
 

 
 
November 14, 2014 
 
 
City of London 
300 Dufferin Avenue 
London, Ontario N6A 4L9 
 
Attention:  Members of the Planning Committee 
  Mayor Baechler 
  Mayor Elect M. Brown 
  John Fleming - Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 
 
Re:  London Plan  
 
After a review of the London Plan (LP) following the Building and Development Liaison Forum (BDLF) 
held on October 29 and 30, 2014 we have a number of comments, concerns or questions. 
 
Growth Management 
Section 100 of the LP states “it is equally important that we plan for growth in strategic locations that will 
attract new industry, business and investment.” Forty-three thousand (43,000) new jobs are forecasted 
over the next twenty (20) years.  When planning strategically for a “prosperous” city the LP recognizes. 

1. The ability of London to compete for business attraction and investment. 
2. Identify and strategically support existing and merging industrial sectors. 
3. Insure an adequate supply of employment areas. 
4. Plan to better capitalize on Londonʼs position along the NAFTA super highway. 

As you know the Provincial Policy Statement 2014 (PPS) provides that one of its three mandated 
cornerstones is a “strong and competitive economy for the long term.” 
 
Clearly the PPS indicates “healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained in part by employment 
and facilitating economic growth.” 
 
It also discourages “development and land use patterns that would prevent the efficient expansion of 
settlement areas in those areas which are adjacent or close to settlement areas.” 
 
Settlement areas “shall be the focus of growth and development and their vitality and regeneration shall 
be promoted.” 
 
As directed and mandated by the PPS, is the LP consistent with, responsive to and in 
compliance with PPS policies? 
 
Why does the LP not have a section dedicated to employment in response to the importance the 
PPS puts on this directive? 
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Employment 
 
The PPS provides municipalities a directive to apply its policy in regards to employment. 
 

1.3  Employment 
 

1.3.1 Planning authorities shall promote economic development and competitiveness by: 
 

a) Providing for an appropriate mix and range of employment and institutional uses to meet 
long term needs; 

b) Providing opportunities for a diversified economic base, including maintaining a range 
and choice of suitable sites for employment uses which support a wide range of 
economic activities and ancillary uses and take into account the needs of existing and 
future businesses; 

c) Encouraging compact, mixed use development that incorporates compatible employment 
uses to support liveable and resilient communities; and 

d) Ensuring the necessary infrastructure is provided to support current and projected needs. 
 

1.3.2 Employment Areas 
 

1.3.2.1 Planning authorities shall plan for, protect and preserve employment areas for current 
 and future uses and ensure that the necessary infrastructure is provided to support 
 current and projected needs. 

 
1.3.2.2 Planning authorities may permit conversion of lands within employment areas to non-
 employment uses through a comprehensive review, only where it has been demonstrated 
 that the land is not required for employment purposes over the long term and that there is 
 a need for the conversion. 

 
1.3.2.3 Planning authorities shall protect employment areas in proximity to major goods   

  movement facilities and corridors for employment uses that require those locations. 
 

1.3.2.4 Planning authorities may plan beyond 20 years for the long term protection of   
  employment areas provided lands are not designated beyond the planning horizon  
  identified in policy 1.1.2.  
 
Does the LP fully articulate the Cityʼs plan for promoting economic development as directed by 
the PPS? We think not, as an example, the full opportunities of the land along the NAFTA 
highway has not been provided its due importance for job creation. 
 
 
401/402 NAFTA Highway Employment Opportunities 
 
The potential for job creation in this corridor is immense (non residential). London lags behind every 
other Ontario municipality in developing land adjacent to the 401/402 corridor. 
 
A large number of businesses will not consider other land inside the urban growth boundary as suitable 
and look to other communities that offer close access to or exposure on the 401. 
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London annexed these land tracts in 1991 not to manage agricultural land, but to address the expansion / 
development of a major settlement area, a City looking to its future growth requirements. 
 
It has been sometimes said if London does not want to use this corridor as an employment booster  
Then they should lose it. Use it or lose it. 
 
The LP in both Section 60 and City Map 1 – City Structure Composite indicate an “industrial district”  
and an “employment area.” 
 
Notwithstanding the huge provincial infusion of money to reconstruct the Veterans Memorial Parkway /  
401 interchange to allow extension to Wilton Grove Rd. and the new Wonderland Rd. extension/401 
interchange, there is not a 20 year or longer plan to open this district up for job creation. 
 
It does not appear to even warrant a proposed secondary plan assessment to promote future  
employment opportunities. 
 
The urban growth boundary has not been redrawn to take this district into future consideration. 
 
Areas along the 401 are specifically excluded from development (Wilton Grove Rd. to Hamilton Rd.,  
east of Wonderland Rd. on both sides of 401, Wonderland Rd. from 401 to 402). 
 
 
Map 4 shows this important future employment area as Farmland versus a place type like Future 
Employment Area. 
 
 
Map 5 shows Wonderland Rd. between the 401 and 402 as “Rural Thoroughfare” along with the  
easterly portion of Wilton Grove Rd. 
 
No proposed extension of Veteran Memorial Parkway to Wilton Grove Rd. is shown. 
 
At a minimum those areas could be designated a place type of Future Employment Area and subject  
to an E.A. be added to the Urban Growth Boundary or until such time as a City-initiated secondary plan  
is prepared. 
 
 
Housing 
The PPS specifically, but not limited to, requires the LP to: 
 

a) maintain at all times the ability to accommodate residential growth for a minimum of 10    
years through residential intensification and redevelopment and, if necessary, lands which 
are designated and available for residential development; and 

 
b) maintain at all times where new development is to occur, land with  servicing capacity 

sufficient to provide at least a three-year supply of residential units available through lands 
suitably zoned to facilitate residential intensification and redevelopment, and land in draft 
approved and registered plans. 

 
Does the City comply with that directive now? 
Does the LP comply with that Policy? 
We will hold comments until a response is received. 
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Growth Pattern Costs 
The LP sets out some projected growth pattern costs, three types are set out. Would you please 
comment on the following questions: 
 

1. What is included in capital costs? 
2. Are any capital costs of the developer other than Development Charges paid to 

City included? 
3. Were the costs of maintaining current infrastructure versus new infrastructure 

considered? 
4. Were the different property tax implications for different patterns considered? 
5. With a compact pattern, can the City comply with the PPS? 

 6. The commentary in this section is lacking identification of the form of growth that  
  London is already achieving, leaving the reader to make their own assumptions on 
  the impact that the London Plan is trying to achieve.  Why would this not be  
  provided? 
 
 
Consideration for P3 Opportunities  
One of the questions we raised at the BDLF meetings, to which we still need an answer, was whether 
City staff considered P3 design, build, finance and maintenance of infrastructure projects. The BRT 
would be an appropriate P3 endeavor. 
 
 
Cost Analysis 
There has been no cost analysis on how much the London Plan will cost the tax payer.  Is there no 
concern that we might be adopting a vision that is unachievable?  
 
As the BRT is an integral part of the success of the entire London Plan, how can the LP be finalized 
without knowing the viability of the route or its cost implications?  What will happen if major changes 
are needed to accommodate a new or different route?  Approving the LP without knowing that it can 
in fact be achieved, does a disservice to all stakeholders, from the home owners living along the route to 
the investors the City is hoping will bring the vision to life. 
 
 
Housing Choice 
We are concerned that there is no recognition of the variety of forms of housing that local families 
demand. Requiring 60% of new housing in a Secondary Plan to be other than single family homes will 
successfully drive families to outlying municipalities. If you canʼt have your dream of home ownership 
with a yard for a growing family within London, then it can easily be found at the end of a short commute 
in Komoka, Ilderton, Mount Brydges, Strathroy etc. 
 
 
Intensification 
The London Plan does not provide City Council with sufficient tools within the plan to support tits 
intensification intentions against pushback from home owners who are not welcoming to different forms 
of housing entering their neighbourhoods. 
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Timing for Approval 
It is clear with the amendments and clarifications that staff indicated would be forthcoming, and the new 
feedback generated in the recent workshop, that the current draft version of the London Plan will still 
need to undergo significant revision.   
 
At the recent workshop, it was advised that the Transportation section is already undergoing a significant 
re-write and we await release of it for review and first comments in the near future. 
 
As the London Plan is critical in shaping the future of our Community, we are recommending that it 
should only go to Council on the basis of when completeness and compliance with the PPS is obtained. 
We support, spending the time and effort to get it right first. 
 
 
 
 
Progress London appreciates the opportunity for this submission of comments and questions and recent 
dialogue about the London Plan with City staff and the other stakeholders and commit to working with 
staff and Council further in that regard.  Your comments/answers on these issues would be greatly 
appreciated. 
 
 
Jim MacKinnon 
On behalf of Progress London 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

        

        


