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December 11, 2020 
 
 
Rita Szilock, MCIP, RPP 
Planner, Planning Approvals 
Integrated Planning & Public Works 
100 Regina Street South 
PO Box 337 STN Waterloo 
ON N2J 4A8 
 
 
Dear Ms. Szilock; 
 
Re: 319, 337 and 343 Woolwich Street 
 Zoning By-Law Amendment – ZC-18-14 
 

 
Further to multiple discussions held with yourself and comments received from the Site Plan 
Review Committee via a Pre-Consultation Review request, Patterson Planning Consultants Inc. 
is providing this letter /brief in support of the revised development plan that has been prepared 
and submitted to the City of Waterloo and commenting agencies for review.  
 
As you are aware the proposed development plan has been subject to updates based on 
comments received from the City and review agencies.  Primarily we have been working to 
address proper delineation of environmental features as well as associated protective buffers 
and revised lotting and a layout for the development block. We are now in receipt of the Grand 
River Conservation Authority (GRCA) and Region of Waterloo acceptance of the development 
limits that have been established for the subject lands (you were copied their correspondence).  
The most current version of the development plan is attached and addresses all comments 
received to date. 
 
Zoning By-Law 2018-050 is now in force and effect. The zoning to be applied to these lands will 
need to follow a zoning category that has been established in that by-law (subject to any 
necessary site specific regulations to facilitate the project).  
 
Single Detached Lots 
 
As part of our submissions we had suggested to the City of Waterloo that the appropriate zoning 
for the subject lands would be “R4” for the eight (8) lots which are proposed with single detached 
homes fronting onto Woolwich Street. These proposed lots would exceed the minimum lot 
frontage and minimum lot area requirements of the “R4” zoning that has been approved by 
Council of the City of Waterloo.    The “R4” zoning has been applied to other lands going south 
along Woolwich Street where single detached homes have been developed.   
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The following table summarizes the lot frontage and lot area being proposed for each of the new 
eight lots and a comparison to the various residential zoning categories of by-law 2018-050. 
 

ZC-18-14 Lot Specifications R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 
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1 12.1 361.6                     

2 12.1 361.4                     

3 13 379.7                     

4 13 388.9                     

5 12.9 383.3                     

6 14.6 433.9                     

7 14.6 458.9                     

8 14.6 484.9                     

 

 Meets zoning criteria for lot frontage and area across all lots 

 Does not meet criteria for lot frontage and area across all lots 

 
Based on the analysis there are options for which zoning could be applied to the property 
including R2, R4 or R5 zoning.   We have suggested the “R4” zoning as it reflects zoning on 
other lands in the area that are developed for single detached dwellings.  While the development 
would comply with the “R5” zoning we do not believe that is appropriate as the minimum lot 
frontage requirement is reduced even further.    Should the City wish to impose the “R2” zoning 
on the subject lands we would not object to this as the proposed lots would also comply with this 
zoning.   However Lots 1 and 2 as proposed are very close to the minimums that are required by 
this zoning and flexibility is achieved by applying the “R4” zoning.  Ultimately only 8 lots are 
being proposed and will be supported through this process and the Consent Applications that will 
follow.  Through that process, detailed lot plans will be prepared by an Ontario Land Surveyor 
and by applying the “R4” zoning to the property we can ensure that no zoning issues will occur.   
 
A suitable single detached home can be constructed on each of the proposed lots once the 
applicable performance standards (setbacks etc.) are applied through the implementation of the 
“R4” zoning.   
 
On this basis, it is our opinion that the “R4” zoning on the subject lots is appropriate to facilitate 
this project advancing as per the current development proposal. 
 
For the lands to be developed for single detached dwellings we are therefore seeking the Zoning 
By-Law Amendment to have the standard “R4” zoning applied to these lots.  
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Cluster Townhouses 
 
The proposed development also contains a block of land that is proposed for the development of 
a cluster townhouse project.    The first submission contemplated the development of 22 
townhouse units whereas the current proposal would see the development of 16 townhouse 
units (subject to Site Plan Approval).   We had provided a zoning analysis to you previously 
indicating that the “R8” zoning category would be appropriate and that setback relief would be 
required to support the development of this block as proposed. 
 
The City has also permitted the concept materials to proceed through the Pre-Consultation 
process with the Site Plan Review Committee.   We greatly appreciate this opportunity for 
additional review as it has been beneficial to have the Committee review the proposal to identify 
any issues and address them at this early stage. 
 
It has been confirmed that the “Townhouse” column of Table 7M of the By-Law is appropriate for 
the review under the “R8” zoning.   The regulations for Cluster Development (3.C.10) of the 
General Provisions of the By-Law also need to be reviewed.  As you are aware, where there is a 
conflict, the General Provisions take precedence over the regulations contained in the zone 
category.   Section 3.S.5 of the zoning is also applicable to the lands as the property will have a 
split zoning.   The lands associated with the wetland and hedgerow and protective buffers are 
proposed to be zoned “OS3”.   The zone boundary is then deemed to be a lot line for 
determining compliance.    The following tables are based on our review of the proposal in 
relation to zoning compliance. 
 

R8 – Townhouse; 3.C.10 
Cluster Development 

Required Provided 
(* indicates non-compliance) 

Lot Area (minimum) (none) 4767.2m² 

Lot Frontage (minimum) (none) 12.2m 

Street Line Setback 
(minimum) 

6.0m >60 from townhouse blocks to 
Woolwich Street 

Common Element Road or 
Private Road (By-Law 2020-
069) setback (minimum) 

6.0m * 2.5m (at the smallest) 

Interior Lot Line Setback 
(minimum) 

7.5m * 1.8m (at the smallest) 

Building Separation- 
residential (minimum) 

2.4m >2.4m 

Building Separation – non-
residential (minimum) 

6.0m N/A 

Side Yard Setback (minimum) (none) N/A 

Rear Yard Setback (minimum) 7.5m * 2.3m 

Building Height (maximum) 10m <10m 

Density (maximum) 150 bedrooms per hectare <150 bedrooms per hectare 

Lot Coverage (maximum) 40% <40% (~25%) 

Landscaped Open Space 
(minimum) 

30% >30% 

Parking Spaces (minimum) 1 per dwelling unit 
 
16 dwelling units x 1 = 16 
spaces 

>/= 16 spaces 

Visitor Parking Spaces 
(minimum) 

0.33 per dwelling unit 
 
16  dwelling units x 0.33 = 6 

6 spaces 
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spaces 

Number of Main Buildings Per 
Lot (maximum)  

More than one (1) permitted.  

Width of a Private Roadway 
(maximum) 

7.0m * >7.0m  (6.1m in straight 
sections, greater at the 
internal intersection due to fire 
route requirements) 

 
The “R8” zoning requires a Rear Yard setback of 7.5m and an Interior Lot Line setback of 7.5m.  
It has been noted that the lands which contain environmental features and their respective 
buffers will be conveyed to the City of Waterloo for their protection in perpetuity.  
 
With the conveyance of these lands a new property limit will be created adjacent to the 
townhouse block area.   Recognizing this new property line, and implementing the 7.5m 
setbacks that would be applicable given the “R8” zoning it is apparent that the area available for 
the development of a cluster townhouse project would be significantly impacted.  Please see the 
image below for our interpretation of the Rear Lot Line and Interior Lot Line setback implications 
on this property. 
 

 
 
As illustrated (Green lines reflecting a 7.5m Interior Lot Line Setback and Red Lines reflecting a 
7.5m Rear Yard Setback), the buildable envelope would be very limited and not feasible.    
 
The majority of the setback distances for the new townhouse units exceed the requirements and 
the areas where these minimum setbacks are applicable are illustrated on the following image. 
 



 5 

 
 
With regard to the Site Specific Zoning Requests sought for the townhouse block: 
 
 
Rear Yard Setback - In the areas where the Rear Yard setback reduction is at its minimum, the 
proposed townhouse units are abutting an environmental buffer area.  No existing residential 
dwellings are being impacted by these reduced setbacks.  Purchasers of the townhouse units, 
upon construction, will know exactly what they are acquiring and the associated setbacks that 
are attributable to that building. In these locations the setback area effectively acts as a side yard 
for each of the units with the amenity area being located behind the unit itself and thus the 
impact is minimal.  
 
Interior Lot Line Setback - A reduction of the Interior Lot Line setback is also required to a 
minimum of 1.8m.  In the locations where the reductions occur the setback functions as a side 
yard for the proposed townhouse unit.   In each instance the reduction is also abutting the rear 
property line of the newly created lots.  The purchasers of both the townhouse units and the new 
lots will be aware of the setbacks associated with the project and we do not view the impact as 
significant.   
 
The intent of this cluster townhouse layout was to ensure that each unit had a usable rear yard 
area.   This would act as the private amenity area associated with each unit.  While 7.5m is not 
accommodated in all instances, a suitable rear yard area is provided for each unit, and the worst 
case unit scenario has a rear yard of 6.1m.   In locations where reductions in the Interior Lot Line 
setback to the minimum setbacks noted, the areas act as side yard setbacks where activity and 
amenity are not anticipated to occur.   For these reasons, and based on the fact that the “R8” 
zoning regulations are for the large part being achieved we believe that the reduction in Rear 
Yard setback and Interior Lot Line setback are appropriate to facilitate this project given the 
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context of the lot shape and configuration. We believe the rear yards are very usable, and in fact 
desirable, given their location with the natural areas as a backdrop. 
 
Common Element Road Setback – As noted, the by-law requires a setback to the private 
roadway that is proposed as part of this project.  The illustration below shows the area where 
this setback is at the minimum proposed of 2.5m (red circle).  There are other instances where 
the setback is not being provided as well (e.g. green circles).  This is typically where the building 
articulation results in a portion of the building being less than 6.0m from the private roadway.  
We would note that in the location of garages that a properly sized parking space to meet City of 
Waterloo requirements is being provided. The green circled areas reflect other examples where 
the 6.0m is not able to be provided. 
 

 
 
 
To illustrate how all of these regulations would impact the development of a proposal such as 
this we have illustrated the required setbacks as prescribed by the by-law on the image below.  
When the interior lot line setback, rear yard setback and setback to a private roadway are all 
applied to this project there is very minimal developable area. The “grey” areas reflect the 
remaining buildable envelope when these three setback requirements are imposed.   
 
Therefore it is our belief, for this project to proceed with any level of appropriate density to be 
provided on this site, the zoning regulations need to be modified accordingly as we have 
proposed. 
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In addition the following definition has to be reviewed: 

 
TOWNHOUSE BUILDING means a residential BUILDING containing three (3) to six (6) DWELLING UNITS which:  

a.) are separated vertically by a continuous common wall without opening from basement to roof;  

b.) are under a connected roof;  

c.) have a separate entrance at GRADE;  

d.) have connected exterior walls; and,  

e.) are located on the same LOT 
 
Townhouse Regulation - As noted the definition of “Townhouse” as provided in the zoning by-
law indicates that it is a building containing three to six dwelling units.  The proposed concept 
has a townhouse block of 2 units (Block D) as well as 7 units (Block A).   These modifications 
have been undertaken to reflect the configuration of the property and what works “best” to 
facilitate the layout of the development.   It is our understanding that this regulation was included 
so that a block of townhouses would not have extensively long building facades with no variation 
in the front of the building.   We believe Block A has significant articulation that allowing seven 
units in a row will not result in poor urban design.   Similarly the inclusion of a block of two units 
is being proposed (Block D) to reflect the challenging lot layout that results from the conveyance 
of the “OS3” lands.  If the regulation to have only three to six dwellings is imposed it will result in 
the loss of residential density on the site by up to 3 dwelling units.   In the context of the property 
we believe that a block of seven and a block of two are appropriate.     
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Private Roadway Width – It has been noted that the width of the private roadway cannot 
exceed 7.0m in width.   We are proposing a roadway width of 6.1m that will also incorporate 
0.15m barrier curb on each side resulting in a total roadway width of 6.4m.  The width of the 
private roadway will be in compliance with the maximum allowable width of 7.0m.  It has been 
noted by staff that a small portion of the roadway will exceed 7.0m in the area of the internal 
intersection of the driveways.    As we have advised, this is required in order to ensure that the 
requirements of the Ontario Building Code (OBC) for a fire route are being adhered to.  The OBC 
requires a fire route to be 6.0m in width and have a centreline radius of 12.0m when deviating 
from straight travel.  The resulting offsets then require a 9.0m inside radius and a 15.0m outside 
radius.  The illustration below illustrates how this results in the private roadway exceeding 7.0m 
in width 
 

 
 
 
 
For your information, even if the roadways were to meet at a 90° angle, the requirements of the 
OBC would result in the private roadway width being in excess of 7.0m. This is unavoidable and 
is likely to come about in cluster townhouse projects that will be reviewed by the City going 
forward.   If relief from the by-law is required for this then we trust the City will support this site 
specific amendment. 
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For the lands that are proposed to be utilized for the development of cluster townhouses we are 
therefore requesting a site specific “R8” zoning.  The site specific provision would be to the 
following affect: 
 

i) “Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the minimum INTERIOR LOT LINE 
setback to the lands zoned “OS3” on the western area of the property shall be 6.1 
metres” 

ii) “Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the minimum REAR YARD setback to the 
lands zoned “OS3” on the southern area of the property shall be 2.5 metres” 

iii) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the minimum INTERIOR LOT LINE setback 
to the lands zoned “R4” on the eastern area of the property shall be 1.8 metres” 

iv) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the minimum INTERIOR LOT LINE setback 
to the lands at 333 Woolwich Street shall be 3.4 metres” 

v) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the minimum INTERIOR LOT LINE setback 
to the lands zoned “R4” on the northern area of the property shall be 1.8 metres” 

vi) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the minimum Common Element Road or 
Private Road (By-Law 2020-069) setback shall be 2.5m 

vii) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, one TOWNHOUSE BUILDING can have 
seven units. 

viii) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, one TOWNHOUSE BUILDING can have 
two units 

ix) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, the width of the private roadway may 
exceed 7.0m if required to achieve Ontario Building Code requirements for fire 
access 
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Lands to be Conveyed 
 
A significant area of land will be conveyed to public ownership as part of this development.  
These lands form the wetland and hedgerow buffer area as illustrated on the concept plan. We 
recommend these lands be zoned Open Space - “OS3”.  This reflects the zoning which has been 
applied to the existing environmental area abutting the subject property.  The image below 
reflects the zoning for the entire project.  
 

 
 
333 Woolwich Street 
 
As we have indicated, the townhouse block will be developed in conjunction with new single 
detached residential lots, or will abut environmental areas and protective buffers. Accordingly the 
impact to existing private properties is minimal and is in fact restricted to one property located at 
333 Woolwich Street (as depicted below).    This existing lot will be bordered by the proposed 
Lot 5 (single detached dwelling); a 5m storm outlet and trail connection and a portion of an end 
unit of the proposed townhouse block (Unit B4).   
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The development of Lot 5, to the west of 333 Woolwich, is proposed for a single detached 
dwelling.  The proposed dwelling will need to meet the zoning setbacks of the zoning which is 
applied to the subject lands.   We have requested an “R4” zoning for the subject lands which will 
require a minimum interior side yard setback of 1.2m.   The existing house that is located on the 
developing property (337 Woolwich) is setback 1.8m from this common property line.  A 1.2m 
side yard setback going forward is thus similar to what exists today and is a standard setback 
that has been incorporated into the City’s zoning by-law (2018-050) for a variety of residential 
zones for the development of single detached dwellings. Further, there exists vegetation along 
this property line that will be protected and this will continue to offer a strong buffer. 
 
To the south of 333 Woolwich is a proposed 5.0m pedestrian / trail connection. To the south of 
the walkway is the proposed single detached Lot 6. The “R4” zoning is being proposed for this 
lot as well and an interior side yard setback of 1.2m is again required.  The total setback for a 
building to the 333 Woolwich property line would then be 6.2m.   
 
For a portion of the 333 Woolwich, the proposed townhouse block is also proposed to be 
abutting.   Along the southern common property line this includes a landscaped area and visitor 
parking in support of the townhouse units.  Along the western common property line this includes 
a proposed townhouse unit (Unit B4) that is setback a minimum of 3.4m.    Through the site plan 
approval process that will be required for the development of the townhouse block we would 
suggest that appropriate buffering (fencing and/or landscaping) can be provided along these 
common property limits. The proponent will readily agree to the provision of a 1.8m high board 
on board privacy fence to be constructed on the townhouse property to provide a physical and 
visual barrier to the existing residence at 333 Woolwich Street.  Landscaping can be further 
detailed through the Site Plan process and any lighting proposed in support of the townhouse 
project will also be subject to review and approval. 
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Other Items 
 
 
Recent City correspondence has outlined various topics that need to be addressed prior to this 
application proceeding forward with a staff report and recommendation to Council.   
In response to those items we offer the following: 
 

1.      The proposed fire route appears to not meet building code requirements.  See attached email for 
comments received from Building Staff.  I have asked Scott to work with Colleen to resolve this 
issue.  I will need confirmation from Building Staff that the proposed fire route meets Building 
Code. 

         
The proposed fire route for this proposal was presented to Colleen Kent of the City’s 
Building Department for consideration.  Ms. Kent confirmed on November 30th, 2020 that 
a fire truck turn around facility was not required so long as the length of the fire route did 
not exceed 90m.   We have illustrated that our proposed fire route meets the design 
requirements of the Ontario Building Code.   We believe this matter is addressed and we 
will show the fire route in detail as the Site Plan Application proceeds. 

 
2.      The internal drive aisle exceeds the permitted 7 metre maximum (see attached for my November 

12th email sent to Scott).  In my attached email I requested that you work to reduce the width of 
the drive aisle to below the 7 metre maximum where possible.  If the drive aisle needs to exceed 
the 7 metre maximum to accommodate fire truck turning movements then you will have to 
include this amendment in the planning justification letter that Scott is working on. 

                
As explained above, there is no option to avoid this and it is likely that any plan that has a 
fire route where turning movements are required will result in a drive aisle width that is 
greater than 7.0m.   We are meeting the requirements of the Ontario Building Code with 
our design. 

 
3.      Consult Waterloo North Hydro (WNH) to determine your exact hydro infrastructure 

requirements. Please keep me in the loop as you consult WNH.  If a Transformer is required, then 
you should incorporate a transformer (designed to WNH standards) in your revised conceptual 
site plan. Not accommodating the required transformer now at the time of the zoning by-law 
amendment review would likely result in zoning deficiencies at the Formal Site Plan submission 
stage.       

 
We have been in contact with WNH and they have confirmed that we will need to provide 
two transformers to serve the townhouse development.   The transformers need to be 1m 
from the back of curb and a minimum of 3.0m from any buildings. Suggested locations 
were presented to WNH staff as shown on the revised Site Plan. This will be further 
detailed through Site Plan Approval.  We do not anticipate any zoning deficiencies as a 
result of the placement of the required transformers. 

                 
4.       Site Plan will have to be revised to accommodate one (1) Type A accessible parking space. Please 

note that this deficiency needs to be rectified on your revised conceptual site plan.  
 

The Site Plan has been updated to provide one (1) Type A accessible parking space as 
required by the Zoning By-Law. 

 
5.       I will need confirmation of road widening, refer to site plan pre-consultation comments for 

details.  
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Correspondence has been provided to yourself from Stantec (Mr. Brian Keep, OLS) 
confirming that no further road widening is required along the abutting roadways as they 
have already been taken by the City. 

 
6.       The internal sidewalk connectivity issue raised by the site plan review committee will have to be 

resolved as it may have an impact on the zoning amendments being sought. 
 

The pedestrian connection through the site has been increased in width to 1.8m.  Where 
the sidewalk meets at 90° corners we have chamfered the connection to facilitate 
movement as requested by staff.  The sidewalk is now also shown as continuous through 
the development from Woolwich Street to Woolwich Street. This is illustrated in the 
updated Site Plan.   

 
 
Summary 
 
On this basis we believe that proper setbacks and buffering to the existing dwelling at 333 
Woolwich Street can be achieved and as expressed, the reduction in the other noted setbacks of 
the “R8” zoning is appropriate for the proper development of the subject lands.   The imposition 
of a 7.5m rear yard setback and interior lot line setback would have a dramatic effect on the 
number of units that can be generated on the subject lands given the restrictions already 
resulting from the environmental buffers.  If the 7.5m rear yard and interior lot line setback were 
imposed, it would result in an inefficient use of lands and infrastructure and would not support 
Provincial direction to achieve higher densities and to utilize land within the urban boundary. We 
recognize that the provision of density cannot and should not occur if good planning principles 
are not being followed.  However, as detailed in the preceding, we believe good planning 
principles are being achieved through this development proposal and that the few items of 
suggested relief from the zoning are appropriate to facilitate this project and are in the public 
interest. 
 
We trust that the above information is beneficial for your consideration as you continue your 
review and preparation of the staff report for this project. As you are aware, significant time has 
elapsed on this project as various issues have been reviewed and addressed.  The Owner is 
very anxious for the development to proceed in 2021 and thus we respectfully request that this 
application be brought forward as soon as possible to Council for final approval. 
 
 
 
Should you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact our office. 
 
Yours truly, 
Patterson Planning Consultants Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
Scott Patterson, BA, CPT, MCIP, RPP 
Principal 
 
SJP/s 


