
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

  
 

  
  

  
   

 
  

 
  

 
           

 

 
            

       
    
  

 
          

 
 

 
      

      
       

      
 

      
      

    
     

        
       

   
 

   
     

     
    

       
   

 
     

     
 

     
        

 

February 8, 2019 

Ms. Kerri Voumvakis 
Director, Strategic Initiatives, Policy & Analysis 
City of Toronto 
100 Queen Street West 
Toronto, ON 
M5H 2N2 

Dear Ms. Voumvakis, 

RE: City of Toronto’s Official Plan Review – Draft Amendments for Built Form and Public Realm 
Policies 

Thank you for meeting with our BILD Toronto Chapter Working Group on January 21, 2019 to discuss our 
thoughts and concerns regarding the Draft Official Plan Amendments (OPA) for Built Form and Public Realm 
Policies. We appreciate the time dedicated to work through the red-line version of the policies and 
collaboratively discuss potential revisions and more workable policy language. 

Further to our January 5th letter, we submit the following additional comments, as expressed in our meeting: 

3.1.1 The Public Realm 

 Section 9 – The proposed language to have new streets be provided as a public street is too restrictive. 
BILD Toronto Chapter recommends maintaining the current policy language as not all streets can be 
provided as public streets due to certain circumstances and site specific considerations. As indicated by 
our Working Group, the City’s public street requirements are not always achievable or suitable for a site. 

As exampled by the members in our discussions, the City’s requirement for Draft Plan of Subdivision 
approval as the only mechanism for securing and conveying public roads is onerous and, in many 
instances, not well understood when being implemented by City staff and Divisions. Furthermore, the 
standard zoning template requires roads and services to be constructed before the issuance of any 
building permits, which is unworkable for smaller sites that may contemplate the construction of all 
buildings and roads at the same time. It is our members’ experience that there is a disconnect with the 
City’s policy requirements and how they are implemented on the ground. 

In addition to the implementation concerns of this policy, our members believe this policy proposal 
contrasts the City’s objective to encourage the development of ‘missing middle’ product. By 
prescriptively securing more ‘suburban’ road standards, it impedes our members’ ability to provide 
more dense forms of ‘missing middle’ development such as back-to-back and stacked townhomes. Staff 
should be aware that suburban road standards, which is what is being proposed under this policy, 
ultimately reduces density yields in this form of housing. 

For the above-noted reasons, City staff should maintain the existing policy while adding language that 
would give the industry more flexibility to provide alternatives to public streets. 

 Section 11 – We recommend staff revise this policy to also consider shared driveways as a pick up/drop 
off area as well, and not just limited to service access to loading and parking facilities. 
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 Section 20/21 – To be consistent with Section 21, c), staff should add language to Section 20 that 
considers POPS as spaces for programming. We understand from our discussions that in order to 
include this change, there may be additional language that would explicitly state that access for POPs 
programming will need to be unfettered. 

3.1.2 Built Form 

 Section 1, b) – Further to the comments of our previous submission, it is our understanding that the 
intent of proposed policy 3.1.2.1(b) is to support pedestrian activity in the public realm. Further 
consideration should be given to this policy to clarify what is meant by “public buildings” and to 
recognize that the pedestrian experience can be enhanced through at-grade setbacks. 

 Section 7 – BILD Toronto Chapter recommend staff delete this policy proposal as the City has  already 
reviewed its policies regarding cultural heritage, resulting in OPA No. 199, which was appealed and 
settled through mediation. It is our position that this policy proposal undermines the spirit of the prior 
settlement by attempting to use the Draft Policies to introduce new cultural heritage-related policies. 

 Section 9, f) – We suggest softening the language under this policy by adding “where appropriate” as it 
may not always be practical and/or feasible to include all these requirements throughout a site or 
surface parking lot. 

 Section 10/11 – As indicated in our previous comments on this policy proposal, we reiterate that staff 
should reconsider their proposed policies regarding amenity space. Proposed policy 3.1.2.10 has been 
revised to remove the reference to “significant.” This is a fundamental change to the current policy 
framework as it will now require all multi-unit residential developments to provide indoor and outdoor 
shared amenity space. Ultimately, this will make it harder to achieve better housing affordability and for 
to develop smaller multi-unit residential projects. 

In addition, and as previously expressed, proposed policy 3.1.2.11 is overly prescriptive and provides no 
flexibility for the provision of outdoor amenity space. In particular, many intensification projects, 
including mid-rise projects, will find it challenging to satisfy all of these requirements, meaning that this 
policy will act as a disincentive to achieve the re-urbanization of many of the City’s main streets 

3.1.3 Built Form – Building Typologies 

Townhouse and Low-Rise Apartment Buildings 

 Section 2 – We believe staff should add the word “generally” before 4-storeys in an effort to provide 
more flexibility, particularly to allow for rooftop access vestibules. 

Tall Buildings 

BILD Toronto Chapter find the draft Tall Building policies, as a whole, overly prescriptive and consideration 
should be given to build in more flexibility in the policy language, like that of OPA No. 352. This can be done by 
addressing the following policy areas: 

 Section 7 – Proposed policy 3.1.3.7(b) would require a 12.5 metre tower setback to a side or rear lot line 
without consideration of the adjacent land use. As drafted, this policy would require 12.5 metres from a 
side lot line, even if that side lot line fronted on a public street. Similarly, proposed policy 3.1.3.7(a) is 
overly prescriptive and does not allow any flexibility for site-specific or contextual circumstances. 
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As iterated in our previous submission and in our discussions, the hard line this policy draws on 
minimum set backs is problematic and inflexible to the unique issues and/or contextual circumstances a 
project may face. Toronto Chapter members are very concerned that this policy, should you deviate 
from it’s minimum standard out of necessity, will force an unnecessary OPA. We strongly recommend 
City staff to soften the language of this policy in the interest of efficient processes and affordability. 

 Section 8, a) i. – Under this policy staff are suggesting base buildings or podiums of Tall Buildings should 
be designed to fit within the existing context. However, BILD Toronto Chapter recommends that the 
scope of this policy to be expanded, and that staff add “planned context” as a consideration. 

 Section 9 – BILD members take issue with setbacks and step backs increasing as tower height increases. 
We believe this policy should be removed as it will render tall building projects economically unfeasible. 

Thank you again for opportunity to be engaged in this process. We trust you will find our feedback helpful as you 
move forward in refining the Draft OPAs and look forward to seeing how they are taken into consideration. As 
you continue your work, we kindly ask that you keep us informed of key milestones. 

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please contact the undersigned at 
ctupe@bildgta.ca. 

Sincerely, 

Carmina Tupe, MCIP RPP 
Planner, Policy and Government Relations BILD 

Cc: Steven Dixon, City of Toronto 
Gary Switzer, BILD Toronto Chapter Chair 
BILD Toronto Chapter Members 
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