Attachment 9A

HCD

Prioritization Criteria

Potential HCD NameAgincourt

Note: Determination of "significant", "high", "moderate”, "low", "little" or "few" was relative and based
on a comparison between all 16 nominated districts in this prioritizatioalysis.

Criteria by Category Level Check
ONE
Development Activity
1. Potertial districthasa significantnumber of planning, Committee of H
Adjustment, building or demolition application009-2013.
2. Potertial districthasa moderate number of planning, Committee of M
Adjustment, builing or demolition applications, 2062013.
3. Potertial districthas fewplanning, Committee of Adjustment, L X

building or demolition applications, 2062013.

Notes:The nominated district had law number of planning, Committee of Adjustment, building or
demolition applications, 20022013, for its size.

Existing level of Protection

1. Potertial districthasa significantnumberof properties without some H X
level ofheritage protection

2. Potential district has enoderatenumberof properties without some M
level of heritage protection.

3. Potential district has ow numberof properties without some level L

of heritage protection.

Notes:Approximately96% of properties have no form of heritage protection in the nominated district.

Fragility of the Area

1. Neglector wilful damage are documented in the area or additional H
losses in the area mayegatively affecthe potentialHCDdesignation
2. Generalneglect ofproperties in thearea is evident M
3. Some maintenance issubst does not appear to be widespread L X
Notes: Compared to other nominated districts, properties in the nominated district are not likely to b

subject to property standards violations for which charges or orders are issued.

Planning Priorities

1. The area Wl be, or ispart of a planningstudyor Cfficial Plan H
Amendment, or an HCD study or plan is likely to support related
Official Plan objectives
2. The area Is identified as a potential HCD in the Official Plan and/c M
has not been the subject of a recent planning study
3. A planning study hacently been completed for the arear is not L X

anticipated in the coming year.

Notes No major planning studies are contemplated in the coming year.
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Archaeology

1. The nominated districtontairs an Archaeologically Sensitive Area H
(ASA).

2. Thenominated districtcontainrs no ASA, but contaga moderate to M X
highpercentage of land area identified as having archaeological
potential.

3. The nominated districtontairs no ASA, but contasiittle to no L
percentage of land area identified as having archaeological poten

Notes:Agincourthas no ASA, bil8% of its land area has archaeological potential, which is higher tha
the median value of all districts (27%)

Other Considerations

Priority: Medium
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Attachment B ¢ Map 9 ¢ Study BoundaryAgincourt
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Attachment 10A

HCD

Prioritization Criteria

Potential HCD Namd4arbord Village Phase I

Note: Determination of "significant"”, "high", "moderate”,

on a comparison between all 16 nominated districts in this prioritization analysis.

low", "little" or "few" was relative d&rased

Criteria by Category Level Check
ONE
Development Activity
4. Potertial districthasa significantnumber of planning, Committee of H
Adjustment, building or demolition application009-2013.
5. Potertial districthasa moderate number of planning, Committee of M
Adjustment, builing or demolition applications, 2062013.
6. Potertial districthasfew planning, Committee of Adjustment, L X

building or demolition applications, 2062013.

Notes:The nominated district had law number of planning, Committee of Adjustment, building or
demolition applications, 20022013, for its size.

Existing levebf Protection

4. Potertial districthasa significanthnumberof properties without some H X
level of heritage protection
5. Potential district has enoderatenumberof properties without some M
level of heritage protection.
6. Potential district has ow numberof properties without some level L
of heritage protection.
Notes: Approximatel®9% of properties have no form of heritage protection in the nominated district.

Fragility of the Area

4. Neglector wilful damage are documented in the area or additional H
losses in the area mayegatively affecthe potentialHCDdesignation
5. General neglect of properties in tlzgea is evident M
6. Some maintenance issubst does not appear to be widespread L X
Notes: Compared to other nominated districts, properties in the nominated district are not likely to b

subject to property standards violations for which charges or orders are issued.

Planning Priorities

4. The area ¥ be, or ispart ofa planningstudyor Official Plan H X
Amendment, or an HCD study or plan is likely to support related
Official Plan objectives

5. The area Is identified as a potential HCD in the Official Plan and/c M
has not been the subject of a recent planning study

6. A planningstudy has recently been completed for the area, or is n¢ L

anticipated in the coming year.

Notes: The area will be studied as part of the TOcore major planning study.
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Archaeology

4. The nominated districtontains an Archaeologically Sensitive Area H
(ASA).

5. The nominated districtontairs no ASA, but contasa moderate to M
highpercentage of land area identified as having archaeological
potential.

6. The nominated districtontairs no ASA, but contaslittle to no L X
percentage of land area identified as having archaeological poten

Notes:Thepotential district has no ASA, and less than 1% of its land area has archaeological potent
which is below the median value of all districts (27%)

OtherConsiderations

Priority: Medium
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Attachment 10Bg Map 10 ¢ Study BoundaryHarbord Village Phase Il
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Attachment 11A

HCD

Prioritization Criteria

Potential HCD Nameéfhe Junction

Note: Determination of "significant”, "high",

on a comparison between all 16 nominated districts in this prioritization analysis.

moderate", "lowtittle" or "few" was relative and based

Criteria by Category Level Check
ONE
Development Activity
7. Potertial districthasa significantnumber of planning, Committee of H
Adjustment, building or demolition application009-2013.
8. Potertial districthasa moderate number of planning, Committee of M
Adjustment, builing or demolition applications, 2062013.
9. Potertial districthasfew planning, Committee of Adjustment, L X

building or demolition applications, 2062013.

Notes:The nominated district had law number of planning, Committee of Adjustment, building or
demolition applications, 20022013, for its size.

Existing levebf Protection

7. Potertial districthasa significantnumberof properties without some H X
level of heritage protection
8. Potential district has enoderatenumberof properties without some M
level of heritage protection.
9. Potential district has ®ow numberof properties without some level L
of heritage protection.
Notes: Approximatel®8% of properties have no form of heritage protection in the nominated district.

Fragility of the Area

7. Neglector wilful damage are documented in the area or additional H
losses in the area mayegatively affecthe potentialHCDdesignation
8. General neglect of properties in tlzgea is evident M
9. Some maintenance issubst does not appear to be widespread L X
Notes: Compared to other nominated districts, properties in the nominated district are not likely to b

subject to property standards violations for which charges or orders are issued.

Planning Priorities

7. The area\il be, or ispart of a planningstudyor Official Plan H
Amendment, or an HCD study or plan is likely to support related
Official Plan objectives
8. The area Is identified as a potential HCD in the Official Plan and/c M
has not been the subject of a recent planning study
9. A planningstudy has recently been completed for the area, or is n¢ L X

anticipated in the coming year.

Notes:No major planning studies are contemplated in the coming year.
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Archaeology

7. The nominated districtontairsan Archaeologically Sensitive Area H
(ASA).

8. The nominated districtontairs no ASA, but contasa moderate to M
highpercentage of land area identified as having archaeological
potential.

9. The nominated districtontairs no ASA, but contaslittle to no L X
percentage of land area identified as having archaeological poten

Notes: Thepotential district has no ASA, and 2% of its land area has archaeological potential, which
below the median value of all districts (27%).

Other Considerations

Priority: Medium
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Attachment 11Bg Map 11 ¢ Study BoundaryThe Junction
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Attachment 12A
HCD Prioritization Criteria
Potential HCD Namé:easide

Note: Determination of "significant”, "high", "moderate”, "low", "little" or "few" was relative and based
on a comparison between all 16 nominated districts in this prioritization analysis.

Criteria by Category Level Check
ONE
Development Activity
10. Potertial districthasa significantnumber of planning, Committee of H
Adjustment, building or demolition application009-2013.
11. Potertial districthasa moderate number of planning, Committee of M X
Adjustment, builing or demolition applications, 2062013.
12. Potential districthasfew planning, Committee of Adjustment, L

building or demolition applications, 2062013.

Notes:The nominated district had moderatenumber of planning, Committee of Adjustment, building ¢

demolition applications, 20022013, for its size.

Existingevel of Protection

10. Potertial districthasa significantnumberof properties H X
without somelevel of heritage protection

11. Potential district has snoderatenumberof properties M
without some level of heritage protection.

12. Potential district has oow numberof properties without L

some level of heritage protection.

Notes: Approximatel®9% of properties have no form of heritage protection in the nominated district.

Fragility of the Area

10. Neglector wilful damage are documented in the area or additional H
losses in the area mayegatively affecthe potentialHCDdesignation
11. General neglect of properties in tlagea is evident M
12. Some maintenance issubst does not appear to be widespread L X

Notes: Compared to other nominated districts, properties in the nominate

subject to property standards violations for which charges or orders are issued.

d district are not likely to b

Planning Priorities

10. The area Wl be, or ispart of a planningstudyor Cfficial Plan H
Amendment, or an HCD study or plan is likely to support related
Official Plan objectives
11. The area Is identified as a potential HCD in the Official Plan and/c M
has not been the subject of a recent planning study
12. A planningstudy has recently been completed for the area, or is n( L X

anticipated in the coming year.

Notes:No major planning studies are contemplated in the coming year.

34



Archaeology

10. The nominated districtontairs an Archaeologically Sensitive Area H
(ASA).

11. The nominated districtontairsno ASA, but contaga moderate to M
highpercentage of land area identified as having archaeological
potential.

12. The nominated districtontairs no ASA, but contaglittle to no L X
percentage of land area identified as having archaeological poten

Notes: Thepotential district has no ASA, anélbf its land area has archaeological potential, which is
below the median value of all districts (27%).

Other Considerations

Priority: Medium
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Attachment 12B¢ Map 12 ¢ Study BoundaryLeaside
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Attachment 13A
HCD Prioritization Criteria
Potential HCD Namdiberty Village

Note: Determination of "significant", "high", "moderate”, "low", "little" or "few" was relative drased
on a comparison between all 16 nominated districts in this prioritization analysis.

Criteria by Category Level Check
ONE
Development Activity
13. Potertial districthasa significantnumber of planning, Committee of H
Adjustment, building or demolition application009-2013.
14. Potertial districthasa moderate number of planning, Committee of M
Adjustment, builing or demolition applications, 2062013.
15. Potential districthasfew planning, Committee of Adjustment, L X

building or demolition applications, 2062013.

Notes:The nominated district had law number of planning, Committee of Adjustment, building or

demolition applications, 20022013, for its size.

Existing levebf Protection

13. Potertial districthasa significantnumberof properties
without somelevel of heritage protection

H

14. Potential district has snoderatenumberof properties
without some level of heritage protection.

M

15. Potential district has oow numberof properties without
some level of heritage protection.

L

Notes: Approximatel38 % of properties have no form of heritage protection in the nominated district,

Fragility of the Area

13. Neglector wilful damage are documented in the area or additional H
losses in the area mayegatively affecthe potentialHCDdesignation
14. General neglect of properties in tlagea is evident M
15. Some maintenance issubst does not appear to be widespread L X

Notes: Compared to other nominated districts, properties in the nominated district are not likely to b

subject to property standards violations for which charges or orders are issued.

Planning Priorities

13. The area Wl be, or ispart of a planningstudyor Cfficial Plan H X
Amendment, or an HCD study or plan is likely to support related
Official Plan objectives

14. The area Is identified as a potential HCD in the Official Plan and/c M
has not been the subject of a recent planning study

15. A planningstudy has recently been completed for the area, or is n( L

anticipated in the coming year.

Notes:The area is subject to the Courailthorized West of Downtown Study, and an Environmental
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| Assessment for a new street
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Archaeology

13. The nominated districtontairs an Archaeologically Sensitive Area H
(ASA).

14. The nominated districtontairsno ASA, but contaga moderate to M
highpercentage of land area identified as having archaeological
potential.

15. The nominated districtontairsno ASA, but contasgilittle to no L X
percentage of land area identified as having archaeological poten

Notes: Thepotential district has no ASA, anélbof its land area has archaeological potential, which is
below the median value of all district27%).

Other Considerations

Priority: Medium
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Attachment 13B¢ Map

13 ¢ Study BoundaryLiberty Village
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Attachment 14A
HCD Prioritization Criteria
Potential HCD NameSummerhill

Note: Determination of "significant", "high", "moderate"”, "lowTittle" or "few" was relative and based

on a comparison between all 16 nominated districts in this prioritization a

nalysis.

Criteria by Category

Level Check
ONE

Development Activity

16. Potertial districthasa significantnumber of planning, Committee of
Adjustment, building or demolition application009-2013.

17. Potential districthasa moderate number of planning, Committee of M X

Adjustment, builing or demolition applications, 2062013.

18. Potertial districthasfew planning, Committee of Adjustment,
building or demolition applications, 2062013.

Notes:The nominated district had moderatenumber of planning, Committee of Adjustment, building ¢

demolition applications, 20022013, for its size.

Existingevel of Protection

16. Potertial districthasa significantnumberof properties H X
without somelevel of heritage protection

17. Potential district has snoderatenumberof properties M
without some level of heritage protection.

18. Potential district has oow numberof properties without L

some level of heritage protection.

Notes: Approximatel®8 % of properties have no form of heritage protection in the nominated district,

Fragility of the Area

16. Neglector wilful damage are documented in the area or additional H
losses in the area mayegatively affecthe potentialHCDdesignation
17. General neglect of properties in tlagea is evident M
18. Some maintenance issubst does not appear to be widespread L X

Notes: Compared to other nominated districts, properties in the nominate

subject to property standards violations for which charges or orders are issued.

d district are not likely to b

Planning Priorities

16. The area Wl be, or ispart ofa planningstudyor Cfficial Plan H
Amendment, or an HCD study or plan is likely to support related
Official Plan objectives
17. The area Is identified as a potential HCD in the Official Plan and/c M
has not been the subject of a recent planning study
18. A planning study has recently been completed for the area, oris 1 L X
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anticipated in the coming year.

Notes:No major planning studies are contemplated in the coming year.
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Archaeology

16. The nominated districtontairs an Archaeologically Sensitive Area H
(ASA).

17. The nominated districtontairsno ASA, but contaga moderate to M
highpercentage of land area identified as having archaeological
potential.

18. The nominated districtontairs no ASA, but contaglittle to no L X
percentage of land area identified as having archaeological poten

Notes: Thepotential district has no ASA, anélbf its land area has archaeological potential, which is
below the median value of all districts (27%).

OtherConsiderations

Priority: Medium
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Attachment 14Bg Map 14 ¢ Study BoundarySummerhill

JACKES AVENUE

L

FWOODL‘AWN AVENUE EAST ee—
— ‘ | T ‘ |

‘

i “ ’

SUMMERHILL AVENUE

YONGE STREET

| T MATHERSFlE T
\ \ | | ‘

e oRNE

o

T Tll : MHMJHM Ji -

Ty 7TH'\H|

MT“B“N'“ City Planning
Study Area

Summerhlll
Nominated Heritage Conservation District

0

Not to Scale
1123/12015

44



Attachment 15A
HCD Prioritization Criteria
Potential HCD Namalest Annex

Note: Determination of "significant"”, "high"moderate

low", "little" or "few" was relative and based

on a comparison between all 16 nominated districts in this prioritization analysis.
Criteria by Category Level Check
ONE
Development Activity
19. Potertial districthasa significantnumber of planning, Committee of H
Adjustment, building or demolition application®009-2013.
20. Potertial districthasa moderate number of planning, Committee of M X
Adjustment, builing or demolition applications, 2062013.
21. Potertial districthasfew planning, Committee of Adjustment, L

building or demolition applications, 2062013.

Notes:The nominated district had moderatenumber of planning, Committee of Adjustment, building ¢

demolition applications, 20022013, for its size.

Existingevel of Protection

19. Potertial districthasa significantnumberof properties H
without somelevel of heritage protection

20. Potential district has enoderatenumberof properties M X
without some level of heritage protection.

21. Potential district has oow numberof properties without L

some level of heritage protection.

Notes: Approximatel®1 % of properties have no form of heritage protection in the nominated district,

Fragility of the Area

19. Neglector wilful damage are documented in the area or additional H
losses in the area mayegatively affecthe potentialHCDdesignation
20. General neglect of properties in tlagea is evident M X
21. Some maintenance issubst does not appear to be widespread L
Notes: Compared to other nominated districts, properties in the nominated districinaneeratelylikely
to be subject to property standards violations for which charges or orders are issued.
Planning Priorities
19. The area Wl be, or ispart of a planningstudyor Cfficial Plan H
Amendment, or an HCD study or plan is likely to support related
Official Plan objectives
20. The area Is identified as a potential HCD in the Official Plan and/c M

has not been the subject of a recent planning study
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21. Aplanning study has recently been completed for the area, or is n

anticipated in the coming year.

Notes:No major planning studies are contemplated in the coming year.
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Archaeology

19. The nominated districtontairs an Archaeologically Sensitive Area H
(ASA).

20. The nominated districtontainrs no ASA, but contaga moderate to M X
highpercentage of land area identified as having archaeological
potential.

21. The nominated districtontainrsno ASA, but contaglittle to no L
percentage of land area identified as having archaeological poten

Notes: Thepotential district has no ASA, and 63% of its land area has archaeological potential, which
above the median value of all districts (27%).

Other Considerations

Priority: Medium
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Attachment 15B¢ Map 15 ¢ Study BoundaryWest Annex
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