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April 24, 2020 
 
File: 0695 
  
City of Thorold 
3540 Schmon Parkway 
Thorold ON L2V 4A7 
 
Attn: Julie Hannah, MES, MA, MCIP, RPP – Senior Planner 
 
Rolling Meadows Phase 13, 14, 15 City of Thorold  (City File No. 26T-2007-02) 
Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment, Draft Plan of Subdivision Redline Revision 
Planning Justification Report 
 
Further to the above noted applications pertaining to the Rolling Meadows Subdivision in the City of Thorold, 
Regional Municipality of Niagara. The owner of the subject lands wishes to modify phases 13, 14, 15 of the 
Rolling Meadows Subdivision. The subject site consists of approximately 160 hectares of land and originally 
received draft plan approval in 2007. Since that time a large portion of the lands has been undergoing 
construction and currently the first eleven phases have been registered and construction has commenced on 
Phase 12.  
 
Context 
 
The owner has considered the progression of development and wishes to ensure the next three phases of 
development, Phases 13, 14, & 15 are properly oriented for market needs and that the most efficient design for 
these phases is achieved. The core component of this proposal is to increase the overall density of the subject 
lands without making significant changes to overall plan that was approved by council in 2007, maintaining to 
the extent possible the integrity of the original plan. The following planning response analyses the proposal in 
the context of the Rolling Meadows Secondary Plan and other applicable City of Thorold regulations that apply 
to the subject lands. A pre-consultation meeting for the proposed applications was held on February 20, 2020. 
Phase 12 received a similar approval for a redline revision in a process through the end of 2018 and beginning of 
2019. It is the owners desire to make similar modifications to the upcoming phases. 
 
Proposal 
 
The Applicant is proposing a Redline Revision to the draft approved plan of subdivision (City File No. 26T-2007-
02).The proposed changes include: 

1. Adjustment of the lotting patterns and dimensions for the Phases 13 & 14 in order to provide a diverse 
range of housing forms, resulting in increased low density unit count. 

2. Amending the Official Plan Designation and Zoning of a portion of the Village Square node at the 
intersection of Barker Parkway and Uppers Lane to include a high density residential block (Block 1239) 
at the south east corner of the intersection. To facilitate this change, a small portion of Selection Heights 
and Velvet Way right-of-way’s will be removed/realigned. 
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3. Street Townhouse dwelling units are to replace the lands identified for high density in Phase 15 formerly 
identified as Block 1236 that now consists of Blocks 1445-1450 as displayed on the proposed redline 
revision.  

4. Site-specific Amendments to the Zoning By-law to facilitate lotting patterns and housing forms in Phase 
13, 14, & 15.  This report contains a detailed overview of all relief requested. 

5. Removing lands previously included within the Draft Plan boundary and identified as “Future 
Development Areas” (formerly identified as Blocks 1274, 1286-1305). 

   Figure 1: Proposed Phases 13, 14, & 15 
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As noted, the cumulative intent of these applications is to facilitate the immediate development of the next two 
phases of Rolling Meadows Subdivision, and to complete the low density developments west of Barker Parkway 
in the coming years. The objective of these changes is to propose development efficiencies, good design and to 
facilitate an increase in the overall density of the plan of subdivision as was contemplated in the Phase 12 Redline 
Revision that noted there was a deficiency of density to be made up in future phases. 
 
The proposed changes to the plan will increase the unit yield from 2162 units to 2710 units represents a total 
increase of 548 units, with a total density calculation of 19.69 units per hectare, and a Greenfield density of 53.37 
people and jobs per hectare. This change aligns to the plan to all policy density requirements. 
 
The proposed built form will remain consistent with existing phases of development.  Through the future site plan 
processes, detailed design exercises may be undertaken for medium and high density developments to ensure 
conformity with the relative policies of the Rolling Meadows Secondary Plan and a future zoning by-law 
amendment to implement site specific designs and urban desire standards for these blocks.  
 
Official Plan Amendment (Rolling Meadows Secondary Plan) 
 
The Rolling Meadows Secondary Plan (Schedule A-3) contains a limited list of land use designations for the Plan 
area.  Included in these designations is the Village Square Commercial designation, this was applied around the 
intersection of Barker Parkway and Uppers Lane. Consistent with the proposed Redline Revision, a portion of land 
at the south east corner of the intersection is proposed to be amended from “Village Square Commercial” to 
“Residential” to facilitate additional high density residential development.  
 
A copy of the Draft Plan Official Plan Amendment & Draft OPA Schedule is provided in (Appendix I). 
 
The Rolling Meadows Secondary Plan does not delineate different residential density categories on Schedule A-3 
of the Official Plan (i.e. low, medium, high). Section B1.8.6.2 of the Rolling Meadows Secondary Plan speaks to 
the need to incorporate medium and high density areas throughout the secondary plan area with the goal of 
achieving an overall minimum residential density of 19 units per hectare.  As proposed, the currently draft 
approved density is being increased and will achieve the 19 unit per hectare criteria, which is more closely in 
alignment with the policies of the Plan that the previous versions of the Rolling Meadows plan. 
 
Per Section B1.9.6.2 of the Cities Official Plan, the residential collector roads are to be excluded from the density 
calculations, accounting for an area of 5.439 h.a. Additional per Section 2.2.7 of the Growth Plan Natural 
Heritage Areas and energy transmission corridors have been removed from the density calculation. 
 
Section B1.8.6.2 specifies general targets for different forms of residential development including low, medium 
and high density.  Within Residenital areas, the following percentages of composition and development 
densities are to be achieved for each category of residential land use. 
 
As proposed, the housing mix provided is shown in (Table 1) on the following page: 
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TABLE 1: DENSITY AND HOUSING MIX  
 

Phases 1-18 Total Subdivision Units Percent Mix 
RM LD - Singles & Semi's 1308 48% 
RM MD - Street Towns / Block 
Towns 861 32% 
RM HD - Mixed Use / Apartments 541 20% 
Total Units 2710 
Total Area  137.634 
Total u.p.h. 19.69 

 
 
Zoning By-law Amendment 
 
The subject lands contain several site specific Rolling Meadows zones in alignment with the original Draft 
Approved Subdivision. Through the City’s recent approval of a new Comprehensive Zoning By-law (60) 2019, 
these site specific zones have been modified, although the general intent has been upheld some of the new 
provisions have been overwritten. 
 
In an effort to ensure the plan aligns with the provisions of the new Comprehensive Zoning By-law, some site-
specific amendments are proposed to align the provisions to the proposed lotting fabric and desired built form 
of development consistent with Phase 1-12.  The proposal also includes amendments to the provisions of the 
R1D zone followed by the proposed provisions for all residential zones with Phases 13, 14, & 15 and are shown 
in detail on the following pages in (Table 2). These requested provisions are not contradictory to the policies of 
the Neighbourhood of Rolling Meadows Secondary Plan. To emphasis, these policies promote a compact urban 
form and community character, these reductions to not retract and or negatively impact the development, 
rationale is provided for the proposed provisions in the following section. Copies of the Draft Plan Zoning By-law 
Amendment & Draft ZBA Schedule is provided as (Appendix II). 
 
Discussion for Site Specific Provisions to All Residential Zones: 
 
Exterior Side Yard of Dwelling (from 4.5m to 3m): The propose reduction of the exterior side yard by 1.5m is 
something that further enables the articulation of the street and building massing that promotes the 
prominence of an intersection and corner lot dwelling orientation. This provision is consistent with many of the 
already constructed dwelling through Phases 1-11. The new provision requiring a garage to be setback 6m from 
the exterior lot line is maintained to allow for a parking space if this situation is implemented.  
 
Maximum Width of a Private Garage Attached to the Main Building (from 55% to 70% for single detached 
dwelling, semi-detached, and townhouse dwellings): The proposed increase is to allow for larger garages double 
car garages for the proposed dwellings. These changes ensure that there is a portion of the main front wall to 
allow for architectural articulation of the streetscape while ensuring there is adequate space for off street 
parking.  
 
Principal Entrance Setback from Garage (from 1.5m to 2.0m): The proposed increase is requested to 
accommodate a full porch depth width in the front of the dwelling while maintaining the desired house design.
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TABLE 2: ZONING MATRIX (only changes noted) 
 

Zoning By-law Section Requirement Proposed Modification Explanation 
Table 6.3.a Lot, Building and Structure 
Requirements for Single Detached Dwellings, 
Duplex Dwellings, and Semi-detached 
Dwellings 

 
 (R1D Site Specific Zone) 

Minimum Lot Area 250.0m² 235.0m² 

A reduction of the minimum lot area is 
required to facilitate the reduce frontage. 
The proposed lot depth is consistent with 

the remainder of the subdivision at 30 
metres. 

Minimum Lot Frontage 
 9.0m 8.20m 

A reduced to the minimum lot frontage is 
requested to create a smaller detached 

(27’) product that provides a more 
compact single detached dwellings. 

Minimum Interior Side Yard 1.2m 
 

1.2 m on one side, 0.6m on 
the other side 

A reduction to the minimum side yard 
setback on one side is requested to 
accommodate the proposed building size 
on the reduced lot frontage 

Minimum Exterior Side Yard 
4.5m to dwelling, 6.0m to 
attached private garage or 
carport 

3.0m to dwelling, 6.0m to 
attached private garage or 
carport 

A reduction to the exterior side yard 
setback is requested to accommodate the 
preferred building design and proposed lot 
fabric. 

Maximum Width of a Private Garage Attached 
to the Main Building 

55% of the main building front 
wall length 

70% of the main building 
front wall length  

The required maximum width of the 
private garage is proposed to 

accommodate a double car garage. 

Table 6.3.a Footnotes: 

(1) Notwithstanding anything 
to the contrary, no principal 
entrance of a dwelling shall be 
setback more than 1.5m from 
the front wall of the dwelling or 
the front face of an attached 

(1) Notwithstanding anything 
to the contrary, no principal 
entrance of a dwelling shall 
be setback more than 2.0m 
from the front wall of the 
dwelling or the front face of 

An increase to the principal dwelling 
entrance is request to accommodate an 
traditional sized porch. 
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private garage or carport in the 
R1A, R1B, R1C, R1D, R2A and 
R2B zones. 

an attached private garage or 
carport in the R1A, R1B, R1C, 
R1D, R2A and R2B zones. 

Table 6.3.b Lot, Building and Structure 
Requirements for Townhouses (Street or 
Stacked), Triplex, Fourplex, and Private Street 
Development 

(R1B, R1C, R1D, R3A, R3B, 
R3D Site Specific Zones)   

Exterior Side Yard Setback 
4.5m to dwelling, 6.0m to 
attached private garage or 
carport 

3.0m to dwelling, 6.0m to 
attached private garage or 
carport 

A reduction to the exterior side yard 
setback is requested to accommodate the 
preferred building design and proposed lot 
fabric. 

Maximum Width of a Private Garage Attached 
to the Main Building 

55% of the main building front 
wall length 

70% of the main building 
front wall length  

The required maximum width of the 
private garage is proposed to 

accommodate a double car garage. 

Table 6.3.b Footnotes: 

Notwithstanding anything to 
the contrary, no principal 
entrance of a dwelling shall be 
setback more than 1.5 m from 
the front wall of the dwelling 
or the front face of an 
attached private garage or 
carport in the R3A, R3B, R3C, 
and R3D zones 

Notwithstanding anything to 
the contrary, no principal 
entrance of a dwelling shall 
be setback more than 2.0m 
from the front wall of the 
dwelling or the front face of 
an attached private garage 
or carport in the R3A, R3B, 
R3C, and R3D zones 

An increase to the principal dwelling 
entrance is request to accommodate a 
traditional sized porch. 
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Discussion for Site Specific Provisions to the R1B Zone: 
 
Minimum Lot Area (from 250m² to 235m²): The proposed 15m²  reduction in lot area does not retract from each 
individual lots ability to provide a usable building envelope and rear yard amenity area for each dwelling. The 
resulting house size is acceptable to the housing market and provides a dwelling size similar to a townhouses 
except on a single detached lot, giving future owners the traditional access from the front to rear yards. 
 
Minimum Lot Frontage (from 9m to 8.2m): The proposed reduction to the lot frontage does not have an impact 
each lots ability to fit the proposed dwelling size on the lot. From a streetscape perspective the impact of the 
built form is similar to the building massing of street townhouses as the other provisions such as front and rear 
yard setbacks, and building height are maintained. 
 
Minimum Interior Side Yard Setback (from 1.2m to 1.2m on one side, 0.6m on the other side): The proposed 
reduction to the interior side yard setback does not create incompatibility in regard to privacy or overlook 
issues. The Ontario Building Code does not allow for 7% glazing if the setback is less than 1.2m and therefore 
large windows will not be located on this side of the dwelling, restricting any perceived overlook and privacy 
issues. Also the reduced side yard setback does not cause issues with roof overhangs as a 0.6m (2 ft.) of space is 
provided between lots where two 0.6m (2 ft.) side yards are abutting each other.  
 
Furthermore as demonstrated below the proposed dwelling is sited appropriately with the proposed provisions.  
  

Figure 2: Preliminary Siting Plan    Figure 3: 27’ Proposed Elevation 
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It is important to note that the subdivision has been comprehensively developed and planned, all future 
purchases and residents will have opportunities to review the building products and knowingly make choice to 
live in or adjacent to a building product of with the revised zoning provisions. The requested provisions do not 
compromise any future owner’s ability to use and enjoy their property to the extent that is possible with the 
existing parent zoning provisions. The goal of this proposal and the site specific R1D provisions is to provide a 
dwelling type that bridges the gap between traditional single detached dwellings and street townhouse 
dwellings. 
 
Response to Comments Received 
 
Density: 

i. City needs to be provided a density calculation for all of the registered lots, Phase 12 which has been 
redlined, and the proposed Phase 13 & 14 redline revision (this can be done for each phase and them a 
total provided for the whole area to the west of the Hydro easement. 
 
As requested, the subsequent chart (Table 3) provides a breakdown of density of the Rolling Meadows 
Subdivision. 

TABLE 3: DENSITY CALCULATIONS 
 

Phase 1-11 Registered Lots     
RM LD - Singles & Semi's 391 75% 
RM MD - Street Towns / Block Towns 129 25% 
RM HD - Mixed Use / Apartments 0 0% 
      
Total Units 520 
Total Area (minus Barker/Uppers) (42.3387 – 1.5993) = 40.7394 
Total u.p.h. 12.76 

 
Phase 12     
RM LD - Singles & Semi's 149 75% 
RM MD - Street Towns / Block Towns 51 26% 
RM HD - Mixed Use / Apartments 0 0% 
      
Total Units 200 
Total Area (minus Barker/Uppers) (15.1087 - 0.5533) = 14.5554 
Total u.p.h. 13.74 
  
Phase 13,14, & 15 Proposed Redline     
RM LD - Singles & Semi's 417 56% 
RM MD - Street Towns / Block Towns 332 44% 
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RM HD - Mixed Use / Apartments 0 0% 
      
Total Units 749 
Total Area (minus Barker/Uppers) (15.1087 - 0.5533) = 14.5554 
Total u.p.h. 51.45 

 
Phase 1-15,17-18 (West of Hydro Cor.)     
RM LD - Singles & Semi's 978 53% 
RM MD - Street Towns / Block Towns 625 34% 
RM HD - Mixed Use / Apartments 245 13% 
      
Total Units 1848 
Total Area (minus Barker/Uppers) 107.938 
Total u.p.h. 17.12 

 
Phases 1-18 Total Subdivision     
RM LD - Singles & Semi's 1308 48% 
RM MD - Street Towns / Block Towns 861 32% 
RM HD - Mixed Use / Apartments 541 20% 
Total Units 2710 
Total Area (minus Barker/Uppers) 137.634 
Total u.p.h. 19.69 

 
ii. Lotting frontages & depths has not been included for all lots of the redline plan – this information is 

required. 
 
All required information is provided and shown on the submitted Redlined Draft Plan of Subdivision. 
 

iii. Concept Plans should be prepared for all high density/medium density blocks that illustrate building 
footprints, parking, setbacks and landscaping to ensure zoning by-law requirements are being met 
(preliminary sketch).  Unit counts must be indicated for each block- the density will need to be captured 
in a zoning by-law amendment. 

Concept Plans for the medium density, high density, and mixed-use blocks are not provided at this time. 
These blocks are subject to a required future Zoning By-law Amendment as the mixed-use and high 
density blocks are zoned as Future Development. Future applications for development will be able to 
provide on specific development plans with applications for Site Plan Approval. In the absence of a 
builder/end user for any of these blocks at this time, it is considered premature to propose specific 
designs or zone the subject lands.  
 
Unit counts have been assigned to the block based on the total land area and permitted density per 
Section B1.8.6.2 the Official Plan and the average unit size of an apartment dwellings per the lots size.  
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At this time preparing development concept plans that may not reflect a future proposal, and could be 
considered as misleading for any area residents or staff.  

 
iv. The blocks for the street towns does not include the necessary width for the end units.  All of the street 

townhouse blocks need to meet the zoning by-law or the unit count will need to be adjusted.  
 
The street townhouse blocks have been designed with frontage to accommodate the required end unit 
frontage increase of 1.5m to a total of 7.5m, instead of 6m for the interior unit. It is understood that the 
required unit frontage is in excess of the required interior side yard, the frontage was prepared for this 
requirement. For the exterior units it is understood that the 3m exterior side yard proposal has been 
accommodated by the requirement along with the unit frontage of 6m is to be used to calculate the 
exterior unit requirements.  
 

v. Any lotting proposed must conform to By-law No 60-2019 for lot sizes and frontages – justification will 
be required along with illustrated designs of units for any lots that do not meeting By-law No 60-2019.  
Urban design is a large component of the new regulations – the standards have been peer reviewed. 

Discussion has been included in the zoning by-law amendment section of this report, along with a siting 
plan and concept elevations to specifically address the urban design requirements. 
 

vi. We recommend that diverse lot sizes be provided to provide diversity on the streetscape and a variety of 
costs to consumers.  In addition, the pattern of the lots would be consistent with the existing 
neighbourhoods of Rolling Meadows Phase 1-12 lotting. 

A diversity of lot sizes and dwelling types has been maintained in the proposed redline revision, 
including a mix of dwelling types (single detached, street townhouse, block townhouses, apartments) 
and a range of lot frontages for the freehold units. Specifically frontages ranging from 8.2m to 15.24m 
are proposed in the redline revision. This greater variety in range speaks to the size of the proposed 
dwellings, the affordability, and square footage requirements that vary in the marketplace. Through the 
introduction of a greater number of lot frontages more diversity in dwelling size and built form the 
intent of the Rolling Meadows specific policies are maintained. 
 

vii. Remove the single detached lots that are adjacent to medium and/or high density lots along with lots 
adjacent to park blocks. 
 
As proposed, there is no foreseen compatibility issue between single detached dwellings or street 
townhouse dwellings and the multiple attached or apartment blocks.  The interface of these freehold 
dwellings is more appropriately located along sites that will likely be developed with multiple attached 
dwellings under condominium tenure (Blocks 1232 & 1233), which will include lower scale development, 
(i.e.) block townhouse.  With regard to the high density Block (Block 1239), it has been oriented in a 
manner so that the building massing can be focused along the main arterial roadway/intersection in the 
commercial node of the subdivision.  The site provides ample room for transition of built form, 
buffering, and separation between higher density development, and freehold dwellings. As previously 
noted the existing future development zone will ensure that a proposed development is sensitive to the 
abutting uses. 
 



 
 

 
 

Page  11 
 

viii. Percentage of unit types is to confirm to the Official Plan: 60% low density (single detached and semi-
detached); 30% medium density (multiple attached); 10% high density (multiple attached and 
apartments).  Due to the registered phases being deficient in contributing to the gross density needs 
(Greenfield Overlay-50 persons/jobs gross density target per ha) it is expected that the high-density 
blocks will capture much of this shortfall.  The percentage of high-density unit types might need to be 
greater than 10%. 

While the Secondary Plan specifically states that there should be a range of densities as noted above it 
also states in the same section of the Secondary Plan that this percentage mix can vary as long as the 
overall density achieves 19 u.p.h. 
 

ix. At the intersection of Barker and Upper’s Lane there should be higher density – i.e. more than one block 
dedicated for higher density.  We need concept plans to ensure what can be built there and density 
calculations. 

The relocation of the proposed high density block does allow for increased density at the inspection of 
Barker Parkway and Uppers Lane.  Through the initial draft approval process the commercial mixed-use 
blocks were assigned the same density capacities of the high density blocks. This has been maintained in 
the proposed redline revision. 
 

x. The Official Plan discusses integrating a mixture of housing types and densities and affordable housing. 

As previously noted, a range housing types are being provided throughout the various phases of 
development. Opportunities for affordable housing also exist within the plan. 
 

xi. Blocks that can accommodate rental apartment buildings, affordable apartment buildings (i.e. in 
partnership with Niagara Regional Housing), and long term care dwellings should be considered in a 
revised plan. 

All of the medium density, high density, and commercial mixed-use blocks provide opportunities for 
rental tenureship. At this time the developer has not been approached to facilitate a specific use that 
has been referenced above. As previously stated opportunities for this have been provided for, to the 
extent possible through this planning process. 
 

xii. The Official Plan indicates that the housing mix and density to be geographically distributed in terms of 
house forms/types, lot sizes and densities.  Each neighbourhood is to provide a mix. 

As demonstrated through the proposed redline revision, and in reference the density charts in Table 3, a 
mixture of dwelling types and sizes are provided in each phase so that each area has a balance of 
housing product by continuing to provide this mix through each stage of construction. 
 

xiii. High-density development buildings are permitted to be 8-10 stories according to the Official Plan.  
However, additional policies discuss transition, gradation of building heights and sufficient horizontal 
separation distances.  The revised plan must take into consideration transition to low density housing 
and the character of neighborhoods. 
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The proposed redline revision seeks to do what the above noted comment suggests. The village square 
commercial node is the cluster of high density that was always intended through the implementation of 
the Secondary Plan and Draft Plan of Subdivision. This redline revision proposed to take the isolated high 
density block from Uppers Lane and relocate this block to the main cluster of medium and high density 
uses at the intersection of Uppers Lane and Barker Parkway. Through the urban design guidelines, 
implementing zoning by-law, and site plan process transitions of height and scale will ensure that 
compatibility is achieved. At this time there isn’t a specific development proposal for these mixed-use 
and medium/high density residential blocks. 
 

xiv. Policies B1.8.6.5 & B1.8.6.6 address locational and site design characters that must be addressed.  The 
revised draft plan must conform to these policies by providing blocks in appropriate locations of 
appropriate sizes. 

Discussions regarding the above noted sections have been included in the Official Plan policy discussion. 
As noted the proposed redline draft plan takes into account the appropriate size and location of the 
medium and high density blocks. 
 

xv. There should be consideration given to creating lots that can accommodate live work dwellings (i.e. by 
having a diversity in lot sizes so that parking needs can be met). 

There are a variety of medium density blocks that provide opportunity for live work dwellings. The 
zoning by-law currently allows for home occupations, specific unit designs are not needed to achieve a 
live work format on the proposed lotting fabric. 
 

xvi. The developers consultant must confirm that the revised plan, in its entirety, including registered phases, 
confirms to Provincial, Regional and Local density policies (50 persons/jobs per ha – gross density). 

This has been addressed in the discussion section regarding the Niagara Region Official Plan. Greenfield 
density targets are assessed on a municipal basis and are reviewed and approved at the discretion of the 
Niagara Region. Overall the proposed redline revision strives to increase the density to meet the 
prescribed growth needs. 
 

xvii. Official Plan Amendment may be required- re: Village Square Commercial Area designation. 

An Official Plan Amendment application has been included in this proposal to allow for stand-alone 
residential uses at the Village Square node. 
 

Relocation of Separate School Block: 
i. Is the relocation of the separate school block still being considered? 

At this time there has been no feedback from the school boards as to whether or not they are interested 
in putting a school block in the Rolling Meadows Neighbourhood. The proposal does not include 
consideration to relocate these blocks. 
 

Parkland:  
ii. Confirmation is needed from the Developers consultant that park blocks meet parkland dedication 

requirements. 
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The parkland dedication meets the overall requirement of the Planning Act. Five percent of the land is 
being dedicated for park purposes, as phase’s progress it is the intent to stay ahead of the required five 
percent of parkland area dedication. 
 

iii. Public works is not interested in the City obtaining the two parkettes proposed in the redline revisions (or 
in the lands to the east of the Hydro One easement. 

The existing draft approval has located and planned these parkettes to specifically address Secondary 
Plan policies in Section B1.8.11.2. This section specifically states that a range of neighbourhood parks 
are to be provided throughout the community so that they contribute to the structure and identity of 
the various neighbourhoods. The proposed redline revision seeks to maintain the integrity of the 
Secondary Plan by creating park areas within a reasonable walking distance from each neighbourhood 
phase to create a walkable complete community with each neighbourhood node having parkland open 
areas.  
 

iv. One large park block is to be illustrated that will meet the required parkland dedication as previously 
discussed. 

The Secondary Plan policies in Section B1.8.11.1, specifically speak to providing an overall community 
park that services the other residents of the City of Thorold including those residents within the Rolling 
Meadows Neighbourhood. The first of two community parks Block 199 and Block 200 has been 
previously dedicated to the City of Thorold and serve community and the first eleven phases at a 
neighbourhood level. (Figure 3) on the following page demonstrates the distance to the nearest park 
and that access for all residents to a park area is achieved through additional open space areas with 
multiple connections throughout the plan. 
 
 

v. It is noted that Block 1242 is to be dedicated to the City as Part of Phase 12. 

The developer has agreed to dedicate the second community park Block 1242 through the registration 
of Phase 12 that is imminently occurring following the transfer of the Hydro One lands to finalize the 
Barker Parkway connection to Highway 20 and the newly installed round about.  
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   Figure 3: Parks and Open Space Plan 
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Conclusion 
The proposal seeks to address the upcoming needs of the market and provide continued momentum of 
development as Phase 12 of the plan nears registration. Through the redline revision the next phases of 
development, Phases 13, 14, & 15 will be modified to improve the efficiency of the road pattern and lot fabric. 
These updates to the plan are based on our client’s response to existing market conditions and response from 
builders constructing homes within the community. These updated and proposed phases will continue to sustain 
the existing building program within the Rolling Meadows community through the near future, and will aim to 
finalize low density development for lands along Barker Parkway and west of the hydro corridor. This housing 
proposal will continue to provide a steady flow of housing to the residents of the City of Thorold and will provide 
for the completion of a major connection enabling the North and South end to meet. As progress continues every 
step of development will bring benefits for residents in the existing community. 
 
The proposed Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment, and Redline Revision to the Draft Plan of 
Subdivision the proposed Phases 13, 14, & 15 for the Neighbourhood of Rolling Meadows is appropriate as it 
provides a combination of low, medium, and high density development on a strategic Greenfield site, within the 
City of Thorold’s urban boundary.   

 
The proposal also seeks to re-orientation the high density residential development block to the central Village 
Square Commercial node through an Official Plan Amendment. This change appropriately locates high density in 
a central area as contemplated in the Official Plan policies and while ensuring the commercial core as designate, 
is largely maintained. 
 
The proposed Zoning By-law Amendment aligns the proposed zone boundary to properly reflect the proposed 
revisions to the redline revised plan for Rolling Meadows, and seeks to establish similar provisions permitted in 
the existing phases of development. The site specific zone are appropriate and provides a variety of housing 
products contributing to the existing diversity in the neighbourhood that suits the builder’s needs and addresses 
all policy requirements.  
 
 
The required application materials have been completed and included with this application.   
 
In my professional opinion, the application meets the intent and is consistent with Provincial, Regional and local 
land use planning policies, facilitates an appropriate form of intensified development that that is compatible with 
the surrounding area, represents good planning, and should be approved. 
 
If there are any further questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.  
 
Sincerely,   

 
William Heikoop, B.U.R.Pl. 
Planner 
Upper Canada Consultants  
 
Enclosed: Appendix 1 & 2 
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Appendix I: Draft Official Plan Amendment Schedule & Draft OPA text
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Appendix II: Draft Zoning By-law Amendment Schedule, and Draft ZBA text 
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