88 Laburnham, Proposed Severance and Variances
My name is David Godley,

I live at 401 Lake Promenade in Long Branch (M8W 1C3)

I am a retired planner. 

I was on the COA for two terms. For the last 3 years I have been helping the community to conserve its character.

I have been involved with 10 OMB hearings

9 of these were approv3ed by the OMB against the decision of the Committee of Adjustment, against the advice of City Planners, against strong neighbourhood opposition. The OMB only seems to have time for highly conflicted development planners.

That is all the more reason to follow the planning and legal framework for consideration at the local level.

On May 4 2015 the Councillor called a meeting to discuss the abuse the residents had been subject to. The vitriol was strong and those with power were able to come up with strategies so the Official Plan, Zoning and Minor were dealt with realistically in an area that probably receives most applications per population in the City. We have an extreme situation.

Urban Design Guidelines are in the works, the Planning Department made their comments stronger and we all came up with a deferral strategy so that issues could be understood and discussed openly. Currently the applicant just wants a decision so they can get quickly to the OMB. The OMB has to consider the COA decision. The applicant must prove that the application conforms at least to policies…
Applications 10 to 15 years ago had a rule of thumb of 10%. And really were minor in nature so as not to disturb neighbours. Now anything seems to go and the severance/variance applications are as complicated as zoning bylaws. Zoning bylaw amendments must have community meetings and that is why for the past few months that has been a consistent recommendation from City Planning and the Councillor.

People do not show up for these applications because the do not understand the notice and if they do the implications. And often they cannot leave their jobs during the day.

The community was astonished by the approval of 56 Ash and 40 38th Street. Lack of objection does not mean that zoning, minor and OP conformity can be waived. So while the proposal is far too large to approve and I oppose it, I support the deferral.
I understand that David Godley, mhairig@pathcom.com
88 Laburnham, Proposed Severance and Variances

My name is David Godley,

I live at 401 Lake Promenade in Long Branch (M8W 1C3)

I am a semi - retired planner. I was on the COA for two terms. For the last 3 years I have been helping the community to conserve the character of Long Branch.
I have recently found out the applications have been changed significantly but and note the latest version has a density changed from  0.35 to 0.78. I also understand that the Planning Department has supported this which is by far the highest density I recall them supporting previously. 
This is all the more strange since the City has been a recently adopted OPA (320) which clarifies the intent of the current OP in terms of character. This states that the predominant form of the neighbourhood and nearby housing will be the determining factor. This is far from the case in this proposal. I have also heard that a fabric study for North Long Branch has been carried out by planning but the community is unaware of this. No one from the community has seen the plans for the new proposal which is what needs to be judged for any decision.
This proposal is in a row of 50 feet frontage lots. Once one severance is given the whole block will be “busted” like Shamrock Avenue will likely be.
Since the objectors and those supporting referral have not seen the plans or been able to understand the impacts, a community meeting is in order to ensure due process.
The Planning Act puts the onus on the applicant to demonstrate that the intent of the Official Plan is met. This requires addressing policy 2.2.2 which says growth will be directed away from neighbourhoods so that their character can be respected and reinforced, policy 3.1.2 that says new development will be “massed and its exterior  façade will be designed to fit harmoniously into the neighbourhood” and avoid undue impacts on neighbouring properties and policy 4.1.5 which includes a number of criteria including massing and scale. Until these are systematically addressed by the applicant the COA does not have sufficient information to make a decision.
I therefore ask on behalf of the neighbourhood that the committee defer the matter for a community meeting to involve the applicant and the concerned public.
