CITY OF VAUGHAN
EXTRACT FROM COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES OF JUNE 23, 2015

Item 1, Report No. 27, of the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing), which was adopted, as amended,
by the Council of the City of Vaughan on June 23, 2015, as follows:

By approving the following:

That Recommendations 1) and 2) of the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing) report dated
June 16, 2015, be deleted and replaced with the following:

That Council not extend the interim control by-law and that any discussion of townhouse
densities be referred to the comprehensive five year official plan review mandated by the
Planning Act; and

That the following Communications be received:

C15. Mr. Ryan Guetter, Weston Consulting, Millway Avenue, Vaughan, dated June 16, 2015;

Cl16. Ms. Rosemarie Humphries, Humphries Planning Group Inc., Chrislea Road, Vaughan,
dated June 16, 2015;

Cl17. Ms. Rosemarie Humphries, Humphries Planning Group Inc., Chrislea Road, Vaughan dated
June 16, 2015;

C18. Mr. Ryan Mino-Leahan, KLM Planning Partners, Jardin Drive, Concord, dated June 16,
2015;

C19. Sandraand Serafino Ortino, dated June 16, 2015; and

C20. Mr. Claudio Brutto, Brutto Consulting, Edgeley Boulevard, Vaughan, dated June 16, 2015.

Regional Councillor Ferri declared an interest with respect to this matter as his son is a solicitor employed
by a law firm representing one or more of the applicants involved in the subject matter, and was not
present when the matter was under consideration.

1 LOW-RISE RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION POLICY REVIEW
KEELE STREET INTERIM CONTROL BY-LAW REVIEW (BY-LAW 120-2014)
FILE 15.120
WARDS1TO5

The Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing) recommends:

1) That the recommendation contained in the following report of the Commissioner of
Planning and the Acting Director of Policy Planning, dated June 16, 2015, be approved
insofar as it relates to the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review, and that any issues
identified be addressed in a comprehensive report to a future Committee of the Whole
meeting and, if necessary, a second public hearing;

2) That the recommendation contained in the following report of the Commissioner of
Planning and the Acting Director of Policy Planning, dated June 16, 2015, be approved
insofar as it relates to the Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review, and that staff
continue with the consultation process and bring forward a report with additional
information for Committee consideration at a future date;

3) That the presentation by Mr. Tim Smith, Senior Associate, Urban Strategies, Spadina
Avenue, Toronto, and C13, presentation material titled, “City of Vaughan Low-Rise
Residential Policy Review”, be received;

4) That the legal advice provided in closed session be received;
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5)

6)

That the following deputations and Communications be received:

1. Mr. Leo F. Longo, Aird & Berlis LLP, Bay Street, Toronto, and Communication C11,
dated June 16, 2015;

2. Mr. Bill Manolakos, Keele Street, Maple;

3. Ms. Jana Manolakos, Keele Street, Maple;

4. Ms. Angela Orsini, Empress Road, Maple;

5. Mr. Ryan Guetter, Weston Consulting Group, Millway Avenue, Vaughan, and
Communication C14, dated June 16, 2015, received at the meeting;

6. Mr. Murray Evans, Evans Planning Inc., Keele Street, Vaughan; and

7. Mr. Michael DiMichele, Butterfield Crescent, Vaughan; and

That the following Communications be received:

C5. Ms. Helen Lepek, Lepek Consulting Inc., Edith Drive, Toronto, dated June 8, 2015;

Cé. Frank and Caterina Principe, Benemax Financial Group, Yonge Street, Richmond
Hill, dated June 15, 2015;

C7. Mr. Cam Milani, Milani Group, dated June 15, 2015;

Cs. Mr. and Mrs. Oliva, Tanza General Contracting Ltd., dated June 15, 2015;

Co. Ms. Rosemarie L. Humphries, President, Humphries Planning Group Inc., Chrislea
Road, Vaughan, dated June 16, 2015;

C10. Ms. Antonette Nardone, dated June 16, 2015; and

C12. Mr. Kurt Franklin, Vice President, Weston Consulting Group, Millway Avenue,
Vaughan, dated June 16, 2015.

Recommendation

The Commissioner of Planning and the Acting Director of Policy Planning recommend:

1. THAT the Public Hearing and presentation on the Low-Rise Residential Designation
Policy Review and the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review BE RECEIVED; and
that any issues identified be addressed in a comprehensive report to a future Committee
of the Whole meeting;

Contribution to Sustainability

The proposed recommendations are consistent with the Green Directions Vaughan mandate by
supporting Goal 2:

e To ensure sustainable development and redevelopment.

Economic Impact

There are no economic impacts as a result of this report.

Communications Plan

The communication plan used for the statutory Public Hearing relies on a number of channels to
optimize public awareness. This included advertising in the Vaughan Citizen and the Vaughan
Liberal newspapers on Thursday May 21, 2015, providing the notice of a statutory Public Hearing
by mail to all Registered Community Ratepayers Associations. Other methods of natification
employed for this Statutory Public Hearing are set out below:

1. OnVaughan TV
2. Inthe City Update, the City of Vaughan’'s eNewsletter
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3. On the City Page Online

4. On the Policy Planning departmental webpage, accessible through the City of Vaughan's
Official website.

5. Mail outs to those within and 150 m from the boundary of the Keele Street Interim Control
By-law Boundaries.

As of June 1, 2015 no comments have been received. Comments received thereafter will be
forwarded for distribution to the Committee of the Whole.

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to fulfill the requirements of the Planning Act and provide the
opportunity for public comment on proposed amendments to the Vaughan Official Plan resulting
from the joint Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review and the Keele Street Interim
Control Policy Review (By-law 120-2014).

Background - Analysis and Options

Executive Summary

This item reports on the joint City-Wide Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review and the
Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-law 120-2014). The report is structured as
follows, by providing:

e Background on the origin of the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review and the
broader City-wide Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review;

e A discussion of the current issues with the interpretation of the policies in VOP 2010 and
the implications of the for the review of the submitted development applications;

e Background on the City's policy framework in VOP 2010 detailing the regulatory policies
governing Low Rise Residential development; specifically in Chapter 2.2.3 — Community
Areas; Chapter 9.1.2 — Urban Design and Built Form; Chapter 9.2 — Land Use
Designations and Permitted Building Types; and the Implementation Measures in
Chapter 10;

e A description of the study process;

e The findings and policies recommended for public review and comment at this public
hearing, which will be further considered in a comprehensive report to Committee of the
Whole expected later in 2015.

Background

The joint Low-Rise Residential Review and the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review
originated with two separate resolutions from Council as described below.

Origin of the Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review

On March 18, 2014 Vaughan Council adopted the following resolution directing that a review of
the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (VOP 2010) be undertaken pertaining to policies that permit
single and semi-detached houses and townhouses in Low-Rise Residential areas.

Whereas the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 Low Rise Residential Designation permits
singles, semi-detached houses, and townhouses with certain exceptions for site specific
and area specific situations and subject to Urban Design, compatibility and built form
policies in the Official Plan;
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Whereas residents have raised concerns with townhouse proposals in existing stable
neighbourhoods and have expressed a desire to protect stable residential
neighbourhoods outside of identified Intensification Corridors from incompatible forms of
development;

Whereas opportunities may exist to amend the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 policies to
clarify where townhouse and semi-detached developments would be appropriate in the
Low Rise Residential Designation to address the urban design, compatibility and built
form policies in the Vaughan Official Plan;

Therefore let it be resolved that staff be directed to review the Low Rise Residential
Designation permissions and associated urban design, land use compatibility policies
and report back to Committee with policy options to protect stable residential
neighbourhoods including but not limited to opportunities for amendments to VOP 2010.

Origin of the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-law 120-2014)

On September 2, 2014 a Members Motion was brought forward to Committee of the Whole,
seeking Council’s direction to enact an Interim Control By-law, freezing development within lands
designated Low-Rise Residential, which front on Keele Street from Church Street to Fieldgate
Drive in the community of Maple (See Attachment 1). The resolution provided:

Whereas, there are lands fronting on Keele Street between Church Street and Fieldgate
Drive that are subject to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (VOP 2010) Low Rise
Residential Designation, which permits single detached and semi-detached houses, and
townhouses.

Whereas, residents have raised concerns with townhouse proposals in existing stable
neighbourhoods and have expressed a desire to protect stable residential
neighbourhoods, outside of the Intensification Corridors identified in the Vaughan Official
Plan 2010, from incompatible forms of development;

Whereas, Section 38 of the Planning Act permits a municipality to pass an interim control
by-law prohibiting the use of land, buildings or structures except for such purposes as set
out in the by-law and “freezing” development not in accordance with the by-law, for up to
one year, to allow the municipality to conduct a review or study in respect of land use
planning policies in a part or parts of the municipality as defined in the by-law;

Whereas, staff was directed at the March 18, 2014 Committee of the Whole meeting to
conduct a review or study, encompassing the Low-Rise Residential designation City-
wide, and to report back to the Committee with policy options to protect stable residential
neighbourhoods including but not limited to opportunities for amendments to VOP 2010;
and

Whereas, applications have come forward for proposals that substantially exceed the
level of development in adjacent residential areas;

It is therefore recommended that Council enact an Interim Control By-law applying to
those lands designated as Low-Rise Residential by the Vaughan Official Plan 2010,
either fronting on or forming part of a development parcel that includes lands fronting on
Keele Street in the Maple Community, extending from Church Street to Fieldgate Drive,
to preserve the opportunity to complete and implement the Review of the Low Rise
Residential Policies as directed by Council on March 18, 2014; and that the study be
completed in 2015.
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On September 3, 2014 Vaughan Council ratified this recommendation and enacted Interim
Control By-law 120-2014. As a result of the enactment of the Interim Control By-law, a total of
five appeals were received from landowners within the area subject to the Interim Control By-law.
An Ontario Municipal Board Hearing has been set for October 26 to 30, November 3 to 6, and 9,
2015.

The lands subject to Interim Control By-law 120-2014 are shown on Attachment 1.

The City is proceeding with a Joint Study incorporating both the Low Rise Residential
Review and Maple Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review

Due to the similarity of issues it is appropriate to proceed on the basis of a joint study made up of
the Low Rise Residential Policy review and the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-
law 120-2014). Considering them together will provide an opportunity for information sharing and
the guidance provided by the consideration of a broader range of situations, which will support
the development of any resulting policies that comprehensively address the issues related to the
Low-Rise Residential designation. To advance the process, the City retained the firm Urban
Strategies Inc. to undertake the joint review.

The Current Issues with the Interpretation of VOP 2010

In order to regulate land use, the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 identifies broad structural areas, like
the Community Areas, which form the building blocks of the City. These also include
Employment Areas, various types of Intensification Areas that will be a major focus for new
development and the Natural Areas that protect the City’'s Greenland system. To implement the
Urban Structure plan, land use designations are provided, which govern the land use within these
areas. The Low Rise Residential designation is one such use. Both the Urban Structure Plan
(Schedule 1 to VOP 2010) and the Land Use Plan (Schedule 13 to VOP 2010) are supported by
policies, to which developments are required to conform.

As a result of a number of recent development applications in the Low Rise Residential
designation, primarily on arterial road frontages within Community Areas, there is a concern that,
while the building type and maximum height requirements may be met, the development
proposals do not meet the compatibility and urban design criteria established in policies 9.1.2.2
and 9.1.2.3 and in Chapter 2.2.3 of VOP 2010 for Community Areas. The concern primarily rests
with the integration of Townhouses into existing neighbourhoods consisting primarily or
exclusively of single-detached homes. It is noted that there are no maximum density provisions in
the Low Rise Residential designation. The intensity of development or redevelopment is currently
governed by the permitted building form and the urban design/compatibility policies.

The urban design criteria in VOP 2010 are context based and apply as follows:

e General criteria that address the entire Community Area (Policies 2.2.3.2, 2.2.3.3. and
Policies 9.1.2.1 and 9.1.2.2);

e More specific criteria addressing neighbourhoods that have unique or special
characteristics (Policy 9.1.2.3);

e Specific implementation provisions (i.e. Block Plan approval) are available to address
contiguous development parcels with multiple owners, which would provide more
flexibility in ensuring consistent, compatible development.

The above provisions need to be taken into consideration in applying Chapter 9.2 “Land Use
Designation and Permitted Building Types”.
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The criteria require a preliminary staff assessment and interpretation. As such, there will be
cases where the City’'s interpretation differs from that of an applicant, as to whether an application
for a zoning amendment to implement a Townhouse development (a permitted use in the Low-
Rise Residential designation) is in conformity with the Official Plan or whether an Official Plan
amendment is required. Where such situations occur a number of alternative scenarios may
emerge. These include:

e Modifications are made to the application to conform to the Official Plan, to the
satisfaction of the City and the application moves forward through the approval process
(still subject to third party appeal through a zoning process).

e The applicant applies to amend the Official Plan, which is considered on its merits.
Appeals are available to the applicant should Council fail to make a decision within the
prescribed timeframe or if the application is denied. The implementing measure (i.e.
zoning, site plan approval) proceeds to Council, while there is a remaining disagreement
between the applicant and City on conformity with compatibility criteria, resulting in the
zoning application being denied by Council. The failure to approve the application would
also be subject to appeal by the applicant.

Ultimately, these matters have the potential to be appealed for the purpose of adjudication at the
Ontario Municipal Board. Success at the Board would be substantially influenced by the clarity of
the policies, their appropriate application and the professional evidence provided by the expert
witnesses.

The current policy regime provides guidance as to the City’s expectations for development in its
stable residential areas, respecting the fact that the City has established Intensification Areas
where major redevelopment and infill is permitted. The pertinent policies are set out below.

1. Policy Framework: Community Areas and the Low Rise Residential Designation

VOP 2010 provides a range of polices that govern the regulation of both new and existing
residential neighbourhoods. One of the keys to the Plan’s interpretation is that it is to be read
comprehensively, as policies located throughout the document may apply to any given parcel of
land. Policy 10.2.1.1, “Interpretation” provides that the “Official Plan be read in its entirety and all
policies are to be considered and balanced when implementing the Plan.”

This section of the report provides a summary of the pertinent policies governing the Community
Areas, which are shown on Schedule 1, the City’s Urban Structure Plan (See Attachment 2).
Community Areas include the existing stable residential areas and areas currently undergoing
greenfield development. Development in the Community Areas is predominantly subject to the
Low Rise Residential designation, as set out on Schedule 13 “Land Use” and is subject to Policy
9.2.2.1 (See Attachment 3).

This section of the report provides an overview of the policies related to “Low-Rise Residential”
development in the Community Areas as set out in VOP 2010:

i. Chapter 2.2.3 — Community Areas

This section sets the context for the Community Areas. It indicates that Vaughan’s communities
are fundamental to the City’s Urban Structure and that the existing communities of Woodbridge,
Kleinburg, Maple, Thornhill, Concord and the new communities of Vellore and Carville contribute
to a unique sense of place that helps define the City’'s identity. These areas are primarily
characterized by Low Rise Residential housing stock, including local retail, community facilities,
schools and parks. The intent of the plan is to protect and strengthen the character of these
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areas; and it recognizes that incremental change is expected as part of the natural maturing of
the neighbourhoods. The plan states that, “...this change will be sensitive to and respectful of the
existing character of the area.” The following policies provide more detailed guidance.

Policy 2.2.3.2 states that, “. . . Community Areas are considered Stable Areas and
therefore Community Areas with existing development are not intended to experience
significant physical change. New development that respects and reinforces the existing
scale, height, massing, lot pattern, building type, character, form and planned function of
the immediate local area is permitted, as set out in the policies of Chapter 9.”

Policy 2.2.3.3 states that, “. . . limited intensification may be permitted in Community
Areas as per the land use designations on Schedule 13 and in accordance with Chapter
9 of this Plan. The proposed development must be sensitive to and compatible with the
character, form and planned function of the surrounding context.”

These policies emphasize the importance of the Community Areas to the City as a structural
element and as an important contributor to the City’s identity. This forms the basis for additional
policies in Chapters 9 and 10 designed to preserve the character and function of the stable areas.

ii. Chapter 9.1.2 — Urban Design and Built Form

Achieving high-quality architecture, urban design and public realm is a consistent theme of VOP
2010. This section of the Plan provides a clear set of intentions and expectations as to how
buildings should be developed in different parts of the City. Therefore, developments will need to
be both functional for the users of the building and community and contextually fit within their
surroundings. The importance of “context” is reflected in the following policies applying to the
Community Areas.

Policy 9.1.2.1 requires that “. . . new development will respect and reinforce the existing
and planned context within which it is situated. More specifically, the built form of new
developments will be designed to achieve the following general objectives:”

a. In Community Areas, new development will be designed to respect and
reinforce the physical character of the established neighbourhood within
which it is located as set out policies 9.1.2.2. and 9.1.2.3. or, where no
established neighbourhood is located, it shall help establish an appropriate
physical character that is compatible with its surroundings, as set out in
policy 9.1.2.4.

b. In Intensification Areas, new development will be located and organized in
policies 9.1.2.5 and 9.1.2.6, to frame and support the surrounding public
realm and massed to fit harmoniously into its surrounding environment,
including appropriate transition to areas of lower intensity development.

To elaborate on Policy 9.1.2.1, a. an additional policy is included which identifies the design
elements that create the character that the Plan intends to preserve.

Policy 9.1.2.2. requires that, “. . . in Community Areas with established development,
new development be designed to respect and reinforce the existing physical character
and uses of the surrounding area paying particular attention to the following elements:

a. The local pattern of lots, streets and blocks;
b. The size and configuration of lots;
c. The building type of nearby residential properties;
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The heights and scale of nearby residential properties;

The setback of buildings from the street;

The pattern of year and side-yard set-backs; and,

Conservation and enhancement of heritage buildings, heritage districts and cultural
heritage landscapes.

The above elements are not meant to discourage the incorporation of features that
can increase energy efficiency (e.g. solar configuration, solar panels) or
environmental sustainability (e.g. natural lands, rain barrels).”

s a@~oo

Policy 9.1.2.2 provides broad guidance in the treatment of the City’'s stable Community Areas.
However, in recognition of Vaughan's varying neighbourhood contexts, these policies are
elaborated on for specific areas in Policy 9.1.2.3. It is recognized that many of the City's
neighbourhoods have unique or special characteristics that warrant preservation. This policy
identifies the types of areas that should be considered under this policy and provides greater
detail in how the attributes should be addressed.

Policy 9.1.2.3 states that, “Within the Community Areas there are a number of older,
established residential neighbourhoods that are characterized by large lots and/or by
their historical, architectural or landscape value. They are also characterized by their
substantial rear, front and side yards, and by lot coverage that contributes to expansive
amenity areas, which provide opportunities for attractive landscape development and
streetscapes. Often, these areas are at or near the core of the founding communities of
Thornhill, Concord, Kleinburg, Maple and Woodbridge, and may also be part of the
respective Heritage Conservation Districts. In order to maintain the character of these
areas the following policies shall apply to all developments within these areas (e.g. land
severances, zoning by-law amendments and minor variances), based on the current
zoning, and guide the preparation of any future City-initiated area specific or
comprehensive zoning by-laws affecting these areas.

a. Lot frontage: In the case of lot creation, new lots should be equal to or exceed the
frontages of the adjacent nearby and facing lots;

b. Lot area: The area of new lots should be consistent with the size of adjacent and

nearby lots;

Lot configuration: New lots should respect the existing lotting fabric;

Front yards and exterior side yards: Buildings should maintain the established pattern

of setbacks for the neighbourhood to retain a consistent streetscape;

e. Rear yards: Buildings should maintain the established pattern of setbacks for the
neighbourhood to minimize visual intrusion on the adjacent residential lots;

f. Building heights and massing: Should respect the scale of adjacent residential
buildings and any city urban design guidelines prepared for these Community Areas;

g. Lot coverage: In order to maintain the low density character of these areas and
ensure opportunities for generous amenity and landscaping areas, lot coverage
consistent with development in the area as provided for in the zoning by-law is
required to regulate the area of the building footprint within the building envelope, as
defined by the minimum yard requirements of the zoning bylaw.”

oo

It should be noted that the lands subject to the Interim Control By-law 120-2014 are within the
Maple Heritage Conservation District Plan Area.

iii. Chapter 9.2 Land Use Designations and Permitted Building Types
The broader Community Areas category, as provided for in the City’s Structure Plan (Schedule 1
to VOP 2010 forming Attachment 2), is subject to more detailed regulation in the form of land use

designations and permitted building types.
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Each land use designation identifies permitted uses and requirements relating to how the lands
are to be developed, including the permitted building types. Development criteria respecting the
permitted building types are also provided. The policies governing the designations and permitted
building types form one of the primary mechanisms for achieving the growth management
strategy set out in Chapter 2 of VOP 2010 and the implementation of the various thematic policies
contained in Chapters 3 through 8 (e.g. the Environment, Transportation, Economy). They also
provide specific guidance on how to achieve the various public realm, built form, urban design
and sustainable development policies in Section 9.1, “Elements of a Great City”. As such, the
policies cited above provide guidance in the application of the Land Use Designations.

The Community Areas are primarily designated “Low Rise Residential”, as shown on Schedule 13
- “Land Use” to VOP 2010 (Attachment 3). Policy 9.2.2.1.establishes the policy regime for the
“Low-Rise Residential” land use designation, as follows:

Low Rise Residential

In areas designated on Schedule 13 as Low-Rise Residential, the following policies
apply:

a. Low-Rise residential areas be planned to consist of buildings in a low-rise form no
greater than 3 storeys;

b. The following uses shall be permitted in areas designated as Low-Rise Residential, in
addition to those uses permitted through policy 9.2.1.9:
i. Residential units;
i. Home Occupations;
iii. Private Home day care for a maximum of five (5) children; and
iv. Small-scale convenience retail, provided the use is:

1. located on a corner lot where at least one of the sides is on a collector or
arterial street as indicated on Schedule 9; and
2. amaximum of 185 square metres of gross floor area.

c. The following building types are permitted in areas designated as Low-Rise
Residential, pursuant to policies in subsection 9.2.3. of [VOP 2010]:
i. Detached house;
i. Semi-detached house;
iii. Townhouse; and
iv. Public and Private Institutional Buildings

The direction provided by the Council resolution identifies Townhouses and Semi-
detached houses for further review. Policy 9.2.3.2. establishes the criteria for
“Townhouse” development as follows:

a. A Townhouse is a Low-Rise Residential building, up to three storeys in height,
situated on a single parcel and part of a row of at least three but not more than
six attached residential units.

b. In Community Areas with existing development, the scale, massing setback and
orientation of the Townhouses will respect and reinforce the scale, massing,
setback and orientation of other built and approved Townhouses in the
immediate area. Variations are permitted for the purposes of minimizing
driveways and having front entrances and porches located closer to the street
than garages.
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c. In areas of new development, the scale, massing, setback and orientation of
Townhouses will be determined through the process of developing and approving
Secondary Plans, Block Plans, Plans of Subdivision, Zoning By-laws, and/or
urban design guidelines.

d. Townhouses shall generally front onto a public street. Townhouse blocks not
fronting onto a public street are only permitted if the unit(s) flanking a public
street provide(s) a front-yard and front-door entrance facing the public street.

e. The facing distance between blocks of Townhouses that are not separated by a
public street should generally be a minimum of 18 metres in order to maximize
daylight, enhance landscaping treatments and provide privacy for individual units.

Policy 9.2.3.1 sets out the policies and development criteria applying to both Detached
and Semi-Detached Houses in Community Areas, as set out below.

a. A Detached House is a Low-Rise Residential building, up to three storeys in height,
situated on a single lot and not attached to any other residential building. A Semi-
Detached House is a Low-Rise Residential building, up to three storeys in height,
situated on a single lot and attached to no more than one other residential building
situated on a separate parcel.

b. In Community Areas with existing development, the scale, massing, setback and
orientation of Detached Houses and Semi-Detached Houses will respect and
reinforce the scale, massing, setback and orientation of other built and approved
Detached Houses and/or Semi Detached Houses in the immediate area. Variations
are permitted for the purposes of minimizing driveways.

c. In areas of new development, the scale, massing, setback and orientation of
Detached Houses and Semi-Detached Houses will be determined through the
process of developing and approving Secondary Plans, Block Plans, Plans of
Subdivision, Zoning By-laws and/or urban design guidelines.

iv. Implementation Measures

The standard implementation measures provided by the Planning Act apply to development and
redevelopment under these circumstances. These include, as appropriate, amendments to the
official plan or zoning by-law, consents or draft plans of subdivision where lot creation is involved
and site plan approval. The policies of VOP 2010 provide an additional tool (Block Plan
approval), which can be applied in more complex multiple ownership situations to coordinate
development and optimize both the functionality and aesthetics of development.

There will be times, particularly on lots fronting arterial roads in Community Areas, where there
are a number of adjacent parcels that may be appropriate for development or redevelopment on a
collective basis. However, they may fail to provide an appropriate setting for individual
redevelopment by virtue of their size or configuration e.g. insufficient depth, width, availability of
safe road access or partial encumbrance by an easement or natural area. In such situations land
assembly would be essential. To provide for coordinated development, the City can apply the
VOP 2010 Block Plan policies to ensure that development takes place in a manner that is
comprehensive and compatible with the adjacent Low-Rise Residential areas.

Block Plan approval is a process established in the Official Plan to coordinate the development of
a number of lots, with multiple owners, that form a logical planning unit. This review provides a
level of certainty as to the form of development which will ultimately inform the subsequent
approval processes. Applications for Block Plan approval are made by the affected landowners
to the City, for Council approval, in accordance with the requirements of VOP 2010.
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The scope of a Block Plan can vary depending on the issues and opportunities posed by the
subject lands. The main components of the review in a Block Plan process typically include a
number of supporting technical submissions along with a Block Plan drawing which illustrates the
development concept. It depicts the location of the future road patterns and connections and the
approved land uses. This information is subject to City and agency review, and the Block Plan
application is subject to Council approval. It will inform the implementing draft plan of subdivision
or site development approval processes. In most instances, the process allows for the majority of
issues to be resolved in advance of moving on to the implementation phase.

The Block Plan requirement offers the opportunity to coordinate multiple land holdings to provide
for a rational and comprehensive development that uses land and infrastructure efficiently and is
integrated with its surroundings. This approach may be better for accommodating appropriate
redevelopment, including townhouses, in Community Areas, rather than the development of
individual abutting lots which might be narrow, or with limited frontage on a public street, as
sometimes seen on arterial streets. This can lead to a better quality of development, fewer
accesses to arterial roads and opportunities for more creative designs.

The Block Plan policies are set out in Chapter 10, “Implementation” and identify the
circumstances under which the process may be applied. Policy 10.1.1.14 provides that the City
identify areas subject to the Block Planning process through:

a. the Secondary Plan process; or
b. the development review process, to address complexities in smaller planning
units, scoped as required in accordance with policy 10.1.1.15.

Policy 10.1.1.14(b). is applicable to the smaller, multi-owner, infill planning units, where
development is taking place in accordance with an existing land use designation. Important to its
application is the scoping of submission requirements to address the needs of the individual case.
Policy 10.1.1.15 establishes a generic list of criteria that would need to be considered, in the
Block Plan submission. These would form the basis for the scoping exercise. They include the
consideration of:

the proposed land uses, housing mix and densities;

traffic management;

provision of public transit;

provision of public and private services and detailed approach to stormwater

management;

protection and enhancement of Natural Heritage Network;

precise locations of natural and cultural heritage features of the area;

the precise location of any parks, open space, schools, community centres, and

libraries;

h. the proposed implementation of sustainable development policies contained in
Section 9.1.3. of VOP 2010;

i. phasing of development;

j- evaluation of opportunities for coordination with environmental assessment

processes for roads and infrastructure that are subject to the Environmental

Assessment Act.

ooop

@~o

2. The Study Process

Urban Strategies Inc. was retained by the City to conduct a review that would address issues
related to both the Keele Street Interim Control By-law and the Low Rise Residential Areas
generally. The Scope of Work for both parts of the study is set out below.
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A. Addressing the area subject to the Keele Street-Maple Interim Control By-law

Scope of Work:

The scope of work included an evaluation of the following:

e Whether the proposed townhouse developments fronting on to Keele Street from
Church Street to Fieldgate Drive are consistent with the policies of the Maple
Heritage Conservation District Plan and the Maple Streetscape Design Guidelines;

e Whether the current and approved VOP 2010 Urban Design and Land Use Polices in
VOP 2010 provide appropriate levels of protection for and compatibility with adjacent
residential users;

e Whether the policies of VOP 2010 ensure planned or proposed developments
provide attractive streetscapes and building forms consistent with the existing
community character; and that such developments are safe and functional.

The scope of work required the following elements be reviewed:

i. Identification of the pertinent policies of VOP 2010, the Maple Heritage
Conservation District Plan and the Maple Streetscape Urban Design Guidelines
that would apply to the development of the sites;

ii. Apply the identified policies to the subject sites to assess their conformity with the
policies. If opportunities for alternative plans are identified that are in closer
conformity to the VOP 2010 policies the consultant will proceed with the
preparation of conceptual site plans for each site, as demonstration plans, which
will address, among other things:

e The provision of a Townhouse development;

e Building location and setbacks;

e Taking into consideration a price range consistent with the current
housing market in the general area;

Road network and pedestrian access;

The internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system;

Parking Areas (including garages);

Natural Areas;

Landscaped Areas and amenities;

Site statistics;

iii. Analyze the existing policies in consideration of the site plans prepared in “A”
above, and to provide a commentary and recommendations on:

e The appropriateness of continuing to permit townhouse development within the
Interim Control by-law area.

e The role of site size and configuration in shaping the nature and quality of
development (i.e. should there be more explicit policy requiring site assembly
and the implementation of a Block Plan or neighbourhood tertiary plan approval
process to more effectively implement City Policy).

e A review of the existing policies for the purpose determining whether
strengthening, clarification or the addition of new policies would be of benefit in
shaping or directing development;

e An evaluation of the streetscape and broader urban design impacts on the Keele
Street corridor, should there be a continuation of this type of development (i.e.
would enhanced streetscape/heritage measures be necessary?)
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iv. Based on the results of the Keele Street Review, determine whether any
identified measures or approaches should be considered for implementation in
the broader city-wide Low Rise Residential Review

B. Provide policy recommendations prepared for the broader review of the Low-Rise
Residential policies prescribed by the March 18, 2014 resolution, informed as
appropriate by the Keele Street experience and other recent proposals, as required.

Scope of Work

The scope of work included an evaluation of the following:

Whether Townhouse developments fronting onto arterials roads are appropriate;
Whether Townhouse developments are appropriate in the interiors of Low-Rise
Residential Areas;

e  Whether the current and approved VOP 2010 Urban Design and Land Use Policies
provide appropriate levels of protection for and compatibility with the existing stable
residential neighbourhood and adjacent low-rise residential uses;

e Whether the policies of VOP 2010 ensure planned or proposed developments
provide attractive streetscapes and building forms consistent with the existing
community character; and that such developments are safe and functional.

e Consider other Low-Rise Residential areas in the City, as specified by the direction
for the original study:

i. Apply lessons learned in the Keele Street Analysis to other areas of the City with
any necessary adjustments and draw any conclusions on the appropriateness of
the current policy regime, as warranted.

i. Identify the need for any additional policy modifications including the
strengthening of existing policies and guidelines to protect the character and to
mitigate any negative effects/impacts on the surrounding community;

iii. Evaluate whether use permissions in Low Rise Residential areas are appropriate
or whether other measures such as providing for conditional approvals of certain
types of uses, based on more rigorous requirements is appropriate.

3. Status of the Study

This report summarizes the interim findings of the joint land use reviews. Prior to finalizing the
findings and recommendations it will be necessary to review the input received at this Public
Hearing and any subsequent submissions and to respond accordingly. These will be reported on
in the comprehensive report to Committee of the Whole along with the final recommendations.

4. Study Findings:

Based on the work to-date, the findings of the Keele Street and Low Rise Residential Reviews are
summarized below. The results of these analyses form the basis for the recommended
amendments to VOP 2010 that have been prepared for consideration at this public hearing.

The Keele Street Interim Control By-law 120-2014 Area

The five sites subject to development proposals within the By-law 120-2014 area were analyzed
in accordance with the study mandate. Because the subject sites are large and front Keele
Street, which can be viewed as the edge of the neighbourhoods on either side, they present
opportunities for more intense forms of development that enhance the historic character of Maple.
Nevertheless, the area is not designated for intensification by the VOP 2010 and the primary
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policy objective is to reinforce the established character of the area as per policies 2.1.3.2(e),
9.1.2.2., and 6.3.2."Heritage Conservation Districts” of VOP 2010 and policies 2.4.5. and 4.4.1. of
the Maple Heritage District Conservation Plan (MHCDP). Although each of the proposed
townhouse developments in the study area has distinct characteristics, they share common
characteristics that put them out of conformity with the applicable policies of the Official Plan, as
summarized below.

Each site is appropriate for limited intensification provided that it “respects and reinforces” the
character of the area, as permitted by the Official Plan; however, each proposal represents
significant intensification that does not respect and reinforce the village character of Maple
described in the MHCDP or the character of the larger existing neighbourhoods on either side of
Keele Street. In terms of units per hectare, the proposals are two to three times denser than most
of the surrounding neighbourhoods, and four to ten times denser than the oldest neighbourhoods
in the area. From a massing standpoint, the intensification is also significant. At three storeys, the
heights of the townhouses are compatible with the area, although the overall height, which is
closer to four storeys in appearance, does not respect the MHCDP guidelines. The height of the
townhouses combined with the widths of the townhouse blocks, which in some cases exceeds the
maximum of six units, and their below-standard setbacks results in an overall mass that
represents a significant physical change to the area, contravening Policy 2.2.3.2.

Each proponent proposal locating the buildings close to the planned Keele Street right-of-way;
the minimum front yard setbacks vary from 1.5 to 3.0 metres. While tight setbacks such as these
may be appropriate in the historic commercial core of Maple, they are not appropriate in the
residential areas of the village. They are not consistent with front setbacks generally in the area,
which, as prescribed in the Zoning By-law, are a minimum of 4.5 metres. The established
minimum provides adequate space for a front porch, steps and soft landscaping. Space to
accommodate soft landscaping is fundamental to the character of the historic district, as
described in the MHCDP. Given that Keele Street is a busy arterial road from which residential
dwellings should be buffered, and given the existing and planned streetscape character,
variances from the minimum front setback should not be permitted.

The proposals for sites that back on to the rear yards of adjacent residential properties have rear
yard setbacks of 3.0 to 4.5 metres. This is well below the prevailing setbacks in the surrounding
neighbourhoods, which generally are the zoning standard minimum of 7.5 metres. Typically, they
are much greater than this. Setbacks of less than 7.5 metres may result in overlook and loss of
privacy impacts on the abutting properties.

They also result in a minimal amount of private outdoor amenity space on the sites. The
orientation of some of the townhouse units in each of the proposals is not consistent with, and
respectful of, the character of the area. Three of the proposals have units flanking Keele Street.
While the Official Plan does not strictly prohibit townhouses from flanking a street, this condition is
contrary to the policies of the MHCDP and in each case is avoidable. Also, in four of the
proposals, units are oriented to an internal private laneway, which is contrary to the Official Plan
policy generally requiring units to front a public street (the City would not assume any of the
proposed laneways as public streets). It also creates awkward front-to-back relationships
between dwelling units on the same site or adjoining sites, which diminishes the quality and
privacy of the affected rear yards.

All of the proposals cover most of their respective sites with buildings, driveways and parking. In
addition to the adverse impacts from the mass, setbacks and orientation of the buildings, as
described above, this also means that most of the existing mature trees on the sites (outside of
conservations areas), and potentially all of the trees, will be removed. This in itself will represent a
significant physical change in the area and is contrary to a primary objective of the MHCDP to
preserve existing mature trees.
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In summary, the review concluded that none of the proposed townhouse developments respects
and reinforces the existing physical character of the surrounding area, specifically the setbacks of
buildings from the street, the pattern of rear and side yard setbacks, and the landscape character
of the Maple Heritage Conservation District.

The Low Rise Residential Designation Policy Review

Overview

In addition to the consideration of the development proposals in the Keele Street Interim Control
By-law area, a number of recent proposals for townhouse developments submitted in the Low
Rise Residential area were reviewed. Together, they form the basis for the commentary and
recommendations set out below.

Vaughan is a mature but still fast-growing city undergoing constant change. Within the built-up
parts of the city, much of this change is a result of residential intensification, which is generally
promoted by the Provincial Policy Statement, the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe,
the York Region Official Plan and the City’'s own Official Plan. Land use policies at all levels,
however, direct intensification to specific parts of the built-up area, primarily designated centres
and transit corridors. While not preventing intensification in existing low-density communities, the
policy intent is to maintain their physical character.

The recent redevelopment and intensification proposals in Vaughan’s existing Community Areas
designated Low-Rise Residential raise a number of issues, suggesting a need for stricter
interpretation of the relevant VOP 2010 policies or a clarification and strengthening of the policies
through Official Plan amendments. In most cases, the proponent is respecting the generally
permitted land uses in the area - detached houses, semi-detached houses and townhouses - and
maximizing the use on the site. However, in addition to the use permissions in the VOP, there are
also a number of general and specific urban design policies in Chapters 2 and 9 of the plan with
which development applications must comply. The issues raised by the proposals, including the
proposals within the Keele Street Interim Control By-law area in Maple, are summarized below,
with recommendations for addressing them through refinements to the VOP 2010 and other
means.

Most of the proposals represent significant intensification that would result in a significant
physical change to the community.

While VOP 2010 contemplates appropriately designed townhouses, when several or many
townhouses are clustered tightly on a site with reduced setbacks that do not reflect the prevailing
setbacks in the surrounding area, their mass and their visual impact are significantly greater than
the mass and impact of a detached house. Regardless of whether the visual impact of the
development on its own is considered negative or not, the mass represents a significant physical
change to the neighbourhood, which is contrary to the VOP 2010. In addition, landscaped front
yards with room for mature trees are a defining characteristic of Vaughan's existing low-rise
residential areas. The relatively high densities of most of the proposed developments limit the
opportunities for landscaped yards that respect and reinforce the character of the area.

Recommendation:

Based on a review of the sites and the VOP 2010 policies a density threshold is recommended,
which would serve as one of the criteria to determine whether an Official Plan amendment is
required. By limiting the density of new development in existing low rise residential areas, the
community and the City will have some assurance that the mass of buildings and provision of
private open space will respect and maintain the character of the neighbourhood. Vaughan’s
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existing low-rise communities generally have a maximum density of approximately 20 units per
net hectare. The VOP should acknowledge the relationship between density and neighbourhood
character and generally restrict the density of new development within existing low rise
communities to a maximum of 35 units per net hectare, provided the urban design policies of the
plan are satisfied. An Official Plan amendment would be triggered for density proposals in excess
of 35 units per hectare.

Most of the proposals are not respecting and reinforcing the character of the surrounding
residential area.

Policy 2.2.3.2 states that new development in Community Areas will only be permitted if it
respects and reinforces the existing scale, height, massing, lot pattern, building type, character,
form and planned function of the immediate local area. Companion Policy 9.1.2.1 restates this
objective, and Policy 9.1.2.2 elaborates by listing the elements that need to be respected and
reinforced, including:

the local pattern of lots, streets and blocks;

the size and configuration of lots; the building type of nearby residential properties;
the heights and scale of nearby residential properties;

the setback of buildings from the street;

the pattern of rear and side-yard setbacks;

conservation and enhancement of heritage buildings, heritage districts and cultural
heritage landscapes.

These requirements are also reflected in the City’s consent (land severance) policies (Policy
10.1.2.46).

Since the characteristics of most of the proposals are markedly different from those of
surrounding development, they are not respecting and reinforcing the character of the respective
areas. Although “respect and reinforce” should not be interpreted to mean “be the same as”, in
land use planning, the terms are synonymous with “be similar to” and “be consistent with”.
Specifically, the characteristics in most of the proposals that are not reinforcing the existing
development patterns include:

e the pattern of lots and significantly smaller lots (in the case of townhouse
condominium proposals, “lot” refers to the land allocated to individual units and their
front and rear yards);
setbacks from the street that are significantly less than setbacks in the area;
the pattern of rear and side yard setbacks, with rear yard setbacks in particular being
significantly less than those in the area;

e setbacks and landscaped areas that are not consistent with those in the larger
heritage conservation district (in the case of the Keele Street proposals).

Recommendation:

The policies providing for development to “respect and reinforce” the existing community
character should be strengthened to ensure that it is interpreted in a manner that is consistent
with the intent of the Plan. While these terms appropriately provide some flexibility to allow
variances with respect to lot patterns, lot sizes and setbacks, depending on the constraints of the
site, significant departures from the prevailing development pattern should not be permitted.

In addition, the City should add “the orientation of buildings” to the list of elements in Policy
9.1.2.2 and add the following at the end of the policy to clarify the meaning of respect and
reinforce:
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New development shall be oriented to a public street and have the same or similar lot widths,
building heights and yard setbacks (front, side and rear) as those that prevail in the
immediately surrounding residential area. The zoning regulations regarding setbacks and
heights generally shall be the same as those that apply in the immediate vicinity, and only
minor variances from these regulations shall be permitted. Where there are multiple zones
and a variety of heights and setbacks in the surrounding residential area, or where a minor
variance from the prevailing zoning standard is proposed, an Urban Design Brief prepared to
the satisfaction of the City shall justify those elements proposed for the site.

Finally, to recognize the role of landscaped yards and mature trees in defining the character of
existing low-rise residential communities, Policy 9.1.2.2 should be amended to add “the presence
of mature trees and general landscape character of the streetscape” to the list of elements to be
considered by new development in established areas.

Historical residential lots along arterial roads present unique challenges and
opportunities, but the use of private lanes to maximize density is not appropriate.

The large residential lots in Low-Rise Residential areas on Keele Street in Maple and elsewhere
in the city present development opportunities that generally do not exist within the
neighbourhoods behind or around them. They have the potential to accommodate clusters of
townhousing that generally would not fit within neighbourhoods of single-detached homes.
However, to respect and enhance the larger neighbourhood, such developments should have
consistent characteristics in terms of building orientation and setbacks.

In the case of the Keele Street proposals, four of the proponents have responded to the depth of
the sites by attempting to accommodate two rows of townhousing or blocks of townhousing
flanking Keele Street, orienting many of the units to a private laneway. Besides the massing
impacts from this level of intensification, these configurations result in units being too close to the
rear or side property line, creating issues of overlook and loss of privacy, or creating awkward
relationships to public parkland (units facing active sports fields). In addition, units fronting a
private lane are not in keeping with the character of the larger neighbourhood, where units front a
public street, and this front-to-back condition results in a loss of privacy for the units fronting
Keele Street.

Other arterial street examples create a larger issue by incorporating partial street networks or
pathways that are entirely private. As stated in Policy 4.2.1.26 of the VOP, public local streets
promote navigation that is clear and understandable, and Policy 9.1.1.2 refers to streets as
significant public places that perform multiple roles. Private streets, lanes and walkways may
have some of the functions of local streets, but as proposed they aren’t designed to simulate a
public street, as set out in Policy 9.1.1.5. By feeling and functioning as private space, these
elements diminish the quality of the larger public realm, prevent opportunities for public
connections through the sites, and create the potential for safety and security issues.

The deep lots fronting on some of the arterial streets create the opportunity to locate townhousing
behind the buildings fronting on the arterial, but only if the site is large enough to accommodate a
public street, or street network, and front and rear yard setbacks that are consistent with those in
adjacent neighbourhoods. Otherwise, the pattern of streets, blocks, lots and setbacks in the larger
area will not be respected and reinforced.

Recommendation:

To recognize the important role of public streets in low rise residential areas, in terms of providing
access and connectivity (including for emergency and service vehicles), and creating an attractive
public realm, a new policy with the following proposed wording should be added to the VOP after
Policy 9.1.2.2:
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Public streets and their streetscapes contribute significantly to the character of existing
neighbourhoods besides being fundamental to providing access and connections for
pedestrians, cyclists, drivers, public transit, and emergency and service vehicles. New
streets providing frontage for development in Community Areas generally shall be public.
Private streets shall only be permitted if they are designed to municipal standards, as per
Policies 9.1.2.2 — 9.1.1.4. Private driveways or laneways may be permitted in Community
Areas to provide access to parking areas, but shall not be used to provide frontage for
residential dwellings.

In addition, Policy 9.2.3.2(d) should be amended as follows:

Townhouses in Community Areas shall generally front onto a public street and shall not front
a private lane at the rear or side of townhouses on the same lot. A Townhouse on a corner
lot where two public streets meet in a Community Area may front either street, except where
one of the streets is a Major or Minor Arterial Street, in which case, the Townhouse shall
front the Arterial Street. In other areas outside Community Areas, Townhouses shall be
encouraged to front onto a public street.

In cases where a row of historical lots has an adequate width and depth to accommodate a
subdivision with public streets that provide connections between the lots and to the surrounding
street network, the City should use Implementation Policy 10.1.1.4 to require Block Plans. The
Block Plans should be scoped based on the attributes and opportunities of the subject properties.

Further policy refinements are needed to ensure townhouse developments within existing
neighbourhoods of single-detached housing are integrated sensitively.

Townhouse clusters on large lots or assembled lots on arterial streets at the edges of established
neighbourhoods can be designed to respect and reinforce the physical character of the larger
area. However, in light of the consistency of housing type generally found within Vaughan's Low-
Rise Residential areas, i.e., one-storey and two-storey single-detached houses, integrating
townhouses within established neighbourhoods in a way that respects and reinforces their
character and specifically addresses Policy 9.1.2.2 will always be challenging.

Recommendation:

Policy 9.2.3.2(b) should be amended to state that the scale, massing, setback and orientation of
Townhouses will respect and reinforce the scale, massing, setback and orientation of other built
and approved houses in the immediate area (not just townhouses).

Policy 9.2.3.2(b) should be further amended by adding the following statement:

To ensure Townhouses respect and reinforce the scale and massing of houses within an
existing Community Area comprised predominantly of single-detached houses, they shall be
permitted only on lots fronting a Major or Minor Arterial Street.

To give greater certainty to this policy it would need to be reinforced by an amendment to Policy
9.2.2.1(c) respecting the uses permitted in the Low Rise Residential designation. For this reason
it is recommended that Policy 9.2.2.1(c)(iii) be amended to only permit townhouse development in
the Low Rise Residential designation in the Community Area under the following circumstances:

e On a development parcel fronting onto an arterial street, with a maximum residential
density of 35 units per hectare (14.0 units per acre), subject to meeting the urban design,
compatibility and implementation policies of this plan; or

e Where they are permitted by a current Secondary Plan in Volume 2 of VOP 2010 or
through the approval of a future Secondary Plan.
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As noted, townhouses fronting onto arterial roads can be an appropriate use. They provide for
greater flexibility in design; the sites can be combined into logical planning units to provide for
comprehensive development; and they present the opportunity for consolidated access points to
ensure safe ingress and egress. The 35 units per hectare maximum provides for a logical
transition from the interior of the community to its arterial edge. It represents the upper limit of
density that would still allow for a compatible level of development. However, achieving the
maximum density would also be dependent on meeting the urban design and compatibility criteria
of the plan.

As a result of this recommendation, should townhouses be proposed in the interior of Community
Areas in the Low Rise Residential designation, they would be subject to an amendment to the
Official Plan and the greater level of scrutiny that would entail.

Notwithstanding the above, Townhouses would continue to be permitted in areas where they are
already permitted by a Secondary Plan, or if a new Secondary Plan or Block Plan has deemed
them to be appropriate in the Low Rise Residential Area. This decision would have had the
benefit of a comprehensive planning process.

More clarity is needed regarding the definition of “older, established communities” and the
policies that apply to them.

The review of a number of proposals in existing large lot subdivisions reveals varying contexts
ranging from long-established large lot subdivisions to subdivisions developed as rural estate lots
relatively recently (i.e. post-1970’s). Both should have the protection of Policy 9.1.2.3. There
needs to be greater clarity as to the areas where this would apply. Therefore, it would be
appropriate to identify them on a new schedule. It is expected that this policy would apply in the
areas that are subject to the current R1V Old Village Residential Zone and on the former Estate
Residential plans of subdivision.

Recommendation:

To clarify what constitutes an older, established community, the City should identify them on a
schedule to the VOP 2010. They should include the large-lot subdivisions at or near the core of
the city’s founding communities and the formerly rural estate lots subdivisions. With the addition
of this new schedule, Policy 9.1.2.3 should also be amended as follows:

Within the Community Areas there are a number of older, established residential
neighbourhoods, as identified in Schedule X, which are characterized by large lots and/ or
by their historical, architectural or landscape value. They are also characterized by their
substantial rear, front and side yards, and by lot coverages that contribute to expansive
amenity areas, which provide opportunities for attractive landscape development and
streetscapes. Often, these areas are at or near the core of the founding communities of
Thornhill, Concord, Kleinburg, Maple and Woodbridge, and may also be part of the
respective Heritage Conservation Districts. They also include estate lot communities in
formerly rural areas. In order to maintain the character of these areas the following policies
shall apply to all developments within these areas (e.g., land severances, zoning by-law
amendments and minor variances), based on the current zoning, and guide the preparation
of any future City-initiated area specific or comprehensive zoning by-laws affecting these
areas.

a. Lot frontage: In the case of lot creation, new lots should be equal to or exceed the frontages
of the adjoining or facing lots, or lots in the immediate vicinity, in the same neighbourhood;

b. Lot area: The area of new lots should be consistent with the size of lots in the immediate
vicinity.
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In addition, to reinforce that townhouses are not appropriate in the older, established communities
and are only appropriate on arterial streets in other established single-detached communities, a
new policy should be added to the land use permissions under Policy 9.2.2.1, stating:

Notwithstanding 9.2.2.1(c), Townhouses shall not be permitted in Older, Established
Communities, as identified in Schedule X.

The increasing complexity of Vaughan's urban fabric makes it difficult to anticipate every issue
that may emerge when new development is proposed in an existing Community Area.
Nevertheless, the above recommended policy refinements, together with strict interpretations of
the existing policies, should help to ensure that such development meets the VOP’s intent to
protect the valued character of existing neighbourhoods.

5. Reporting Strateqgy: Next Steps

Policy Planning has prepared this public hearing report to provide an outline of the study process
to date, the related background and policy information and a description of the issues and initial
policy recommendations. This will provide an opportunity for public input into the policy
development process. In response to the issues identified through this process, the reviews will
be finalized and the comprehensive report to Committee of the Whole, with a draft land use
schedule, will be prepared for consideration and the approval of any resulting amendments to
VOP 2010 leading to their ultimate adoption.

Relationship to Vaughan Vision 2020/Strategic Plan

The recommendations in this report are consistent with Vaughan Vision 2020 by demonstrating
the following goals and objective:

e lLead and Promote Environmental Sustainability — to preserve, protect and enhance
Vaughan'’s natural and built environment through responsible leadership and innovative
policies, practices and education.

e Plan and Manage Growth & Economic Vitality — complete and implement the Growth
Management Strategy.

Regional Implications

York Region will be consulted in respect of any potential impacts on the Region’s arterial street
network. The City has been working with the Region to draft and encourage development in
Intensification Areas.

Conclusion

VOP 2010 identifies the City's Community Areas as stable areas, providing for only limited
intensification. Intensification Areas are well-defined in the VOP 2010 and are closely tied to the
planned and existing rapid transit infrastructure. These locations will be accepting the majority of
the City’s higher density development and redevelopment, over the life of the Plan, in an effort to
encourage transit-oriented growth. There is no policy imperative driving the substantial
intensification of the Community Areas.

VOP 2010 also requires that new development in existing stable Community Areas conform not
only to the land use, building type and height requirements but also to a set of context-sensitive
urban design and compatibility criteria. This VOP 2010 requirement was prepared and approved
to reflect the policy intent to ensure that new development is sensitive to and respectful of the
existing character of the adjacent areas.
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As indicated by Council’s action, there is a concern that the proposals for intensification in the
Community Areas, particularly involving the introduction of townhouses but including other lower
density building forms, which otherwise would conform to the permitted use policies of the Plan,
are not sufficiently addressing the corresponding urban design and compatibility criteria. Across
the Community Areas these criteria require the consideration of such matters as the local street
and block pattern, front and rear yard setbacks, size and configuration of lots, and building type.
More specific criteria are provided for unique areas that are differentiated by large lots or a
heritage character.

As a result, Council directed that a review be undertaken of the Low Rise Residential policies of
VOP 2010 and its associated urban design and land use compatibility policies, in conjunction with
the Keele Street Interim Control By-law review. The initial results of the joint review have
identified a number of policy responses, which have been brought forward for consideration at
this Public Hearing for the purpose of obtaining public comment. The comments will be
addressed in a comprehensive report to a future Committee of the Whole meeting.

On this basis, it is recommended that the public hearing report and presentation be received and
that any issues identified be addressed in a comprehensive report to a future Committee of the
Whole meeting.

Attachments

1. Location Map — Keele Street Interim Control By-law 120-2014 Area
2.  Schedule 1 VOP 2010 — Urban Structure

3. Schedule 13 VOP 2010 — Land Use

Report prepared by:

Melissa Rossi, Senior Policy Planner ext: 8320

(A copy of the attachments referred to in the foregoing have been forwarded to each Member of Council
and a copy thereof is also on file in the office of the City Clerk.)

Regional Councillor Ferri declared an interest with respect to the foregoing matter as his son is a solicitor
employed by a law firm representing one or more of the applicants involved in the subject matter, and
was not present when the matter was under consideration.

Councillor lafrate declared an interest with respect to the foregoing matter insofar as it relates to lands
outside of the Keele Street study area as she is the subject of a compliance audit application by Lucia
Milani and given that Cam Miliani, son of Lucia Milani, has submitted a communication on that portion of
this item, and was not present when the matter was under consideration.
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Attn: Jeffrey Abrams, City Clerk

RE: Low- Rise Residential Designation Policy Review
Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-law 120-2014)
Committee of the Whole- Public Hearing, June 16, 2015

Weston Consulting is the planning consultant for Centra (Keele) Inc., the registered owner of the
lands in the City of Vaughan municipally known as:

1. 9785 & 9797 Keele Street, and a parcel known as PCL- 176-1 SEC 65M 2407; and
2. 9560, 9570 Keele Street
(collectively, the “project lands”)

The above noted parcels are illustrated on the attached aerial photographs. Both assemblies of
land are designated “Low Rise Residential” in the City of Vaughan Official Plan. Our client is
finalizing its development applications for the project lands based on the recently approved
provisions of the Vaughan Official Plan. However, the project lands are now subject to Interim
Control By-law 120-2014 which has been appealed by our client and several other land owners.

The project lands are within the Maple Heritage Conservation District Plan and are considered
within the Study Area of the Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review and Keele Street
Interim Control By-law Review (the “Study Area”). The Study Area is located on a Regional Major
Arterial Road and is on a designated Regional Transit Priority Network under the Regional and
Local Official Plans. The Heritage Conservation District contains several existing townhouse and
apartment dwelling unit developments in areas north and south of the above noted lands. |t is
further recognized that the Study Area can be considered as an area that is transforming as new
development has proceeded in recent years in several areas of the corridor. It is also comprised
of a variety of land uses including institutional, residential and commercial uses that have varying
lot sizes, lot patterns building relationships and yard setbacks.

This letter provides our initial comments in response to the Committee of the Whole (Public
Hearing) Report with regard to Low- Rise Residential Designation Policy Review and Keele Street
Interim Control By-law Review (By-law 120-2014), dated June 16, 2015.

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario L4K5KB T.905.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Suite 114, Oakvlille, Ontario L6H 7G3 T. 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario M5A 2X1 T, 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F, 905.738.6639



We have reviewed the Report and have the following key concems with the themes and
recommendations presented in the report as it relates to density, permitted uses, the location of
townhouses on a public laneway and lot patterns and setbacks. We recognize that the
aforementioned Report is being submitted to the Committee and the public for review and
discussion and we offer the following preliminary comments for consideration, reserving the right
to provide further comments the future:

1. The Study Area is located on Regional Arterial Road with a designation for a Regional
Transit Priority Network and by its nature and designation, the Study Area represents an
appropriate location for a moderate degree of intensification. This has been demanstrated
by previous approvals and the built form and density of other lands along Keele Street
south of Major Mackenzie Drive. Amongst such approvals are sites that contain apartment
dwellings, townhouse dwellings and have densities in excess of the proposed density
thresholds.

It is our opinion that a higher density along a priority transit corridor is entirely appropriate
from a planning perspective so long as it is compatible with adjoining uses.

2. Based on the comments in the report, it appears there is an implied recommendation to
remove townhouse permissions in the Maple District. We do not support this
recommendation. Townhouses are an appropriate form of low rise housing that are
compatible with other low rise housing forms (i.e. single detached and semi-detached) -
particularly along a Regional Arterial road that is planned as a Regional Transit Priority
Network corridor.

3. We do not agree with the implication that would preclude private laneway development of
a condominium format. In our opinion, developments serviced by private laneways, if
properly designed, can provide high quality development in areas where infill is appropriate
and desirable. There are many existing examples of successful laneway housing formats
in the area. Such laneways also reduce the number of access points along public
highways, which is a generally desirable effect along arterial roads designated as a priority
transit corridor.

In addition to these comments, we request a copy of the full report prepared by Urban Strategies
Inc. once it is available. We also hereby request to be provided directly with notice of any
meetings, reports or draft policy in relation to this matter.

We appreciate your consideration of the above information and look forward to participating in this
review. Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned (ext. 241) or Julia Pierdon
(ext. 307). Thank you.

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Sulte 19, Vaughan, Ontarlo LAK5K8 T.905.738,8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Sulte 114, Oakville, Ontario L6H 7G3 T. 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario M5A 2X1 T. 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-B00-363-3558 F. 805.738.6639



Aaron Platt, Davies Howe
John MacKenzie, City of Vaughan

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 18, Vaughan, Ontario L4K5K8 T,905.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Suite 114, Cakville, Ontario L6H 7G3 T.905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario M5A 2X1 T, 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. 905.738.6639
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HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

June 16, 2015

- c__l )
i ltem #
City of Vaughan
Cleyrks Depagrtment Report No. 2 (pl-l\

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1

| Counc T 28

e
=

Attn:  Mr. Jeff Abrams
Clerk

Re: June 16 2015 Committee of the Whole Public Meeting
Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review
Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review
File 15.120

Humphries Planning Group represents 1275621 Ontario Inc, 1321362 Ontario Inc, and
1275620 Ontario Inc collective owners of various properties throughout the City of
Vaughan which will be impacted any proposed change to the current ‘in-place policy’.
Please be advised that the Citys’ decision to review of the OMB approved Low Rise
Residential Designation policies is therefore of great interest. Please accept this letter as
an expression of concern. We both expect that there will be further consultation with
landowners regarding any proposed changes to the existing approved policy and request
formal notice of such.

Yours truly
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

— /
Rosemarie-t—Humphries—BA, MCIP RPP
President

cc. Mayor and Members of Council
Mr. John Mackenzie
client

216 Chrislea Road
Suite 103
Vaughan, ON

L4L 8S5

T 905-264-7678 www.humphriesplanning.com
F: 905-264-8073 ~ Do Something Good Everyday! ~



HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

June 17, 2015
File: 11266/11267

City of Vaughan

Clerks Department

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1

Attn: M. Jeff Abrams
Clerk

Re: June 16 2015 Committee of the Whole Public Meeting

Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review
File 15.120

- & 15 )
ftem# '

Report No. e (, Q H\

LCouncil S 33115

Humphries Planning Group represents Lormel Homes owners of landholdings located
throughout the City of Vaughan. Please be advised that we support maintaining the Low
Rise Residential Designation policy as currently contained in the Citys OMB approved
VOP 2010. Further to such, we request formal notification of any future consultation,
staff reports and meetings by committee or council wherein these matters may be

considered.

Yours truly -

HUM? IES PLANNING GROUP INC,

=

216 Chrislea Road
Suite 103
Vaughan, ON

L4L 8S5

T 905-264-7678
F: 505-264-8073

Rosemarie L. Humphries BA, MCIP RPP
President

cc. client
Mayor and Members of Council
Mr. John Mackenzie

www.humphriesplanning.com
~ Do Something Good Everyday! ~




64 Jardin Drive, Unit 1B
Concord, Ontario

L4K 3P3

T. 905.669.4055

F. 905.669.0097

PLANNING PARTNERS INC. klmplanning.com

June 16, 2015

(By E-mail) i C l‘g w
ltem# __|
City of Vaughan Report No. _2 1 (pH)

c/o Jeffrey A. Abrams, City Clerk
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

L Council - il o 3\ \5

Attention: Mayor and Members of Council

Re: Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing) — June 16, 2015 — Iltem 1
Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review
Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-law 120-2014)
City File #15.120
City of Vaughan

Dear Mayor and Members of Council:

KLM Planning Partners Inc. is a land use planning consultant with many clients throughout the
City of Vaughan. We have had the opportunity to conduct a preliminary review the report entitled
“Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-
law 120-2014)” being considered at a Statutory Public Meeting of the Vaughan Committee of the
Whole this evening, June 16, 2015.

We have many clients with lands situated in the City of Vaughan who may be impacted by the
recommendations being proposed by Vaughan Policy Planning Staff in the aforementioned
report. We have not yet had an opportunity to discuss the details of the report and the proposed
recommendations with our clients.

Accordingly, we wish to advise you that we will continue to monitor this matter and kindly

request that we be notified of any future staff reports, public meetings, open houses/ workshops
and all decisions of Committee or Council regarding this matter.

Planning ® Design ® Development




Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact the
undersigned.

Yours very truly,

KLM PLANNING PARTNERS INC.

—
.l

Ryan Mino-Leahan, MCIP, RPP
Associate/Senior Planner

2 /-
,/' g o
& ” .‘A‘

Copy: John Mackenzie, Commissioner of Planning (By E-mail)
Roy McQuillin, Manager of Policy Planning (By E-mail)
Melissa Rossi, Senior Policy Planner (By E-mail)
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Subject: FW: Development on Keele ( C / ‘7
ltem# __!
Report No. _=2 (Pri
From: Sandra Ortino [mailto:ortinos@rogers.com] T (LF_Q 93 (S
Sent: June-16-15 8:47 PM L Council | )

To: Policyplanning
Subject: Development on Keele

Hello my name is Sandra Ortino. My husband, Serafino, and I had every intention to attend the meeting this evening
but unfortunately had a personal matter to attend to and I am just now able to email my opinion. Twould have
preferred to voice my concern in person, I must apologize for this last minute email.

We live on 139 Fifefield Dr. Our opinion is that this stretch of Keele Street needs to be preserved of its history. Keele
street is becoming a mismatch of disasters mixed in with beautiful heritage homes. The condos that were incorporated
to the existing heritage homes are an eye soar and a complete disaster. The beauty of this section of Keele MUST be
preserved. I don't believe anyone wants to see Keele St. turn into Jane St., a congested multi-condo street with no
history and packed with condos.

There is plenty of space that the City of Vaughan can designate for these types of buildings. These condos and
commercial units can be placed just north of Major Mackenzie.

I hope the City if Vaughan makes the right decision to preserve this section of Keele and work with the residents to
preserve and protect what's left of Maple ' s history.

Kindest regards,
Sandra and Serafino Ortino

Sent from my Samsung device over Bell's LTE network.
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999 Edgeley Blvd - Unit 6
Vaughan, ON LAK 474 infogebruttoconsulting.ca

Tel. (905) 851-1201 Fax (905) 761-9890

Brutto Project 13-190
June 16, 2015

City of Vaughan 4 C L fe )

Development Planning Department ltem # \

City of Vaughan Report No. .2+ (o)
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive West -
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1 L Council - Suke 2 ?_;\I‘:Z

Aten: John MacKenzie, Commissioner of Planning, via email only (John.Mackenzie@vaughan.ca)

Re: Low Rise Residential Designation Policy Review
Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-law 120-2014)
(Z.14.017 - 9675, 9687, 9697 Keele St, Vaughan ON)

Mr. MacKenzie,

We represent the property owner of a small land assembly known municipally as 9675, 9687, and 9697 Keele
Street (the ‘Subject Site’) in the City of Vaughan. An application to amend the Zoning By-law has been
submitted (Z.14.017) for the Subject Site; the redevelopment of the property has been impacted by the
Interim Control Bylaw (as noted above). We have reviewed the Staff Report (P.2015.20) and can provide the

following comments.

Page 1 of 2



June 16, 2015

Keele Street Interim Control By-law

The recommendations do not address the narure of the Right of Way of Keele Street and capacity for
further intensification in the area;

Keele Street is a transit priority arterial road, which supports the general principles of intensification;
The subject area is in state of transition in the vicinity of two intensification areas;

Densities of townhouse development projects can be consistent with a low rise density insofar as
building intensity as a representation of FSI;

Heritage Conservation Areas are intended to be areas of regeneration supported through
intensification and appropriate redevelopment that responds to underdeveloped areas;

The test of compatibility is not one of likeness, but the ability to co-exist in harmony;

There is an inherent inconsistency between the delineation of the Centre of Maple on Schedule 1 and
the boundaries of the Maple Heritage Conservation District Plan; and

There is an existing policy which addresses issues concerning daylight, landscaping and privacy with

regard to Townhouses not fronting onto a public street.

We are available to meet with Staff to review the above comments, discuss their context to the Subject Site, as

well as the Keele Street Interim Control By-law area as a whole.

Best Regards,
- "/ - = y #
7 sy (
( (s Zec) q\f':_/"(_- ’4

Claudio Brutto MCIP RPP

President

Brutto Consulting

ccC.

Melissa Rossi, City of Vaughan, Senior Policy Planner via email (Melissa.Rossi@vaughan.ca)
Todd Coles, City of Vaughan, Secretary-Treasurer via email (T'odd.Coles@vaughan.ca)
Matthew King, Brutto, Brutto Consulting via email (MKing@bruttoconsulting.ca)

Brutto Project: 13-190
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l LEPEK CONSULTING INC.
Helen Lepek, Hon. B.A., MCIP, RP.P.

C
June 8, 2015 COMMUNICATION
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e-mail policyplanning@vaughan.ca
City of Vaughan

Policy Planning Department

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Maple, ON

Attention: Melissa Rossi Senior Planner

Re: Stevenwave Co-Tenancy 9796, 9804 and 9818 Keele Street—City of Vaughan
Council Public Hearing: Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review June 16, 2015
File No. 15.120 Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review.

| am writing this letter on behalf of the above-noted properties. We have been working for
some time on a townhouse proposal for the Subject Lands. Please note that | am writing this
letter in advance of a staff report being issued as | will be out of the country until June 23, 2015.
I am writing this without the benefit of having reviewed an information report. Upon my return,
I will be reviewing the report and minutes of the Public Hearing. | may be submitting additional
comments.

l. History
We have been working on a proposal for townhouse development at this location since

2013.

A pre-consultation meeting was held with City staff on August 23, 2013. Following that
meeting, we developed a work program and the steps towards submission of rezoning
and site plan applications were initiated. included in the steps to submission was
consultation with the TRCA to determine the development envelope since there is a
watercourse located to the west of the subject lands.  We have also investigated
servicing and heritage issues.

Il. The Interim Control By-law 120-2014
The Interim Control By-law was enacted during our pre-submission investigations.

Brattys LLP filed an appeal to the By-law No. 120-14 on October 29, 2014. We are a party
to the OMB Hearing scheduled to commence on October 26, 2015.

2 Edith Drive Suite 503 Toronto, ON M4R 2H7
tel. — (416)483-3390 e-mail hlepek(@primus.ca

JUN 08 2015
Cco
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1.

Planning Justification

We believe that the redevelopment of the Subject Lands for townhouses is supportable
for the following reasons:

Townhouses are a permitted use in the Low-Rise Residential designation in the
Vaughan Official Plan 2010.

Intensification in urban serviced areas is supported by the Provincial Policy Statement
2014.

The massing provided by townhouse units provides an opportunity for attractive
streetscapes along a wider arterial road {Keele Street).

The location at the intersection of an arterial and local road provides for opportunities
for appropriate access and parking without compromising traffic movements on Keeie
Street.

There is physical separation between this property and the residential neighbourhood
to the west. A natural buffer and distance separation is created by the existing
watercourse, the Ramsey Armitage Park and the Maple Lions Centre.

Architectural compatibility with the Maple Heritage District for uses along Keele Street
can be achieved through site plan design.

I will be reviewing the Urban Strategies Inc. report upon my return and as indicated may be
making additional submissions. Please provide these comments

Yours truly,
LEPEK CONSULTING INC.

R z=—-

per: Helen Lepek, M.C.1.P,, R.P.P.

copies:

Stevenwave-Co-tenancy
Brattys LLP - C. Facciclo
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From: Caterina Principe [mailto;cprincipe@benemax.cal COMMUNICA-HON
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2015 1:04 PM 7 -
To: lafrate, Marilyn cW (pH).JUNE 1615
Cc: Ciampa, Gina T
Subject: June 16th Public Meeting ITEM - !

RE: Public Hearing:

Re: Future of Keele Street Re-development

(Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review - File #15.120},

and Demolition Request of Part V Designated Building - 9796 Keele Street - Ward 1 - Vicinity of Keele
Street and Merino Road

Hello Marilyn,

Once again, thank you for sending out your news letter informing the residence of Maple of the June 16th
public hearings for future development on Keele Street from Church Street to Fieldgate Drive.

Due to our son's York University graduation ceremony/celebration we will be unable to attend the June
16th meeting; however, as indicated in previous correspondence, below is a list of our concerns:

1. Regarding three properties on Keele Street - 9675, 9687 & 9697 (south of Major Mackenzie),
- Demolishing a house we thought was designated a historical home (9697 Keele St)
- Building 20 homes where there are currently only 3

- Building an actual “U” shaped road, where currently a single family home stands to allow for more
townhomes to be built and accessed. This is a scary proposal for such a small area

- Keele Street has only two lanes with no middie turning lane. All the homes the builders propose to
put on Keele Street will definitely have a negative impact on the congestion/traffic.

- The noise and pollution of putting 20 homes in such a compact area

- The height of the proposed 20 homes and the effect this would have on the privacy and home values
of the six houses on Fifefield Dr. Note, the residence on Fifefield worked hard to purchase and maintain
their homes - this development is a negative hit on their investment.

- Garbage receptacle placements — this would be in our backyards - garbage from 20 homes is a huge
concern regarding mice and smell

We understand, that to the developers it may just be a profitable venture, but to us it is our home, where
we have invested our time, lives and disposable income. We urge the city to understand that congesting
our neighbourhoods is not the right way to go about improving our city.

Sincerely,
Frank and Caterina Principe

Caterina Principe

Benemax Financial Group

T 905.707.0129 x 224
888.333.8907

F 905.707.0130

cprincipe@benemax.ca

www.benemax.ca <http://www.benemax.ca>
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From: Cam [mailto:cam.milani@milanigroup.ca] !
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2015 4:50 PM ITEM -
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Di Biase, Michael; Ferri, Mario; Rosati, Gino; Shefman, Alan; Racco
Sandra; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Carella, Tony; lafrate, Marilyn

Subject: Low Rise Designation Review Public Hearing ltem 1

Dear Members of Council and Committee,
We have reviewed the above noted item and have the following concerns:

1. The New Business Item that was brought forward on Feb 25" 2014 for Council
ratification on March 18", did not give the public the opportunity to comment on the
item as deputations are not permitted at Council. Had we been aware of the item,
we would have expressed concern;

2. The Low Rise Residential Policy review item stemmed from a concern regarding
Keele Street in Maple and the interim control by-law that followed speaks to that
specific concern. Also, the fact that it was brought forward by the Ward 1 councillor
confirms that origin. Now grouping ALL OF VAUGHAN into such an Area Specific
concern for Ward 1 | do not believe was the intent of Council.

3. The current VOP 2010 as approved by Vaughan is a substantial document that
received substantial staff support. There are policies respecting mature
neighborhoods. For staff to now suggest they no longer support their own policies as
proposed by them just a few years ago speaks volumes. Further, it was the very
proposed consultant, Urban Strategies Inc. that helped draft the current VOP 2010
and for them now to agree to disagree with their own report a short time later brings
credibility into question.

4. The report begins with an outline where staff find themselves disagreeing with
landowner interpretations to the Official Plan and therefore are not processing their
Re-Zoning application until there are OPAs filed along with the Re-Zoning. The
report goes on to immediately speak to appeals to the OMB as available
remedies. This report sounds a lot like the culmination of some heated debates with
landowners and staff and staff not receiving favorable outcomes to those
disagreements. The OMB and Council can interpret the VOP 2010 when
disagreements arise. Staff should not bring OPA’s in order to “seftle the scores”.

For the above noted reasons, Vaughan Council should not be pursing changes to their Official
Plan as they relate to the Low Rise Residential designation at all. Should Council want to
pursue some changes however, those policy reviews should only proceed for the areas that
formed the origin of the concern in the first place, which geographic area is outlined in
Attachment 1 only. The rest of Vaughan needs to be left alone.

Yours Truly,

Cam Milani
Milani Group




From: Tanza General Contracting Ltd [mailto:tanza@bellnet.ca]
Sent: June-15-15 6:38 PM

To: Policyplanning

Subject: Interim control by law

Hi there

c &
COMMUNICATION

o
oW (PH) ) UNE 16 1S

ITEM - _ {

| am a resident that lives on Keele Street. | am wondering if and how we could receive

a copy of the report from urban strategies.

| have some concerns regarding traffic control as traffic today is horrendous no matter
where you go. This raises concerns in case of emergencies and we know every minute
counts in a life threatening emergency. In regards to the trees how are they protecting

the existing trees.

We as residents are concerned for our safety and privacy.

All'in all i would like to see homes that compliment the existing area.

| am for

development but i would iike to see single family homes only. Not townhouses or 3

storey buildings! !!
Thank you

Mr and Mrs Oliva
Per Ri

na Conforti

Sent from Samsung Mobile

JUN 16 2015
CCo
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HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

June 16, 2015
File: 09220/11263

City of Vaughan

Clerks Department

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1

Attn:  Mr. Jeff Abrams
Clerk

Re: June 16 2015 Cammittee of the Whole Public Meeting
Low-Rise Residential Designation Palicy Review
Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review
File 15.120

Humphries Planning Group represents 281187 Ontario In¢, and Anland Developments
Inc, owners of land located south of Rutherford Road and East of Weston Road in the
Vaughan Mills Secondary Plan Area. This correspondence is intended to inform the City
and its study process that 281187 Ontario and Anland Developments object to any
proposed change to the existing approved Low-Rise Residential Designation policy as
currently contained in the Citys VOP 2010. Further to such, we request formal
notification of any future consultation. Staff reports and meetings by committee or
council wherein these matters may be considered.

Yours truly
HUMPHRIES £ NN/NG GROUP INC.

L S

Rosemarne L“Humphrte , MCIP RPP
President

cc. client
Mayor and Members of Council
Mr. John Mackenzie
Mr. Gerry Borean

216 Chrislea Road iMs. Laura Bisset
Suite 103

Vaughan. ON

L4L 855

T 005-264.7678 | www.humphriesplanning.com
F:005-264-8073 | ~ Do Something Good Fveryday! ~




From: Antonette Nardone [mailto:anardone58@gmail.com]
Sent: June-16-15 1.52 PM

To: Policyplanning

Subject: Low-Rise Designation Review (File # 15.120)

Hello,

c 10
COMMUNICATION

cw(pH).jUHE ,é(’g

l !
ITEM -

This is in response to your invitation to the meeting being held today (June 16/15) at

7:00 pm.

As | am unable to attend, | would appreciate if the following concern is addressed:

Maple roads are currently congested due to the continuous construction of new homes
and condos. Unfortunately, the roads have not had the same growth.

The traffic issue is a major concern which needs to be reviewed prior to issuing any

further construction development permits.

Best regards,

Antonette Nardone

JUN 1§ g9
CCco
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June 16, 2015 Our File No, 120539

BY EMAIL: john.britto@vaughan.ca

Chair and Committee Members
Committee of the Whole Public Hearing
City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive

Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1

Dear Committee Members:

Re: Public Hearing —~ June 16, 2015
Report No., 27, Item No. 1
Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review

We are counsel to 2357847 Ontario Inc., the owner of 8204 and 8210 Pine Valley Drive.
We also represent Ravines of Islington Encore Ltd., the owner of 8451-8457 Islington
Avenue and City Park Homes {Dufferin) Ltd., the owner of 7803-7815 Dufferin Street.

Qur clients and their consultant have only recently become aware of the above-captioned
public hearing staff report, Below are our initial submissions based upon our preliminary
review of this report.

We have been advised that:

* a draft report prepared by Urban Strategies does exist. However, it is not
available to the public and our clients” consultant was denied his request for a
copy. He was advised that the draft report which forms the basis of the staff
report, which is under consideration tonight, is not finalized by the consultant and
is only in draft form. We find this incredulous given that the meeting tonight is for
the purpose of public consultation, yet we cannot get a copy of a background
document,

¢ with regard to the list of properties studied by the consultant, our clients’
consultant was advised that this also is unavailable to the public.

e with regard to the March 18, 2014 Resolution calling for this policy review, we
have been advised that this was introduced at the Council table under “New
Business” by Councillor lafrate.
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With respect to the Public Hearing Report, it appears that the tone of the report is to
reduce the size of townhouse developments within infill situations. Of particular concern
is the proposed density cap of 35 UPH/14 UPA which we have been advised would be
incorporated into the Official Plan through an amendment, Our concerns respecting that
proposed density are as follows:

e an arbitrary number which does not rely on any evaluation or judgement based on
site characteristics, transit availability, traffic, accessibility, or design guidelines.

e an arbitrary cap with no room for flexibility will only lead to more Official Plan
Amendment applications and burocracy.

» the majority of townhouse developments would not be proposed at such a low
figure.

The impact of establishing such a low density cap would be as follows:

e the yield per acre would make these homes less affordable which is contrary to
goals of the Vaughan Official Plan and Provincial Policy.

* a lower density would not make the most efficient use of hard services which is
contrary to the Growth Plan and Provincial Policy Statement which encourage land
use efficiencies and use of services.

* a lower density is less supportive of public transit, school enrollment and park
utilization. The older residential areas are characterized by the lowest densities
which make for an inefficient use of public infrastructure. These neighbourhoods
need more density to support public transit etc.

Townhouses are a compatible form of development with single family detached dwellings
and that is why the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 very clearly recognized their contribution
toward building complete communities and providing a range of housing within the low-
rise designation as a permitted housing form.

The ink on the new OP is bharely dry. What warrants such a significant city-wide policy
change being considered now? We also question the public notification employed
respecting this initiative. Linking it with a localized ICBL matter is confusing and ohscures
the true nature of policy review. Why has there been no consultation with BILD and the
development industry?

AIRD & BERLIS up
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The staff report’s recommendation concerning providing policies to “respect and
reinforce” the existing community is troublesome as applied to infill townhouse
development. The last sentence reads:

“significant departures from prevailing development patterns would not be
permitted”,

The problem with this recommendation is that townhouses, by their very nature do
represent a very different development pattern.

The question shouid not be focussed on how different this form of development is to that
which surrounds it, but rather whether is it compatible with the existing development.
The report seems to dwell on the differences of style with respect to lot fabric, lot size,
building size, existing yard setbacks.

In the interest of building complete communities, the report should focus on the
compatibility aspect and accordingly rely on evaluation as to whether the proposal is
compatible with much less focus on dissimilarities with existing communities.

The existing Official Plan provides the tools to make these judgements through the
processing of zoning and site plan applications as judged by applying the design criteria
already in the Official Plan.

The policy recommendation which proposes that townhouse development must generally
front on a public street and not front a private lane at the rear or side of townhouses on
the same lot is simply confusing and requires clarification, Further, the requirement to
build private lanes to a public road standard also needs clarification. Is staff talking about
road width, roadbed construction or other parameters?

Common element condominiums are designed to be developed with private roads. The
development of first row units can front on a public road with which there is no dispute.
However, with respect to deep or wide lots, private lanes are an appropriate method of
development recognized as such through the Planning Act. To develop everything on
public roads is wasteful and a long term cost commitment to the municipality.

The staff report also specifies that where townhouse development adjoins existing
residentiai development, the rear yard should be a minimum of 25 feet. Such an arbitrary
number fails to evaluate site characteristics or design features which could support a rear
yard of less than 25 feet. The more appropriate method would be to allow the site pian
control process and design evaluation to determine what is appropriate in each situation
so that the development is based on the merit of site design, landscaping and building.

AIRD & BERLIS e
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If there are areas which the municipality wishes to preserve as is, then these areas should
be identified in the Official Plan as areas to be preserved with a strict set of
redevelopment criteria and rules. A good example is estate ot development. Policies
regarding this could be strengthened for clarity purposes. It should be noted however,
that the current Official Plan has policies, processes and tools to deal with these
situations.

There are applications which are currently submitted to the municipality or are
anticipated to be submitted, and it is our expectation and request that the City does not
attempt to enforce any new rules and policy retroactively.

Townhouse development represents a very significant portion of new housing
development; is the most affordable form of ground-related housing; and the least
impactful form of intensification. In accepting this staff report, the city would be taking
regressive action in a modern planning world.

The staff report states that “there are no economic impacts as a result of this report”,
How can this be so when one considers the following:

s dropping from a typical 15-20 UPA medium density Common Element Townhouse
development to a purposed 14 UPA affects DC revenues to the city [at an
estimated $70,000 per dwelling, there will be an average loss of $300,000-400,000
per developable acre]. Who came up with this density'cap? What and from where
is the information gathered to base this density reduction recommendation?

» with the Mayor and Council trying to prevent property tax increases, how does
losing 4-6 units per developable acre affect tax roll assessment and who/what will
make up this difference?

» how does this density reduction recommendation affect Powerstream, Enbridge,
transit/subway/LTR and the Hospital?

» how does this density reduction recommendation affect the affordability of low-
rise housing [where fewer units per acre will result in larger, more expensive
unitsj?

Please separate your consideration of the Keele Street ICBL matter from this Policy
Review.

Please terminate this Policy Review at this time. It is not needed, It is ill-considered. It will
have far-ranging financial consequences. Let the recently established policies set out in
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Vaughan Official Plan 2010 have a chance to be applied and considered before embarking
on such a significant policy review as has been proposed.

Yours truly,
AIRD & BERLIS LLP

[,

Leo F, Longo
LFL/ly

C Client

Gerard C. Borean
John Zipay

23068638.1
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City of Vaughan June 16, 2015
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive File 4020-3

Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1

Attn: Mayor and Members of Council

RE: Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review
Public Hearing ttem #1
June 16, 2015

We are the Planners for Fiducia Ventures inc., the owners of 4433, 4455, and 4477 Major
Mackenzie Drive West. We have recently undertaken a pre-application consultation meeting with
City staff for the development of the subject lands for a medium density development on lands that
are designate Low-Rise Residential in the 2010 Vaughan Official Plan.

Our client’s lands are located on the south-east comer of Major Mackenzie Drive West and Pine
Valiey Drive, both Regional arterial roads. In addition, Major Mackenzie Drive West is designated
as part of the Regional Transit Priority Network. The property is surrounded by Estate Residential
development along with a six-storey seniors building adjacent to the south.

The unique characteristics of the site make it well-suited for a medium density form of development
as this will support the future investments that are planned in the Regional transit system. An
initial review of the report is conceming as the recommendations have the potential to greatly
restrict low-rise development at transit-supportive densities. Should the recommendations move
into policy, our client will have to give serious consideration to increasing the density of the
proposed development through a mid-rise development of a similar scale as the development to
the south.

While we have not had time to analyze the above-mention report in detail, we offer the following
comments regarding the proposed modifications to the Low-Rise Residential designation policies:

« The origin of the report lies in the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review. It does not
appear that there has been any consultation outside of the Keele Street area. Thus, the
research is scoped and skewed towards an area dominated by a heritage conservation
area;

» The report extrapolates policies that are potentially appropriate for a heritage district and
extends them across all of the existing residential neighbourhoods. Heritage district
policies have different overlying objectives that are not necessarily applicable outside of

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Cntario L4K 5KB T, 505.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Sulte 114, Cakvilie, Ontario L6H 7G3 T. 905,844,8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario M5A 2X1 T, 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. 905.738.6639
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the heritage district. Thus, the basis for the recommendations for the broader review of
the Low-Rise Residential designation policies is gquestionable and not necessarily
supportable;

« The recommendations in the report appear to have been developed based on an
examination of existing policies without obtaining any input from the public, landowners or
the development industry. Thus, the recommendations have not been informed by a full
public discussion and should be considered premature;

+ The recommended policies in the report appear to centre on ‘compatibility” with existing
residential development. While this is an important element of determining the
appropriateness of development, it is not the only consideration. Medium density
development is an important factor in achieving transit supportive densities yet none of the
policies addressing transit-supportive development were listed in the report. Thus, the
recommendations need to be reconsidered in light of the entirety of the Official Plan;

» The policy framework in the report does not take higher-level planning policies into
account. Regional and Provincial policies on intensification have not been considered or
addressed in the proposed recommendations;

* The report recommendations seem to require that future medium density development
needs to ook like surrounding single family residential development. Recommendations
contemplate requiring frontage on public roads only, thus prohibiting private roads without
providing any substantial support for the direction. While problems regarding ‘safety and
security’ are alluded to, no evidence has been provided that a problem exists in current
medium density developments;

* The Conclusion to the report conflates medium density development in the Low-Rise
Residential land use designation with ‘the substantial intensification of Community Areas’.
No data is presented to back the assertion that there is ‘substantial intensification’ in the
Community Areas. Also, there is no analysis of higher level planning policies to determine
if a certain level of intensification of ‘Community Areas' is appropriate or not. Thus, the
recommendations potentially contravene higher level policy or are based on a lack of
research and evidence;

* The recommendations, if implemented, will have the effect of preventing any development
that is not the same as what is currently in place in the Low Rise Residential designation.
For example, the recommended policy “New devefopment shall be oriented to a public
street and have the same or similar lof widths, building heights and yard setbacks as those
that prevail in the immediately surrounding residential area”, would force development to
only continue an existing built form and lot fabric without any regard to transit supportive
development or Provincial intensification policies. In addition, the policy would not
recognize opportunities where medium density residential development is appropriate,
such as at the intersection of arterial roads where transit service is plentiful.

In summary, the recommendations in the report require additional analysis and input to better
balance the need to protect the ‘character’ of the existing community while achieving the growth
and evolution of the City that is envisages in the 2010 Official Plan, the Regional Official Plan and
the Provincial policy framework.
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Yours truly,
Weston Consulting

Kurt B. Franklin BMath, MAES, MCIP, RPP
Vice President
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We have reviewed the Report and have the following key concerns with the themes and
recommendations presented in the report as it relates to density, permitted uses, the location of
townhouses on a public ianeway and lot patterns and setbacks. We recognize that the
aforementioned Report is being submitted to the Committee and the public for review and
discussion and we offer the following preliminary comments for consideration, reserving the right
to provide further comments the future:

1. The Study Area is located on Regional Arterial Road with a designation for a Regional
Transit Priority Network and by its nature and designation, the Study Area represents an
appropriate location for a moderate degree of intensification. This has been demonstrated
by previous approvals and the built form and density of other lands along Keele Street
south of Major Mackenzie Drive. Amongst such approvals are sites that contain apartment
dwellings, townhouse dwellings and have densities in excess of the proposed density
thresholds.

It is our opinion that a higher density along a priority transit corridor is entirely appropriate
from a planning perspective so long as it is compatible with adjoining uses.

2. Based on the comments in the reponrt, it appears there is an implied recommendation to
remove fownhouse permissions in the Maple District. We do not support this
recommendation. Townhouses are an appropriate form of low rise housing that are
compatible with other low rise housing forms (i.e. single detached and semi-detached) -
particularly along a Regional Arterial road that is planned as a Regional Transit Priority
Network corridor.

3. We do not agree with the implication that would preclude private laneway development of
a condominium format. In our opinion, developments serviced by private laneways, if
properly designed, can provide high quality development in areas where infill is appropriate
and desirable. There are many existing examples of successful laneway housing formats
in the area. Such laneways also reduce the number of access points along public
highways, which is a generally desirable effect along arterial roads designated as a priority
transit corridor.

In addition to these comments, we request a copy of the full report prepared by Urban Strategies
Inc. once it is available. We also hereby request to be provided directly with notice of any
meetings, reports or draft policy in relation to this matter.

We appreciate your consideration of the above information and look forward to participating in this
review. Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned (ext. 241) or Julta Pierdon
(ext. 307). Thank you.
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Aaron Platt, Davies Howe
John MacKenzie, City of Vaughan
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE (PUBLIC HEARING)  JUNE 16, 2015

1.

LOW-RISE RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION POLICY REVIEW P.2015.20
KEELE STREET INTERIM CONTROL BY-LAW REVIEW (BY-LAW 120-2014)

FILE 15.120

WARDS1TO5

Recommendation

The Commissioner of Planning and the Acting Director of Policy Planning recommend:

1. THAT the Public Hearing and presentation on the Low-Rise Residential Designation
Policy Review and the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review BE RECEIVED; and
that any issues identified be addressed in a comprehensive report to a future Committee
of the Whole meeting;

Contribution to Sustainability

The proposed recommendations are consistent with the Green Directions Vaughan mandate by
supporting Goal 2:

e To ensure sustainable development and redevelopment.

Economic Impact

There are no economic impacts as a result of this report.

Communications Plan

The communication plan used for the statutory Public Hearing relies on a number of channels to
optimize public awareness. This included advertising in the Vaughan Citizen and the Vaughan
Liberal newspapers on Thursday May 21, 2015, providing the notice of a statutory Public Hearing
by mail to all Registered Community Ratepayers Associations. Other methods of notification
employed for this Statutory Public Hearing are set out below:

On Vaughan TV

In the City Update, the City of Vaughan's eNewsletter

On the City Page Online

On the Policy Planning departmental webpage, accessible through the City of Vaughan’s
Official website.

5. Mail outs to those within and 150 m from the boundary of the Keele Street Interim Control
By-law Boundaries.

PONPE

As of June 1, 2015 no comments have been received. Comments received thereafter will be
forwarded for distribution to the Committee of the Whole.

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to fulfill the requirements of the Planning Act and provide the
opportunity for public comment on proposed amendments to the Vaughan Official Plan resulting
from the joint Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review and the Keele Street Interim
Control Policy Review (By-law 120-2014).



Background - Analysis and Options

Executive Summary

This item reports on the joint City-Wide Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review and the
Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-law 120-2014). The report is structured as
follows, by providing:

e Background on the origin of the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review and the
broader City-wide Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review;

e A discussion of the current issues with the interpretation of the policies in VOP 2010 and
the implications of the for the review of the submitted development applications;

e Background on the City’s policy framework in VOP 2010 detailing the regulatory policies
governing Low Rise Residential development; specifically in Chapter 2.2.3 — Community
Areas; Chapter 9.1.2 — Urban Design and Built Form; Chapter 9.2 — Land Use
Designations and Permitted Building Types; and the Implementation Measures in
Chapter 10;

e A description of the study process;

e The findings and policies recommended for public review and comment at this public
hearing, which will be further considered in a comprehensive report to Committee of the
Whole expected later in 2015.

Background

The joint Low-Rise Residential Review and the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review
originated with two separate resolutions from Council as described below.

Origin of the Low-Rise Residential Designation Policy Review

On March 18, 2014 Vaughan Council adopted the following resolution directing that a review of
the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (VOP 2010) be undertaken pertaining to policies that permit
single and semi-detached houses and townhouses in Low-Rise Residential areas.

Whereas the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 Low Rise Residential Designation permits
singles, semi-detached houses, and townhouses with certain exceptions for site specific
and area specific situations and subject to Urban Design, compatibility and built form
policies in the Official Plan;

Whereas residents have raised concerns with townhouse proposals in existing stable
neighbourhoods and have expressed a desire to protect stable residential
neighbourhoods outside of identified Intensification Corridors from incompatible forms of
development;

Whereas opportunities may exist to amend the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 policies to
clarify where townhouse and semi-detached developments would be appropriate in the
Low Rise Residential Designation to address the urban design, compatibility and built
form policies in the Vaughan Official Plan;

Therefore let it be resolved that staff be directed to review the Low Rise Residential
Designation permissions and associated urban design, land use compatibility policies
and report back to Committee with policy options to protect stable residential
neighbourhoods including but not limited to opportunities for amendments to VOP 2010.



Origin of the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-law 120-2014)

On September 2, 2014 a Members Motion was brought forward to Committee of the Whole,
seeking Council’s direction to enact an Interim Control By-law, freezing development within lands
designated Low-Rise Residential, which front on Keele Street from Church Street to Fieldgate
Drive in the community of Maple (See Attachment 1). The resolution provided:

Whereas, there are lands fronting on Keele Street between Church Street and Fieldgate
Drive that are subject to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (VOP 2010) Low Rise
Residential Designation, which permits single detached and semi-detached houses, and
townhouses.

Whereas, residents have raised concerns with townhouse proposals in existing stable
neighbourhoods and have expressed a desire to protect stable residential
neighbourhoods, outside of the Intensification Corridors identified in the Vaughan Official
Plan 2010, from incompatible forms of development;

Whereas, Section 38 of the Planning Act permits a municipality to pass an interim control
by-law prohibiting the use of land, buildings or structures except for such purposes as set
out in the by-law and “freezing” development not in accordance with the by-law, for up to
one year, to allow the municipality to conduct a review or study in respect of land use
planning policies in a part or parts of the municipality as defined in the by-law;

Whereas, staff was directed at the March 18, 2014 Committee of the Whole meeting to
conduct a review or study, encompassing the Low-Rise Residential designation City-
wide, and to report back to the Committee with policy options to protect stable residential
neighbourhoods including but not limited to opportunities for amendments to VOP 2010;
and

Whereas, applications have come forward for proposals that substantially exceed the
level of development in adjacent residential areas;

It is therefore recommended that Council enact an Interim Control By-law applying to
those lands designated as Low-Rise Residential by the Vaughan Official Plan 2010,
either fronting on or forming part of a development parcel that includes lands fronting on
Keele Street in the Maple Community, extending from Church Street to Fieldgate Drive,
to preserve the opportunity to complete and implement the Review of the Low Rise
Residential Policies as directed by Council on March 18, 2014; and that the study be
completed in 2015.

On September 3, 2014 Vaughan Council ratified this recommendation and enacted Interim
Control By-law 120-2014. As a result of the enactment of the Interim Control By-law, a total of
five appeals were received from landowners within the area subject to the Interim Control By-law.
An Ontario Municipal Board Hearing has been set for October 26 to 30, November 3 to 6, and 9,
2015.

The lands subject to Interim Control By-law 120-2014 are shown on Attachment 1.

The City is proceeding with a Joint Study incorporating both the Low Rise Residential
Review and Maple Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review

Due to the similarity of issues it is appropriate to proceed on the basis of a joint study made up of
the Low Rise Residential Policy review and the Keele Street Interim Control By-law Review (By-
law 120-2014). Considering them together will provide an opportunity for information sharing and



the guidance provided by the consideration of a broader range of situations, which will support
the development of any resulting policies that comprehensively address the issues related to the
Low-Rise Residential designation. To advance the process, the City retained the firm Urban
Strategies Inc. to undertake the joint review.

The Current Issues with the Interpretation of VOP 2010

In order to regulate land use, the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 identifies broad structural areas, like
the Community Areas, which form the building blocks of the City. These also include
Employment Areas, various types of Intensification Areas that will be a major focus for new
development and the Natural Areas that protect the City’s Greenland system. To implement the
Urban Structure plan, land use designations are provided, which govern the land use within these
areas. The Low Rise Residential designation is one such use. Both the Urban Structure Plan
(Schedule 1 to VOP 2010) and the Land Use Plan (Schedule 13 to VOP 2010) are supported by
policies, to which developments are required to conform.

As a result of a number of recent development applications in the Low Rise Residential
designation, primarily on arterial road frontages within Community Areas, there is a concern that,
while the building type and maximum height requirements may be met, the development
proposals do not meet the compatibility and urban design criteria established in policies 9.1.2.2
and 9.1.2.3 and in Chapter 2.2.3 of VOP 2010 for Community Areas. The concern primarily rests
with the integration of Townhouses into existing neighbourhoods consisting primarily or
exclusively of single-detached homes. It is noted that there are no maximum density provisions in
the Low Rise Residential designation. The intensity of development or redevelopment is currently
governed by the permitted building form and the urban design/compatibility policies.

The urban design criteria in VOP 2010 are context based and apply as follows:

e General criteria that address the entire Community Area (Policies 2.2.3.2, 2.2.3.3. and
Policies 9.1.2.1 and 9.1.2.2);

e More specific criteria addressing neighbourhoods that have unique or special
characteristics (Policy 9.1.2.3);

e Specific implementation provisions (i.e. Block Plan approval) are available to address
contiguous development parcels with multiple owners, which would provide more
flexibility in ensuring consistent, compatible development.

The above provisions need to be taken into consideration in applying Chapter 9.2 “Land Use Designation
and Permitted Building Types”.

The criteria require a preliminary staff assessment and interpretation. As such, there will be
cases where the City's interpretation differs from that of an applicant, as to whether an application
for a zoning amendment to implement a Townhouse development (a permitted use in the Low-
Rise Residential designation) is in conformity with the Official Plan or whether an Official Plan
amendment is required. Where such situations occur a number of alternative scenarios may
emerge. These include:

e Modifications are made to the application to conform to the Official Plan, to the
satisfaction of the City and the application moves forward through the approval process
(still subject to third party appeal through a zoning process).

e The applicant applies to amend the Official Plan, which is considered on its merits.
Appeals are available to the applicant should Council fail to make a decision within the
prescribed timeframe or if the application is denied. The implementing measure (i.e.
zoning, site plan approval) proceeds to Council, while there is a remaining disagreement
between the applicant and City on conformity with compatibility criteria, resulting in the



zoning application being denied by Council. The failure to approve the application would
also be subject to appeal by the applicant.

Ultimately, these matters have the potential to be appealed for the purpose of adjudication at the
Ontario Municipal Board. Success at the Board would be substantially influenced by the clarity of
the policies, their appropriate application and the professional evidence provided by the expert
witnesses.

The current policy regime provides guidance as to the City’s expectations for development in its
stable residential areas, respecting the fact that the City has established Intensification Areas
where major redevelopment and infill is permitted. The pertinent policies are set out below.

1. Policy Framework: Community Areas and the Low Rise Residential Designation

VOP 2010 provides a range of polices that govern the regulation of both new and existing
residential neighbourhoods. One of the keys to the Plan’s interpretation is that it is to be read
comprehensively, as policies located throughout the document may apply to any given parcel of
land. Policy 10.2.1.1, “Interpretation” provides that the “Official Plan be read in its entirety and all
policies are to be considered and balanced when implementing the Plan.”

This section of the report provides a summary of the pertinent policies governing the Community
Areas, which are shown on Schedule 1, the City’s Urban Structure Plan (See Attachment 2).
Community Areas include the existing stable residential areas and areas currently undergoing
greenfield development. Development in the Community Areas is predominantly subject to the
Low Rise Residential designation, as set out on Schedule 13 “Land Use” and is subject to Policy
9.2.2.1 (See Attachment 3).

This section of the report provides an overview of the policies related to “Low-Rise Residential”
development in the Community Areas as set out in VOP 2010:

i. Chapter 2.2.3 — Community Areas

This section sets the context for the Community Areas. It indicates that Vaughan’s communities
are fundamental to the City’s Urban Structure and that the existing communities of Woodbridge,
Kleinburg, Maple, Thornhill, Concord and the new communities of Vellore and Carville contribute
to a unique sense of place that helps define the City's identity. These areas are primarily
characterized by Low Rise Residential housing stock, including local retail, community facilities,
schools and parks. The intent of the plan is to protect and strengthen the character of these
areas; and it recognizes that incremental change is expected as part of the natural maturing of
the neighbourhoods. The plan states that, “...this change will be sensitive to and respectful of the
existing character of the area.” The following policies provide more detailed guidance.

Policy 2.2.3.2 states that, “. . . Community Areas are considered Stable Areas and
therefore Community Areas with existing development are not intended to experience
significant physical change. New development that respects and reinforces the existing
scale, height, massing, lot pattern, building type, character, form and planned function of
the immediate local area is permitted, as set out in the policies of Chapter 9.”

Policy 2.2.3.3 states that, “. . . limited intensification may be permitted in Community
Areas as per the land use designations on Schedule 13 and in accordance with Chapter
9 of this Plan. The proposed development must be sensitive to and compatible with the
character, form and planned function of the surrounding context.”



These policies emphasize the importance of the Community Areas to the City as a structural
element and as an important contributor to the City’s identity. This forms the basis for additional
policies in Chapters 9 and 10 designed to preserve the character and function of the stable areas.

ii. Chapter 9.1.2 — Urban Design and Built Form

Achieving high-quality architecture, urban design and public realm is a consistent theme of VOP
2010. This section of the Plan provides a clear set of intentions and expectations as to how
buildings should be developed in different parts of the City. Therefore, developments will need to
be both functional for the users of the building and community and contextually fit within their
surroundings. The importance of “context” is reflected in the following policies applying to the
Community Areas.

Policy 9.1.2.1 requires that “. . . new development will respect and reinforce the existing
and planned context within which it is situated. More specifically, the built form of new
developments will be designed to achieve the following general objectives:”

a. In Community Areas, new development will be designed to respect and reinforce
the physical character of the established neighbourhood within which it is located as
set out policies 9.1.2.2. and 9.1.2.3. or, where no established neighbourhood is
located, it shall help establish an appropriate physical character that is compatible
with its surroundings, as set out in policy 9.1.2.4.

b. In Intensification Areas, new development will be located and organized in policies
9.1.2.5 and 9.1.2.6, to frame and support the surrounding public realm and massed
to fit harmoniously into its surrounding environment, including appropriate transition
to areas of lower intensity development.

To elaborate on Policy 9.1.2.1, a. an additional policy is included which identifies the design
elements that create the character that the Plan intends to preserve.

Policy 9.1.2.2. requires that, “. . . in Community Areas with established development,
new development be designed to respect and reinforce the existing physical character
and uses of the surrounding area paying particular attention to the following elements:

The local pattern of lots, streets and blocks;

The size and configuration of lots;

The building type of nearby residential properties;

The heights and scale of nearby residential properties;

The setback of buildings from the street;

The pattern of year and side-yard set-backs; and,

Conservation and enhancement of heritage buildings, heritage districts and cultural
heritage landscapes.

h. The above elements are not meant to discourage the incorporation of features that
can increase energy efficiency (e.g. solar configuration, solar panels) or
environmental sustainability (e.g. natural lands, rain barrels).”
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Policy 9.1.2.2 provides broad guidance in the treatment of the City's stable Community Areas.
However, in recognition of Vaughan's varying neighbourhood contexts, these policies are
elaborated on for specific areas in Policy 9.1.2.3. It is recognized that many of the City's
neighbourhoods have unique or special characteristics that warrant preservation. This policy
identifies the types of areas that should be considered under this policy and provides greater
detail in how the attributes should be addressed.



Policy 9.1.2.3 states that, “Within the Community Areas there are a number of older,
established residential neighbourhoods that are characterized by large lots and/or by
their historical, architectural or landscape value. They are also characterized by their
substantial rear, front and side yards, and by lot coverage that contributes to expansive
amenity areas, which provide opportunities for attractive landscape development and
streetscapes. Often, these areas are at or near the core of the founding communities of
Thornhill, Concord, Kleinburg, Maple and Woodbridge, and may also be part of the
respective Heritage Conservation Districts. In order to maintain the character of these
areas the following policies shall apply to all developments within these areas (e.g. land
severances, zoning by-law amendments and minor variances), based on the current
zoning, and guide the preparation of any future City-initiated area specific or
comprehensive zoning by-laws affecting these areas.

a. Lot frontage: In the case of lot creation, new lots should be equal to or exceed the
frontages of the adjacent nearby and facing lots;

b. Lot area: The area of new lots should be consistent with the size of adjacent and
nearby lots;

c. Lot configuration: New lots should respect the existing lotting fabric;

d. Front yards and exterior side yards: Buildings should maintain the established pattern
of setbacks for the neighbourhood to retain a consistent streetscape;

e. Rear yards: Buildings should maintain the established pattern of setbacks for the
neighbourhood to minimize visual intrusion on the adjacent residential lots;

f. Building heights and massing: Should respect the scale of adjacent residential
buildings and any city urban design guidelines prepared for these Community Areas;

g. Lot coverage: In order to maintain the low density character of these areas and
ensure opportunities for generous amenity and landscaping areas, lot coverage
consistent with development in the area as provided for in the zoning by-law is
required to regulate the area of the building footprint within the building envelope, as
defined by the minimum yard requirements of the zoning bylaw.”

It should be noted that the lands subject to the Interim Control By-law 120-2014 are within the
Maple Heritage Conservation District Plan Area.

iii. Chapter 9.2 Land Use Designations and Permitted Building Types

The broader Community Areas category, as provided for in the City’s Structure Plan (Schedule 1
to VOP 2010 forming Attachment 2), is subject to more detailed regulation in the form of land use
designations and permitted building types.

Each land use designation identifies permitted uses and requirements relating to how the lands
are to be developed, including the permitted building types. Development criteria respecting the
permitted building types are also provided. The policies governing the designations and permitted
building types form one of the primary mechanisms for achieving the growth management
strategy set out in Chapter 2 of VOP 2010 and the implementation of the various thematic policies
contained in Chapters 3 through 8 (e.g. the Environment, Transportation, Economy). They also
provide specific guidance on how to achieve the various public realm, built form, urban design
and sustainable development policies in Section 9.1, “Elements of a Great City”. As such, the
policies cited above provide guidance in the application of the Land Use Designations.

The Community Areas are primarily designated “Low Rise Residential”, as shown on Schedule 13
- “Land Use” to VOP 2010 (Attachment 3). Policy 9.2.2.1.establishes the policy regime for the
“Low-Rise Residential” land use designation, as follows:



Low Rise Residential

In areas designated on Schedule 13 as Low-Rise Residential, the following policies
apply:

a. Low-Rise residential areas be planned to consist of buildings in a low-rise form no
greater than 3 storeys;

b. The following uses shall be permitted in areas designated as Low-Rise Residential, in
addition to those uses permitted through policy 9.2.1.9:
i. Residential units;
ii. Home Occupations;
iii. Private Home day care for a maximum of five (5) children; and
iv. Small-scale convenience retail, provided the use is:
1. located on a corner lot where at least one of the sides is on a collector or
arterial street as indicated on Schedule 9; and
2. amaximum of 185 square metres of gross floor area.

c. The following building types are permitted in areas designated as Low-Rise
Residential, pursuant to policies in subsection 9.2.3. of [VOP 2010]:
i. Detached house;
ii. Semi-detached house;
iii. Townhouse; and
iv. Public and Private Institutional Buildings

The direction provided by the Council resolution identifies Townhouses and Semi-
detached houses for further review. Policy 9.2.3.2. establishes the criteria for
“Townhouse” development as follows:

a. A Townhouse is a Low-Rise Residential building, up to three storeys in height,
situated on a single parcel and part of a row of at least three but not more than six
attached residential units.

b. In Community Areas with existing development, the scale, massing setback and
orientation of the Townhouses will respect and reinforce the scale, massing, setback
and orientation of other built and approved Townhouses in the immediate area.
Variations are permitted for the purposes of minimizing driveways and having front
entrances and porches located closer to the street than garages.

c. In areas of new development, the scale, massing, setback and orientation of
Townhouses will be determined through the process of developing and approving
Secondary Plans, Block Plans, Plans of Subdivision, Zoning By-laws, and/or urban
design guidelines.

d. Townhouses shall generally front onto a public street. Townhouse blocks not fronting
onto a public street are only permitted if the unit(s) flanking a public street provide(s)
a front-yard and front-door entrance facing the public street.

e. The facing distance between blocks of Townhouses that are not separated by a
public street should generally be a minimum of 18 metres in order to maximize
daylight, enhance landscaping treatments and provide privacy for individual units.

Policy 9.2.3.1 sets out the policies and development criteria applying to both Detached
and Semi-Detached Houses in Community Areas, as set out below.

a. A Detached House is a Low-Rise Residential building, up to three storeys in height,
situated on a single lot and not attached to any other residential building. A Semi-
Detached House is a Low-Rise Residential building, up to three storeys in height,



situated on a single lot and attached to no more than one other residential building
situated on a separate parcel.

b. In Community Areas with existing development, the scale, massing, setback and
orientation of Detached Houses and Semi-Detached Houses will respect and
reinforce the scale, massing, setback and orientation of other built and approved
Detached Houses and/or Semi Detached Houses in the immediate area. Variations
are permitted for the purposes of minimizing driveways.

c. In areas of new development, the scale, massing, setback and orientation of
Detached Houses and Semi-Detached Houses will be determined through the
process of developing and approving Secondary Plans, Block Plans, Plans of
Subdivision, Zoning By-laws and/or urban design guidelines.

iv. Implementation Measures

The standard implementation measures provided by the Planning Act apply to development and
redevelopment under these circumstances. These include, as appropriate, amendments to the
official plan or zoning by-law, consents or draft plans of subdivision where lot creation is involved
and site plan approval. The policies of VOP 2010 provide an additional tool (Block Plan
approval), which can be applied in more complex multiple ownership situations to coordinate
development and optimize both the functionality and aesthetics of development.

There will be times, particularly on lots fronting arterial roads in Community Areas, where there
are a number of adjacent parcels that may be appropriate for development or redevelopment on a
collective basis. However, they may fail to provide an appropriate setting for individual
redevelopment by virtue of their size or configuration e.g. insufficient depth, width, availability of
safe road access or partial encumbrance by an easement or natural area. In such situations land
assembly would be essential. To provide for coordinated development, the City can apply the
VOP 2010 Block Plan policies to ensure that development takes place in a manner that is
comprehensive and compatible with the adjacent Low-Rise Residential areas.

Block Plan approval is a process established in the Official Plan to coordinate the development of
a number of lots, with multiple owners, that form a logical planning unit. This review provides a
level of certainty as to the form of development which will ultimately inform the subsequent
approval processes. Applications for Block Plan approval are made by the affected landowners
to the City, for Council approval, in accordance with the requirements of VOP 2010.

The scope of a Block Plan can vary depending on the issues and opportunities posed by the
subject lands. The main components of the review in a Block Plan process typically include a
number of supporting technical submissions along with a Block Plan drawing which illustrates the
development concept. It depicts the location of the future road patterns and connections and the
approved land uses. This information is subject to City and agency review, and the Block Plan
application is subject to Council approval. It will inform the implementing draft plan of subdivision
or site development approval processes. In most instances, the process allows for the majority of
issues to be resolved in advance of moving on to the implementation phase.

The Block Plan requirement offers the opportunity to coordinate multiple land holdings to provide
for a rational and comprehensive development that uses land and infrastructure efficiently and is
integrated with its surroundings. This approach may be better for accommodating appropriate
redevelopment, including townhouses, in Community Areas, rather than the development of
individual abutting lots which might be narrow, or with limited frontage on a public street, as
sometimes seen on arterial streets. This can lead to a better quality of development, fewer
accesses to arterial roads and opportunities for more creative designs.



The Block Plan policies are set out in Chapter 10, “Implementation” and identify the
circumstances under which the process may be applied. Policy 10.1.1.14 provides that the City
identify areas subject to the Block Planning process through:

a. the Secondary Plan process; or
b. the development review process, to address complexities in smaller planning units,
scoped as required in accordance with policy 10.1.1.15.

Policy 10.1.1.14(b). is applicable to the smaller, multi-owner, infill planning units, where
development is taking place in accordance with an existing land use designation. Important to its
application is the scoping of submission requirements to address the needs of the individual case.
Policy 10.1.1.15 establishes a generic list of criteria that would need to be considered, in the
Block Plan submission. These would form the basis for the scoping exercise. They include the
consideration of:

the proposed land uses, housing mix and densities;

traffic management;

provision of public transit;

provision of public and private services and detailed approach to stormwater

management;

protection and enhancement of Natural Heritage Network;

precise locations of natural and cultural heritage features of the area;

the precise location of any parks, open space, schools, community centres, and

libraries;

h. the proposed implementation of sustainable development policies contained in
Section 9.1.3. of VOP 2010;

i. phasing of development;

j. evaluation of opportunities for coordination with environmental assessment

processes for roads and infrastructure that are subject to the Environmental

Assessment Act.
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2. The Study Process

Urban Strategies Inc. was retained by the City to conduct a review that would address issues
related to both the Keele Street Interim Control By-law and the Low Rise Residential Areas
generally. The Scope of Work for both parts of the study is set out below.

A. Addressing the area subject to the Keele Street-Maple Interim Control By-law

Scope of Work:

The scope of work included an evaluation of the following:

e Whether the proposed townhouse developments fronting on to Keele Street from
Church Street to Fieldgate Drive are consistent with the policies of the Maple
Heritage Conservation District Plan and the Maple Streetscape Design Guidelines;

e Whether the current and approved VOP 2010 Urban Design and Land Use Polices in
VOP 2010 provide appropriate levels of protection for and compatibility with adjacent
residential users;

e Whether the policies of VOP 2010 ensure planned or proposed developments
provide attractive streetscapes and building forms consistent with the existing
community character; and that such developments are safe and functional.

The scope of work required the following elements be reviewed:



i. Identification of the pertinent policies of VOP 2010, the Maple Heritage Conservation
District Plan and the Maple Streetscape Urban Design Guidelines that would apply to
the development of the sites;

i Apply the identified policies to the subject sites to assess their conformity with the
policies. If opportunities for alternative plans are identified that are in closer
conformity to the VOP 2010 policies the consultant will proceed with the preparation
of conceptual site plans for each site, as demonstration plans, which will address,
among other things:

e The provision of a Townhouse development;

e Building location and setbacks;

e Taking into consideration a price range consistent with the current
housing market in the general area;

¢ Road network and pedestrian access;

The internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system;

Parking Areas (including garages);

Natural Areas;

Landscaped Areas and amenities;

Site statistics;

ii. Analyze the existing policies in consideration of the site plans prepared in “A” above,
and to provide a commentary and recommendations on:

e The appropriateness of continuing to permit townhouse development within the
Interim Control by-law area.

e The role of site size and configuration in shaping the nature and quality of
development (i.e. should there be more explicit policy requiring site assembly
and the implementation of a Block Plan or neighbourhood tertiary plan approval
process to more effectively implement City Policy).

e A review of the existing policies for the purpose determining whether
strengthening, clarification or the addition of new policies would be of benefit in
shaping or directing development;

e An evaluation of the streetscape and broader urban design impacts on the Keele
Street corridor, should there be a continuation of this type of development (i.e.
would enhanced streetscape/heritage measures be necessary?)

iv. Based on the results of the Keele Street Review, determine whether any identified
measures or approaches should be considered for implementation in the broader
city-wide Low Rise Residential Review

B. Provide policy recommendations prepared for the broader review of the Low-Rise

Residential policies prescribed by the March 18, 2014 resolution, informed as
appropriate by the Keele Street experience and other recent proposals, as required.

Scope of Work
The scope of work included an evaluation of the following:
e Whether Townhouse developments fronting onto arterials roads are appropriate;

e Whether Townhouse developments are appropriate in the interiors of Low-Rise
Residential Areas;



e  Whether the current and approved VOP 2010 Urban Design and Land Use Policies
provide appropriate levels of protection for and compatibility with the existing stable
residential neighbourhood and adjacent low-rise residential uses;

e Whether the policies of VOP 2010 ensure planned or proposed developments
provide attractive streetscapes and building forms consistent with the existing
community character; and that such developments are safe and functional.

e Consider other Low-Rise Residential areas in the City, as specified by the direction
for the original study:

i. Apply lessons learned in the Keele Street Analysis to other areas of the City with
any necessary adjustments and draw any conclusions on the appropriateness of
the current policy regime, as warranted.

i. Identify the need for any additional policy modifications including the
strengthening of existing policies and guidelines to protect the character and to
mitigate any negative effects/impacts on the surrounding community;

iii. Evaluate whether use permissions in Low Rise Residential areas are appropriate
or whether other measures such as providing for conditional approvals of certain
types of uses, based on more rigorous requirements is appropriate.

3. Status of the Study

This report summarizes the interim findings of the joint land use reviews. Prior to finalizing the
findings and recommendations it will be necessary to review the input received at this Public
Hearing and any subsequent submissions and to respond accordingly. These will be reported on
in the comprehensive report to Committee of the Whole along with the final recommendations.

4. Study Findings:

Based on the work to-date, the findings of the Keele Street and Low Rise Residential Reviews are
summarized below. The results of these analyses form the basis for the recommended
amendments to VOP 2010 that have been prepared for consideration at this public hearing.

The Keele Street Interim Control By-law 120-2014 Area

The five sites subject to development proposals within the By-law 120-2014 area were analyzed
in accordance with the study mandate. Because the subject sites are large and front Keele
Street, which can be viewed as the edge of the neighbourhoods on either side, they present
opportunities for more intense forms of development that enhance the historic character of Maple.
Nevertheless, the area is not designated for intensification by the VOP 2010 and the primary
policy objective is to reinforce the established character of the area as per policies 2.1.3.2(e),
9.1.2.2., and 6.3.2."Heritage Conservation Districts” of VOP 2010 and policies 2.4.5. and 4.4.1. of
the Maple Heritage District Conservation Plan (MHCDP). Although each of the proposed
townhouse developments in the study area has distinct characteristics, they share common
characteristics that put them out of conformity with the applicable policies of the Official Plan, as
summarized below.

Each site is appropriate for limited intensification provided that it “respects and reinforces” the
character of the area, as permitted by the Official Plan; however, each proposal represents
significant intensification that does not respect and reinforce the village character of Maple
described in the MHCDP or the character of the larger existing neighbourhoods on either side of
Keele Street. In terms of units per hectare, the proposals are two to three times denser than most
of the surrounding neighbourhoods, and four to ten times denser than the oldest neighbourhoods
in the area. From a massing standpoint, the intensification is also significant. At three storeys, the
heights of the townhouses are compatible with the area, although the overall height, which is



closer to four storeys in appearance, does not respect the MHCDP guidelines. The height of the
townhouses combined with the widths of the townhouse blocks, which in some cases exceeds the
maximum of six units, and their below-standard setbacks results in an overall mass that
represents a significant physical change to the area, contravening Policy 2.2.3.2.

Each proponent proposal locating the buildings close to the planned Keele Street right-of-way;
the minimum front yard setbacks vary from 1.5 to 3.0 metres. While tight setbacks such as these
may be appropriate in the historic commercial core of Maple, they are not appropriate in the
residential areas of the village. They are not consistent with front setbacks generally in the area,
which, as prescribed in the Zoning By-law, are a minimum of 4.5 metres. The established
minimum provides adequate space for a front porch, steps and soft landscaping. Space to
accommodate soft landscaping is fundamental to the character of the historic district, as
described in the MHCDP. Given that Keele Street is a busy arterial road from which residential
dwellings should be buffered, and given the existing and planned streetscape character,
variances from the minimum front setback should not be permitted.

The proposals for sites that back on to the rear yards of adjacent residential properties have rear
yard setbacks of 3.0 to 4.5 metres. This is well below the prevailing setbacks in the surrounding
neighbourhoods, which generally are the zoning standard minimum of 7.5 metres. Typically, they
are much greater than this. Setbacks of less than 7.5 metres may result in overlook and loss of
privacy impacts on the abutting properties.

They also result in a minimal amount of private outdoor amenity space on the sites. The
orientation of some of the townhouse units in each of the proposals is not consistent with, and
respectful of, the character of the area. Three of the proposals have units flanking Keele Street.
While the Official Plan does not strictly prohibit townhouses from flanking a street, this condition is
contrary to the policies of the MHCDP and in each case is avoidable. Also, in four of the
proposals, units are oriented to an internal private laneway, which is contrary to the Official Plan
policy generally requiring units to front a public street (the City would not assume any of the
proposed laneways as public streets). It also creates awkward front-to-back relationships
between dwelling units on the same site or adjoining sites, which diminishes the quality and
privacy of the affected rear yards.

All of the proposals cover most of their respective sites with buildings, driveways and parking. In
addition to the adverse impacts from the mass, setbacks and orientation of the buildings, as
described above, this also means that most of the existing mature trees on the sites (outside of
conservations areas), and potentially all of the trees, will be removed. This in itself will represent a
significant physical change in the area and is contrary to a primary objective of the MHCDP to
preserve existing mature trees.

In summary, the review concluded that none of the proposed townhouse developments respects
and reinforces the existing physical character of the surrounding area, specifically the setbacks of
buildings from the street, the pattern of rear and side yard setbacks, and the landscape character
of the Maple Heritage Conservation District.

The Low Rise Residential Designation Policy Review

Overview

In addition to the consideration of the development proposals in the Keele Street Interim Control
By-law area, a number of recent proposals for townhouse developments submitted in the Low
Rise Residential area were reviewed. Together, they form the basis for the commentary and
recommendations set out below.



Vaughan is a mature but still fast-growing city undergoing constant change. Within the built-up
parts of the city, much of this change is a result of residential intensification, which is generally
promoted by the Provincial Policy Statement, the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe,
the York Region Official Plan and the City’'s own Official Plan. Land use policies at all levels,
however, direct intensification to specific parts of the built-up area, primarily designated centres
and transit corridors. While not preventing intensification in existing low-density communities, the
policy intent is to maintain their physical character.

The recent redevelopment and intensification proposals in Vaughan's existing Community Areas
designated Low-Rise Residential raise a number of issues, suggesting a need for stricter
interpretation of the relevant VOP 2010 policies or a clarification and strengthening of the policies
through Official Plan amendments. In most cases, the proponent is respecting the generally
permitted land uses in the area - detached houses, semi-detached houses and townhouses - and
maximizing the use on the site. However, in addition to the use permissions in the VOP, there are
also a number of general and specific urban design policies in Chapters 2 and 9 of the plan with
which development applications must comply. The issues raised by the proposals, including the
proposals within the Keele Street Interim Control By-law area in Maple, are summarized below,
with recommendations for addressing them through refinements to the VOP 2010 and other
means.

Most of the proposals represent significant intensification that would result in a significant
physical change to the community.

While VOP 2010 contemplates appropriately designed townhouses, when several or many
townhouses are clustered tightly on a site with reduced setbacks that do not reflect the prevailing
setbacks in the surrounding area, their mass and their visual impact are significantly greater than
the mass and impact of a detached house. Regardless of whether the visual impact of the
development on its own is considered negative or not, the mass represents a significant physical
change to the neighbourhood, which is contrary to the VOP 2010. In addition, landscaped front
yards with room for mature trees are a defining characteristic of Vaughan's existing low-rise
residential areas. The relatively high densities of most of the proposed developments limit the
opportunities for landscaped yards that respect and reinforce the character of the area.

Recommendation:

Based on a review of the sites and the VOP 2010 policies a density threshold is recommended,
which would serve as one of the criteria to determine whether an Official Plan amendment is
required. By limiting the density of new development in existing low rise residential areas, the
community and the City will have some assurance that the mass of buildings and provision of
private open space will respect and maintain the character of the neighbourhood. Vaughan's
existing low-rise communities generally have a maximum density of approximately 20 units per
net hectare. The VOP should acknowledge the relationship between density and neighbourhood
character and generally restrict the density of new development within existing low rise
communities to a maximum of 35 units per net hectare, provided the urban design policies of the
plan are satisfied. An Official Plan amendment would be triggered for density proposals in excess
of 35 units per hectare.

Most of the proposals are not respecting and reinforcing the character of the surrounding
residential area.

Policy 2.2.3.2 states that new development in Community Areas will only be permitted if it
respects and reinforces the existing scale, height, massing, lot pattern, building type, character,
form and planned function of the immediate local area. Companion Policy 9.1.2.1 restates this



objective, and Policy 9.1.2.2 elaborates by listing the elements that need to be respected and
reinforced, including:

the local pattern of lots, streets and blocks;

the size and configuration of lots; the building type of nearby residential properties;
the heights and scale of nearby residential properties;

the setback of buildings from the street;

the pattern of rear and side-yard setbacks;

conservation and enhancement of heritage buildings, heritage districts and cultural
heritage landscapes.

These requirements are also reflected in the City’s consent (land severance) policies (Policy
10.1.2.46).

Since the characteristics of most of the proposals are markedly different from those of
surrounding development, they are not respecting and reinforcing the character of the respective
areas. Although “respect and reinforce” should not be interpreted to mean “be the same as”, in
land use planning, the terms are synonymous with “be similar to” and “be consistent with”.
Specifically, the characteristics in most of the proposals that are not reinforcing the existing
development patterns include:

e the pattern of lots and significantly smaller lots (in the case of townhouse
condominium proposals, “lot” refers to the land allocated to individual units and their
front and rear yards);

e setbacks from the street that are significantly less than setbacks in the area;

e the pattern of rear and side yard setbacks, with rear yard setbacks in particular being
significantly less than those in the area,;

e setbacks and landscaped areas that are not consistent with those in the larger
heritage conservation district (in the case of the Keele Street proposals).

Recommendation:

The policies providing for development to “respect and reinforce” the existing community
character should be strengthened to ensure that it is interpreted in a manner that is consistent
with the intent of the Plan. While these terms appropriately provide some flexibility to allow
variances with respect to lot patterns, lot sizes and setbacks, depending on the constraints of the
site, significant departures from the prevailing development pattern should not be permitted.

In addition, the City should add “the orientation of buildings” to the list of elements in Policy
9.1.2.2 and add the following at the end of the policy to clarify the meaning of respect and
reinforce:

New development shall be oriented to a public street and have the same or similar lot widths,
building heights and yard setbacks (front, side and rear) as those that prevail in the
immediately surrounding residential area. The zoning regulations regarding setbacks and
heights generally shall be the same as those that apply in the immediate vicinity, and only
minor variances from these regulations shall be permitted. Where there are multiple zones
and a variety of heights and setbacks in the surrounding residential area, or where a minor
variance from the prevailing zoning standard is proposed, an Urban Design Brief prepared to
the satisfaction of the City shall justify those elements proposed for the site.

Finally, to recognize the role of landscaped yards and mature trees in defining the character of
existing low-rise residential communities, Policy 9.1.2.2 should be amended to add “the presence



of mature trees and general landscape character of the streetscape” to the list of elements to be
considered by new development in established areas.

Historical residential lots along arterial roads present unique challenges and
opportunities, but the use of private lanes to maximize density is not appropriate.

The large residential lots in Low-Rise Residential areas on Keele Street in Maple and elsewhere
in the city present development opportunities that generally do not exist within the
neighbourhoods behind or around them. They have the potential to accommodate clusters of
townhousing that generally would not fit within neighbourhoods of single-detached homes.
However, to respect and enhance the larger neighbourhood, such developments should have
consistent characteristics in terms of building orientation and setbacks.

In the case of the Keele Street proposals, four of the proponents have responded to the depth of
the sites by attempting to accommodate two rows of townhousing or blocks of townhousing
flanking Keele Street, orienting many of the units to a private laneway. Besides the massing
impacts from this level of intensification, these configurations result in units being too close to the
rear or side property line, creating issues of overlook and loss of privacy, or creating awkward
relationships to public parkland (units facing active sports fields). In addition, units fronting a
private lane are not in keeping with the character of the larger neighbourhood, where units front a
public street, and this front-to-back condition results in a loss of privacy for the units fronting
Keele Street.

Other arterial street examples create a larger issue by incorporating partial street networks or
pathways that are entirely private. As stated in Policy 4.2.1.26 of the VOP, public local streets
promote navigation that is clear and understandable, and Policy 9.1.1.2 refers to streets as
significant public places that perform multiple roles. Private streets, lanes and walkways may
have some of the functions of local streets, but as proposed they aren’t designed to simulate a
public street, as set out in Policy 9.1.1.5. By feeling and functioning as private space, these
elements diminish the quality of the larger public realm, prevent opportunities for public
connections through the sites, and create the potential for safety and security issues.

The deep lots fronting on some of the arterial streets create the opportunity to locate townhousing
behind the buildings fronting on the arterial, but only if the site is large enough to accommodate a
public street, or street network, and front and rear yard setbacks that are consistent with those in
adjacent neighbourhoods. Otherwise, the pattern of streets, blocks, lots and setbacks in the larger
area will not be respected and reinforced.

Recommendation:

To recognize the important role of public streets in low rise residential areas, in terms of providing
access and connectivity (including for emergency and service vehicles), and creating an attractive
public realm, a new policy with the following proposed wording should be added to the VOP after
Policy 9.1.2.2:

Public streets and their streetscapes contribute significantly to the character of existing
neighbourhoods besides being fundamental to providing access and connections for
pedestrians, cyclists, drivers, public transit, and emergency and service vehicles. New
streets providing frontage for development in Community Areas generally shall be public.
Private streets shall only be permitted if they are designed to municipal standards, as per
Policies 9.1.2.2 — 9.1.1.4. Private driveways or laneways may be permitted in Community
Areas to provide access to parking areas, but shall not be used to provide frontage for
residential dwellings.



In addition, Policy 9.2.3.2(d) should be amended as follows:

Townhouses in Community Areas shall generally front onto a public street and shall not front
a private lane at the rear or side of townhouses on the same lot. A Townhouse on a corner
lot where two public streets meet in a Community Area may front either street, except where
one of the streets is a Major or Minor Arterial Street, in which case, the Townhouse shall
front the Arterial Street. In other areas outside Community Areas, Townhouses shall be
encouraged to front onto a public street.

In cases where a row of historical lots has an adequate width and depth to accommodate a
subdivision with public streets that provide connections between the lots and to the surrounding
street network, the City should use Implementation Policy 10.1.1.4 to require Block Plans. The
Block Plans should be scoped based on the attributes and opportunities of the subject properties.

Further policy refinements are needed to ensure townhouse developments within existing
neighbourhoods of single-detached housing are integrated sensitively.

Townhouse clusters on large lots or assembled lots on arterial streets at the edges of established
neighbourhoods can be designed to respect and reinforce the physical character of the larger
area. However, in light of the consistency of housing type generally found within Vaughan's Low-
Rise Residential areas, i.e., one-storey and two-storey single-detached houses, integrating
townhouses within established neighbourhoods in a way that respects and reinforces their
character and specifically addresses Policy 9.1.2.2 will always be challenging.

Recommendation:

Policy 9.2.3.2(b) should be amended to state that the scale, massing, setback and orientation of
Townhouses will respect and reinforce the scale, massing, setback and orientation of other built
and approved houses in the immediate area (not just townhouses).

Policy 9.2.3.2(b) should be further amended by adding the following statement:

To ensure Townhouses respect and reinforce the scale and massing of houses within an
existing Community Area comprised predominantly of single-detached houses, they shall be
permitted only on lots fronting a Major or Minor Arterial Street.

To give greater certainty to this policy it would need to be reinforced by an amendment to Policy
9.2.2.1(c) respecting the uses permitted in the Low Rise Residential designation. For this reason
it is recommended that Policy 9.2.2.1(c)(iii) be amended to only permit townhouse development in
the Low Rise Residential designation in the Community Area under the following circumstances:

e On a development parcel fronting onto an arterial street, with a maximum residential
density of 35 units per hectare (14.0 units per acre), subject to meeting the urban design,
compatibility and implementation policies of this plan; or

e Where they are permitted by a current Secondary Plan in Volume 2 of VOP 2010 or
through the approval of a future Secondary Plan.

As noted, townhouses fronting onto arterial roads can be an appropriate use. They provide for
greater flexibility in design; the sites can be combined into logical planning units to provide for
comprehensive development; and they present the opportunity for consolidated access points to
ensure safe ingress and egress. The 35 units per hectare maximum provides for a logical
transition from the interior of the community to its arterial edge. It represents the upper limit of
density that would still allow for a compatible level of development. However, achieving the



maximum density would also be dependent on meeting the urban design and compatibility criteria
of the plan.

As a result of this recommendation, should townhouses be proposed in the interior of Community
Areas in the Low Rise Residential designation, they would be subject to an amendment to the
Official Plan and the greater level of scrutiny that would entail.

Notwithstanding the above, Townhouses would continue to be permitted in areas where they are
already permitted by a Secondary Plan, or if a new Secondary Plan or Block Plan has deemed
them to be appropriate in the Low Rise Residential Area. This decision would have had the
benefit of a comprehensive planning process.

More clarity is needed regarding the definition of “older, established communities” and the
policies that apply to them.

The review of a number of proposals in existing large lot subdivisions reveals varying contexts
ranging from long-established large lot subdivisions to subdivisions developed as rural estate lots
relatively recently (i.e. post-1970’s). Both should have the protection of Policy 9.1.2.3. There
needs to be greater clarity as to the areas where this would apply. Therefore, it would be
appropriate to identify them on a new schedule. It is expected that this policy would apply in the
areas that are subject to the current R1V OId Village Residential Zone and on the former Estate
Residential plans of subdivision.

Recommendation:

To clarify what constitutes an older, established community, the City should identify them on a
schedule to the VOP 2010. They should include the large-lot subdivisions at or near the core of
the city’s founding communities and the formerly rural estate lots subdivisions. With the addition
of this new schedule, Policy 9.1.2.3 should also be amended as follows:

Within the Community Areas there are a number of older, established residential
neighbourhoods, as identified in Schedule X, which are characterized by large lots and/ or
by their historical, architectural or landscape value. They are also characterized by their
substantial rear, front and side yards, and by lot coverages that contribute to expansive
amenity areas, which provide opportunities for attractive landscape development and
streetscapes. Often, these areas are at or near the core of the founding communities of
Thornhill, Concord, Kleinburg, Maple and Woodbridge, and may also be part of the
respective Heritage Conservation Districts. They also include estate lot communities in
formerly rural areas. In order to maintain the character of these areas the following policies
shall apply to all developments within these areas (e.g., land severances, zoning by-law
amendments and minor variances), based on the current zoning, and guide the preparation
of any future City-initiated area specific or comprehensive zoning by-laws affecting these
areas.

a. Lot frontage: In the case of lot creation, new lots should be equal to or exceed the
frontages of the adjoining or facing lots, or lots in the immediate vicinity, in the same
neighbourhood;

b. Lot area: The area of new lots should be consistent with the size of lots in the immediate
vicinity.

In addition, to reinforce that townhouses are not appropriate in the older, established communities
and are only appropriate on arterial streets in other established single-detached communities, a
new policy should be added to the land use permissions under Policy 9.2.2.1, stating:



Notwithstanding 9.2.2.1(c), Townhouses shall not be permitted in Older, Established
Communities, as identified in Schedule X.

The increasing complexity of Vaughan's urban fabric makes it difficult to anticipate every issue
that may emerge when new development is proposed in an existing Community Area.
Nevertheless, the above recommended policy refinements, together with strict interpretations of
the existing policies, should help to ensure that such development meets the VOP’s intent to
protect the valued character of existing neighbourhoods.

5. Reporting Strategy: Next Steps

Policy Planning has prepared this public hearing report to provide an outline of the study process
to date, the related background and policy information and a description of the issues and initial
policy recommendations. This will provide an opportunity for public input into the policy
development process. In response to the issues identified through this process, the reviews will
be finalized and the comprehensive report to Committee of the Whole, with a draft land use
schedule, will be prepared for consideration and the approval of any resulting amendments to
VOP 2010 leading to their ultimate adoption.

Relationship to Vaughan Vision 2020/Strategic Plan

The recommendations in this report are consistent with Vaughan Vision 2020 by demonstrating
the following goals and objective:

e Lead and Promote Environmental Sustainability — to preserve, protect and enhance
Vaughan'’s natural and built environment through responsible leadership and innovative
policies, practices and education.

e Plan and Manage Growth & Economic Vitality — complete and implement the Growth
Management Strategy.

Regional Implications

York Region will be consulted in respect of any potential impacts on the Region’s arterial street
network. The City has been working with the Region to draft and encourage development in
Intensification Areas.

Conclusion

VOP 2010 identifies the City's Community Areas as stable areas, providing for only limited
intensification. Intensification Areas are well-defined in the VOP 2010 and are closely tied to the
planned and existing rapid transit infrastructure. These locations will be accepting the majority of
the City’s higher density development and redevelopment, over the life of the Plan, in an effort to
encourage transit-oriented growth. There is no policy imperative driving the substantial
intensification of the Community Areas.

VOP 2010 also requires that new development in existing stable Community Areas conform not
only to the land use, building type and height requirements but also to a set of context-sensitive
urban design and compatibility criteria. This VOP 2010 requirement was prepared and approved
to reflect the policy intent to ensure that new development is sensitive to and respectful of the
existing character of the adjacent areas.

As indicated by Council's action, there is a concern that the proposals for intensification in the
Community Areas, particularly involving the introduction of townhouses but including other lower



density building forms, which otherwise would conform to the permitted use policies of the Plan,
are not sufficiently addressing the corresponding urban design and compatibility criteria. Across
the Community Areas these criteria require the consideration of such matters as the local street
and block pattern, front and rear yard setbacks, size and configuration of lots, and building type.
More specific criteria are provided for unique areas that are differentiated by large lots or a
heritage character.

As a result, Council directed that a review be undertaken of the Low Rise Residential policies of
VOP 2010 and its associated urban design and land use compatibility policies, in conjunction with
the Keele Street Interim Control By-law review. The initial results of the joint review have
identified a number of policy responses, which have been brought forward for consideration at
this Public Hearing for the purpose of obtaining public comment. The comments will be
addressed in a comprehensive report to a future Committee of the Whole meeting.

On this basis, it is recommended that the public hearing report and presentation be received and
that any issues identified be addressed in a comprehensive report to a future Committee of the
Whole meeting.

Attachments

1. Location Map — Keele Street Interim Control By-law 120-2014 Area

2. Schedule 1 VOP 2010 — Urban Structure

3. Schedule 13 VOP 2010 — Land Use

Report prepared by:

Melissa Rossi, Senior Policy Planner ext: 8320

Respectfully submitted,

JOHN MACKENZIE ROY MCQUILLIN
Commissioner of Planning Acting Director of Policy Planning
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Scheaule 1 to VOP 2010:

"Urban Structure"
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Schedule 13 to VOP 2010:

"Land Use"

Applicant: Location: Part of Lots 17 - 20,
City of Vaughan Concession's 3& 4
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