
COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT 

Planning and Development Services Department 
3540 Schmon Parkway, P.O. Box 1044 

Thorold, ON  L2V 4A7 
905-227-6613 

 

February 12, 2021 

TO: Chairperson and Members of the Committee of Adjustment 

SUBJECT: Minor Variance Application D13-03-2021 
70 Albert Street East, Thorold, Ontario 

PLAN 11, LOT 160 
P 10 P 816 PT LOT 9 NP893 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That the minor variances requested in application D13-03-2021 be approved. 

PROPOSAL: 

The applicant proposes to demolish the 
existing single detached dwelling on the 
subject property and construct a new 
single detached dwelling. The following 
variances are requested to facilitate the 
development: 

 To reduce the rear yard setback 
from 6 m to 3 m; 

 To reduce the rear yard setback 
(east side – railway setback) from 
15 m to 3 m; 

 To reduce the exterior side yard setback from 4.5 m to 2 m; and 

 To increase the maximum lot coverage from 40% to 43%. 

An additional variance is required to recognize the location of an existing accessory 
building on the property: 

 To permit an existing accessory building in the front yard. 

The property is located in the northeast corner of Albert Street East and Wellington Street 
North (see Figure 1). To the east of the property is the Welland Canals Parkway Trail and 
the GIO/Trillium rail corridor. A single detached dwelling and detached garage are 
currently located on the property. 

  

Figure 1: Location of Subject Property 
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CITY OF THOROLD OFFICIAL PLAN: 

The subject property is designated as ‘Urban Living Area’ within the City’s Official Plan. 
Single-detached dwellings and accessory buildings are permitted in the Urban Living Area 
designation. 

COMPREHENSIVE ZONING BY-LAW 2140 (97): 

The subject property is zoned ‘R2S’ (Residential Second Density Special) in accordance 
with Zoning By-law 2140 (97). Single detached dwellings and accessory buildings are 
permitted in the R2S zone. 

PLANNING REVIEW: 

1. Are the variances minor from the provisions of the By-law? 

The variances would have a negligible impact on the subject property and surrounding 
area. The proposed deviations from the zoning by-law are reasonable in this context. 

Staff are of the opinion that the requested variances are minor in nature. 

2. Are the variances appropriate for the development of the land? 

The application would facilitate a compatible size and location for the proposed dwelling, 
and would allow an established accessory building to remain in use. 

Staff are of the opinion that the requested variances are appropriate for the development 
of the land. 

3. Is the general intent and purpose of the By-law maintained? 

The subject property is uniquely located, as it fronts on a very narrow road allowance 
(Wellington Street North), is a corner lot, and also abuts lands that slope steeply away 
from the property and contain a recreational trail and railway corridor. 

Rear yard setback requirements create private amenity space on properties and generally 
ensure that buildings are adequately separated from adjacent private amenity spaces. 
The rear yard of the property abuts a public trail and rail corridor that are separated 
considerably from the property in terms of distance and elevation. The reduced setback 
would therefore have no impact on surrounding lands. The combined rear yard and 
interior side yard areas would suffice for private amenity space on the property. 

An additional setback variance from the east lot line is necessitated by the adjacent 
railway line. The adjacent railway section is considered a ‘principal branch line’, which 
requires a setback of 15 m from the shared property line to ensure buildings are located 
a safe distance away in case of train derailment. Confirmation was provided from a 
representative of the rail company (GIO/Trillium) that the rail company has no concerns 
with the proposed 3 m setback. Because of the confirmation received, and the 
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significantly lower elevation of the railway tracks relative to the property, staff are satisfied 
that the intent of the regulation would be met. 

Exterior side yard setback requirements are intended to provide comfortable separation 
between a building and street line in the side yard of a corner lot. Exterior side yards are 
also intended to provide an appropriate transition in built form from a corner lot to an 
adjacent lot. The proposed 2 m exterior side yard setback is suitable because of the 
surrounding conditions. The distance from the proposed dwelling to the nearest dwelling 
to the west would be over 12 m, and there are no dwellings to the east or directly to the 
south of the property. The 2 m setback would not appear out of place due to the property’s 
unique surroundings, and the proposed separation from other dwellings. 

Lot coverage regulations restrict the size of dwellings to ensure that an appropriate 
balance between built form and open space is maintained on a property and throughout 
the broader neighbourhood. Because the proposed dwelling would be one storey in height 
and the unique characteristics of the area, the increased coverage would not result in 
incompatible development of the property. 

The existing detached garage on the property is proposed to remain in what is technically 
the front yard of the property, as per the zoning by-law definition. Accessory buildings are 
prohibited in front yards because they detract from the prominence of dwelling facades, 
which should be the primary focal points of the streetscape. The location of the garage is 
not a concern in this case, because the technical front yard is less prominent than the 
exterior side yard abutting Albert Street East. The garage is long-established and staff 
has no concerns with it remaining as is. 

Staff are of the opinion that the requested variances would maintain the general intent 
and purpose of the zoning by-law. 

4. Is the general intent and purpose of the Official Plan maintained? 

Section A2.4.2 of the Official Plan outlines objectives for urban character in the City, which 
include: 

 To respect the character of stable residential areas and only support applications 
for new development that are physically compatible with the character of the 
surrounding neighbourhood; and 

 To maintain and enhance the character and stability of existing and well-
established residential neighbourhoods by ensuring that development and 
redevelopment is compatible with the scale and density of existing development. 

As discussed throughout this report, the requested variances would not negatively impact 
the character of the area. The variances would facilitate compatible development and 
allow an established accessory building to remain in use. 

Staff are of the opinion that the requested variances would maintain the general intent 
and purpose of the Official Plan. 
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CIRCULATION COMMENTS: 

The following comments on the application were received from internal departments and 
external agencies. 

Alectra Utilities 

 This address is not within the Alectra Utilities service area. 

Building Division 

 No concerns from the Building Division. 

Cogeco 

 Cogeco has no concerns with this application. 

MTO 

 The subject property is located outside MTO permit control and the Ministry is not 
concerned with the proposed minor variances. 

NPCA 

 We have no regulated features, therefore no objections to the subject application. 

Finance Department 

 No outstanding tax balances. 

CONCLUSION: 

It is the opinion of Planning staff that the proposed variances meet the prescribed tests 
set out in the Planning Act, being that: 

1. The variances are minor in nature from the provisions of the By-law; 
2. The variances are appropriate for the development of the land; 
3. The general intent and purpose of the By-law is maintained; and 
4. The general intent and purpose of the Official Plan is maintained. 

Prepared by: 

Electronically signed 

Paul Klassen, BES 
Senior Planner 

Respectfully submitted by: 

Electronically signed 

Denise Landry, MCIP, RPP 
Manager of Planning Services 

 


