OMB Hearing, 48 35th Street, Toronto (pl140761) 23-24 April 2015

Proposed Severance and Variances to allow (2) 3 storey detached houses.

INTRODUCTION

My name is David Godley. I live at 401 Lake Promenade, Toronto. My aim is to give evidence that helps the Board understand the Official Plan policies on neighbourhood character and public participation. I have no pecuniary interest but am a land use planner specialising in urban design and public engagement. (Appendix A)
My opinion is that the proposal does not represent “sensitive” or “harmonious” development as required by the Official Plan (OP) nor does it respect or reinforce the character of Long Branch. The fundamental strategy in the Official Plan is that conserving neighbourhood character trumps intensification. Long Branch has already had over 1000 residential units approved in its brown fields and has contributed more than its fair share to intensification all with the general support of the community.
OFFICIAL PLAN POLICIES

The specific OP policies are:
Neighbourhood Character 

3.1.2.3 “New development will be massed and its exterior façade will be designed to fit harmoniously into its existing and/or planned context…”
4.1.5 “Development in established Neighbourhoods will respect and reinforce the existing physical character of the neighbourhood including in particular:…

c) heights, massing, scale and dwelling type of nearby residential properties;” My underlining.
Public Interest

5.5.1 “A fair, open and accessible public process for amending, implementing and reviewing this Plan will be achieved by: a) encouraging participation by all segments of the population,…”

NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER ANALYSIS - PROCESS
I analysed the 6 lots in the immediate row. 5 of these are the pivotal lots described as “nearby” lots according to Official Plan policies and clarified recently by the Planning Department in a report on April 13th to the Growth Management Committee (Appendix B). These provide the pivotal aesthetic context.
The Official Plan wording was negotiated with Residential Associations across the City over a long period of time in order to stop exactly the subject type of development. However we now have a number of examples in Long Branch. One example that is being built is 168 Lake Promenade (Appendix C). Many citizens feel anger and frustration when passing by this new development. They stick out like 2 sore thumbs.
At previous hearings CIP members for the applications have had no relevant training or comprehension of urban design, the third dimension in planning. Urban design specialty is needed to interpret the Official Plan especially on nearby massing. No well versed planner could support these applications. Critical urban design criteria have been overlooked in the past. Common sense has been given far too little weight.
NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER ANALYSIS

Appendix D shows the block context. Appendix E relates to the grid below in map form. Data was compiled from MPAC and Assessment at City Hall. This is the existing character. Detached houses are limited to 0.35 density in the zoning bylaw, the proposed character. Conformity to both is needed.
35th#         Frontage (feet)      Density                       Storeys

44                    50                           0.38                                  1
46                    58                           0.32                                  2

(48                   53                           0.28                                  2)
52                    47                           0.32                                  2
54                    50                           0.46                                  2
37 Dominion    56                           not known                         2.5
Average           52                          0.37                                 1.9
Proposal x2     26.5.                      0.73                                   3

The proposal is a 47% reduction of prevailing frontage 
The proposal is slightly under 200% of prevailing density
The proposal is 208% of planned density of 0.35 

The proposal is a 57% increase in prevailing # of storeys

The figures for the proposal are significantly out of kilter with both existing character and planned character.  They could not be considered minor in size or impact in accordance with the premier Divisional Court (De Gasperis) ruling on this issue.
When designing a project that respects and reinforces the nearby massing the following matters need to be taken into account:

The relationship of width to height of the buildings: the nature of the row is wide lots with nearly square elevations and with horizontal emphasis sitting comfortably on the lot. The proposal is for thin houses on narrow lots with a vertical emphasis that look crammed.

The spaces in between the houses: the existing buildings have plenty of space around reducing the hemmed in effect and with space for landscaping. The proposal has little space around it and with an overcrowded effect and a tunnel like appearance of only 6 feet beneath the eaves of the two houses.
The number of storeys which are presented to the streetscape: The average of about 2 storeys should be reflected. The proposal looks a lot taller because of its number of stories and its high walls. The proposal is well outside the range of existing houses in relation to height and width.
The dominance of garages: There are only 2 garages both integral along the 5 properties which form the streetscape; average lot width is just over 50 feet. The proposal has two integral garages on the subject lot of just over 50 feet. If this were repeated there would be 12 garages and driveways on the block and a complete change of character from pedestrian friendly walk past.
The urban design contrast between the proposal and the Official Plan requirements seems to have been avoided from every perspective. It is also opposite to the dwellings on the other side of the street with wide lots and few garages and squarish massing with horizontal emphasis. 
The proposal is a copycat which the applicant tries to fit in all neighbourhoods whatever their character. In this case the design character is ignored. To reinforce character the two houses should be contrasted in style and materials like the majority of Long Branch. Even the details do not pick up the fine grain neighbourhood character. The reason is to maximise profit. The applicant takes advantage of a lovely well treed street while at the same time destroying part of the aesthetic congruity. 
The proposal is disruptive to the scale, massing and rhythm of the streetscape. In other words the policies of the OP has been undermined.
The proposal must conform to the OP. They absolutely do not. The current rights to build are irrelevant. It is well known that developers often put in for the highest possible densities to make any climb down seem more reasonable but in this case the more than doubling of the massing severely impacts next door neighbours. With half the density or even more there need be no overlooking, over powering or over shadowing.

No alternatives have been discussed. A 2 storey detached house is what the zoning bylaw and OP envisage. 2 units could be achieved by adding an accessory apartment. Even sensitively designed other housing forms such as a duplex could fit in significantly better than the proposal. It looks as though the design drafting technician has never seen the site. It is the severance which makes the streetscape look like a dog’s breakfast in the middle of a gourmet meal. It is the huge increase in density that has created severe impact on neighbours.
PUBLIC INTEREST
The Planning Act is full of requirements for civic engagement allowing the community to shape their neighbourhood. An important aspect of any planning decision is the views and feelings of the local community so they have a say on their community. The De Gasperis case points out that even if the four tests are met that the proposal can be turned down. This is termed the fifth test and allows for the decision maker to take account of public views which in this case are strongly against. This is simply good planning as opposed to a top down approach which mistakenly assumes planning is technical. 
If the local community support the application, along with the Committee of Adjustment and agencies, all is well and good. If they do not support it, weight needs to be given to their opinions about their area. Residents have made probably the largest investment in their life in a house and it is imperative to have their own property rights protected. Thus there is a fair balance between local and citywide interests. An incorrect decision made in a day will have negative implications for 100 years at least.
CONCLUSION
Approval of these applications will destabilise the neighbourhood. Everyone next to a 50 feet frontage will live in fear of a similar development because the OMB has given the green light on this. The domino effect of previous proposals has already taken place on 27th Street. I am aware of people decamping out of Province and even out of country because their stress levels have been so high trying to protect their interests and failing.
From the neighbourhood character perspective alone the applications should be refused because the proposal is diametrically opposite to OP policies . The doubling of density by anyone’s book is major and a radical change from the intent of the zoning. The public’s views should be given weight as planning is not simply a technical exercise. The proposal contravenes the Official Plan and the 5 variance tests. It is simply bad planning. 
DAVID GODLEY, MA, MRTPI (Rt) Planning Consultant
401 Lake Promenade, Toronto, Ontario, M8W 1C3, Canada            Tel 416 255.0492

                                                                  APPENDIX A

PLANNING EXPERIENCE

Planning evidence to the OMB on 30+ occasions.

2001-06 Toronto City Committee of Adjustment Member

1997-01 Planner Town of Dundas & New City of Hamilton

1995-97 Planner, Local Planning, City of Hamilton

1991-95 Manager, Plans Admin, Hamilton-Wentworth

1977-91 Manager, Local Planning Policy, City of Hamilton

1974-77 Planner, Plans Admin, Ontario Housing Ministry 

1970-74 Senior Planner, Urban Design, Rotherham, UK

1967-70 Planner, Policy and Control, Doncaster, UK

EDUCATION

1970-72 MA, Urban Planning, Sheffield University, UK

1963-66 Surveyors Diploma, Reading University, UK 

COMMUNITY SERVICE

2011-2015 Planning Aid Consultant
1991-2011 Lakeshore Planning Council 

1985-1991 Hamilton Social Planning Council Board

1979-1985 Hamilton Community Information Services Board
1969-1971 Doncaster Civic Trust, UK, Planning Committee
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIP

Royal Town Planning Institute, UK (Designation is “Retired”)
DAVID GODLEY, MA, MRTPI         Planning Consultant

401 Lake Promenade, Toronto, Ontario, M8W 1C3, Canada            Tel 416 255.0492

Urban design and Neighbourhood Character - Selected Experience.

Recent

Evidence Prepared for OMB on Neighbourhood character using Urban Design Framework as Basis

(2015) 20 James Street

(2014) 82 27th Street

(2014) 6 Shamrock Avenue

(2013) 2 27th Street, Toronto 

(2012) 168 Lake Promenade, Toronto 

(2010) 51 Lakeshore Drive, Toronto
(2001-15) Involvement in Harmonisation Bylaw and  OP Review
Town of Dundas

Park Street, Dundas (Severances, Variances and Site Plans)

The new houses are so well integrated you cannot tell them from century homes.

City of Hamilton

Planning Advisor to LACAC. Project manager which resulted in the first Heritage district designation in Hamilton and sixth in Ontario.

Borough of Rotherham

2 years as an Urban Design planner.

University of Sheffield

Urban Design and Architectural Courses

Thesis on Urban Conservation, maintaining community character.

Borough of Doncaster

I year Development Control in which aesthetics were key.

Planner for heritage files.

Civic Trust, Doncaster

2 years on the Planning Committee reviewing planning applications.

DAVID GODLEY, MA, MRTPI         Planning Consultant

401 Lake Promenade, Toronto, Ontario, M8W 1C3, Canada            Tel 416 255.0492

Public Participation Selected Experience

Recent

3600 Lake Shore Blvd West. As part of submission and meeting developer and architect the design of 600 housing units was radically changed to create a small urban square.

Lakeshore Planning Council (1991 – 2011). 

Focused on advising the  community on public participation processes. Part of Neighbourhood Plan prepared by Council for designating Lakeshore Hospital Grounds as institutional and public open space rather than residential.

Stitt, Feld, Handy Group. 

2 week Mediation Course (2001).

Town of Dundas 

Saved a major heritage building by division of lots involving public meetings with community.

City of Hamilton. 

15 years of neighbourhood planning, about 1 a year and major studies such as Central Area , Seniors Community Centre, Social Housing, Heritage Districts, using Stakeholder Advisory Committees.

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing. 

Planner for the first Regional Plan in Ontario which had comprehensive public participation.

Borough of Rotherham. 

Head of a team preparing General Improvement Area schemes to improve neighbourhoods to the satisfaction of the community.

University of Sheffield. 

Non elective course on Public Participation. The Skeffington Report revolutionized public participation. 

DAVID GODLEY MA MRTPI Professional Planner

401 Lake Promenade, Toronto, Ontario, M8W 1C3. Tel 416 255.0492

TESTIMONIALS

ALF CHAPMAN, FORMER ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD MEMBER

“The Board heard from Mr. Godley who is a well qualified planner and struck the Board as being a fair and good man”

DONALD GRANGER, FORMER MOHAWK COLLEGE PROFESSOR

FORMER ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD MEMBER

“I have found David to be eager to involve and encourage both students and the general public in their practical learning”

TONY DI SILVESTRO, BUILDER AND DEVELOPER, HAMILTON

“Together we have dealt with many planning issues and negotiated solutions that have always received support of the elected officials.”

WES ROSE, SCHEIDEL CONSTRUCTION, CAMBRIDGE

“Working with yourself and your fellow staff was a positive process. Also, I feel that you balanced the requirements of the Town and the needs of the customer very well.”

VICTOR ABRAHAM, CITY OF HAMILTON PLANNING DIRECTOR

“David was dependable and able to carry through assigned planning tasks on target.”

CY McKENNA, FLAMBOROUGH RESIDENT

“without his assistance and guidance to myself and others in the area, our task would have been much more difficult.”

REVEREND BOB NICHOLLS, UNITED CHURCH MINISTER

“is a person of integrity who cares for his family, his work and his community and takes seriously his responsibilities in each area.

DIANA SANTO, DIRECTOR, MINISTRY OF MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS AND HOUSING. FORMER MUNICIPAL BOARD MEMBER.

“Would definitely rehire”
APPENDIX B

From report to Planning Committee clarifying OP intent

“Development in established Neighbourhoods will respect and reinforce the existing physical character of the geographic neighbourhood, including in particular:
a)patterns of streets, blocks and lanes, parks and public building sites;
b)prevailing size and configuration of lots;
c)prevailing heights, massing, scale, density
and dwelling type of nearby residential properties;
d) prevailing building type(s);
e)prevailing location, design and elevations relative to grade of driveways and garages;
f)prevailing setbacks of buildings from the street or streets;
g) prevailing patterns of rear and side yard setbacks and landscaped open space;
h) continuation of special landscape or built form features that contribute to
the unique physical character of a geographic neighbourhood; and
conservation of heritage buildings, structures and landscapes.

A geographic neighbourhood for the purposes of this policy will be delineated by considering the context within the Neighbourhood in proximity to the development site, 
including: zoning; prevailing dwelling type and scale; lot size and configuration; street pattern; pedestrian connectivity; and 
natural and human made dividing features.
Evaluation of the physical character of the geographic neighbourhood will consider 
matters in the following order of importance and 
influence: (i) properties in the same block that also face the same street as the development site, and (ii) 
other properties in the wider geographic neighbourhood”
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