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High Park

Aparment Neighbourhood

Area Character Study
Design Review Fanel
ord Review April 17, 2018

Elisabeth Silva Stewart, Planner
JenniferRenaud, Planner
Allison Reid, Senior Urbban Designer

The Siudy Will evaluate
existing area characteristics and
identify appropriate policies,
principles and guidelines that will
guide change and compatible infill
developmentin the High Park
Apartment Neighbourhood.
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Council Direction

Toronto Official Plan

GLEMLAKE AVEMUE

/

B Where s ignificantintensificationof fand
gdiccentio a Neighbourhood brApartment
Weighbourhioodis proposed, Councilwill
deterimine; atthe earliest pointinthe process,
whetherornota Secondary Plan, area specific
zoning by-law or area specific policy will be
created in consultation with the local
comumunity following an Avenue Study. or ared
based study.”
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QUEBEC AVENLUE
HitzH PARK AVENLUE

KEELE STREET

Study Outcomes _
BLOOR STREET WEST ™

* Site and Area Specific Official Plan Policy i
* Area-Specific Urban Design Guidelines //‘
HIGH PARK

* Community Improvement Opportunities

Study Area Boundary

+19.6 ha andincludes 21 properties
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Study Process

Meetings since Design Review Panel 1
Review on February 22, 2018:

» Community Working Group Meetings
February 27, 2018 & April 9, 2018

* City Staff Team Meetings
March 1, 2018 & April 10, 2018

* Community Consultation Meeting #2
March 8, 2018

* Etobicoke York Community Council
Status Report April 4, 2018

» Natural Heritage Consultant Site Visit
April 13, 2018

Study Timeline

The Study began in October 2017 and is expected
tobe completed by June 2018,
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Official Plan Policy

The Study Area is located outside growth areas identified on the Official Plan Map 2
Urban Structure and within the Apartment Neighbourhoods land use designation.

i Olﬁt|a| Pian - Mﬂp :‘? Lamd llhe Degrralicms
il B Urban Structure
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Potential Character Defining Elements

The following characteristics are being reviewed and evaluate d as part of the Study Area
assessment. Character defining elements will be identified to guide policy and guideline
development, inform compatible infill opportunitie s and constraints, and to identify potential
community improvemeant opportunitie s,

Natural Features and Envirenment
* Natural Heritage Features

= Water {Infiltration, Hydrogeology)

* Topography

* Treesand Ve getation

= Birdsand Wildlife Habitat

Built and Cultural Heritage

* Indige nousHistory and Interests

* Built Form Evalution

* Existing Heritage Properties

» |dentification of Cultural Heritage Resources

Public Realm

* Views and Vistas

* Parksand Public OpensSpace
» Streatsand Blocks

= Streetscapes

* Pedestrian &Amenity

» Cycling Ame nity

* Mid-Block Connactions

Open Space

» OpenSpace Within the Block

» Outdoor Amenity Areas

* Private Gardens and Landscapes
» Child-friendly spaces

" PetAreas

il Toronmo
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Potential Character Defining Elements

Built Form

» surrounding Conte xt

Servicing

» Drivewaysand Loading Areas
* Building Types = Vehicle & Bicycle Parking (on-site, on-street)
» Building Placement and Orientation
= D nsity (fsi)

= Cornerand Interior Lots

* Building Sethacks

» Addressand Entrances

i Cratnd Plaks lisek Methods of Character Analysis

The Study Area characteristics are being assessed and evaluatedthrough site
wisits, archival research, 20 geospatial analysiz and 30 computer modelling.

» Waste Management {storage and picl-up)
» WayfindingSignage and Traffic Control

= Building Heights

= Transition :
» Separation Distances ir ‘ ;! ﬁ'l 3 .;—
= Sunlight and Shad ow Lo S E 1 i I
* Pedestrian Level Wind F I flf 1 28 l'
= Building Design and Materials ‘E'ﬁ,+.' ek 'ﬁ,l E‘-‘_..! !
______ & BE gl -
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Natural Heritage and Water

The Study Areais located directly north of High Parkcand in close proximity to lands identified as
Provincial AN 51, Environmentally Significant Areas, NaturalHeritage System, Ravines and Natural

Features,

Sensitive High Park Water Features
_AreaMydrogeology

Stormwater Catchment Areas

Cross Sectkon Along Biloor Streat

o iy
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P sams prmpn

Matural Heritage Features
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Natural Features and Environment Analysis

Natural Heritage Impact Study
A Natural Heritage Impact Study (NHIS) for the
High Park Apartment Neighbourhood Area
(HPAN] is being prepared and will:

i. build upon and fill any gapsin the Bloor
West Village Avenue Study Natural Heritage
Impact Study;

ii. identify and evaluate any potential impacts

of future development within the HPAN Area;

iii. identify ways to avoid or to mitigate any
potential impacts from development; and

iv. identify any detailed studies that may be
required as part of future development
applicationsin the HPAN Study Area.

TORONTO

Biodiverse Landscape Manual
The Biodiverse Landscape Manualwill:

= identify biodiversity and ecological function goals forthe
planting strategy;

* recommend appropriate plant, shrub andtree species;

* recommend opportunities for andtypes of habitat structure;

* identify otherhabitat opportunitiesthat can be created
throughlandscape design; and

* recognize local constraints such as underground parking
garages that extend beyond buildingfootprints.

1 ToronTo



Built and Cultural Heritage Analysis

Existing Heritage Properties

The map below shows designated heritage properties
located within and adjacant totheStudy Area.
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Archeological Potential Areas

The map below highlightsin pink areas of archazologica
potentiallocated within and adjacent to theStudy Area.
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Built and Cultural Heritage

Built Form Evolution

The Study Areais characterized by three eras of development. Subdivision and
lowi-rise residential developrment inthe late 197 and early 207 century. Land
aszembly and “towerinthe park” higherise redevelopment inthe [ate 1950s
through 1980, Incremental mid-rise and tall building infill development from the
early 2000510 present day.
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Cultural Heritage Resources Assessment

TheStudy Areaisbeing evaluated to ensure all prop erties of cultural
heritage value orinterest are appropriately identified as part ofthe
updating frameworkto guidefuture development of theStudy Area.

The result of the Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment will inform the
built form strategy, design guidelines and final recommendations ofthe
planning initiatives and guideline s for the Study Area.

Fropertizswillbe evaluated fortheir cultural heritagevalue or interest
anthe basizof dired esvidencz and historicalreszarch. Thizsincludesthe
assessment ofthe integrty of a property, the strangth of its physical
festuresor attributes and s historic context. Heritage evaluationis
related tothe abiltyofthe propertytomest at least one ofthe criteria

of Ontario Fegulation 9/06. mﬂ]
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Community Engagement

Connecting Character with Yalue and Experence

Community Consultation Meeting #1
October 25, 2017

Feedback wasreceived on three key questions:

1.What elem ents define the physical character ofthe area?
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2.What spaces and aliributes are mostvalued?
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3.What condilions are less desirable and how can these be
improved?
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Social Pinpoint pecember 15,2017 to January 23, 2013

TheStudySocial Pinpoint page isadigital engagementtoolthat allowed community membersto provide comments
about sixtopicthemes on an interactive map. Topic questions coverad: 1. OutdoorSpaces, 2. Routes, 3. Tenant
Amenities, 4. Valued Places & Bvants, 5. Community Services & Facilities and 6. Local Shopping & Services.

OntheZocial Finpoint page, participants couldzoom inon the High ParkApartmeant Meighbourhood Study Area, add
theirfeedback and viewthe comments posted to the map to learn abouwt other community member experiences

withinthe neighbourhood.

| Temant Amenities 0 Vilosd Places & Events [l Local Shapping & Services
M Routes [l Owidoor Spaces B Communiiy Services & Facilies

604 site visits
569 unique users
?:36 average time [minutes)

unigue stakehaolders [ﬂm

251 comments received 11
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Community Engagement

Connecting Character with Yalue and Experience

Social Pinpoint Responses
We heard about:
Cutdoor spaces you visit.
2. Theways you move around.
3. Apartment building amenitie s you use.
4, Localplacesor events you feel add value to the community.
5. Local community servicesand facilities that you use.

&. Local shops and personal or professional service syou visit.

Wealsoreceived feedback about areas of concern relatedto the topics above, aswell as other m 5.,.!;*
i1ssues, suchas construction, proposaed intensification, tree loss and housing affordability. The maps = o

belaw provide 3 graphic summary of activities, places, routes and issuss identifisd Sample of photos pinned by Social Finpoint respondents

OutdoorSpaces Travel & Areasof 4 T
& Amenities " " Routes Concem

" [ A

" o E ~=H

\ i -

: P
o i &

FhsvF

i
i




@B) FLANNING A GREAT CITY. TOGH
Community Engagement
Connecting Character with Yalue and Experience

March 8, 2018
Open House and Workshops

We heard from the Local Community about:

Open Space & Natural Features Routes & Connections

o e




DRAFT Guiding Principles

Matural Features and Environment

Protect, preserve and enhance the natural environment within and
adjacent to the study area.

1. Recognize the sensitivity and prodmity of significant notural featurnes

ond ecological functions and appropriotery asses:, protect ana
rifigate impacts on those features and functions.

2, Protectand preserve exsting mature trees, vegetation and wildlife
habitat wherever pozsible.

3. nmoduce more native tree and plant species, biodiverse
londscopes and green roofs, and 1owimpact development sinategies
into the design of smeats, parks and private properties.

4. promote innovative, energy -efficient ond sustainable design.

§.  maintagin and increase opporunities for groundwoter infilbootion.

4. Awnid desp underground stoctures hat disturs notural groundwoter
flows.

7. preserve oirenc sitthesed lamd 1o suppaort matne rees, woter in fitration
and opporiunities to expand the public realm.

&. ntegrote bird -friendly meosures hroughoutal aspects of site and
building design, including retrofitoppornifies.

CATREVTRILAT BT [T 1

Public Realm

Provide ahigh quality, well-connected, safe and comfortable publicrealm
which prioritizes pedestrians, oyclists and public transit use and supports
people of all ages and abilitie s.

1. maintain and enhance wiews from the public realm to parks, open spaces,
natural featires , hentage properties and otherlocal landrarks.

2. maintain sunlight ana provice comfortable wind conditions for smeets,
sidennalks, parks and open spaces.

3. necrease public parkland within the sty area hrough the developrent of new
parks and expansion of exsting parks.

4. recognize High Park Avenue as the central promenode of he
neighbourhood and gatewwdy to High Park.

£, Provide green streets with tree-lined, landscaped boulevards, green infrasmichne,
genenou $ sidewalks, bicwcle parking and comfortable places to st

&, prontize a safe, pedestrion-orented environment with a netwonk: of wel-
connected parks and open spaces: and frequentpublically accessible mid-block
o fes.

7. promote safe and direct pedestrian and cycling rouvtes and

CIOssings, particulany for access to schools, parks, public fransit, local shops and
community armenities.

&.  keinforce he sense of place, indigenouws hishory ond coltural and
natural heriftoge, through engaging elements and featnes within the public realm.

bl ToronTo
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DRAFT Guiding Principles

Open Space

Preserve and enhance the parl-like setting, generous open space
amenity and green landscape character of the study area.
1. provide safe, aesthetically pleasing, and inviting open spaoces mat
feel comforable and promote health and vell-being.
2. mnaintain and provide centralized open green spoces within the block,
which include frees and garden 3, good acce:ss 1o sunlight, protection from wind
and places to sit, play and gather.

3. Respectandreinforce the open londscoped charocter between
buildings and along street frontages.

4. Design and program open spaces 1o support yearround use, a sense of

communily and a range of acfivities and amenities for residents of all ages and
abilities.

&, mnaintain and create child friendly spoces ond features.
4. Designate and design spaces forpet relief, gothering and ploy.

7. coordingte the location, design and progromming of open spoces and
ameniti=es according o sun,wind and sedsonal conditions.

g. provide well-lit, accessible, clearly demarcated and visible
pedestrion connactions mnugn open spoces.

2. Minimize impervious surfaces and maximize soft laondscape area:
andtree plantings.

Site Servicing

Provide consolidated, integrated and functional site servicingwhile
minimizing impacts on the public realm.

fhinimize suface level parking and provide most designated [resident and wisitor]
parking underground.

Consolidate and infemalize serviceareas and parking ram ps to linitirmpact
on the public realm, building dwelling units and shared oo tdoor spaces,

Cesign to priorfize pedesirian and cyclistmovem ents.

rrograrm eXisting surface parking or oth er hard surfoced areas for communily
events.

rrovide clear ana visible way -finding signoge abowve and below grade.

nclude visible and accessible covered ouldoor bicycle parking.

nclude secure indoor bicycle parking and sforage space for bulkyitems
[exomple strollers, mobility scooters ],

Encourage lecycling and organics collection.

hil ToronTo



DRAFT Guiding Principles

Built Ferm

Respectand reinforce the pattern of buildings and open space
within and adjacent to the Study Area

1. ldentify and protect important open spoce areas within each kleck . 11, Increose setbocks and separation distances o building beight
imCredses,
2. Respect the balance between built form and londscape arsas.
12. Dasign mawy uildings with compact floorplates.
3. wddintgin generous londscaped setbacks fom strest rontages
13. Design and place new buildings to minimize and mitigate negative

4. Provide genenous spoce between buildings to mosxdmize skvwisw, impocts, such as wind and shadows, on the pulslic realm |, amenity areas,
sunlight, privacy and daylight. reEighlzouing propetias,
5. Design new buildings to fit harmoniously within the exdsting contet. 14. Locate and design main building entronces to e prominent and face
the straeat,
4. Respect the height and scale of sxdsting buildings within and adjacerit
to the Study Arao. 15, Provide active ground floor uses, such as garden apartmenits,
carmmunity roorms, local shapping, community facilities, small-scale
7. Bnsure new buildings provide anappropriate tronsttion in scale down schiools, with clear, unolbstructed views to the pulzlic reclm and adiaoent
to levwrer scale buildings, parks and openspaces. Cper Seaces.
8. Transition to the adiacent Meighb oot oods area occurs withinthe 14, Fromaote design excellence, use high quality materials ond energy
Apament Meighbouvrhoods area. efficient design.
2. Limit new taller buildings and the extent of new shodows., 17. Provicle affordoble and fomily sized units.

19, Locate and ofent new taller uildings to minimize direct focing
conditions and maximize spatial separation.

bl ToronTo
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City Patterns Analysis

A comprehensive study of Toronto city patterns was carried out in 1991 as part of the former City of Toronto Official
Plan. The High Park Apartment Meighbourhood Study Areaboundary is placed on a selection of maps from this study to
illustrate how the areafits within the broader context of city patterns.
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Figure Ground Analysis
Existing and Approved Buildings

The map below showsthe pattern of building foot print swithin and aroundthe study
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Buildings and Underground Structures

The map below showsthe pattern of above- and below-grade buildings and structure s,
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Block Analysis

Properties and Ownership

TheStudy Areais divided into Shlocksforthe purposes of the Character Analysis. Dueto
the anomalous nature ofthe portion ofthe QuebecGothichlock labelled ‘Block F inthe
map below, thisareaisnot incduded within the block data analysis.

Ciuick Property and Cwnership Facts:
= 21 properties
= B City-owned |:| I:l I:l

== 3 = 1 privatel‘g,r—nwnedlzl

i

o e b

S b

'"*.Hq ..:: ::‘.:": = = 12 disting landowners
Block Dimensions

The five blockswithin the Study Area shown onthe map below have anorth-south
orientation and are quite long, dustotheapprocimately 400 m distance betwean the
nearest east-weast streats, Bloor 5t W, and Glenlake Avenus,

[

1i8m L Fim
- Cuick Block Dimension Facts:
1 1 vf i : = BlockAisthe smallest
¥ él - i:i Eﬂ E'i = BlockBisthe narrowest
ol | % } . S50 = BlockDiisthe largest,
S T o Loy 1 '_ a8 deepest and hasthe most
b T - ) linear street frontage

Coverage and Unencumbered Land

The map above showsthe extent of above and below~grade buildings and structuresswithin the Study
Area. Coverage referstotheamount of landswithin ablockthatis coverad by buildings and above
grade structures. Theareas not coverad by buildings or structures both above- and below-gradeis
considerad unencumberad land, whichis important to water infiltration and maturetres growth, as
well as potentialfuture public strest orpublic parkland opp ortunities.

Block &: Mountview-0akmount " 19% coverage, 34% unencumbered
= 18% coverage, 0% unencumbered Block D High Park-Quehbec

Block B: Ozgkmount-Pacific = 27% coverage, 23% unencumberad
® 15% coverage, 30% unencumbered Block E: Quehec-Gothic

Block C: Pacific-High Park " 35% coverage, 3%% unencumbermm
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Streets and Streetscapes Analysis

With exception of High Park Avenue and Oakmount Road, the majority of strestswithin theStudy Area are 20mwide local streets. Some pavement widths are quite narrow and challenged to
accommodate all of the desired roadway activities, such ason-street parking, oyclists and vehicular movements. Boulevards are generousinwidth and support large growing streettraes. The majority

of sidewalls are quite narrow &t 1.5m wide and can be canstrained to adequately suppont the pedestrian volumes at certaintimes ofthe day.

High Park Avenue

High Park Lvanue i the widaststrast within the
Stucly Ar=aand phys a significant connecting
role to High Fark. it i currantly identified in the
Urkan Dasign Straatscaps Manuvalas an
Intzrmed ote Straat. Intermed Gte Streets have
agreanchamcter with g2nerously Bndsca pad
buiking sethac ks softsurfaced bowlesads and
signifcant streat tree phnting.

Streets with Landscaped
Boulevards Curbside

These streats are chamcte reesd by Rndsca pad
boulkwands on both sides of the sidewalk The
boulkands ame aithersaftsurfaced as seenan
Oakmountand the westside of High Fark Lvenue
aora combination softand hard surfaces as sean
on Facific and the eastside of High Park Lvanus.

Streets with Sidewalks

Curbside

Thase streats are chamcte read by Bndsca pad
boukvand nesctto private properties and a
silewallkat the curb. Pacdastron movements
akngsidewalks atthe curbside a often
furtherconztminad by snew wind rows waste
collection bins and parked vehicles.

"

52.5m ROW

High Fark Avenus
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Open Space Analysis

& wide range of open space types are found within the Study Area.

Courtyards
& mndscaped opensmce. primarily
encksed by buikings onallsdes with
limrted ar nostreat fromtzge. witha
Arationonths type hving one side
opsnto the street,.

Forecourts

A mndsoyped opEnspace betweenthe
building Bcade and publicstreat
sdewnlkand boukuand. cha mche rized
by bard o sioft treatme mis

// | =

., | Landscaped Setbacks

Gardens
4 mndecaped space typiclly of
intimate scale opentoa public street
and lomted to provide masimum
sunlig bt during the day

Legaad L L mrdscyped OpEnspEos betwesn the

5 - # * build ing Memds mnd public streat
Wallways & Mid-Block . - o B iaeanivem wikvem; carec e
Pedestrian Connections . y | rEmIHh AT e

Enexteriar PEOZITPRA MOUTE BT ITRETRVE|

L& R Iy provcid ing @ connection throug hihe ﬁm ﬁm

bikock.




Open Space Analysis

Soft Landscaped Open Space

The map below shows in greenthe pattem of lawns, gardens and other soft surfaced open

spaceswithin the StudyArea.

Black &: Mauntview-Ozkmount
" E0% soft landscape area
Black B: Dakmount-Pacific

® EE% soft landscape area
Block C: Pacific-High Park

® E2% soft landscape area

Legend

g, |

Black D High Park-Quebec

" 39% soft landscape area
Black E: Quehec-Gothic

" 358% soft landscape area

Driveways and Walkways

The map below showsthe pattern of pedestrian andvehicular routes and associated hard
surfaced open spaces connecingthrough the blockswithintheStudy Area.

Block &: Mountview-Ozkmaunt

" 32% hard surface, 1vehicular and 1
pedestrian connedion

Block B: Ozkmount-Pacific

® 30% hard surface, 4 vehicular and 5
pedestrian connections

Block C: Pacific-High Park

* 29% hard surface, 1vehicular {partiall
and & pedestrian connections

Legend

Block Dn High Park-Cuebec
= 34% hard surface, 2 vehicular (partial and
TTC onlyl and 3 pedestrian connections
Black E: Quehec-Gathic
= 27% hard surface, 0 vehicular and 3
pedestrian connections

11 Toronto
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Parcel Analysis

Inarderto develap policies and guidelineswhich can be implementad on apropany-ly-
property basis, the block analysisis beingfurther refined toa parcelanalysis. Testing of draft
policies and guidelines will occur at both ablock and parcel scale.

Character Study Area
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Built Form Analysis

Low-rise Buildings

The Study Area contains arange of low-rise buildings typically 2 to 2.5 storeysin height.
House form buildings define the buik form character of Gothic Avenue aswellasthe
surrounding neighbourhood contest alongthe perimeter oftheStudy Area.
Townhouses, mubtipledes and wall-up apartment s amongst taller buildings define a
portion of Quebec Avenue, High Park Avenue and Facific Avenue.

House Forms MultiplexWalk-up Apartments Townhouses

Taller Buildings

The Study Area containstaller slab and point tower form apart ment
buildings rangingin height from S to 30 storeys. The average height of
taller buildings within theStudy Areais 20 storeys. Apartment buildings
are comprised of light colour matedals, typically brick masonry, and are ¥
characterized by vertical repetition and strong horizantal balcomy
expressionson principal fag ades.

Slab Form Tall Buildings Foint Towers
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Built Form Analysis

Towerinthe Park

The High Park Apartment Neighbourhoodis a somewhat unique tower inthe park
neighbourhood dusto the orginal neighbourhood street grid onwhich it is built. Some ofthe
challengesfound in othertowerinthe park developments, such as difficult pedestrian access
and movement, are not as evident asaresult.

CLIEBEC AL
HIDH PARE AENUE
PRCFIC AVEHUE
AKRMOLBT ROAD
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BLOOR STREET wEST ‘T‘

Buiding Type

Townbousie | Liow-rie Agartment

. Slab Farm
. Foind Towes

The map above illustratesinaMondrianesque colour
palette the original pattern of low-rise buildings, slab
form apartmentsand point towers developed framthe
early 1960sto0 1981,

Building Orientation, Address and Entrances

The map below showsthe pattern of buildingfrontages, entrance s and elevations containing
primary windows and balconies.
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I:I Elevations with Primary
Windoras & mdfor B lonies
Keyobservationsinclude:

" Front doorsmost oftenface apublic street, with only three axceptions.
Secondary entrances are often provide dwithin the block

Taller buildings are arranged perpendicularto othertaller buildings or

are offset to minimize direct facing relationships.

Frimary windows and balconies are typically oriented to matimize long
wviews, daylight and privacy.
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Space Around and Between Buildings Analysis

Low-rise Sethacks from Streets Open Space Breaks between Low-rise and between Taller
e<1m to 7m Buildings Along Street Frontages

« approximately 9m to 130m

i T e

Taller Building Setbacks from Streets
* approximately 8m to 45m

Characteristics: lawns, trees, gardens, outdoor
amenity areas, walkways, driveways, surface
parking

bl TORONTO
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Space Around and Between Buildings Analysis

Taller Building Separation Distances

Across a Street:
* 61m typical ¥

" Quebe W nue

i
=i
W1th1n the Bl ':”:k: I:' Fagadeswith Primary Windows and/or Balconiss

*30m to 43m typical
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Sunlight and Shadow Analysis

A 30 model which includesthe local topography and existing built form conditions is prepared and patterns of sunlight and shadow are being evaluated for areas
within the Study Areaand surrcunding neighbourhood context. Shadows from taller buildings on the facades of surrounding buildings are also being evaluated.
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Excempts from shadow study analysis of existing built form conditions forSeptember 215 10:18am (EDT) nﬂm



m TO

Cumulative Sunlight and Shadow Analysis
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DRAFT Criteria for Infill Development
thﬂ We Heard

Providle centralized openspaces and smaller more passive spaces.
«  Maintain appropriate landscaped setbacks from street frontages.
+  Maintain openspace between buildings.
+  Not astreetwall character.
«  Limitnew development to only midrise buildings with a maximum height of 7-8 storeys.

+  Thisis a neighbourhood of 1all buildings. The appropriate built form is tall buildings, midrise
buildings consume oo much space and would eliminate alot of openspace.

* Tallskinny buildings wouldlbe the best form of infill.

+  Slender/compact buildings cre not the character of the neighlbbourhood,

« Tallbuildings would be best along Bloor Street West or on top of the sulbway.
+  Respectthe integrity of the original “towers in the park” concepf.

+  Abentionmust be givento the size and spatial arrangement of new residential units and facing
distances between buildings.

«  MNew buildings should loe lower in height than the existing buildings.
1 ToronTo
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DRAFT Criteria for Infill Development

Emerging Directions

*  Maintain a “park-like” setting for apartment buildings

* Natural Heritage integral to decision-making

* Range of opinion about an appropriate scale for infill

*  Compatible infill criteria not “One Size Fits All”

*  Simply meeting minimum requirements City-wide Guidelines will not be compatible
* Area-specific Building typologies and standards

* Open space and pedestrian connectivity strategy

*  Biodiversity in landscape design

b Illll[__!lll
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DRAFT Criteria for Infill Development
Relevant Policies, Standards & Guidelines

Torente Official Plan

Thevision ofthe Plan isabout creating an attractive, diverse, and safe
citythat evoles pride, passion and a sense of belonging, while offering
adynamic mixture of opportunitiesfor everyoneto live, work, leam and
play. The most recent official plan consolidation of policies isin effect
asof June 2015.

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2014

Faolicies promote strong communities. a strong economy, and a

Prowvincial clean and healthy erwironment. Includes policiesfor:

Policy +efficient and wise use and management of land and infrastructure

Statemeant overthe longtemn tominimize impact on air, water and other
SR resources;

sprotection ofthe natural and builk emvironment;

+strang, sustzinable and resilientcommunities that e nhance health

and social well-being by ensuring opportunities exist locally for

employment;

+residential development promating 2 mix of housing: recreation,

parks and open space; and transportationchoicesthat increasethe Elt"f DfTDantD DESIE“ StandardS & GU|dE | Ines

use of active transportation and transit; and Falicy implementing standards and guidelinesfocus anbuik farm, the publicrealm, the
+En|:|:||_|raging asenss of P'ECEiI’I l:l:II'I'II'I'IUI'IiTiES_, by prgmgtingwe”- environment and |:l|.|i|lji|'lg|'IEE|1:|'I'I.I'_I inclusive communities.

designed builtfom and by conserving festures that help define
lacal character.

Growth Plan for the Greater

3 L3 GoldenHorseshoe 2017
E B— Astrategic framewark farmanaging growth incuding:
‘m + minimumdensity targets;
+ integrated approach toinfrastructure planning and
investment optimization;
+ complete communities;
+ viable emplaymentlands;
+ minimizingthe negative impads of climate change; and
+ recognizingtheimportance of wateshed planning.
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DRAFT Criteria for Compatible Infill Development

Open Space

A. Proposed Criteria:

Lots containing

Apartment Building(s)

with a height greater

than12 m and 4 storeys

Criteria

Requirement

Source

Maximum Lot Coverage

35% of Total Lot Area

Character Analysis

MMinimum Cpen Space

65% of Total Lot Area

Character Analysis

Minimum Soft
Landscaped Open Space

65% of Total Open Space

Character Analysis

Maximum Total Building
Frontage along a Street

66% of linear frontage of each
streetproperty line(s) (not
combined)

Character Analysis

Minimum Qutdoor 2m? minimum per dwelling | City standards
Amenity Area unit for all proposed and

existing buildings containing

20 or more dwelling units
Sunlight/Shadow an Mo new net shadow between |City standards

Neighbourhoods, Parks
and Qpen Space

9:18 a.m. and 6:18 p.m. at
the spring and fall equinoxes.

Sunlight on Streets,
Sidewalks, Outdoor
Amenity Areas, Building
Elevations

Analysisin progress

City standards and
Character Analysis

m_fﬂllml_!g
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DRAFT Criteria for Compatible Infill Development

Built Form

B. Proposed Criteria: Potential Infill Building Types

3. High Park Apartment
Building — Compact Floor Plate

withtotal height greaterthan 12 m and 4 storeys

2. High Park Apartment
BU|id| rlg b Slab Fﬂfm with height

greaterthan 12m and 4 storeys and maximum
height of 32.5m and 11 storeys

SUb't‘y" e {ﬂ} withmasimum heightof 32.5m

and 11 storeys

SUb't‘f I:lE {h} with height greaterthan 32.5m

and 11 storeysand masimum height of 817m and 30
storeys

1. Low-rise Residential

BUHdlng with masimum height of
10.0m irefertozoning by-law 5632013

I & “height inmetres of 299 Glanlake talle st existing

building to be confirmed

b ilm_yg



DRAFT Criteria for Compadtible Infill Development

Built Form

B. Proposed Criteria:

General Criteria
{applicable to all lots and infill building types)

Criteria Requirement Source
Minimum Below Grade 6.0m from streetproperty City standards and Character
Sethack from property linels) | linals) Analysis
for new development 3.0m frem non-street .

property linels) | | l
Minimum Angular Plane 45 degreesfrom nearest point | City standards e _‘| 2
Transition from of Neighbourhoods/ Parks and lo| ,

Neighbourhoods, Parks and Open Space property line(s)
Cpen Space

=
WACHAT o Rl

Maximum Continuous 65m Typical maximum from Character | .
Building Frontage along a Analysis Vil
Street Froposed 45 degraaangular plans ling of measurament
Maximum First Floor Height 4.5m Typical maximum from Character

Analysis

] ToRoNTO
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DRAFT Criteria for Compatible Infill Development

Built Form
B. Proposed Criteria:

1. LDW-I’iSE RESidEﬂtial BU||d|ng ireferto zoning by-law S69-2013)

Criteria Requirement Source
Maximum Height 10.0m As per zoning and
Character Analysis

Minimum Front Yard Sethack 6.0m As per zoning and
Character Analysis

Minimum Rear Yard Sethack 7.5m As per zoning and
Character Analysis
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Minimum Side Yard Sethack 0.9mto 7.5 m As per zoning and =
Character Analysis

Maximum Building Depth 14m As per zoning and
Character Analysis

Minimum Separation Distance | 15m City standards and

from other Building(s) on the Character Analysis

same lot
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DRAFT Criteria for Compatible Infill Development

Built Form

B. Proposed Criteria:

2. High Park Apartment Building— Slab Form

with total height greater than 12 m and 4 storeys

Criteria

Requirement

Source

Maximum Height

34.5m and 11 storeys

Mo greater than the shortest,
City standards and Character
Analysis

Maximum Floor Plate Area 1160m? Typical Building footprints
from Character Analysis
Maximum Floor Plate Dimensions 20 m width Typical Building footprints
&5 m length from Character Analysis
Minimum Setback from Street 9m Typical minimum from
Property Lina(s] Character Analysis
Minimum Sethack from Non-Street 15m Minimum proposed

Froperty Line(s)

(10m if side elevation)

separation divide by 2

Minimum Separation Distance from
Building{s) 12 m and 4 storeys or less

15 m

City standards and Character
Analysis

Minimum Separation Distance from
Apartment Building(s) greater than
12 m and 4 storeys

30m
(20 m if side elevation)

City standards and Character
Analysis

b mnu]g



DRAFT Criteria for Compatible Infill Development

Built Form

B. Proposed Criteria:

3. High Park Apartment Building— Compact Floor Plate

with total height grester than 12 m and 4 storeys

Criteria Requirement Source

Base Building
Maximum Height {includes 10.5m and 3 storeys plus one City standards and Character Analysis
base building) additional storey (3m maximum

height) is permitted if stepped
back atleast 3m

Maximum Floor Plate Area 1160 m? Typical Building footprints from
Character Analysis

Maximum Floor Plate 65 mwidth or length Typical Maximum Building length from

Dimensions Character Analysis

Minimum Sethack from Nen- | 7.5m Minimum proposed separation divide

StreetProperty Line(s) by 2

Minimum Separation Distance |[15m City standards and Character Analysis

fram other building(s}

b Imur__m



DRAFT Criteria for Compatible Infill Development

Built Form

B. Proposed Criteria:

3. High Park Apartment Building— Compact Floor Plate
(@) with maximum height of 32.5 m and 11 storeys

Criteria Requirement Source
Portion of Building
above Base Building
Maximum Height lincludes base building) 34.5m and 11 storeys City standards and Character
Analysis
Maximum Floor Plate Area 750m? City standards and differentiate
from Slab
Maximum Floor Plate Dimensions 30 m width or length Differentiate from Slab
Minimum Sethack from Street Property Line(s) |9m Typical minimum from Character
Analysis
Minimum Sethack from Mon-Street Property  |10m Minimum proposed separation
Line(s) divide by 2
Minimum Separation Distance from Apartment |20 m City standards and Character
Building greater than 12 m and 4 storeys Analysis
Il ToronTo



DRAFT Criteria for Compatible Infill Development

Built Form

B. Proposed Criteria:

3. High Park Apartment Building— Compact Floor Plate
(b) with total height greater than 32.5 m and 11 storeys

Criteria

Regquirement

Comments

Portion of Building
above Base Building

Maximum Height{includesbase building)

81% m and 30 storeys —("heightin m for
299 Glenlaks to be confirmed)

Mo greater than tallest existing building
and Character Analysis

Maximum Floor Plate Area

750m?

City standards

Maximum Floor Plate Dimensions

30 m width or length

Character Analysis and differentiate
from Slab

Minimum Setback from Street Property Line(s) 11m Typical minimum from Character
Analysis

Minimum Setback from Non-Street Property 17.5m Minimum proposed separation divide

Line(s) by 2

Minimum Separation Distance from Apartment  [35m Typical minimum from Character

Building greater than 12 m and 4 storeys Analysis

Minimum Stepback above the Base Building Iim City standards
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HIGH PARK APARTMENT NEGHBOURHOOD ARE A CHARRCTER STUDY

PROPOSED BFILL DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA; DRRAFT METRICS - Aped 9 3018

High Park Aparimen Building - Slab Form

L

High Park Apaftrsent Building - Compact Fibar Plate
{a) with, rsaacienum Febght 34,5 m and 11 staneys

=

1] it mamirvrgm Bl greanes than 34,5 m and 11 soreys

High Park Apartmsn! Bullfirg - Compact Floor Plate
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Workin Progress

»  Natural Heritage Impact Study Addendum

* Statement of Area Character June 6’ 2018

* Routes & Open Spaces Strategy

* Draft Infill Development Criteria Testing Etobicoke York Community

and Refinement Council Statutory Public
* Sunlight/Shadow Analysis Meeting for proposed
« Draft Site and Area-Specific Policy Official Plan Amendment

 Draft Urban Design Guidelines and
Biodiverse Landscape Manual
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