
COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT 

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

Thorold, ON  L2V 4A7 
905-227-6613 

 

June 15, 2021 

TO: Chairperson and Members of the Committee of Adjustment 

SUBJECT: Minor Variance Application D13-15-2021 
 2161 Hansler Road, Thorold, ON 

PT TWP LOT 126 RP59R889 
 2731 000 027 06900 0000 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

That the minor variance requested in application D13-15-2021 be approved. 

PROPOSAL:  

The subject lands are designated 
Specialty Crop in the City of Thorold 
Official Plan and are zoned 
Specialty Crop (AS) in accordance 
with Comprehensive Zoning Bylaw 
60-2019.  The applicant is 
proposing the construction of a pole 
barn for the storage of property 
maintenance equipment as shown 
on the drawing submitted.  In order 
to facilitate the development, as per 
Comprehensive Zoning Bylaw 60-
2019, the following variances from 
Part 9 – Agricultural & Rural Zones, Table 9.4 - Minimum Rear Yard, Minimum Interior 
Side Yard and Maximum Lot Coverage zone provisions are being requested: 
 
 
Table 9.4 – Accessory Building and Structure to Residential Uses Requirements 
for the Agricultural and Rural Zones: 
 

1. To reduce the minimum rear yard setback from 3.0 metres to 1 metre; 
2. To reduce the minimum interior side yard setback from 3.0 metres to 1 metre; 
3. To increase the maximum height permitted from 4.5 metres to 5.0 metres; and 
4. To increase the maximum lot coverage (percent of lot area) from 10% to 14%. 
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CITY OF THOROLD OFFICIAL PLAN: 

The subject property is designated as ‘Specialty Crop’ within the City’s Official Plan. 
Accessory residential uses are permitted in the Speciality Crop Area designation. 
 
COMPREHENSIVE ZONING BY-LAW 2140 (97): 

The subject property is zoned ‘AS’ (Speciality Crop) in accordance with Zoning By-law 
2140 (97). Accessory buildings and structures to residential uses are permitted in the AS 
zone. 

PLANNING REVIEW: 

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

Variance 1 - The reduction in the rear yard will still allow for proper drainage on the 
property and will not adversely impact the adjacent properties. 

Variance 2 - The variance requested to reduce the interior side yard is to accommodate 
the proposed pole barn on the subject property. The reduction from a 3.0 metre setback 
to a 1 metre setback is minor and would result in no adverse impacts to the surrounding 
area.  

Variance 3 – The increased maximum height to facilitate the construction of the proposed 
pole barn from 4.5 metres to 5.0 metres is minor.  

Variance 4 – The lot is an existing lot of record with an already established single 
detached dwelling. The increased maximum lot coverage from 10% to 14% is a minor 
increase and will not adversely impact the adjacent properties.  

As such, staff are of the opinion that the requested variances are minor in nature.  

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

Variance 1 – The reduced minimum rear yard setback is to facilitate the construction of a 
pole barn for the occupants of the dwelling. The pole barn will be used by the occupants 
for storage and is an appropriate development for the property.  

Variance 2 - The variance for the reduced minimum interior side yard setback is 
appropriate as the lot is legally established and the proposed pole barn will be 
considerably separated from surrounding uses.  

Variance 3 – The proposed increase in the maximum height for the new pole barn would 
facilitate a compatible size for the proposed accessory building in comparison to the 
existing 2 storey dwelling on the property. The existing dwelling will remain as the 
prominent building on the property, as the pole barn will not exceed the height of the main 
building.   
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Variance 4 – The proposed increased maximum lot coverage would facilitate the 
construction of an appropriate development on the property. The minor increase in the 
maximum lot coverage will not overdevelop the property and still allow for adequate 
drainage. The increased maximum lot coverage will not adversely impact surrounding 
properties as the proposed accessory building is in an appropriate location on the 
property.  

As such, 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? 

Variance 1 – The purpose of rear yard setback requirements for accessory buildings is to 
ensure that there is adequate separation between adjacent properties, and to provide 
space for proper drainage. The proposed reduced rear yard setback would allow for 
separation between the proposed pole barn and the surrounding uses.  

Variance 2 - Setback requirements for interior side yards are established for separation 
purposes between dwellings and to allow for drainage. The nearest building to the south 
is over 120 metres away causing no concern in terms of separation.  

Variance 3 – The requested increased height variance would not substantially increase 
the prominence or function of the accessory building, which would be used as a pole barn. 
The principal building on the property would remain significantly taller and larger in terms 
of floor area. The proposed location of the building in the back corner of the property 
would also mitigate the height increase.  

Variance 4 - Maximum lot area coverage requirements restrict the size of accessory 
buildings and structures on a property, to ensure that an appropriate balance between 
built form and open space is maintained on the property. The proposed increased lot area 
coverage will maintain this intent and would not result in incompatible development of the 
property.  

As such, 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 B2.2.5 of the Official Plan outlines objectives for expansion of existing uses in 
Speciality Crop Areas, which include: 

• a) The expansion does not require the provision or extension of a municipal water 
or sewer system; and,  

• b) The proposed expansion is consistent with the existing use policies contained 
in the Natural Heritage policies of this Plan. 
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The requested variances would not require municipal servicing and is consistent with the 
existing use policies. The variances would allow established conditions to continue and 
facilitate compatible development. 

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

CIRCULATION COMMENTS: 

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

Building Division 

• Building Division has no concerns with this application, however, a building permit 
will be required prior to commencing construction.  

Canada National Railway 

• CN Rail does not have any comments concerning the application. 

Cogeco 

• Cogeco has no issues or concerns with this application. 

Engineering Division 

• The Engineering Department has no comments in regards to the minor variance 
application. 

Finance Division 

• No outstanding balance for the property.  

Hydro One 

• No comments or concerns. 

MTO 

• The property is located outside the MTO Permit Control Area, and therefore, and 
MTO Building & Land Use Permit is not required.  

Niagara Region 

• The region will require a $400 PSS Review fee. 
 
The review of the septic will be addressed at the Building Permit stage. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

• The adjacent owner is requesting that the property owner have a plan to remove 
the roof water off of the property owner’s lot from the new accessory building. 
The adjacent owner is concerned with water draining onto their farm fields.  

The City requires that all runoff water from the accessory building remain on the subject 
property and this will be addressed through the building permit application. 

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 
Sarah Burjaw 
Student Planner, Planning Services 

 

 

Respectfully submitted by: 

Electronically signed 
Denise Landry, MCIP, RPP 
Manager of Planning Services 
 


