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High Park Apartment Nelghbourhood
Area Character Study

Community Consultation Meeting #2
March 8, 2018

The Study 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.

Contact Us

City of Taronta, Community Planning, Etobicoke Yark District Councillor Sarah Doucette, Ward 13

2 Civic Centre Court, 3rd Floor, Toranto, ON M9CEAZ Taranta City Hall

n-'e-.-".c-.'-u d . . . 3 . : . 100 QusenStrest West Suite 046
Elizabeth Silva Stewart, Planner Jennifer Renaud, Planner Allisan Reid, Senior Urban Desigher  Toronto, 0N MSH 212

W ECeyPanTO ™ Telephone: 416-394-60068 Telephone: 4 16-354-2608 Telephone: $15-392-1295 Telephone: 416-392-4072

{03 oot City Flanrang Email: Elisabeth Silvabtevart@toronto.ca  Email-lenniferFenaud@toromo.ca Email: Allison.Feid @toronto.ca Email: councillor doucett ei@toronto.ca

www toronto.cafeity-rovernment fplanning-development /planning-studies-initiative s fhigh-p ark-apartment-neichbourhood- area-ch aracter-study/
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Council Direction

Inresponse to significant development applications at
35 High Park and 111 Pacific, City Council directed City
staff to undertake an area-based character study of
the High Park Apartment Neighbourhood and report
back by the Znd Quarter 2018 (E¥21.4 and EY21.5).

GLEMLAKE AVEMNUE

/

Toronto Official Plan

- 2.3.1 HEALTHY NEIGHBOURHOODS policy 3.

S “Where significant intensification of
~land adjacent to a Neighbourhood or
Apartment Neighbourhood is
proposed, Council will determine, at
the earliest pointin the process,
whether or nota Secondary Plan, e N
area specific zoning by-law or area | J
specific policy will be created in //‘ e

consultation with the local /

community following an Avenue Study Area Boundary 19.6 ha
Study, or area based study.”
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Study Process and Ouicomes

Facts & Figures

E City Planning m
Plannin; Pu!icies Evaluation 3‘ Professional and
and Guidelines Recommendation Technical Expertise
Aad

Community and
Stakeholder Input

Anticipated Study Outcomes Related Studies
+ Site and Area Specific Official Plan Policy Bloor West Village Avenue Study

Bloor West Village Heritage Conservation District ([HCD) Study
* Area-Specific Urban Design Guidelines. Visit: s toronto.ca/bwy-avenuestudy,

5

* Potential Community Improvement
&

Opportunities. ‘“W
e
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UPDATES

The Study beganin October 2017 and is expected to be completed by mid-2018.

SINCE THE OCT. 25 MEETING:

Social Pinpoint Engagement
(Dec. 15 - Jan. 23)

Existing Conditions Analysis

Designh Review Panel
(Feb. 22)

Working Group Meetings (3)
City Staff Technical Reviews (3)

UPCOMING DATES:

L

Community Meeting Feedback
(Due March 16)

Working Group Meetings (3)

Status Update Report (April 4)
Etobicoke York Community Council
Design Review Panel (April 17)

Final Staff Report & Statutory Public
Meeting Recommended Policies &
Guidelines(target EYCC June 6)

bl ToronTo
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Community Engagement

Connecting Character with Value and Experience

Community Consultation Meeting #1
Cctober 25, 2017

Feedbackwas received on three key questions:

1.\What elem ents define the physical character ofthe area?
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3.What conditions are less desirable and how can these be
improved?

e A T ———————
o gt o el i
s I . el e comE L
el
L L T
Leparated i Lras I
e el T [
e D P e
T 2 ]
- o T S -
g LT Ap s [rem Pedeurisn wiety
R

i i vt

Social Finpuint December 15, 2017 to January 23, 2012

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

Onthefocial Finpoint page, participants couldzoom inon the High ParkApartmeant Meighbourhood Study Area, add
theirfeedback and viewthe comments posted to the map to learn abowt other community memb er exparie nces

withinthe neighbourhood.

M Temant Amenites 0 Vaboed Places & Events [l Local Shapping & Services
M Routes [l Owidoor Spaces B Communiiy Services & Facilies

484 site wisits
567 unigque users
?:36 average time [minutes)

unigue stakehalders [!ﬂm

251 comments received
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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
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Potential Character Defining Elements

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

Natural Features and Envirenment
= Matural Heritage Features

= wigter {Infiltration, Hydrogeologyh

* Tapography

= Treesand Vegetation

= Birdsand Wildlife Habitat

Built and Cultural Heritage

* IndigenousHistory and Intere sts

= Built Farm Evalution

= Existing Heritage Froperties

» |dentification of Cultural Heritage Resources

Public Realm

» Yiews and Vistas

» Parksand Public OpenSpace
» Streatsand Blocks

= Streetscapes

* Pedestrian Amenity

= Cycling Amenity

= Wid-Block Connections

Open Space

» OpenSpace Within the Block

= Outdoor Amenity Areas

= Private Gardens and Landscapes
= Child-friendlyspaces

=" PatAreas

1l Toronto
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Potential Character Defining Elements

Built Form

* Surrounding Context

Servicing

= Drivewaysand Loading Areas
* Building Types = vehicle & Bicycle Parking {on-site, on-street)
* Building Placement and Orie ntation
= Liensity ifsi)

= Cornerand Interior Lots

* Building sethacks

* Addressand Entrances
i Gronnd ik b fieat Methods of Character Analysis

TheStudy Areacharacteristics are being assessed and evaluatedthrough site
wisits, archival research, 20 geospatial analysis and 30 computer modelling.

= Waste Management istorage and pick-up)
 WayfindingSignage and Traffic Contral

* Building Heights

* Transition
= Separation Distances '_‘ ' . t— X
» Sunlight and Shadow ,’f-‘?‘ i3 e 1 I |
* Pedestrian Level Wind r"" I 'fug: 1 M o l'
* Building Design and Materials ‘Ei*.,+.‘ ': e ﬁ.l _‘_'! ' T
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Figure Ground Analysis
Existing and Approved Buildings

The map below showsthe pattern of building footprintswithin and aroundthe study area.
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® TheStudy Areafigure ground is characterized primarily by a “towerinthe park” pattem

of buildings set within atraditional Torontoneighbourhood street grid.

Unlikethe surrounding context, buildings do not genaally define the edges of streets

with exception of retained house s along GothicAvenueand some portions along Quehbec

Avenus, High Park Avenue and Pacific Avenue,

TheStudy Areaiz19% solid (buildingfootprints) and §1% void (streets & open spacal.
The surrounding neighbourhood has a similarratiowith 23-25% solidbeingtypical.

Buildings and Underground Structures

The map below showsthe pattern of above- and below-grade buildings and structures,
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" Thewvoid space within the Study Areais significantly encumbered by the extensive below
grade footprints of underground parking garages and the TTC subway.

= Approdimately 59% of the Study Areais comprised of building footprints and
undearground strucures,
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Block Analysis

Properties and Ownership

The Study Areaisdivided into Eblocks forthe purposes ofthe Character Analysis. Dueto
the anomalousnature ofthe portion ofthe QuebecGothicbhlock labelled ‘Block F inthe
map below, thisareais not incuded within the block data analysis.

b

Cuick Property and Cwnership Facts:

1 ¥ - 5
| i ! d I = Zlproperties
e el | i i . et i " L City-ownad I:‘ I:l I:l
@ 4 0 T = 16 privately-owned[ |
R =1 = = = 12 distinet landowners
\kn::?:a-c

e e i

Block Dimensions

The five blocks within the Study Area shown onthemap below have anorth-south
origntation and are quitelong, dustothe approcimately $00m distance between the
nearest east-west streets, Bloor St W.and Glenlake Avenue.

[

18m L] i,

Cuick Block Dimension Facts:

i 1 i il : " BlockAisthe smallest
i él i : ! 5 E'i * BlockBisthe narrowest
bl | r i 1 © " BlockDisthe largest,
. " G- =L rr-Hl ") e P deepest and hasthe most
% s L

linear street fron age
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Coverage and Unencumbered Land

The map above showsthe extent of above and belov~grade buildings and structureswithin the Study
Area, Coverage referstothe amount of landwithin ablockthat is covered by buildings and abowve-
grade structures. The areas not coverad by buildings or structures both above- and below-gradeis
considerad unencumb ered land, whichisimportant to water infiltration and maturetree growth, as
wiell as potential future public street orpublic parkland opp ortunities.

Black &: Mountview-0akmount = 19% coverage, 34% unencumberead
" 18% coverage, 0% unencumbersd Block D: High Park-Quebec

Block B: Dakmount-Pacific = 27% coverage, 23% unencumbered
= 1E5% coverage, 30% unencumberead Black B! Quehec-Gothic

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

With exception of High Fark Avenue and Oakmount Road, the majority of strestswithin theStudy Area are 20mwide local streets. Some pavernentwidths are quite narrows and challenged to
accommodate all ofthe desired roadway activities, suchason-street parking, cyclists and vehicular mowvements. Boulevards are generousinwidth and support large growing streettrees. The majority
of sidewallks are quite narrows &t 1.5m wide and can be constrained to ade quately suppornt the pedestrian valumes at certaintimes ofthe day.

High Park Avenue

High Park Zvanue i the wideststreet within the
Study &re=a and phys a significant connecting
role to High Park. B & currmnth identified in the
Urkan Desien Streatscaps Manuvalas an

Inte rrved Gte Streat. Inte rmed Gte Streets have
agreen chamcter with genemously bndsca ped
buikingsethacks seftsurfaced boulevands and
significant street tree phnting.

Streets with Landscaped
Boulevards Curbside

These streats are chamcte read by Bndscapad
boulkamds an both sides of the sidewalk The
boukams are aithersaftsufaced as sesnan
Oakmeuntand the wastside of High Park Loz nne
aracembination softand hard surfaces as sean
an Pacific and the 2astzide of High Park Lvanue.

Streets with Sidewalks
Curbside

These streats are chamctz e by Rndscapad
bouleam nestto pricate properties and a
sklewallat the curh. Padestran mevements
abngsidewalls atthe curbside ars oftan
furtherconstminad by snow windrows, waste
collection kins and parkad ahicles.

325 ROW

High Fark Avenus
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alenlake Avenue

lountview Avenue

duebec Avenue

Gothic Avenus
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Open Space Analysis

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

Courtyards
& mndscaped opEn s pce. primarily
encised by buidings onallsdes with
limited ar nostrest fromzge. witha
Aratianon ths type having one side
opento the street,.

Forecourts
& mndsoped openspace betamenthe

building Bcade and publicstreet
sidewnlkand boukmrd, che mche rosd

by hand arsoft treatme nis .

Gardens

4 b ndeca ped space typically of
intimate s le opentoa publicstreet
and loated to provide maximum
sunlight during the day

. | Landscaped Setbacks

L mrdsoyped opEnspEoe betwesnthe
build ing #igzde and publicstreet
- Bl sdewaliand bouksand chemchs riced
- by rerd or soft B ndscape treatme mis

1l Toronto

Walkways & Mid-Block
Pedestrian Connections

Lneste rior pedestrmn route atstreetiene |
513 Iy providing 2 connection throug hthe
Block.




Open Space Analysis

Soft Landscaped Open Space

The map below showsin greenthe pattem of [aens, gardens and other soft sufaced open
spaceswithinthe StudyArea.

Driveways and Walkways

The map below showsthe pattern of pedestrian andvehicular routes and associated hard
surfaced open spaces connedingthrough the blocks withinthe Study Area.

Black A: Mauntview-Oakmount
" E0% soft landscape area
Block B Ozkmount-Pacific

= 55% soft landscape area
Block C: Pacific-High Park

= 52% soft landscape area

Legend

Blagk D High Park-Quehet

" 39% soft landscape area
Block E: Quebec-Gathic

" 38% soft landscape area

Black A Mauntview-Oakmount

= 32% hard surface, 1wehicular and 1
pedeastrian connedion

Block B: Dakmount-Pacific

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

Black C: Pacific-High Park

= 29% hard surface, 1vehicular (partial
and & pedestrian connections

Legend

[y

Black D High Park-Ciuebes
" 34% hard surface, 2 wehicular {partial and
TTC anly) and 3 pedestrian connactions
Black E: Quebhec-Gathic
" 27% hard surface, 0 vehicular and 3
pedestrian connections

| Toronto
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Built Form Analysis

Low-rise Buildings

TheStudy Area contains arange of lowe-rise buildingstypically 2 to 2.5 storeysin height.
Hause form buildings define the builkt farm character of Gothic Avenue aswellasthe
surraunding neighbourhood context alongthe parimeater of theStudy Area.
Townhouses, mulipledes and wall-up apartments amongst taller buildings define a
partion of Juebeac Avenue, High Park Avenue and Pacific Avenue.

House Forms IMultiplex/Walk-up Apartment s Townhouses

Taller Buildings

The Study Area containstaller slab and point tower form apart ment
buildings ranging in height from 8 to 30 storeys. The average height of
taller buildingswithin theStudy Areais 20 storeys. Apartment buildings
are camprised of light colour materials, typically brick masanry, and are ¥
characterized by vertical repetition and strong horizontal bal oy
expressionson princip al fagades.

Slab Form Tall Buildings Faint Towers

-

T
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Built Form Analysis

Building Orientation,
Address and Entrances

Key observationsincludea:

" Front doorsmost oftenface apublic
straet, with only threes accaptions.

® Secondary entrances are often provided
withinthe block.

® Taller buildings are arran ged
perpendiculartoother taller buildings
or are offset to minimize directfacing
relationships.

* Frimary windowsand balconias ara
typically orignted to masimize long
wviewss, daylight and privacy.

Glenlake Avenue

ws® Pt aan |

High Park Avenue
Pacilic Avenue
Oakmount Road

Bloar Streat West

I:l Fagadeswith Primary Windows and,'or Ealconies

_-,_: B i

-1

Mountvienw Averis

il Toronto
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Space Around and Between Buildings Analysis

Low-rise Sethacks from Streets Taller Building Front Yard Setbacks st S0 04 350 Wy
* 0-Fm house farmsincluding surrounding neighbourhoad " l2instances
properties = smallest 3m, largest 45m

= 16-19m typical
® Characteristics: lawn, trees, gardens, som e amenity
features, wallowways, driveways, suface parking

® S-6mtownhouses and muliplexes

Characteristics lawns, trees, gardens, porches, some
amenity features, diveways.

Taller Building Side Yard Sethacks

®* 1linstances
= smallest 6m, largest 24m

e
= 11m-13m typical
® Characteristics: lawmn, trees, gardens, wallweays
¥
- L]
o r IMustrations of low-risa
1 1 "Tlr_ sethacksfrom streets
bt ___---—‘__I 2 -0 withintheStudy Area.
i ,f’FF' IMustrations of taller building sethacksfrom strests
- |

withintheStudy Area.
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Spdace Around and Between Buildings Analysis

Open Space Breaks between Low-rise and
Taller Buildings Along Street Frontages

= smallest 9m, largest 27m

= 19-22mtypical

® Characteristics: lawn, trees, gardens, ame nity fe ature 5, wallosays,
drivewsays, surface parking.

Open Space Breaks between Taller Buildings
Along Street Frontages

= smallest 29m, largest 130m

" E3-63mtypical

® Characteristics: lawns, trees, gardens, outdooramenity areas, wallays,
driveways, surface parking.

1l Toronto
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Space Around and Between Buildings Analysis

Transition

" Ganerouslandscaped building setbacks and open spaces

" Retention of houseformsalong Gothic.

" Many abrupt changesin scale and general lack of gradud
transition down to Neighbousoods and Podks, isnot
consistent with present day Official Plan policy
requirements

Taller Building Separation Distances

Across a Street:

a. Frimary Fagade Facing— 61lmtypical 3

Bimpy

Ty
B Hany

g
]

Within the Block:
b Primary FagadesFacing — 35-43mtypical
. Secandary Fagades Facing—42-43m typical
d. Offset or Diagonal Separation— 30-32m typical

|:| Fagadeswith Frimary Windows and/or Balconizs
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Taller Building Types Today

Mid-rise Buildings Tall Buildings
= streatproportion, 101 maximum
* heightrange 5-11 storeys

» pedestrian scale basze building 2

» tallerthan street right-of-way width,
exceadsl:l streetproportion

height range 7-12+ storeys
= farm: base, middle, top

* pedestrian scale base building
T e T T ] rems Paw
ey \ - & o e i = slendertower
-1 e « 750m2 max floor plat
——ry il rl AR, m< max floor plate
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Example of Apartment Neighbourhood Infill Development

Parloway Forest Apartment Neighbourhood at Sheppard and Don Mills, Marth Yorlk

Low-rise Buildings - Mid-rise Buildiﬁgs | TaHBHdngs | il Torono
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Sunlight and Shadow Analysis

Cumulative Analysis

Acurmulative sunlight and shadow analysis,
measured from 9:18 a.m.to 6218 pomn. &t fourtimes
ofthe year, wasprepared to evaluatethe nurmber
of hours sunlight reachesthe open space areas
withintheStudy Area.

Sunlight measured anJune 21" showsthe shortest
shadows experienced duringtheyear,
IMeasurement on Decamber2l” showsthelongest
and farthest reaching shadows experanced
annually. Sunlight measurad st the spring and fall
equinoxeas on March 21 and September 217
represent shadow conditions experienced at the
mid-pointsoftheyear betweanthe summearand
winter extrameas,

Fedestrian comfort along strests, within parks,
outdoor shared openspacesand amenity are as, &
wiell astrees and vegetation all benefit from good
accessto sunlight at the equinoxes. Achieving 5 to
7 hours of sunlight ermore istypical for many of
these types of featureswithintheStudy Area.

March 21

September 21

e ‘Hr‘.'_
A H-"! -

June 21

Decamber 21
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Workshop

* 3 workshop themes — Open Space, Connections, Built Form
* 20 minutes at each table (5 minute warning)
* 20 minute report back at the end

b ToRonTo



2D Open Spaces and Natural Features Workshop

Help Us Identify :

* important open space areas within R - . .t 4
each block, including child-friendly and x 1! v 1T 2 | g
pet-friendly spaces i My l al  RE
-'....-* _i_ h | | = ' I .
‘ == A0 Tl s i S
* potentially significant natural C e AN l N
features, infiltration areas, areas of P i o IE B b=
mature trees and wildlife habitat =y 3 ' Siige <IN
. SRy . | FESELZ i i 16 -
‘_-I' "l..;'"' par™ - = TEI LA e .i
* open space areas that should be A .-.' {'. M dad? T
u - " : - | ¥ = B
publically” accessible . e AT, PRats v IR
. Skl T o -
".? : | E_ | F e =
* open space areas that should be AT
reserved for resident or community T eREER n

use/amenity

* other noteworthy aspects

- o
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2D Connections Workshop

Help Us Identify : ' R

*significant views from the publicrealm B | & 1 i !I'"ﬁ
*importantroutes and crossings for: 5 aaihe |

57 i I:.' !
*Pedestrians F I é‘:"'*‘--+=':'r".{
:, ..E -,' '; . :;‘
*Cyclists ey B 5‘ T

RO
*\Vehicles . seaemyy . | ¥

. LE_- i r :-1
*Visual | l W
- = T A

*new connections or views N R W N b

*|locations for better way-finding signage "B g e

*other noteworthy aspects

=
- e B W R =

a =
-

-----------

]

Wbt A
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3D Built Form Workshop

Help Us Identify:

* important existing or potential routes
and open space areas

* positive relationships that currently
exist between buildings

+ areas where transition between
buildings is successful or unsuccessful

* your ideas about setbacks, building
types, heights and transition

+ infill opportunities and possible scale

*other noteworthy aspects




Workshop Session |

* 3 workshop themes — Open Space, Connections, Built Form
* 20 minutes at each table (5 minute warning)
* 20 minute report back at the end

bl ToronTo



Workshop Session 2

* 3 workshop themes — Open Space, Connections, Built Form
« 20 minutes at each table (5 minute warning)
* 20 minute report back at the end

b ToRonTo



Workshop Session 3

* 3 workshop themes — Open Space, Connections, Built Form
* 20 minutes at each table (5 minute warning)
* 20 minute report back at the end

b ToRonTo
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Workshop Report Back

* 3 workshop themes — Open Space, Connections, Built Form
* 20 minutes at each table (5 minute warning)
* 20 minute report back at the end

bl ToronTo



Next Steps

MAKE SURE YOU SIGNED IN and HAND IN YOUR COMMENT SHEETS

« Community Meeting Feedback Due (March 16)
« Status Update Report (April 4 Etobicoke York Community Council)

« Designh Review Panel [April 17)

« Final Staff Report & Statutory Public Meeting Recommended Policies
& Guidelines (target EYCC June 6)

Contact Us
City of Toronte, Community Planning, Etobicoke York District Councillor Sarah Doucette, Ward 13
2 Civic Centre Court, 3rdFloor, Taronto, ON M9CEA3 Taranto City Hall
L ) 100 GueenStrast West, Suite C46
ﬁ yrem Elisabeth Silva Stewart, Planner lennifer Renaud, Planner Allison Reid, Senior Urban Designer  Toranto, O IMSH 2M2
L T Telephone: 416-394-6008 Telephane: 416-394-2603 Telephone: 416-392-1295 Telephone: 416-392-4072
(L3 Tovonto City Plar Emnail: ElizabethSilkvabtewart@oranto.ca EmailzJenniferFenaud@toromto.ca Email: Allison.Reid @toronte. 3 Ernail: councillor doucetted@toronto.ca

www. toronto,cafcity-government fplanning-development fplanning-studies-initiatives fhigh-p ark-apartment-neighbourhood- area-character-study/
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