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Correct eight drafting gaps so London's existing small
buildings keep the uses they have today
October 29, 2026

To Justin Adema and Jeff Shaughnessy, Planning and Development, City of London

Copy to the City Clerk, for Municipal Council and the Planning and Environment Committee

Re File Z-26114, Draft Zoning By-law ZBL-27 (Public Release Draft, September 17, 2026)

Summary
The draft by-law makes most big projects easier. It is stricter in one place, small changes to
buildings that already exist.

Three groups of existing buildings would lose a use they have today.

About 2,700 to 2,900 houses in zones where a house is no longer a listed use.
Owners can stay but can't add on without a minor variance.
About 790 Main Street properties where today's zoning allows a few units inside an
existing commercial building, but the draft doesn't.
About 400 small buildings with two to five units, in zones that no longer list that kind
of building.

Most of the other items look like drafting slips, not decisions. Rooming houses are defined but
allowed in no zone, a parking rate council voted for in July was left out, and a lot-coverage
limit is lower than provincial law already allows.

The request
I'm asking staff to fix the eight gaps (items 1 to 8) in the January 2027 report, and to answer
all 16 items. Most look like omissions that can be fixed without reopening a council decision.
Attachment 1 gives each item's clause and a proposed wording. Attachment 2 shows where
each one sits in the draft.

Where the draft already helps
Section 3.19 treats a converted commercial, office or institutional building as compliant within
its existing envelope, which Z.-1 never did. Five units become allowed as of right in NR3 to
NR6 and NM3 to NM5, with no parking required for additional units. The gaps below are
where the draft is stricter, in small changes to buildings that already exist.
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Three groups of buildings lose a permission they have today

Houses aren't a listed use in NR1, NR2, C1 to C4, NM1 and NM2, or in the main street,
downtown, transit village and shopping area zones (item 3). Ten zones permit Apartment but
not Multiplex (NR1, NR2, MS, D, TV, SA, C1, C2, NM1 and NM2), so the zone at 745 Dundas
Street permits a six-unit Apartment but not a three-unit Multiplex (item 2). These buildings can
carry on as they are, but s.1.1.10(2) blocks any addition without a minor variance.

Ottawa avoided both gaps by permitting one use, the dwelling unit, capped per lot. That
approach, or a clause allowing any permitted building with fewer units, would close both gaps.

Six more gaps look like omissions
I couldn't find a council or committee decision behind any of them. If one was deliberate,
please give the reason in the January report.

1. Rooming houses are defined but allowed in no zone (item 1). Restore the May
2026 rows outside the Near-Campus Neighbourhoods, with a cap by zone and a
link to the rental licence.

2. Table 4.2 leaves out council's July 21, 2026 rate of 0.5 parking spaces per
affordable unit (item 4). Please confirm it carries over, with its definition.

3. NR4 and NR5 coverage is 35% or 25%, but O. Reg. 299/19 s.5(1)1 already allows
45% on lots with one or two additional units (item 5). Please state 45% for any lot
with an additional unit.

4. Two maps are both called Schedule B, and the parking one isn't published (item 6).
Publish both, define "Major Street", and write the parking exemption into the text, at
least for the transit station areas where Planning Act s.34(1.1) bars minimums.

5. Some labels contradict each other, such as a 30 m minimum-frontage note on
maximum-frontage cells (item 7). Attachment 1 lists them.

6. Four sections set tie-breakers for conflicting rules, and they can give different
answers (item 8). One rule in s.1.2 saying the more specific provision governs
would settle it.
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Ottawa fixed omissions like these as oversights
Ottawa listed its final amendments in a table of "changes to correct errors", and its second
draft restored provisions dropped "in error" or as "an oversight". Kitchener changed its 2024
station-area zoning for 55% of the 56 submissions it received.

Please publish these with the January report, and variance counts each year after.

An errors table
A change-of-intent table
A conversion table
A track-changes copy
A response chart

Let the Tribunal decide the basement and backyard unit caps first
In March, council capped additional residential units (basement, garden and laneway suites)
at 80% of the size of the main unit and limited their bedrooms. That by-law is under appeal at
the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT-26-000331), and the hearing is scheduled to start February
17, 2027. The draft copies the same caps into the new by-law. The eight gaps above don't
touch this decision.

I'm not asking council to undo the caps. I'm asking that s.3.18.1(a) and s.3.18.2 follow
whatever the Tribunal decides, so the same question isn't appealed twice. If the caps stay, the
80% limit fits detached suites, where size caps are common in other Ontario cities, and a
single bedroom total for the whole lot is simpler than a count per unit.

Two dates and one question
Please confirm the dates of the statutory public meeting and the open house. Please also
confirm in writing that comments sent after October 30, including at the November 24
information session, will be summarized for the Planning and Environment Committee.

One question about the near-campus bedroom limit. Section 23.1(a) adds a bedroom per
additional unit near campus, but I can't find the base limit of three per unit that it adds to.
Where is it carried forward?

I'd be glad to walk through any item before the January report.

Thank you for the work that went into this draft.

Sean Dollimore

London, Ontario
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Attachment 1. The 16 items, in the order staff can act on them

Item Clause Proposed change

1. Rooming
houses

s.2; Table 4.2; notes in
Tables 7.1, 9.1,
10.10.1, 12.1; s.3.12

Outside the Near-Campus Neighbourhoods, restore the
May 2026 rows and an equivalent of Z.-1 Class 1; a
cap tied to the zone; a licence cross-reference

2. Multiplex where
Apartment is
permitted

Use tables 7.1 to 13.1 Permit Multiplex in NR1, NR2, MS, D, TV, SA, C1, C2,
NM1 and NM2, within the London Plan place-type
permissions; or permit one use, the dwelling unit,
capped per lot, as Ottawa's By-law 2026-50 does

3. Existing
houses and the
NR2 host

Tables 13.1, 13.4 to
13.10 note (1);
s.1.1.10(2); s.3.18(a)

List existing detached and semi-detached houses in
NR1, NR2, C1 to C4, NM1 and NM2; name the NR2
house as a host

4. Affordable
parking rate

Table 4.2; Z.-1
s.4.19(10)(a)(ii) and (iii)

Carry over Z.-1-263466 as enacted (0.5 per affordable
unit, the table rate for the rest, council's definition and
reversion clause); say whether (iii) carries over

5. Coverage on
lots with an
additional
residential unit

Tables 13.4 to 13.6 State 45% on any lot with an additional residential unit,
citing O. Reg. 299/19 s.5(1)1, which already governs
lots with one or two

6. Schedule B,
parking
exemption and
definitions

s.1.3; s.4.2.3; s.1.2.1 Two maps under two letters, both published; the
parking exemption defined in the text, covering at least
every Protected Major Transit Station Area (Planning
Act s.34(1.1)), with any distance rule limited to corridor
and main street zones; say whether Urban Corridors
are exempt; define every operative term

7. Labelling
defects

Tables 13.4 to 13.6;
s.3.18.1(c) and
s.4.1.10(c); provisions
23.77, 23.139, 23.140

Note (1) moved from the maximum-frontage cells to the
minimum-frontage row; one driveway rule in place of
s.3.18.1(c) and s.4.1.10(c); the three site-specific
provisions checked for the same mismatch; each defect
fixed before the statutory meeting

8. Conflict
hierarchy

s.1.2.2, s.3.1, s.22,
s.3.4.3(a); s.1.1.11

One specificity rule in s.1.2; confirm every drawing is
labelled as a binding Diagram or a non-binding
Illustration, as s.1.2.2 provides

9. Documents
with the staff
report

None Errors table, change-of-intent table, conversion table,
track-changes copy and a response chart

10. Tolerances
and existing
buildings

s.1.2.3; Z.-1 s.4.16(3);
s.3.19

Cross-reference O. Reg. 257/25; restore the 80% lot
rule; extend s.3.19 to existing houses, within the
existing envelope and the applicable coverage limit;
carry prior minor variances forward
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11. Envelope
numbers

s.3.18.3; Tables 13.4 to
13.6 and 13.9

Toronto's window setback formula; 6.3 m accessory
height; "as existing" frontage for lawful corridor lots;
minimum heights for new buildings only; a test of the
draft on ten London lots, reporting how many 2023 to
2026 variances would still be needed

12. Transition s.1.1.8; s.23(c); s.25.1 Fix the sunset cross-reference; a map layer for lots still
under Z.-1, with a dated review; unappealed provisions
govern during appeals

13. Variance
monitoring

None Annual variance counts by standard and zone, and a
dated report-back before 2030

14. ARU caps and
the near-campus
limit

s.3.18.1(a), s.3.18.2;
s.23.1(a)

Follow the Tribunal's outcome; the 80% limit for
detached suites only; a lot-level bedroom total; confirm
where the near-campus limit of three bedrooms per unit
is carried forward, and keep it

15. The sixth unit Table 13.1; Table 13.9;
s.4.2.2

Multiplex to 6 units within the same envelope and the
Neighbourhoods place-type permissions

16. Reasons on
the record

50% first-storey cap;
the 5 and 6 unit line;
converted dwellings;
NR1 and NR2 use lists;
rooming houses

A stated rationale for each in the January report
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Attachment 2. Where each item sits in the draft
Each item below has four parts: what the draft says now, why it matters, what I am asking
staff to change, and why. The pictures are cut from the Public Release Draft of September 17,
2026, with the clause boxed. The page number is the one printed on the draft. Three items (9,
13 and 16) ask for a document rather than a change to the text, so they have no picture.

1. Rooming houses (draft p.78)

What the draft
says

Section 2 defines a rooming house. Table 4.2 sets its parking rate at 0.125 spaces
per unit. No use table lists it as a permitted use. The May 2026 draft did. [1] [2]

Why it matters As written, no new rooming house is permitted anywhere, and an existing one
cannot expand without a hearing. Today's by-law permits them in its R8 to R11,
OR, BDC, DA and transit station zones, and the City licenses them. [3] A housing
type that one person can rent one room of would stop being allowed by omission.

What I am
asking

Put the May 2026 rows back, outside the Near-Campus Neighbourhoods, with a
cap tied to the zone and a cross-reference to the rental licence.

Why I could not find a council decision to drop the rows. Ottawa's second draft put back
provisions its first draft had dropped, among them a shelter permission and a
parking exemption, calling the drop "an oversight". [21]
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2. Multiplex where Apartment is permitted (draft p.133)

What the draft
says

Table 13.1 permits Apartment (6 or more units) in NR1 and NR2 but not Multiplex
(2 to 5 units). The main street, downtown, transit village, shopping area and C1
and C2 corridor tables follow the same pattern, ten zones in all.

Why it matters This affects buildings that already exist. A house or shop in these zones cannot
become two to five units, while a six-unit building is allowed. About 400 existing
small buildings and about 790 Main Street properties sit in these zones. [20]

What I am
asking

Permit Multiplex wherever Apartment is permitted, within the London Plan place-
type permissions. Or permit one use, the dwelling unit, capped per lot, as Ottawa's
By-law 2026-50 does. [12]

Why A smaller building is not a bigger planning question than a larger one. The ask
stays inside what the London Plan already permits for these place types.
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3. Existing houses and the NR2 host (draft p.6 and p.133)

What the draft
says

Table 13.1 does not list a detached or semi-detached house in NR1 or NR2 (first
picture). The C1 to C4, NM1 and NM2 tables do the same, and so do the main
street, downtown, transit village and shopping area tables. Section 1.1.10(2) says
a building used for a purpose its zone does not list cannot be enlarged (second
picture). Section 3.18(a) names the buildings a suite may attach to, and an NR2
house is not among them.

Why it matters About 2,700 to 2,900 existing houses sit in zones that do not list a house, about
1,000 of them in NR2. [20] Each can stay as it is. The owner cannot add on or add
a garden suite without a hearing. Section 1.1.10(5) lets the house be rebuilt after a
fire, but no larger. In NR2, the additional unit permission has no house to attach to.

What I am
asking

List existing detached and semi-detached houses as a permitted use in NR1,
NR2, C1 to C4, NM1 and NM2. Name the NR2 house as a host for additional
units.

Why Z.-1 handled this with an "existing dwellings" use in its commercial zones. [4]
Ottawa's staff wrote that they "generally tried to avoid rendering existing uses non-
conforming by removing permissions for an existing use". [10]
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4. Affordable parking rate (draft p.78)

What the draft
says

Table 4.2 has no row for affordable units. On July 21, 2026, council adopted a rate
of 0.5 spaces per affordable unit (Z.-1-263466). [5]

Why it matters Unless the rate is carried over, affordable units go back to the full rate when the
new by-law takes effect. The draft, released two months after council lowered the
rate, omits it.

What I am
asking

Carry over the July rate with its definition and reversion clause. Say whether
clause (iii), the table rate for the rest of a mixed building, carries over.

Why Council has already decided this. Nothing new is being asked.
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5. Coverage on lots with an additional residential unit (draft p.136)

What the draft
says

Table 13.4 lets a house cover 35% of its lot in NR4 and 25% in NR5. The 45% row
applies only when the extra unit is in a separate building. Provincial rule O. Reg.
299/19 s.5(1)1 allows 45% on any lot with one or two additional units. [6]

Why it matters On lots with one or two suites the provincial rule governs by law, so the table gives
an owner the wrong number. They may stop at 35% when they could build to 45%,
or apply for a variance they do not need. The regulation does not distinguish a
suite inside the house from one in a separate building, and the draft gives no
reason for doing so.

What I am
asking

Print 45% for any lot with an additional residential unit, inside the house or not,
and cite the regulation. Extending it to lots with three or four suites is a proposal;
the regulation stops at two.

Why This is a clarity change. It alters no outcome the law does not already set.
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6. Schedule B, parking exemption and definitions (draft p.83 and p.142)

What the draft
says

Section 4.2.3 removes parking minimums on lands shown on "Schedule B". That
map is not published. A second map, for special heights, is also called Schedule
B. "Major Street" is used but not defined.

Why it matters A reader cannot tell which lots are exempt, and two schedules with one name can
be cited against each other.

What I am
asking

Publish both maps under two letters. Write the exemption into the text, covering at
least every Protected Major Transit Station Area. Limit any distance-based rule to
the corridor and main street zones, and say whether Urban Corridors are exempt.
Define each operative term, "Major Street" first.

Why Planning Act s.34(1.1) already bars parking minimums in those station areas. [8] A
written rule survives a map change.
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7. Labelling defects (draft p.77 and p.63)

What the draft
says

Section 4.1.10(c) permits a new driveway "in association with" an additional unit.
Section 3.18.1(c) bars one "solely for" an additional unit. Table 13.4 puts a 30 m
minimum-frontage note on the maximum-frontage cells. Attachment 1 lists the site-
specific provisions to check for the same slip.

Why it matters The two driveway clauses can be read together, but an owner has to guess how. A
note on the wrong cell gives the wrong number. Either can end up argued at the
Committee of Adjustment or the Tribunal.

What I am
asking

One driveway rule in place of the two. The note moved to the minimum-frontage
row. Each label corrected before the statutory meeting.

Why These are the kind of corrections Ottawa listed in its errors table. [9] No decision is
needed, only a check.
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8. Conflict hierarchy (draft p.9, p.50, p.171 and p.51)

What the draft
says

Four sections say what happens when two rules disagree. The four pictures show
them in this order. Section 1.2.2: a bracketed note in a table beats any other
regulation, stricter or not. Section 3.1: where two provisions apply, the more
restrictive one applies, "unless otherwise provided". Section 22: an overlay zone
beats the zone underneath it. Section 3.4.3(a): for an accessory building with
several setback rules, the largest applies.

Why it matters The first two are general rules and, on my reading, can give opposite answers. A
table note that allows a smaller setback than the general provision wins under
1.2.2 and loses under 3.1. Section 22 is narrow, but it can cross 3.1 the same way
when an overlay rule is the looser one. Section 3.4.3(a) repeats 3.1 for one case,
so it is a fourth place to look rather than a conflict. The by-law never says how
these fit together.

What I am
asking

One rule in section 1.2 that the more specific provision governs. A check that
every drawing is labelled as a binding Diagram or a non-binding Illustration, as
section 1.2.2 provides.

Why One rule is easier to apply than four, for staff and for owners.
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9. Documents with the staff report (no clause)

What the draft
says

The January 2027 report will carry staff's responses. No errors table, conversion
table or track-changes copy has been promised.

Why it matters Without them, a reader cannot see what changed from the September draft or how
today's zones map to the new ones.

What I am
asking

An errors table, a change-of-intent table, a conversion table, a track-changes copy
and a response chart with the report.

Why Ottawa published the first four with its final draft, and Guelph published a response
chart. [9] [14] Kitchener reported which submissions changed its text (55% of
them) and which were turned down for insufficient justification. [13]

10. Tolerances and existing buildings (draft p.64)

What the draft
says

Section 3.19 deems a converted shop, office or institution to comply if the work
stays inside the existing walls. Houses get no such clause. Z.-1's rule that a lot
within 80% of the minimum size still counts is gone. [3]

Why it matters An office can become apartments without a variance. A house converting to the
same number of units has no equivalent clause, so each departure from the tables
needs one.

What I am
asking

Extend section 3.19 to existing houses within the existing envelope and the
coverage limit. Restore the 80% lot rule, cross-reference O. Reg. 257/25, and
carry prior minor variances forward. [7] [18]

Why The draft already accepts the principle for commercial buildings. This applies it
evenly.
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11. Envelope numbers (draft p.63)

What the draft
says

A building has to fit inside an invisible box. The box is set by three things. How far
the building sits from each lot line (the setback), how tall it can be, and how wide
the lot is along the street (the frontage). Several of the draft's numbers set that
box. Section 3.18.3(d) makes a garden suite sit 3 m from a side or rear lot line if it
has a window on that side. Garden suites also follow the height limit for accessory
buildings such as garages and sheds. Tables 13.4 to 13.6 cap lot width at 12 m,
18 m and 23 m in NR3 to NR5. The C1 to C4 corridor zones need a 30 m
minimum width. Table 13.9 sets an 8 m minimum height and a 4 m first storey for
apartments, with no "new buildings only" note.

Why it matters When a plan misses one of these numbers by a little, the owner applies for a
minor variance. That means a hearing at the Committee of Adjustment, a fee,
notice to neighbours and a few months' wait. On a 12 m wide lot, a 3 m setback on
each side leaves about 6 m for a garden suite. A maximum lot width blocks joining
two narrow lots. A 30 m minimum on a corridor misses many existing lots. An
existing low building converting to apartments fails the height rule even after
rezoning. Toronto's monitoring found about one multiplex permit in ten needed a
variance. [16] Its garden-suite review raised the height limit to 6.3 m, a change it
expected to remove two thirds of past height variances. [17]

What I am
asking

Toronto's window setback formula, the greater of 1.5 m or 10% of lot frontage, up
to 3 m. A 6.3 m height for accessory buildings, which covers garden suites. "As
existing" frontage for corridor lots that were lawful before the by-law. Minimum
heights for new buildings only. I also ask staff to test the draft on ten real London
lots. The test would report how many variances approved from 2023 to 2026
would still be needed. Guelph tested its draft in a similar way, with architects'
demonstration plans on standard lots. [14]

Why Ottawa moved numbers like these in its final draft when commenters showed they
were hard to meet in practice. [9] These are the numbers most likely to send
owners to a hearing.
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12. Transition (draft p.2, p.6 and p.176)

What the draft
says

Section 1.1.8 keeps the old by-law, Z.-1, alive for ten years on some lots (first
picture). They are lots that had a variance, consent, site plan or rezoning since
January 1, 2017. Its end clause, 1.1.8(6)(b), says "Section 1.1.9 shall no longer
apply 10 years after" passage. But 1.1.9 is the repeal section; the clause meant to
end is 1.1.8 (second picture). Section 23(c) lets Z.-1's definitions and standards be
used to read the 149 site-specific provisions (third picture). Section 25.1 keeps
bonused lands under Z.-1. Nothing says which by-law governs on a lot under
appeal.

Why it matters Owners and staff need to know which by-law applies to a permit filed this winter.
As written, two by-laws stay in use for a decade, with no map of which lots are on
which. The end clause switches off the wrong section. Kitchener still has about
one property in five on its 1985 by-law. [13]

What I am
asking

Correct the cross-reference in 1.1.8(6)(b). Add a map layer for lots still under Z.-1,
with a dated review. State that unappealed provisions govern during appeals.

Why Ottawa repeals its exceptions transition clause, s.110, three years after passage.
[12] Hamilton added an end date to its transition clause in 2024. [15] A fixed date
and a map settle questions before they reach a counter.
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13. Variance monitoring (no clause)

What the draft
says

No provision tracks how often a rule needs a minor variance.

Why it matters A rule that keeps needing exceptions is a drafting problem, but without counts
nobody sees it.

What I am
asking

Annual variance counts by standard and zone, and a dated report-back before
2030.

Why Hamilton committed in 2024 to monitor its new regulations for 18 to 24 months and
report back on any that keep needing minor variances. [15]

14. ARU caps and the near-campus limit (draft p.63)

What the draft
says

Section 3.18.1(a) caps an additional unit at 80% of the main unit. Section 3.18.2
caps bedrooms at two per unit. It also caps them at three across the units
attached to the house, and three across the units in an accessory building (five in
the Western near-campus area). Both carry forward Z.-1 provisions now under
appeal at the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT-26-000331), with a hearing scheduled
for February 17, 2027. [11]

Why it matters Writing the caps into the new by-law a month before the hearing pre-empts the
Tribunal.

What I am
asking

Draft these clauses to follow the Tribunal's decision. If the caps stay, apply the
80% limit to detached units only and set a single lot-wide bedroom total. Confirm
where the near-campus limit of three bedrooms per unit is carried forward.

Why The caps are under appeal, so the Tribunal will decide them either way. Carrying
them into the new by-law before February invites a second appeal on the same
question. If the caps survive, size caps on detached suites are common in other
Ontario cities, so the 80% limit fits there. A single lot-wide bedroom total is a
simpler rule to apply than a count per unit.
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15. The sixth unit (draft p.142)

What the draft
says

A Multiplex stops at five units. A sixth unit makes the building an Apartment,
governed by Table 13.9 and permitted in few low-rise zones.

Why it matters Adding one unit to a five-unit building triggers a rezoning and a different set of
rules.

What I am
asking

Permit Multiplex up to six units within the same building envelope and the
Neighbourhoods place-type permissions.

Why The building does not change shape, only the count does. Toronto's council
narrowed a citywide sixplex plan, so this ask is kept narrow too. [19]
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16. Reasons on the record (no clause)

What the draft
says

No staff document explains five choices. They are the 50% first-storey cap, the
five-to-six unit line, dropping converted dwellings, the NR1 and NR2 use lists, and
the missing rooming houses.

Why it matters Without a stated reason, a reader cannot tell an omission from a decision.

What I am
asking

A stated rationale for each in the January report.

Why If a choice was deliberate, the reason settles it. If it was not, it gets corrected.
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Attachment 3. Sources
The numbers in square brackets in Attachment 2 refer to this list. Links were checked on
October 26, 2026. The council-portal links (escribemeetings.com) open in a browser but
refuse automated requests.

1. City of London, Draft Zoning By-law ZBL-27, Public Release Draft, September 17,
2026 (File Z-26114). getinvolved.london.ca/download_file/view/2064/559

2. City of London, ReThink Zoning working draft, May 2026.
getinvolved.london.ca/download_file/1802/559

3. City of London, Zoning By-law Z.-1, Section 4, General Provisions (lodging house
classes and zones). london.ca

4. City of London, Zoning By-law Z.-1, Section 25, Business District Commercial
(BDC) Zone (the "existing dwellings" use). london.ca

5. City of London, Municipal Council minutes, July 21, 2026, By-law Z.-1-263466
(parking rate for affordable units; the rate as consolidated in Z.-1 s.4.19(10)(a)(ii),
source 3).

6. Ontario Regulation 299/19, Additional Residential Units, section 5.
ontario.ca/laws/regulation/190299

7. Ontario Regulation 257/25 (setback tolerance under Planning Act s.34(1.4)), in
force November 21, 2025. ontario.ca/laws/regulation/r25257

8. Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13, sections 34(1.1), 34(1.4) and 35.1.
ontario.ca/laws/statute/90p13

9. City of Ottawa, staff report ACS2025-PDB-PS-0020, New Zoning By-law,
December 1, 2025, Document 2 (table of changes to correct errors) and
Documents 4, 14 and 16. pub-ottawa.escribemeetings.com

10. City of Ottawa, New Zoning By-law, Document 15, responses to comments. pub-
ottawa.escribemeetings.com

11. Ontario Land Tribunal, case OLT-26-000331, decision of July 27, 2026 (procedural;
hearing set for February 17, 2027). omb.gov.on.ca

12. City of Ottawa, Zoning By-law 2026-50, as in the September 2025 final draft,
Document 1A (s.801(1) and Table 801A, one "dwelling unit" use capped by density;
s.110 transition clause), and the City's notice of enactment. pub-
ottawa.escribemeetings.com; engage.ottawa.ca

13. City of Kitchener, report DSD-2024-128 (outcomes of 56 submissions: 55% direct
change, 23% no change for insufficient justification), and the City's zoning page
(share of properties still under By-law 85-1). pub-kitchener.escribemeetings.com;
kitchener.ca

14. City of Guelph, Comprehensive Zoning By-law decision report, April 2023, with its
response chart. pub-guelph.escribemeetings.com; response chart

15. City of Hamilton, report PED22154(a), 2024 (end date added to the transition
clause; report-back on variances). pub-hamilton.escribemeetings.com

https://getinvolved.london.ca/download_file/view/2064/559
https://getinvolved.london.ca/download_file/1802/559
https://london.ca/sites/default/files/2026-09/Section%2004%20-%20General%20Provisions.pdf
https://london.ca/sites/default/files/2026-08/Section%2025%20-%20Business%20District%20Commercial%20%28BDC%29%20Zone.pdf
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/190299
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/r25257
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90p13
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