
 
 
 
September 15, 2016 
 
 
 
Ann O’Connor 
Planner 
Planning and Growth Management  
City of Ottawa 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Ms. O’Connor, 
 
Re:  Development Application in respect of 890/900 Bank Street 
 
The Glebe Community Association (GCA) has now had an opportunity to review the details of the 
proposal for 890/900 Bank Street.  We would like to thank the City for their consideration of the comments 
below, which have been prepared following engagement with the community. 
 
Our community, made up of residents and Bank Street business owners/operators, has a strong interest 
in developing sites that are currently surface parking lots, and/or non-conforming uses. Such 
redevelopment can make strong contributions toward achieving the objectives of a vibrant and successful 
Traditional Mainstreet.  In the fall of 2015, over 900 people, almost a third of whom live outside of this 
neighbourhood, provided significant input on the future development of Bank Street through a GCA 
initiative, ImagineGlebe. The resulting high level vision (draft document attached) is as follows: 
 

Our vision embraces the Glebe's Bank Street as a historic main street in the 
heart of a vibrant urban village;   a thriving social and commercial district that 
is welcoming and walkable and features green spaces. 

  
Viewed through this “lens”, and in the context of the provincial and municipal policy and regulatory 
framework, there are positive aspects to this proposal.  However, we are not persuaded that the scale, 
the intensification and increased density of the proposal, and more specifically, the impacts that it will 
have on the surrounding neighbourhood is compatible with this vision.  In addition, we do not believe that 
it is consistent with the City’s Official Plan (OP) and supporting policy documents and relevant guidelines.   
 
This brief will demonstrate that the analysis contained in the Planning Rationale (PR) provided by the 
applicant does not support the significant level of intensification and increased massing requested. Nor do 
any benefits from this proposal outweigh the negative impacts.  More specifically, we will provide 
evidence that: 
 

 Respecting existing by-laws is, in fact, consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement 
(PPS)  

 

 Greater heights and massing proposed do not provide appropriate transition as per the OP 
 

 The project falls far short in meeting some key objectives of the Traditional Mainstreet 
policies, as well as a number of the important underpinning guidelines 

 

 Negative impacts on neighbouring residential properties are unreasonable and have not 
been sufficiently addressed 



 
 
As a result, we ask that the proposal is modified such that: 
 

 the building height of the “Mr Muffler” portion of the property backing on to Monk St residents  
should be restricted to the current 15 m/4 storey cap. 
 

 the portion of the building that shares side yards with residential properties on Monk Street should 

also remain at the 15m height, although some consideration for additional height may be possible 

if it can be clearly demonstrated that this would not introduce negative impacts to the abutting 

properties nor the community generally. 

 

 the eight (8) storeys fronting Bank Street is incompatible with the low-rise character in the core of 

the Glebe’s Traditional Mainstreet and creates unacceptable impacts as well as disruption to the 

continuity of low rise building heights.  While some consideration to increased height may be 

possible above the current 15m cap, this should only occur if it can be clearly demonstrated that 

this would not introduce negative impacts and respects both the community vision as well as 

Traditional Mainstreet guidelines. 

 

 the side yard setbacks should be a minimum 3 m where it abuts residential properties 

 

 Consideration for any additional height beyond the 15 m height exception should not set a 
general precedent for any future zoning amendment requests on Bank Street in the 
Glebe.  Rather, it recognises the special characteristics of this lot, in particular, the fact of it being 
a “through-lot” to Monk Street which may possibly allow for some additional massing while 
remaining compatible with the character of the neighbourhood 
 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Respecting existing by-laws is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement 
 
We understand that decisions affecting planning matters shall be consistent with policy statements 
(contained in the Provincial Policy Statement) issued under the Planning Act. But the PR incorrectly 
implies that only a positive decision regarding this proposal would be consistent with the PPS so the City 
should feel compelled to approve it 
 
The Planning Rationale incorrectly suggests that policy 1.1.3.3 of the PPS says, “As a result, planning 
authorities must identify and promote opportunities for intensification and redevelopment”.  This is not 
true.  Rather, the section noted (1.1.3.3) more reasonably states the following: 
 

“Planning authorities shall identify appropriate locations and promote opportunities for 
intensification and redevelopment where this can be accommodated taking into account existing 
building stock or areas, including brownfield sites, and the availability of suitable existing or 
planned infrastructure and public service facilities required to accommodate projected needs. 

  
Importantly, Section 4 (Implementation and Interpretation), of the PPS states,  
 

“This PPS shall be read in its entirety and all relevant policies are to be applied to each situation.”   

Section 1.1 of the PPS is titled, “Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient 

Development and Land Use Patterns”.  The title itself is instructive as it emphasizes a planning 



authority’s responsibility to manage and direct land use, and not simply to apply the high-level policy of 

intensification blindly.  

So what does the PPS say about how the City is to “manage and direct”? Section 1.1.3.5 states that: 

“Planning authorities shall establish and implement minimum targets for 

intensification and redevelopment within built-up areas, based on local conditions.   

Thus the PPS does not compel planning authorities to pursue intensification in all general urban areas.  It 
provides guidance that the City should manage and direct intensification by identifying specific areas 
targeted for high growth. Further, it says that,  
 

“The Official Plan is the most important vehicle for implementation of this PPS.  
Comprehensive, integrated and long-term planning is best achieved through 
Official plans.”  

Is the City’s OP consistent with the PPS in this regard?  The answer, of course, is yes, and the Official 

Plan very clearly identifies target areas for intensification.  And the 890/900 Bank Street property is not 

included in the City’s intensification targets.  In fact, no Traditional Mainstreets are included in the City’s 

intensification targets, which includes a number of specifically identified Mixed Use Centres, Town 

Centres, Arterial Mainstreets, TOD Areas, and a Community Core/Riverside South.   

So the PR’s implied assertion that turning down this application would be inconsistent, or perhaps even 

contrary to the PPS with respect to intensification policies, is not correct.  

Does this mean that intensification should not be considered here?  The answer is also no – the 

community views intensification that is compatible and that transitions appropriately to the established, 

low-rise residential neighbourhood to be in the interest of the Traditional Mainstreet, the neighbourhood, 

and the City as a whole.  But the Planning Rationale fails to recognise that it is the City’s responsibility to 

“manage and direct” the intensification effort through the development of such targets, and not simply to 

prioritise intensification above other planning policies, wherever a developer might wish.  The PR’s 

analysis of the PPS’s policy and regulatory framework fails to make any mention of this most relevant 

policy, and of this responsibility to manage and direct.  The proponent’s selective citing of the PPS is 

self-serving, does not provide the full picture and their argument is not persuasive. 

 
Greater heights and massing proposed do not provide appropriate transition as per the OP 
 
When approaching this Traditional Mainstreet from the south, you are met by the increased heights of the 
new development at Lansdowne on the east side of Bank Street, and the existing retirement residences 
on the west side of Bank Street.  These greater heights are situated at what is normally referred to as a 
node or gateway to the neighbourhood that, in some circumstances, are considered to support such 
greater height.  On this block of Bank Street that is south of Holmwood Avenue, running in front of 
Lansdowne, the City Right of Way (ROW) is 21m.  In addition, the Lansdowne buildings have been 
further set back from the property line, thereby increasing the public realm to roughly 26 m+ between 
buildings facing Bank Street. 
 
But Holmwood Avenue is a threshold and demarcates a large shift from the larger ROW to the south, and 
the much narrower Traditional Mainstreet to the north.  Importantly, the City ROW narrows to 18 m (with 
the anomaly of some greater width in front of Mr Muffler).  So we are perplexed by the statement that the 
development “takes advantage of the width of Bank Street to locate height and density on a major arterial 



road…”.  At 18m, this section of Bank Street is one of, if not the narrowest, Traditional Mainstreets in the 
City.  Holmwood also demarcates the greater heights found to the south, from the uniformly low-rise built 
form to the north.  Once north of Holmwood, you will have already passed the very obvious “gateway” to 
the Glebe. 
 
The PR also glosses over the fact of the existence of a very newly-renovated, one storey commercial 
building directly to the south of 900 Bank Street, as well as a single – detached, two storey residence 
(and a three storey apartment building) facing Monk Street to the south. The proposal does not address 
at all the impact of the proposed building on them.  It does not consider the fact that this proposal will be 
completely out of scale in relation to these buildings, and contrary to the PR’s assertion will actually 
disrupt the continuity of building height and disrupt the urban fabric.   
 
As just one example, page 20 of the PR attempts to persuade that the proposal “respects the character of 
existing areas”.  As evidence of this, it states that “the building design, with a recessed/reduced seventh 
and eighth storey, provides an excellent transition from the two (2) and three (3) storey mixed-use 
buildings to the north and to the neighbouring eleven (11) storey high-rise buildings to the south”.  Again, 
there is zero mention of the low-rise properties that are in fact adjacent to the subject property and 
located between the subject property and the greater heights described.  An 8 storey building does not fit 
in that context, as much as the PR would like to pretend those properties are not really there. 
  
Bank Street north of Thornton Avenue and the subject property is characterised by a number of two 
storey buildings, as well as a one storey building currently under reconstruction following a fire. 
Importantly, there is a four (4) storey, mixed-use development directly on the corner of Bank Street and 
Fifth Avenue that is entering the final stages of planning approval following consultation with the 
community. This mixed use development respects the scale and character of the street and is welcomed 
by the community. The circumstances of TM lots along Bank Street (relatively shallow lots backing on to 
low-rise residential) essentially dictate that any compatible developments in this area (or further north 
along Bank Street) will need to strictly respect the current 15m height exception.  Recently, Ottawa’s 
Urban Design Review Panel advised that a proposal for 17.2m high building further north on Bank Street 
must be limited to the 15m height cap as per the existing zoning by-law. 
 
So the suggestion that “greater building height should be permitted in this location because it is in a 
location characterised by high-rise buildings that have direct access to an arterial road and where 
appropriate building transition is achieved” ignores the very different conditions north of Holmwood 
Avenue and is not supportable. 
  
Again, the community is in favour of development on this site, given its current underutilisation and low 
overall contributions to the Traditional Mainstreet. But intensification must reflect and take into account all 
relevant policies to ensure compatibility.  We would like to highlight OP Section 2.2.2 “Managing Growth 
Within the Urban Area”, that states: 

It is curious that the PR (pg. 16), restates this section of the City’s OP to say that “…emphasis will be 

placed on good urban design and architecture.”  Why has the applicant downgraded the urban design 

standard from “excellent” to just “good”?  

 
 



The project falls far short in meeting 2 key objectives of the City’s own Traditional Mainstreet 
guidelines, as well as a number of the important underpinning guidelines 
 
As noted in the PR, the TM guidelines state 5 objectives.  This proposal does not appropriately address 
two of these objectives as it does not respond or adhere to the underpinning guidelines. 
 

 it does not enhance or reinforce the recognised or planned scale and character of the street, and  

 it does not promote development that is compatible with and complements its surroundings. 
 
The PR conveniently indicates that only some of the TM guidelines are “applicable”.  Does applicable 
mean that guidelines that they have not mentioned, many of which address important built form issues, 
are not relevant?  Or does it mean that they are relevant, but the proposal does not follow the guidelines?  
It is the latter.  Below is a summary of the most critical TM guidelines that the PR does not deem worthy 
of mention. These are glaring omissions.  We also provide a summary of analysis from the documents 
provided as to why the proposal does not conform.   
  
 

TM Guideline Does the proposal conform with guidelines? 

Guideline 2:  Plant clusters of trees on the 
flanking residential streets, where they meet the 
mainstreet, for additional greenspace 

The documents do not provide a landscaping plan 
to indicate a commitment to the planting of trees 
along Thornton Avenue? 

Guideline 8: Design quality buildings that are rich 
in architectural detail and respect the rhythm and 
pattern of existing or planned buildings on the 
street… 

Some effort has been made here, but the scale of 
the ground floor storefronts is too high to be 
compatible with Traditional Mainstreet on Bank 
Street (generally 10 feet).  Given that the building 
is roughly 90 m along Bank Street, the intent to 
break up massing as illustrated through images 
provided in the PR is not sufficient. 
 

Guideline 9: Ensure sufficient light and privacy for 
residential and institutional properties to the rear 
by ensuring that new development is compatible 
and sensitive with adjacent uses with regard to 
maximizing light and minimizing overlook. 
 

This proposal is completely insensitive to 
neighbouring residential properties with respect to 
maximizing light and minimizing overlook. 

Guideline 10: Design street sections with a ratio of 
building height to road corridor width of between 
1:1 and 1:3.  A ratio of 1:1 is appropriate for urban 
core areas, while a ratio of 1:2 to 1:3 is ideal for 
other traditional mainstreets. 

Bank Street is not in the urban core area, which 
means that a ratio of roughly 1:2 would conform.  
Given the proposed height of 26m, the proposed 
ratio of height to road corridor width would be 
much less than this, at only 1:0.8.     This much 
smaller ratio will provide excessive loom, sun 
shading, and will detract from attractive pedestrian 
on street experience. 
 

Guideline 15:  Ensure adequate sunlight for 
sidewalks by building within a 45-degree angular 
plane measured from the opposite sidewalk. 

This proposal does not respect the 45 degree 
angular plane as described and is likely to result 
in additional shade on pedestrian sidewalks.  The 
sunshade analysis provided raises some 
questions, including, is it really all dark at 8pm in 
June? 
 

Guideline 31:  Provide a minimum of 3 m wide 
landscape area, which may include a solid wall or 
fence in addition to planting at the edges of sites 
adjacent to residential or institutional properties. 

The proposal requests permission for a reduction 
to 1.5 m side yard setback.  



 
 
For the reasons cited in the two preceding discussion sections, we believe that the applicant’s request for 
additional height to eight (8) storeys is incompatible with the low-rise character in the core of the Glebe’s 
Traditional Mainstreet and creates unacceptable impacts.   
 
 
Negative impacts on neighbouring residential properties are unreasonable and have not been 
sufficiently addressed 
 
The negative and unintended impacts on residents of the reduced “rear yard” setback that is introduced 
as a result of merged properties are of course not mentioned in the PR – these impacts should not be 
further exacerbated by approval of greater height and massing. 
 
To be clear, merging of these two properties results in a situation where the rear yard of the “Mr Muffler” 
lot backing on to Monk Street residential lots is technically no longer a rear yard, but now an interior side 
yard, thereby resulting in the developer’s ability to build within 3m, rather than 7.5m of the Monk St 
resident’s rear lot line. This must certainly have been an unforeseen or unintended consequence of the 
merging of the two lots.  In any case, this can’t be considered as indicative of good planning, or more 
importantly, in the spirit of the Official Plan. This reduced setback would create significant negative 
impacts in terms of sun shading, building loom, potential wind impacts, etc.  The increased height also 
results in what are essentially sheer vertical wall conditions abutting residential properties on Monk 
Street.   
 
We assume that the proponent is aware of the extent to which these factors detract from the proposal as 
they have chosen not to provide relevant elevations nor visual perspectives that would have 
demonstrated these concerns quite clearly. The massing along Monk Street does not read like a 
residential building with which it is required to be sympathetic. In summary, to allow additional height on 
this site will add significant insult to injury – and should not be permitted. 
 
For this reason, we request that the City not approve any more than the permitted 15m building height on 
that part of the building that shares side yard with residential.  While some additional height may be 
considered beyond 15m, the onus should be on the applicant to clearly demonstrate that the building 
design mitigates against the impacts described above.  In addition, we request that the building should be 
set back a minimum 3 m where it abuts residential properties. 
 
We look forward to working with the City and the development team to find solutions to the issues raised 
and to the more appropriate redevelopment of this site. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Carolyn Mackenzie 
Planning Chair, Glebe Community Association 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Christine McAllister 
President, Glebe Community Association 


