
 
Ontario Municipal Board 

Commission des affaires municipales de l’Ontario 

ISSUE DATE: 

Dec. 14, 2006 
DECISION/ORDER NO: 

3481 
 PL060639 

 
 

 
 

 
IN THE MATTER OF subsection 45(12) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P. 13, as amended 
 
Applicant and Appellant: Wayne Pike and Sharon Romanycia 
Subject: Minor Variance 
Property Address/Description: 2021 Ontario Street 
Municipality: City of Windsor  
OMB Case No.: PL060639 
OMB File No.: V060341 
Municipal File No.: A-058/06 
  
 
IN THE MATTER OF subsection 53(19) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P. 13, as amended 
 
Applicant and Appellant: Wayne Pike and Sharon Romanycia 
Subject: Consent 
Property Address/Description: 2021 Ontario Street 
Municipality: City of Windsor  
Municipal File No.: B-067/06 
OMB Case No.: PL060639 
OMB File No.: C060214 
  
 
A P P E A R A N C E S :  
 

Parties Counsel*/Agent
 
Wayne Pike and Sharon Romanycia 

 
D. Jeffrey 

 
City of Windsor 

 
M. Nazarewich* 

  
 
MEMORANDUM OF ORAL DECISION DELIVERED BY J.R. AKER ON DECEMBER 
6, 2006 AND ORDER OF THE BOARD       _____ 
 

 Wayne Pike and Sharon Romanycia (appellants) are the owners of a residential 
property known municipally as 2021 and 2055 Ontario Street in the City of Windsor (City).  
The property contains a large two and one-half-storey dwelling and a second building     
used, at one time, as a garage/servant’s quarters.  The owners propose to create a new lot 
with a frontage of 50 feet and a depth of approximately 135.16 feet containing the 
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garage/servant’s quarters.   The retained lot would have a frontage of 158.50 feet and a 
depth of approximately 135.16 feet containing the main house. 

In order to comply with the provisions of Zoning By-law 8600, a reduced rear yard 
setback relating to the severed lot would be required.  The requested variance is for a 0.52 
metre rear yard setback whereas the By-law requires a 7.5 metre rear yard setback.  His 
requested variance was not contested at the hearing. 

On June 14, 2006 the Committee of Adjustment of the City of Windsor denied the 
application for the conveyance and denied the application for the requested variance.     
Mr. Wayne Pike appealed these two decisions to the Board.   

Background 

 The subject property is located on the southeast corner of Ontario Street and 
Devonshire Road in the former Town of Walkerville and now part of the City of Windsor.  
The dwelling and garage/ servant’s quarters were constituted in 1927-1928 for Harry Low, 
a toolmaker and rum-runner during Prohibition. Both buildings are English “Cotswold” 
Cottage style construction and Mr. Low called the house “Devonshire Lodge” and had the 
name imbedded in the front walk. 

 The home was purchased in 1961 by the Honourable Paul Martin and his wife Alice 
Eleanor “Nell” Martin. The career of Mr. Martin included over 30 years of service in the 
House of Commons as well as service as Canada’s High Commissioner to Great Britain.  
Their son, Paul Martin Jr., was the former Prime Minister of Canada.   The house and 
garage are now commonly known as the Low-Martin house or the Paul Martin house.   

Position of the Applicants/ Appellants 

 Wayne Pike and Sharon Romanycia were represented by Mr. Doug Jeffrey, an  
experienced real estate broker in the City of Windsor. 

 Mr. Jeffrey provided the Board with photographs of the subject property and 
surrounding area (Exhibit 3).   His evidence is that the surrounding area includes duplexes, 
townhouses and smaller single-family dwellings.  He did acknowledge that there are estate 
type dwellings on Devonshire Road and west of the subject property on Ontario Street.  
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 Mr. Jeffrey did review the proposed site plan (Exhibit 4) and the driveway relocation 
and vehicle access to the severed lot. 

 His evidence is that the appellants purchased the home in 1995 and have 
completed significant interior upgrading including the replacement of electrical wiring, 
replacement of stain-glassed windows where necessary and interior upgrading replicating 
the quality at the time of construction.  His evidence is that the appellants only need one 
dwelling and the cost of maintaining two dwellings is becoming excessive.  He used as an 
example the need to replace the “French Rolling Roof” on the main house at a cost of 
approximately $125,000. 

His evidence is that the proposed severance will not alter the physical presence of 
the two buildings.  The properties would be owned by two separate families who could 
each better  maintain the dwellings and the grounds and make better use of the two 
individual homes.   

Position of the City and Participants 

 Mr. Robert Riley, a Senior Planner employed by the City of Windsor, and Ms Nancy 
Morand, a Heritage Planner employed by the City of Windsor, provided opinion planning 
evidence in opposition to the severance application.   Ms Sharon Kelly and Ms Diane 
Abbey, both residents of the City of Windsor, spoke in opposition to the proposed 
severance. 

 The evidence of Mr. Riley is that heritage planning is included in the Official Plan of 
the City of Windsor.  Heritage Conservation is in section 9 of the Official Plan and in 
particular subsection 9.2.1 states the objective is: 

 To conserve Windsor’s heritage resources for the benefit of the community 
and posterity in a manner which respects their architectural, historical and 
contextual significance and ensures their future viability as functional 
components of Windsor’s urban environment. 

His evidence is that the Official Plan is consistent with section 2.6.1 of the Provincial Policy 
Statement 2005 that states: 

Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage 
landscapes shall be conserved. 
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In his opinion, the subject property should be conserved as set out in the Provincial 
Policy Statement 2005 as the severance of the subject property would jeopardize the 
property as a heritage site.   

 In his opinion, the proposed severance does not conform to the Official Plan to 
conserve Windsor’s heritage resources and fails the criteria of subsection 51(24)(c) of the 
Planning Act. 

 The evidence of Ms Morand is that Low-Martin house has significant heritage value.   
In her opinion the subject property has historical value, architectural value sand contextual 
value. 

 Her evidence is that the house is historically significant because of its association 
with an infamous rum-runner Harry Low and the politically successful Martin family who 
owned the house for some 35 years.   She reviewed in detail the political life of Paul Martin 
Sr. and that of former Prime Minister Paul Martin Jr. 

 Her evidence is that the house is architecturally significant in that this landmark 
building is a rare crescent-shaped English “Cotswold” Cottage-style home of rough-cut 
stone.  The elements of note are the undulating roof, asymmetrical bays, jerkin-headed 
gables, conical roof over the rounded bay, recessed balconette over the arched recessed 
entranceway and the oriel windows with leaded bevelled glass.  Her evidence is that the 
garage/ servant's quarters is the same style as the main house.    

 Her evidence is that the buildings and property have contextual value.  The property 
majestically spans the south eastern corner of Devonshire Road and Ontario Street in the  
heart of the historic former Town of Walkerville, founded by distiller Hiram Walker in 1858.  
Her evidence is that the home is a landmark in a neighbourhood characterized by large 
heritage homes.   It is a source of community pride. 

In her opinion, the property including the main house, the garage/ servant’s quarters 
and the grounds provide a heritage integrity by complementing each other.  If the property  
is severed, the opinion of Ms Morand is that it would jeopardize the integrity of the site as 
an estate. 
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In her opinion, the proposed severance fails subsection 51(24) (a) of the Planning 
Act on matters of provincial interest as referred to in section 2.  Section 2 (d) states that the 
Municipal Board shall have regard to matters of provincial interest such as the 
conservation of features of significant architectural, cultural, historical, archaeological or 
scientific interest. 

The evidence of Ms Sharon Kelly, who lives across the street on Devonshire Road, 
is that the proposed severance could change the character of the property and will result in 
something not compatible with the surrounding homes. 

The evidence of Ms Diane Abbey, who grew up at 1190 Devonshire Road, is that 
this is an historic stately area and the Paul Martin house is significant in terms of the 
history of Walkerville and that this home should be retained in its current character. 

Findings of the Board 

 The applicants/appellants only witness was Mr. Doug Kelly.  He demonstrated a 
knowledge of real estate but provided only two exhibits for the hearing today.   He provided 
some planning evidence but stated in his final submission as agent that he did not give 
consideration to subsection 51(24) of the Planning Act.  He did state that his client would 
accept a heritage designation on both properties as a condition of severance. 

 Based on the evidence, the Board finds that the subject property is a significant and 
unique part of Windsor’s history.  The Board finds that the subject property has heritage 
value including historic value, architectural value and contextual value.  Based on the 
evidence, the Board finds that the entire property has a heritage integrity and the character 
of this property should be preserved as a whole. 

 Based on the planning evidence of Mr. Riley and Ms Morand, the Board finds that 
the proposed severance clearly fails subsections 51(24) (a) and 51 (24) (c) of the Planning 
Act.  The Board, at the commencement of the hearing, had advised everyone in 
attendance of subsection 51(24) of the Planning Act and the responsibility to provide 
evidence relating to this section of the Planning Act.  

The Board Orders that the appeal on the consent is dismissed and provisional 
consent is not given. 
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The Board heard limited evidence under subsection 45(1) of the Planning Act 
relating to the requested variance.   As the requested variance was integral to the failed 
consent application, any finding on the requested variance will have no practical 
significance. 

Therefore, the appeal relating to the variance is dismissed and the variance is not 
authorized. 

The Board so Orders. 
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