority of those who are most affected, 
the immediate neighbours, are not in favour of this proposed rezoning.   We do not consider 
that this proposal meets the planning objectives of this City and we ask that the Planning 
Department and Planning Committee turn down the rezoning and variances that this proposed 
development requires.     
 
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 
Lorne Cutler 
President  
Hampton Iona Community Group 
 
.cc  Councillor Katherine Hobbs 


