PUBLIC RELEASE
April 17, 2014

e
AURORA

TOWN OF AURORA
SPECIAL COUNCIL — PUBLIC PLANNING
MEETING AGENDA

Wednesday, April 23, 2014
7 p.m.
Council Chambers

1. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND GENERAL NATURE THEREOF

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
RECOMMENDED:
THAT the agenda as circulated by Legal and Legislative Services be
approved.

3. CONSIDERATION OF PLANNING ITEMS

4. READING OF BY-LAW
RECOMMENDED:

THAT the following confirming by-law be given first, second, and third
readings and enacted:

5618-14 BEING A BY-LAW to Confirm Actions by Council pg. 52

Resulting from Special Council — Public Planning
Meeting on April 23, 2014

5. ADJOURNMENT



Special Council — Public Planning Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, April 23, 2014 Page 2 of 2

AGENDA ITEMS

1. PL14-032 — Southeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District pg. 1
Study
RECOMMENDED:

THAT report PL14-032 be received; and

THAT comments presented at the Public Planning meeting be received.

2. PL14-027 — Proposed Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law pg. 41
Amendment
L.S. Consulting Inc.
29 George Street
Part of Lot 27, Plan 256
Files: D09-02-13 and D14-05-13

RECOMMENDED:
THAT report PL14-027 be received; and
THAT comments presented at the Public Planning meeting be addressed by

Planning & Development Services in a comprehensive report outlining
recommendations and options at a future General Committee meeting.
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THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF AURORA

By-faw Number 5618-14

BEING A BY-LAW to Confirm Actions by Council
Resulting From Special Council - Public Planning
Meeting on April 23, 2014

THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF AURORA
HEREBY ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. THAT the actions by Council at its Special Council — Public Planning
meeting held on April 23, 2014 in respect of each motion, resolution and
other action passed and taken by the Council at the said meeting is, except
where prior approval of the Ontario Municipal Board is required, hereby
adopted, ratified and confirmed.

2. THAT the Mayor and the proper officers of the Town are hereby authorized
and directed to do all things necessary to give effect to the said action or to
obtain approvals where required and to execute all documents as may be
necessary in that behalf and the Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to
affix the corporate seal to all such documents.

READ A FIRST AND SECOND TIME THIS 23%° DAY OF APRIL, 2014.

READ A THIRD TIME AND FINALLY PASSED THIS 23°° DAY OF APRIL,
2014.

GEOFFREY DAWE, MAYOR

PATTY THOMA, DEPUTY CLERK
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PUBLIC PLANNING MEETING REPORT No. PL14-032

SUBJECT: Southeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District Study

FROM: Marco Ramunno, Director of Planning & Development Services
DATE: April 23, 2014
RECOMMENDATIONS

THAT Public Planning Meeting report PL14-032 regarding the Southeast Old
Aurora Heritage Conservation District Study be received; and

THAT comments presented at the Public Planning Meeting be received.

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with background information related to
the Southeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District Study.

BACKGROUND

Heritage Conservation Districts (HCDs) are described in Part V of the Ontario Heritage
Act, a section of the Act which enables a Municipal Council to Designate any defined
area of the municipality as an HCD. District Designation enables Council to manage and
guide future change in the District through adoption of a District Plan by way of a
municipal By-law. There are currently 113 designated Heritage Conservation Districts in
Ontario.

Heritage Conservation Districts are not intended to preserve an existing setting. As
such, they are not intended to create a “museum of the streets”. Instead, the focus of
District Designation is change management. This is done by way of a District Plan,
containing policies and guidelines. Community consultation and input are a key factor in
the successful implementation of a District Plan. According to the Ontario Heritage Act,
the process of Public Consultation for the purpose of drafting a District Plan occurs in
Phase 2, after Council has identified that the area has is worthy of designation as a
Heritage Conservation District and has determined a recommended District boundary.
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Summary of Public Consultation

Pre-Consultation

A pre-consultation meeting was held on November 12, 2007 to discuss the HCD
concept for the Southeast Old Aurora community and to determine the level of
community interest. Feedback was received which expressed interest in the
conservation of the neighbourhood and further consideration of the community as a
potential HCD Study area. Those in attendance were generally satisfied and in favour of
proceeding with a HCD Study. However, concerns regarding the initiation of a HCD
Study were received from the Wellington and Victoria Street areas.

Local Ratepayers Association in Support of the Study

In January 2011, a Ratepayers Association was formally established in the Southeast
Old Aurora community under the name “Heritage-East Aurora Taxpayers”, a.k.a. “Wells
Street Neighbours/Heritage East Aurora Taxpayers”.

This Ratepayers Association is now known as the “Town Park Area Residents”. Their
stated purpose is, “To promote, foster and preserve the unique heritage character of
Aurora’s Southeast area”. This group has communicated full support of the Heritage
Conservation District Study. This Ratepayers association has 4 registered executive
officers with 24 listed members.

Heritage Advisory Committee

The Heritage Advisory Committee has played a key role in the progress of the Study.
The following reports (not including memorandums) have been received by the
Committee in order to provide recommendations to Council from 2007 — 2014

Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.PL07-103, dated September 10, 2007;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.PL07-129, dated October 15, 2007;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.PL07-161, dated December 10, 2007;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC11-023, dated November 14, 2011;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC11-024, dated December 16, 2011;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC13-006, dated February 13, 2013;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC13-008, dated March 11, 2013;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC13-031, dated November 11, 2013;
and

Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC14-001, dated February 12, 2014.

Southeast Old Aurora HCD Study Sub-Committee

A Sub-Committee was formed in the Spring season of 2013 as a Sub-Committee of the
Heritage Advisory Committee. To date, the Sub-Committee has met with the Consultant





April 23, 2014 -3 - Report No. PL14-032

to review the progress of the Phase 1 of the Study and provide constructive feedback
on the following dates:

May 22, 2013
September 30, 2013
November 20, 2013
March 25, 2014

Interviews with Local Residents

Throughout Phase 1 of the Study, members of the Consulting team have surveyed local
residents and gathered information by way of interviews. To date, 7 one-on-one
interviews have been conducted with members of the local community. These
interviews were vetted through the Southeast Old Aurora HCD Sub-Committee, who
were asked by the consultant on May 22, 2013 to forward potential interview
candidates; being members of the local community.

Public Outreach/Information Booths
The Consultant and members of the Consulting team have facilitated public consultation
with members of the general public on the following dates in an effort to bring the
consultation process to local stakeholders as the Aurora Farmer’'s Market & Artisan Fair
is a well-attended local event and is central (geographically) to the Study area.
e June 22, 2013 — Public Outreach Information Booth, Aurora Farmer's Market &
Artisan Fair
e February 22, 2014 — Public Outreach Information Booth, Aurora Farmer's Market
& Artisan Fair
Public Open House

The Stage 1 Public Meeting was held at the Aurora Cultural Centre in order to present
the findings of the draft Stage 1 Report.

e December 2, 2013 — Public Meeting, at the Aurora Cultural Centre
Summary of Public Notices

In order to facilitate sufficient Public Consultation, the Town of Aurora has employed the
following methods:

Notices delivered to property owners

e Door Hangers (door-to-door):
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Door hangers outlining the District Study and encouraging attendance at the
upcoming Public Meetings were delivered to every property within the Study area
boundary in November, 2013 and again in February, 2014 noting the
time/date/place of the Public Meeting held on December 2, 2014 and the
Farmer’s Market Information Booth on February 22, 2014.

Newsletters (by mail):

Newsletters were mailed to every property owner within the Study area boundary
in January, 2014 noting important information and the time/date/place of the
General Committee Meeting held on March 4, 2013.

Notices (by mail):

Every property owner received a Notice in the mail noting the time/date/place of
the Public Planning Meeting scheduled to take place on April 23, 2014 in Council
Chambers.

Mailing List:

All those in attendance at any Sub-Committee meeting, Open House, or Public
Meeting had the opportunity to add their e-mail and mailing address to an
additional mailing list. Notices of upcoming Public Meetings have gone out to
these individuals by way of email and regular mail (Canada Post).

Notices available to the General Public

Newspaper Notices:

Notices of the Public Meeting held on December 2, 2013 as well as the Public
Planning Meeting scheduled to take place on April 23, 2014 were posted in the
Auroran and the Aurora Banner.

Social Media:

Notice of the Public Meeting held on December 2, 2013 as well as the Public
Planning meeting scheduled to take place on April 23, 2014 was posted on the
Town of Aurora’s Facebook and Twitter accounts.

Town of Aurora’s Website:

Background information, as well as regular updates, noting the dates of future
Public meetings have been posted on the Town of Aurora’s website. Helpful
resources are also available on the website, including the Residents Guide to the
Southeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District Study, and the Phase 1
Heritage Conservation District Study Report.
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In addition to Public Notices posted in the Auroran and the Aurora Banner, more than a
dozen articles and letters to the Editor regarding the Southeast Old Aurora HCD Study
have been published in local newspapers between July, 2013 and April, 2014.

Public Comments Received to Date

Throughout the public consultation process, a number of property owners within the
identified Study area have communicated both support and opposition to the Study.

Letters Received in Opposition

To date, two (2) petitions and two (2) letters have been submitted to Planning &
Development Services staff in opposition of the Study. Combined, these letters and
petitions were signed by 41 property owners representing 36 individual properties.

Letters Received in Support

To date, six (6) letters have been submitted to Planning & Development Services
staff in support of the Study. These letters were signed by 6 property owners
representing 5 individual properties. In addition to this, the Town Park Area
Residents (having 24 listed members), being a registered Ratepayers
Association with the Town of Aurora, has communicated their support regarding
the Study.

Phase 1 Report Summary

The Phase 1 Report for the Southeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District
demonstrated that the identified area is eligible for designation under Part V the Ontario
Heritage Act as a Heritage Conservation District (See Attachment 2). The Report has
also identified that only District designation can ensure that the identified cultural
heritage attributes are managed appropriately. The following outlines the reasons for
which the area has been identified as having cultural heritage significance:

Significant tree groupings;

Landmark institutional buildings defining street corners and skyline;
Town Park and its traditional community activities;

Different stages of development evident in building styles;
Remnant industrial uses;

Vistas along streets terminating in key heritage buildings;

Creek; and

Associations with the early development of Aurora.
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COMMENTS
Official Plan Policies

A significant portion of the Study area is designated Stable Residential as per Section
8.0 of the Official Plan (See Attachment 12). The designation is meant to ensure
“‘compatible development”. The Official Plan provides specific policies in Section 8.1.4
regarding design policies in order to have regard for the existing physical character and
uses of the neighbourhood including pattern of lots, streets and blocks, size and
configuration of lots, building type, height and scale, setbacks, and the conservation of
heritage resources.

Designating the Study Area as a Heritage Conservation District enables the creation of
more detailed guidelines in fulfilling this Official Plan Policy. These guidelines ensure
that the process of determining what is “compatible” is objective, rather than subjective.
In addition to this, the Study Area is located within the Heritage Resources Area as per
Schedule ‘D’ of the Official Plan (See Attachment 10). The identified Study area is
comprised of 224 non-designated “listed” properties and 24 properties designated under
Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. As such, 80% of properties located within the
current Study are significant heritage properties included on the Aurora Register of
Properties of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest.

Section 13.5 of the Official Plan provides clear direction and Policies for the Town to
proceed with the establishment of new Heritage Conservation Districts. The Official Plan
also provides direction for the Town to undertake studies which complement the goals
of heritage conservation including the Community Improvement Plan (recently approved
by Council) and the Cultural Master Plan, which is currently underway.

Aurora Promenade Secondary Plan

The Aurora Promenade Plan identifies cultural heritage resources within its boundaries
and provides strategies for heritage conservation. This includes the identification of
“character areas”, such as the Cultural Precinct, and the Wellington Street Village. Both
of these areas overlap with properties included in the Southeast Old Aurora HCD Study
area.

Aurora Promenade Secondary Plan Policies are found in Section 11.0 of the Official
Plan. These policies state that it is a key objective to provide guidance on methods to
conserve, protect and reinforce the neighbourhoods, streetscapes and significant
buildings. A Map of the Aurora Promenade Schedule ‘B2’ Building Heights can be seen
in Attachment 9.

The Aurora Promenade Plan Urban Design Strategy outlines policies and guidelines for
the conservation of significant cultural heritage resources. In regards to Heritage
Conservation District, the Plan notes in Section 3.2.5 that guidelines should be prepared





April 23, 2014 -7 - Report No. PL14-032

in order to provide detailed guidelines for ensuring sympathetic infill. The Plan identifies
that this may be accomplished by way of a Heritage Conservation District Plan. Section
3.3.1 of the Promenade Plan states that,

Every possible effort should be made to retain and restore the heritage
resources that still exist as they hold great symbolic importance to the
entire Town and they lend to the novelty and distinction of the Old Town
in The Aurora Promenade.

Zoning By-law

As stated in Section 4.3.1 of the HCD Study Phase 1 Report, Designation of the Study
area as a District does not require changes to the Town’s Zoning By-law in order to be
implemented. While the Town’s Zoning By-law has yet to be consolidated as per the
Zoning By-law review and come into complete conformity with the Town’s Official Plan,
designation will not necessarily entail changes to the Zoning By-law.

The HCD Plan will work with this precedent document, which outlines policies including,
but limited to, permitted uses, and building heights. New developments in the District
requiring amendments to the Zoning By-law would then be required to conform to the
policies and guidelines of the HCD Plan. Changes to the Zoning By-law would come
through the redevelopment application process for individual re-zoning on a case-by-
case basis. This will ensure that development has regard for policies and guidelines of
the Heritage Conservation District Plan. See Attachment 11 for a Zoning Schedule of
the Southeast Old Aurora HCD Study Area.

The Planning Act

While the Planning Act speaks to land development issues, it provides no policies for
the consideration of matters of community identity and cultural heritage. Aside from
individual properties which are currently designated under the Ontario Heritage Act,
streetscapes and the general collective identity of the Southeast Old Aurora Heritage
Conservation District are not protected by the current policies in the Town of Aurora
Official Plan, Secondary Plans, or Zoning By-law.

Examples of Heritage Property Re-Development

Increasing pressures for intensification is a natural part of the Town’s progression, and
is mandated by both Provincial and Regional policies. This pressure can be attributed to
developments along the Aurora Promenade (along the Yonge Street Corridor and the
area surrounding the GO Railway Station). With the increasing demand for
intensification and development, policies should be implemented in order to plan
appropriately for the management of change in the Southeast Old Aurora community.

The Phase 1 Report for this Study includes a review of the existing development trends
in the identified Study area. The Report has noted that a number of developments
concerning heritage resources have been positive. Many properties Designated under
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the Ontario Heritage Act have been successfully re-developed in Aurora. This includes
the following properties:

1.

32 Wellington Street East, “David. W. Doan House”

Designated under Part IV and Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act within the

Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District

e Heritage Permit Application approved by Council on May 28, 2013

e Partial Demolition, Addition, Renovation, Change of Use to permit 24 unit
residential

15393 Yonge Street, “Frederick Webster House”

Designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act, Northeast Old Aurora
Heritage Conservation District

e Heritage Permit Application approved by Council on April 24, 2012

e Partial demolition, Addition, Restoration

15387 Yonge Street

Designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act, Northeast Old Aurora
Heritage Conservation District

e Heritage Permit Application approved by Council on September 29, 2009

e Full Demolition and rebuild

64 Wells Street, “The Wells Street Public School”

Designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act

e Heritage Permit Application approved by Council on September 25, 2012

e Convert existing 2 storey school into 4 storey condominium with 39 residential
units and permit the Amendment to Designation By-law to remove interior
heritage attributes

52 Spruce Street

Designated under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act, Northeast Old Aurora
Heritage Conservation District

e Heritage Permit Application approved by Council on Sept4dmber 26, 2006

e Alterations and new addition

See Attachment 5 for photographs of these examples of heritage property development.

Concerns of Local Residents presented at General Committee on March 4, 2014

In delegation before General Committee on March 4, 2014, local residents provided a
summary of their concerns regarding the Heritage Conservation District Study.

These concerns have been addressed by the Principal Consultant for the Study in the
form of a memorandum. This memo was provided to Mayor and Members of Council on
March 18, 2014 and can be found in Attachment 3.
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1. Property Ownership and Property Owner Rights

While Local Residents expressed concerns that the Town would be a “co-owner” of
their property if they were to become Designated as part of a Heritage Conservation
District, the Ontario Heritage Act does not impose any such legal implications of
shared ownership.

This has been confirmed with Legal & Legislative Services of the Town of Aurora.
Designation under the Ontario Heritage Act does not detract from the rights of
property owners. It does, however, require owners to conform to the policies of the
Ontario Heritage Act.

2. Insurance

Designation of properties under the Ontario Heritage Act should not increase
premiums. However, other factors do such as out-dated wiring and heating systems.
Please see Attachment 4 for a bulletin from the Province of Ontario (2012) regarding
heritage properties and insurance as well as Attachment 8 for a response from the
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport regarding heritage properties and insurance.

3. Property Values

Property values within Heritage Conservation Districts will stay the same or
increase, as stated in Studies by the University of Waterloo dated 2009 and 2012
and in the United States by the Brookings Institute. See Attachment 6 and
Attachment 7 for an extract of the key findings of Studies conducted by the
University of Waterloo.

4. Mortgage eligibility

Designation should not affect mortgage eligibility. As property values generally
stabilize or increase with designation (as per the Study by the University of
Waterloo) eligibility should be easier to obtain because of the reduced risk of
mortgaging a property in an area where change is more closely managed.

5. Heritage Permits:

Heritage Permits are required for classes or types of alterations of work within the
District which can be seen from the street. Minor forms of work, repairs and regular
maintenance do not require Heritage Permits. Types of work requiring a heritage
permit also usually require other approvals and permits, such as building permits, re-
zoning, site plans and minor variances. These permit requirements potentially apply
to all properties in the Town of Aurora even without a heritage designation. Heritage
permits are supplementary to these approvals in order to ensure that the proposed
works are in keeping with the identified character of the District.
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Heritage Permits come at no cost to property owners, and are typically processed in
6 weeks if they are submitted to the Heritage Advisory Committee and Council for
approval. Some forms of work requiring a Heritage Permit (such as the replacement
of siding, doors and windows, for example) may be approved by staff as per By-law
5365-11 to delegate certain assigned Council authority under the Ontario Heritage
Act to Heritage Planning staff. Applications eligible for this approval process are
typically processed in a few days.

A total of seventeen (17) Heritage Permit Applications for the Northeast Old Aurora
HCD (which was designated in 2006) were submitted to the Town between 2011 —
2014. All of these seventeen (17) Heritage Permit Applications were approved.

6. “Opting Out” of the HCD Study Boundary and Revisions

Before the Designation By-law is passed, the boundary can be altered to exclude (or
include) a property or groups of properties. However, avoiding the “swiss cheese
effect” helps to administer the District Plan and avoid unfair distribution of District
policies. As such, revisions should be made to the edges of district boundaries. This
is considered best heritage practice, as the nature of Districts is to focus on the area
as a whole.

While this is true, the Phase 1 Study Report has already recommended areas for
inclusion and exclusion of the proposed boundary. The Southeast Old Aurora
Heritage Conservation District Sub-Committee has recently engaged in further
discussions surrounding the topic of additional revisions to the boundary. These
revisions will be brought forward to the Heritage Advisory Committee and General
Committee at a future date.

7. Permitted alterations

The Guidelines and Policies of a District Plan are made through the process of
consultation with local residents. Plans focus on the general appearance of the
streetscape to ensure that the identified heritage character is conserved and
enhanced. This can include streetscapes, vistas, mature trees, and open spaces, for
example. The Plan will outline classes of work and types of alterations that do not
require approval by way of a Heritage Permit.

The boundary for a Heritage Conservation District can be altered up until the time a
Designation By-law is passed. As such, additional public consultation will allow for
consideration to be given to any appropriate modifications to the boundary in order
to reflect the needs of local residents and to capture properties which are of
significant cultural heritage value. Comments received at the Public Planning
meeting held on April 23, 2014 regarding the Study Area boundary will be taken into
consideration and forwarded to the Heritage Advisory Committee and General
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Committee at a future date.

8. “Contributing” and “Non-Contributing” properties

Districts include both “contributing” and “non-contributing” properties. Appropriate
guidelines for both types of properties are included in the District Plan. Non-
contributing properties are not necessarily held to the same standards as those
which are contributing and can have more significant alterations made, providing
that such changes maintain or enhance the District character.

9. Expropriation

Any property in any municipality in Ontario may be expropriated as per the policies
of the Expropriations Act R.S.0 1990, as Amended. Designation under the Ontario
Heritage Act carries with it no additional policies regarding expropriation. This same
applies to other Governing Legislations in the Province Ontario, such as the
Planning Act.

NEXT STEPS
Phase 2: Work Plan and Public Consultation

Should Council resolve that the Southeast Old Aurora HCD Study area is eligible for
designation under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act, the Study will proceed into Phase
2. The initiation of Phase 2 would entail additional, and more detailed public
consultation in order to prepare a draft Heritage Conservation District Plan. The success
of a well-implemented Heritage Conservation District is focused on public consultation
and the creation of a Plan which reflects the needs of the community. According to the
legislated process for Heritage Conservation District planning, this public consultation
happens in Phase 2, subsequent to the endorsement of Council that the identified Study
area is worthy of Designation under the Ontario Heritage Act and that a Plan should be
drafted.

The work plan for the Study has followed the Terms of Reference as approved by
Council on January 24, 2012. The following tasks will be undertaken in Phase 2:

Preparation of the HCD Draft Plan;

Prepare recommendations for any changes required to existing Planning policies;
Consultation with the Heritage Advisory Committee and Sub-Committee;

Public Meeting to present the Draft HCD Plan; and

Presentation of final Plan to Council.

Additional public meetings may be deemed necessary by Council. Recommendations
for additional public consultation will be brought forward to General Committee for their
consideration at a future date.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
None
ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Direct staff to report back to Council addressing issues raised at the Public
Planning meeting and provide options and recommendations regarding next
steps.

CONCLUSIONS

The Southeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District Study Phase 1 Report has
demonstrated that the identified area is worthy of Designation as a Heritage
Conservation District under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. The work plan of the
Study has met the requirements of the legislated process of District Planning as per the
Ontario Heritage Act.

Concerns from local residents received to date have been addressed in this Report.
Additional comments received at the Public Planning Meeting will be addressed in a
comprehensive Report and forwarded to General Committee outlining
recommendations and options at a future date.

PREVIOUS REPORTS

Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.PL0O7-103, dated September 10, 2007;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.PL07-129, dated October 15, 2007;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.PL07-161, dated December 10, 2007;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC11-023, dated November 14, 2011;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC11-024, dated December 16, 2011;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC13-006, dated February 13, 2013;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC13-008, dated March 11, 2013;
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC13-031, dated November 11, 2013; and
Heritage Advisory Committee Report No.HAC14-001, dated February 12, 2014.
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ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 -Southeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District Study Area

Boundary Map

Attachment 2 — Southeast Old Aurora Hentage Conservation District Study Phase 1

Report (Attachment 2 was previously distributed to Council with the
March 4, 2014 agenda and may also be accessed using the following
link: http://www.aurora.ca/heritage)

Attachment 3 -
Attachment 4 -
- Attachment 5 -
Attachment 6 -

Attachment 7 -

Attachment 8 -

Memorandum from Carl Bray

Insurance and Heritage Properties, Province of Ontario (2012)
Examples of Heritage Property Re-Development

Heritage Conservation Districts Work! Heritage Conservation District
Study Summary Report (2009) The Architectural Conservancy of
Ontario and the University of Waterloo Heritage Resources Centre,
Extract: Title Page and Executive Summary

Heritage Conservation Districts Work — More Stories of Success,
Heritage Conservation District Study Phase 2 Summary Report (2012)
The Architectural Conservancy of Ontario and the University of
Waterloo Heritage Resources Centre, Extract: Title Page and
Executive Summary

Correspondence with the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
regarding heritage and property insurance

Attachment 9 — Aurora Promenade Schedule ‘B2’ Building Heights

Attachment 10 -

Heritage Resources Area Schedule ‘D’

Attachment 11 - Zoning By-law Schedule Map

Attachment 12 -

Official Plan Land Use Map

PRE-SUBMISSION REVIEW

Executive Leadership Team Meeting — April 17, 2014

" Prepared by: Vanessa Hicks, Program Manager, Heritage Plapping
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Neil Garbe

Director of Planning & Development Chief Administrative Officer
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Attachment 3

BRAY Heritage

To: Marco Ramunno, Director of Planning & Development Services, Town of Aurora
From:  Carl Bray, Bray Heritage

Date: Friday, March 14, 2014

RE: Old Southeast Aurora Heritage Conservation District Study: replies to questions

Dear Marco,

This is in response to some of the assertions made in an undated document from Lynne Knowles, a local
realtor, that was circulated to tenants and property owners in the District Study area and which appears to
have been the basis for delegations made to Council that expressed opposition to District designation.
1. Property ownership
e The municipality is not co-owner of your property under designation. However, at the most basic
level, the Queen owns all land in Canada via Her right of “eminent domain”.
2. Insurance cost
o Designation does not increase your premiums; other factors do (see the attached bulletin from
the Ministry for more details, and note that the bulletin resulted from long discussions between
the Province and representatives of the insurance industry and should be trusted over the
opinions of individual brokers, who may have an interest in increased rates).
3. Mortgage eligibility
e Designation shouldn’t affect eligibility. Since property values generally are stabilized or
increase following designation, eligibility should be easier to obtain because of the reduced risk
of mortgaging a property in an area where change is more closely managed.
4. Individual versus District designation
o Affects the degree of regulation applied: A Part IV designation of an individual property
usually contains more detail (statement of significance, list of heritage attributes) whereas Part V
designation is more general and does not usually specify any particular elements of a single
property that should be conserved. The evaluation of a property in a District for heritage
purposes is usually confined to statements of whether it is “contributing” or “non-contributing” to
the overall heritage character of the District.
5. Property improvements
e District designation allows the Town to regulate change that could adversely affect the
identified heritage character of the District. Significant changes require a heritage permit, but
they would also usually require a building permit or even amendments to the zoning or Official
Plan. For the majority of changes occurring in a District, the degree of so-called “interference” is
minor and no more than would be expected in the normal land use planning process.
6. Requirements under designation
e Those of the HCD Plan (as well as the Zoning By-law and Official Plan) apply: the policies and
guidelines for the District are specified in the HCD Plan, which is adopted by by-law. No other
by-laws or rules apply regarding heritage.
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7. Opting out

Technically this is possible: before the designating by-law is passed, the boundary can be
altered to exclude a property or groups of properties. To avoid the “Swiss cheese effect”, which
is difficult to administer and raises issues of fairness, any such alterations are usually made to
the edges of the proposed boundary, not to individual properties within the study area. After
designation, and practically speaking, the designation is binding. However, the municipality
always has the option of reviewing the District designation periodically and can amend the
designating by-law to alter the District boundary after that review.

8. Repairs

What does and does not require a heritage permit is specified in the guidelines found in the
District Plan. Normal maintenance is defined and the normal stewardship activities described
within that definition do not require a heritage permit. Guidelines for conservation of significant
heritage properties, such as those designated under Part IV, are also found in the Plan and do
not usually require a heritage permit if they constitute maintenance.

9. Property values

The potential sale price will stay the same or increase: studies in Ontario by the University of
Woaterloo and in the US by the Brookings Institute show conclusively that property values either
stay the same or increase in HCDs relative to comparable properties in areas not designated.

10. Permitted alterations

Guidelines in the HCD Plan describe what does and does not require a heritage permit.
Significant alterations, new construction or demolition require a permit and may also entail
scrutiny by the HAC and Council approval. Minor alterations normally do not require a permit
but property owners are encouraged to follow the good advice found in the District Plan’s
guidelines. Again, the focus in an HCD is on the general appearance of the streetscape to
ensure that the heritage character of the area is conserved and enhanced. For individual
properties, the Plan affects what can be seen from the public street which means that changes
can occur to the rear and, in some cases, to the sides of buildings without affecting the area’s
heritage character and without requiring a heritage permit. Only in cases where a property is
designated under Part IV and has specified heritage attributes that could be affected by
alterations is a heritage permit required for those alterations.

These are the main points of discussion. As for the remainder, | offer some brief observations on several

of them:

CB

Designation proceeds only after extensive public consultation and adoption of the designating
by-laws by Town Council. Council can designate without the owner’s consent and the owner has
the option to appeal that designation to the Ontario Municipal Board.

Heritage conservation implies that demolition is prevented other than in exceptional
circumstances, and as a last resort. Designation permits Council to prevent demolition.
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L/~ Ontario
Insurance and Heritage Properties

Will heritage designation make my property insurance
premiums go up?

Your premiums should not go up as a result of a heritage designation.
A variety of other reasons cause insurance companies to increase
premiums for older buildings if there is a higher level of risk, such as
services (out-dated wiring, old heating systems, etc.). In fact, some
companies do not insure buildings over a certain age. Designation
itself, however, does not place additional requirements on the insurer
and therefore should not affect your premiums.

What happens if a building is destroyed by fire, or some
other accident? Would it have to be rebuilt as it was?

The intent of designation is to preserve the historic, physical,
contextual or other community heritage value of a property. If a
building on a heritage property is completely or partially destroyed,
the designation by-law does not oblige the owner to replicate any lost
heritage attributes. A replacement building, for example, can be of a
different design.

What if I want the original features of my property to be
replicated in case of damage?

If this is what you want, make sure you’re properly covered.
Insurance coverage for this depends on the degree of risk you and
your insurance company are prepared to share. The age, quality and
condition of your building will affect what coverage is available and
the premium charged.

“Replacement cost” coverage requires prior insurance appraisal of the
building. It generally provides for the property to be repaired or
replaced with like kind and quality up to the amount stated in the
policy. If available, guaranteed replacement cost coverage can
provide for replication of original historical detailing and other
important features that have been lost or damaged — whether or not a
property is designated. Some insurance companies even offer a
special type of “by-law endorsement” coverage. If you have a
designated property, it is advisable to share your designation by-law
with your insurer in order to be certain that heritage attributes are
properly covered by your policy.

You can also obtain coverage for “actual cash value” (ACV). The
ACV is the calculated cost of replacing the property with something
of like kind after taking depreciation into account. When you arrange
the insurance, be sure to speak with your insurance representative
about the basis of your claims settlement. It is important to
understand what you can expect if the building were to be completely
or partially destroyed by an insured peril.

As with any insurance plan, it’s best to research the various insurance
providers in order to find the most competitive rate and best service
from your insurer.

If you have further questions, you can contact the Insurance Bureau of
Canada Consumer Information Centre at 416-362-9528 or 1-800-387-
2880 (Direct Lines) Consumer Officer(s) available Mon. to Fri. 8:00
am to 6:00 pm. Voice mail is available 24hr.

Attachment 4
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What is heritage designation?

Designation is a way for owners to express
pride in the heritage value of their property, and
for the community to protect and promote
awareness of its local history. The Ontario
Heritage Act enables municipalities to designate
properties of cultural heritage value or interest
through a by-law.

Designation can apply to individual properties
or to a whole neighbourhood or district. If a
property or district is designated, it gains public
recognition as well as protection from demolition
or unsympathetic alteration so that the heritage
attributes of the property can be conserved.

If my property is designated, do | have to
restore the property to its original design or
appearance?

Heritage designation does not require you to
restore your building to its original appearance.
The designation by-law identifies the heritage
attributes that are considered important, and
council approval is required for changes that will
affect those attributes.

If you want to restore any lost or missing
features, you should discuss your project first
with the Municipal Heritage Committee or
appointed municipal staff person. They can best
advise on the proposed work and its likely impact
on your property — especially if this involves the
removal of any important feature from a later
period.

Do I need permission for general
maintenance?

General maintenance work, such as repainting
of exterior trim, replacement or repairs to an
existing asphalt roof, or alterations and repairs to
property features that are not covered by the
designation by-law do not usually require
heritage approvals. However, you may still need
a building permit. Check with your local building
department.

Who decides whether the work is acceptable or
not?

Council is responsible for deciding on
applications for a heritage permit, unless this
power has been delegated to municipal staff.
Normally the Municipal Heritage Committee will
review applications for changes to the property
and provides advice to staff and council. Staff
and committee members can advise you on how
to ensure that the changes you want to make
won’t detract from the property’s heritage
attributes.
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Attachment 5

Examples of Heritage Property Development

1. 32 Wellington Street East, Designated Part IV “The David W. Doan House” and Part V
(Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District)

32 Wellington Street East (Existing) South Elevation

32 Wellington Street East (Proposed) South Elevation
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2. 15393 Yonge Street, Designated Part V (Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District)

15393 Yonge Street, (After Alterations), North-West Elevation





3. 15387 Yonge Street, Designated Part V (Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District)
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15387 Yonge Street, (Before Alterations) North-West Elevation
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15387 Yonge Street, (After Alterations), West Elevation





4. 64 Wells Street, Designated Part IV “The Wells Street Public School”

64 Wells Street, (Existing) East Elevation
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64 Wells Street, (Proposed) North-East Elevation





5. 52 Spruce Street, Designated Part V (Northeast Old Aurora Heritage Conservation District)

52 Spruce Street, (After Alterations) North-East Elevation
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Heritage Conservation Districts Examined in this Report

Municipality District Name
City of Brantford
Churchwille
City of Hamilton Cross-Melville
Town of Oakville First and Second Strest

Town of Markham Markham Village
City of Mississauga Meadowvale Village
ity of Ottawa Minto Park
Town of Oakville Old Oakville
Miagara-on-the-Lake Queen and Picton Sireets
City of St Catharines Queen Street
ity of Ottawa Hill (Five districts
Town of Markham Thormhill {east of Yonge)
Town of Vaughan Thornhill {west of Yonge)
Loyalist Township Town of Bath Main Street
City of Thunder Bay Waverly Park
Town of Pickering Whitevale
City of Toronto Wychwood Park
Residential
Commercial
Mixed
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Executive Summary

Introduction

This study of Hentage Conservation Distncts has been funded by the Ontano Trillium Foundation and
15 a joint effort among volunteers of the Architectural Conservancy of Ontano, the Heritage
Resources Centre and volunteer historical societies across the province

The Omtarip Hentage Act enables municipalifies to designate Heritage Conservation Districts (HCDs)

Hentage Conservation Districts allow municipalities to guide future changes in these areas of special
character

32 districts designated in or before 1992 were examined

Study Approach

681 resident surveys were conducted door to door by local volunteers from Municipal Hertage
Committees, historical sociefies, ACO branches and members of the Hertage Resources Centre

Land use mapping and a streetscape evaluafions were conducted

Sales history trends for 431 properfies were collected from GeoWarehouse™ and analyzed
67 key stakeholders were interviewed

Dafa on requests for alterations was collected

Distncts were evaluated based on their performance

Key Findings

By-in-large the goals set for individual Heritage Conservafion Distncis have been achieved
Satisfaction with Iiving and owning property in districts is overwhelming

It is not difficult or ime consuming fo make appropriate alterations to properties in districts but
municipalties should keep better records

Real estate values in Hentage Conservation Districts generally ise more consistenfly than
surrounding areas

Strong real estate performance and resident safisfaction are most pronounced where district
guidelines are enforced

There are issues in many distncts such as the possibility for expansion and the need for clearer goals
which provide the opportunity for improvements

Recommendations
al Genaral

Create more districts because they are successful planning initiatives
Continue monitoring and evaluafing districts using this study as a baseline

Publicize the confirmed OMB ruling that pre-2005 Hentage Distnct Plans are valid and that Distnct
Plans take precedence over other municipal by-laws (OMB Decision PLO6060E Feb 18, 2009)
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b) Plans and Goals

Districts should have plans — some older disinicts do not

The Province should set up a special fund to assist municipalities o update Heritage Conservation
District Plans but in the meantime the intent of disinct designation should be respected

District Plans should have clear goals — some older distnict plans may need to be amended to add
these goals

¢! Rasident Satisfackion

Municipalities should recognize that there is strong support among residents for districts and expand
their use

Public relations efforts should be made to better inform residents of the benefits of District
Designation and to ensure new residents understand distnct procedures

Create a sub-commitiee for each district, or have a district representative on the Municipal Henfage
Committee fo address policy issues and provide educafion

Clarify roles of the Municipal Heritage Committee and Heritage Staff

d) Requests for Alterations

Track alteration requests in 2 comprehensive and easily accessible manner

Delegate maore authonty to Heritage Staff to provide consistency and knowledge fo the day-to-day
operations of the district

Municipal Heritage Committees should set policies not administer them

ol Real Esiate

Inform the public about the strength of real estate values in Heritage Conservation Districts
Educate the Real Estate industry about the existence of districts and their market performance

Ensure Real Estate Agents inform buyers about the existence of Heritage Conservation Districts and
their procedures

fl Issuas

Sirategic effort should be made to educate residents both inside and outside of the district, as well as
councils about the benefits of distncts

Use examples for compatible development (Meadowvale Village, Mississauga and Queen Stresf, St
Catharines)

Ministry of Culture should provide an updated and accurate list of Heritage Conservation Districts

Municipalities should provide information about the district, including the district plan, a list of address
and a map online

Caonsider the expansion of districts to manage development pressure
Ensure parks and open spaces are protected as part of districts

Erect entrance signs or coordinated street signs to create place reference

LS

l. iv





Attachment 7

Heritage Districts Work - More Stories of Success

Heritage Conservation District Study Phase 2
Summary Report

THE ONTARIO
TRILLIUM
FOUNDATION

LA FONDATION
TRILLIUM
DE L'ONTARIO

URIVERSITY OF

Waterloo
33

™ Architectural TR -
Conservancy i 33
& ¢ Resources Certre

< H
"I{:l“ [_ﬂl'l'-?' Ctill-t:ﬂ pessources du patrimaine






Heritage Conservation District Study

Prepared For

The Architectural Conservancy of Ontario

By
Author: Kayla Jonas Galvin
Editor: Dr. Robert Shipley
Series Editor: Lindsay Benjamin
Data Collection: Christopher Sanderson
GIS Specialist: Beatrice Tam

Of the
Heritage Resources Centre
University of Waterloo

Generous support provided by the Ontario Trillium Foundation

December 2012
TI_-:_E OMTARIG
i UNDATION
!n i:l UNIVERSITY oF \L l-':, F"‘\:" Tig
- e = A L
momanm (@4 Waterloo ”';::} e
The Architectural %L %. L.T:?:::;Iﬂm
( ONseHancy :f: EEL‘I

— é. DE L'ONTARIO
fOntario  cesse dn:gu:?n“ﬁ‘cp:n:ml %JE';/ \\ffﬂ‘w': e /





Heritage Conservation Districts examined in this report

District Name Location
Blair City of Cambndge
Brock Avenue Township of Centre Wellington
East District Town of Cobourg
West District Town of Cobourg

Downtown Core

Town of Collingwood

Durand-Markland

City of Hamilton

Mill Street City of Hamilton
The Beach City of Hamilton
St. Clair Avenue City of Hamilton
St Clair Bivd City of Hamilton
Victoria Park City of Kitchener
St Mary's City of Kitchener
Bishop Hellmuth City of London
East Woodfield City of London
Unionville City of Markham
Trafalgar Road Town of Oakwvlle
Downtown Town of Orangeville
Centretown City of Ottawa
Bank Street City of Ottawa
Lower Town West City of Ottawa
New Edinburg City of Ottawa
Sandy Hill West City of Ottawa
Sparks Street City of Ottawa
Village of Rockcliffe Park City of Ottawa
Walton Sfreet Town of Port Hope
Port Dalhousie City of St. Catharines
Yates Street City of St. Cahtarines
Downtown Core Town of Siratford
Cabbagetown-Matcalfe City of Toronto
Draper Street City of Toronto
East Annex City of Toronto

Yorkville-Hazelion Ave

City of Toronto
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Executive Summary

Introduction

*  This study of Hentage Conservation Districts has been funded by the Ontano Trllium Foundation and
is a joint effort among volunteers of the Architectural Conservancy of Ontano, the Heritage
Resources Centre and volunteer historical societies across the province

e The Omtario Hertage Act enables municipalifies to designate Heritage Conservation Districts (HCDs)

* Hertage Conservation Districts allow municipalifies to guide future changes in these areas of special
character

¢ This is the second phase of the projectand examined 32 districts designated in or before 2002
Study Approach

* 524 resident surveys were conducted door-to-door by local volunteers from Municipal Heritage
Committees, historical societies, ACO branches and members of the Heritage Resources Centre

¢ 94 yolunteers were involved in surveying
» Land use mapping and sireetscape evaluations were conducted in all 32 distncis
¢ Sales history trends for 871 properfies were collected from GeoWarehouse™ and analyzed
* 76 key stakeholders were interviewed
* Data on reguests for alterations was collectad
» [Disiricts were evaluated based on their performance
Conclusions
¢ By-inarge the goals set for individual Heritage Conservation Districts have been achieved
» Satisfaction with Iving and owning property in districts is overwhelming
+  Municipalities should keep better records of applications for alterations

* Real estate values in Hentage Conservation Districts generally rise more consistently than
surrounding areas

* Resident’s thoughts about real estate show an understanding of what is happening in their districts,
and a majority thought the value increased

* Residential districts have higher scores in our evaluation

*  Alarge part of the success of a disfrict is due o the management of the area at the Cify level
* The longer distncts operate the befter they perform

» Active citizen groups play a large role in educafion about a distnct

» [Disfricts over 400 properties have lower scores





Recommendations
al Genaral

# Create more districts because they are successful planning initiatives

& Continue monitoring and evaluating districts using Phase 1 & 2 as baselines
b) Pians and Goals

# [Disfrict Plans should have clear goals — some older district plans may need fo be amended to add
these goals

»  Though most district plans are now available online, most do not contain a full list of addresses,
which will help research, and help owners determine if they are within the district

¢} Residamt Saisfachon

+  Municipaliies should recognize that there is strong support among residents for distrcts and expand
their use

&  Public relations efforts should be made to better inform residents of the benefits of distrct
designation
¢« Councils should also be better educated

d Requests for Alterations
» Track alteration requests in a comprehensive and easily acoessible manner

» Trends from fracking alterafion requests should be used fo provide residents more information about
gommenly applied for items, such as solar panels

el Real Estate

* Inform the public about the strength of real estate values in Hentage Conservation Districts
1 [ssuos

* FErect entrance signs or coordinated street signs to create place identity

* |Increase the amount of funding available o assist disinct property owners in maintaining their
properties

* Consider road improvements to enhance public spaces
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Hicks, Vanessa

From: Jeanes, Andrew (MTCS) <Andrew.Jeanes@ontario.ca>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 12:19 PM

To: Hicks, Vanessa

Subject: RE: Insurance info sheet

Hi Vanessa,

Here is my follow-up email regarding the issue of insurance and heritage properties, which remains very much a priority
for the ministry in terms of understanding the problems that individual property owners may be facing and
communicating what we know from our discussions with the insurance industry. As | said on the phone on Wednesday,
we have not been made aware of more than a relatively small number of examples of heritage property owners having
problems getting insurance, and in some cases it turned out the problems were actually unrelated to the heritage

designation.

There are currently about 18,700 properties in Ontario’s 113 heritage conservation districts, and about 6,600
individually-designated heritage properties. The overwhelming majority of these properties seem to have no problem
obtaining insurance coverage.

You mentioned distributing the 2006 version of our info Sheet on insurance and Heritage Properties. We updated the
Infa Sheet in 2012 and that updated version is on our website.

hittp://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage Insurance.pdf

Note that regarding premiums, the wording in the Info Sheet is unchanged: “Your premiums should not go up as a result
of a heritage designation.” We discussed this with the Insurance Bureau of Canada in 2006 and again in 2012 and they
said the same thing about premiums both times.

Here's the IBC's brochure on insurance and heritage properties, on their own website.

http://www.ibc.ca/en/Home Insurance/documents/brochures/HeritageProperties brochure EN.pdf

Note that the IBC brochure says that “it is generally a requirement that a heritage property be rebuilt on the original
site, to its original occupancy, with building materials equivalent to the ones used at the time it was built.” This is NOT
TRUE in Ontario. In the event of a total loss of the building, neither a designation under Part IV or V of the OHA, nor an
easement, would require a reconstruction of this nature.

if the property is in an HCD and is a total loss, the replacement building would have to comply with the design guidelines
in the HCD Plan, but would be treated the same as new infill construction. The requirement to rebuild to tike kind,
quality, design, materials etc. is generally a condition of the insurance agreement and depends on the amount and type
of coverage purchased, but is not related to its designation under the OHA. If there is only a partial damage to the
property, the repairs will probably require a heritage permit like they would for an alteration. Minor repairs may be
exempt from heritage permit requirements, as specified in the HCD plan, and building interiors are not affected at all by
the HCD designation (though they might be if there was an individual designation by-law in effect).

So to conclude: yes, designation under the OHA does add a layer of approvals beyond the Planning Act and Building
Code Act approvals that would be required for any non-heritage property. Does that automaticaily mean that it takes a
lot longer to get those approvals? The evidence | have seen is that does in some cases, but does not in many others.
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There are many ways in which a municipality can streamline the heritage approval process to reduce the delays to a
minimum, and many municipalities have done so.

We will be continuing to look into this and | will send you any updated information as | get it.

Regards,
Andrew

Andrew Jeanes

Culture Services Advisor

Programs and Services Branch

Culture Division

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
401 Bay St., Suite 1700

Toronto, ON M7A 0A7

Tel: (416) 314-7127

Fax: (416) 212-1802

email: andrew.jeanes@ontario.ca
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PUBLIC PLANNING MEETING REPORT No. PL14-027

SUBJECT: Proposed Official Plan Amendment & Zoning By-law Amendment
L.S. Consulting Inc.
29 George Street, Part of Lot 27, Plan 256
Files: D09-02-13 & D14-05-13

FROM: Marco Ramunno, Director of Planning & Development Services

DATE: April 23, 2014

RECOMMENDATIONS

THAT report No. PL14-027 be received; and

THAT comments presented at the Public Planning Meeting be addressed by
Planning & Development Services in a comprehensive report outlining
recommendations and options at a future General Committee Meeting.

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with background information related to
the proposed Official Plan amendment and Zoning By-law amendment applications
proposing a 4 storey condominium apartment building with 14 residential units and 16
parking spaces on the subject lands.

BACKGROUND

The subject lands are currently zoned R2, which permits one single detached dwelling.
The site specific Official Plan designation permits a 3 storey apartment building. The
owner has applied to amend the Official Plan to permit a four storey apartment building.
The zoning amendment is required to permit a multiple unit building form and to
accommodate the proposed building, parking, setbacks, and buffer strips. A site plan
application and plan of condominium will be required at a future date.

Public Notification

On March 6, 2014, a Notice of Complete Application respecting the Official Plan and
Zoning By-law amendments was published in the Auroran and Aurora Banner
newspapers. On April 3, 2014 a Notice of Public Planning Meeting was given by mail to
all addressed property owners within a minimum of 120 metres of the subject property.
A notice was also posted by ground sign at 29 George Street.





April 23, 2014 -2 - Report No. PL14-027

Location/Land Use

The subject lands, municipally known as 29 George Street, are located south of
Wellington Street West and north of Tyler Street (Figure 1). The property has a lot area
of 1,120 m? and a frontage of 18.99 metres on George Street.

The surrounding land uses are as follows:

North: 3 storey residential building.

South: 3 storey long term care residence.

East: 2-4 storey residential apartment buildings.

West:  George Street, detached housing, and a 4 storey residential building.

Official Plan

The subject lands are designated as “Stable Neighbourhoods — Site Specific Policy 30”
by the Town of Aurora Official Plan (Figure 2). Areas designated “Stable
Neighbourhoods” are protected from incompatible forms of development and, at the
same time, are permitted to evolve and be enhanced over time. The Site Specific Policy
permits an apartment building having a maximum of 3 storeys subject to the lands being
appropriately rezoned, a site plan agreement being entered into with the Town, and the
availability of sufficient on-site parking. All other policies of the Stable Neighbourhoods
designation apply.

The Official Plan contains urban design policies intended to enhance the built
environment. Parking is to be in the rear and main entrances are to be oriented towards
the street. Green roofs are encouraged.

Zoning By-law

The subject lands are currently zoned “Detached Dwelling Second Density Residential
(R2) Zone” by the Town of Aurora Zoning By-law, as amended (Figure 3). The R2 Zone
permits one detached dwelling per lot. Therefore, an amendment to the Zoning By-law
is required to rezone the subject lands to an Apartment Residential Exception Zone to
permit a 4 storey apartment building as proposed. The applicant is proposing a First
Density Apartment Residential (RA1) Exception Zone.

Site specific by-law exceptions will be required to recognize the proposal. These
exceptions include but are not limited to:

Reduced minimum lot area per unit and lot frontage.

Reduced minimum front, rear, and side yard setbacks.

Reduced minimum landscape buffer strips.

Reduced minimum setback of the parking lot to the property line.
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Reduced minimum parking requirement (5 spaces).

Two parking spaces permitted in the front yard.

Increased maximum lot coverage.

Limits on height and density of the building.

Eliminate the minimum floor area requirement for individual units.

Proposed Site Development

The owner proposes to demolish the existing house on the subject lands and construct
a four storey, 14 unit condominium apartment building (Figure 4). The total gross floor
area (GFA) of the building is 2,446.4 m? with a proposed lot coverage of 54.6%. A total
of 16 parking spaces are proposed, including two spots in the front yard for visitor
parking. Bicycle parking is proposed on site. The ground floor will include the building
lobby and partially enclosed parking. A rooftop amenity area is proposed with hard and
soft landscaping and seating. Ornamental trees will provide screening along the north
and south property lines.

The owner has submitted a conceptual site plan and will be required to submit a formal
site plan application at a future date to be reviewed for consideration at a future General
Committee meeting. In addition, the proposed building would require the approval and
registration of a new condominium plan.

COMMENTS

A preliminary review of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment
applications has been undertaken by internal departments and external agencies. Staff
have identified the following matters to be addressed in greater detail before staff
prepare a final report for Council’s consideration:

e Official Plan policies related to front yard parking between the main entrance and
the street.

Reduction in the minimum parking requirement by 5 spaces.

Amenity area requirements.

Building heights in stable residential neighbourhoods.

Landscape areas and vegetative buffering.





April 23, 2014 -4 - Report No. PL14-027

Summary of Resident Comments

Phone conversations with two local residents expressed the following comments and
concerns:

e Concern with the possibility of increased street parking on George Street,
especially in the winter.

e Concern that visitors from neighbouring buildings are using the parking lot at 85
Wellington Street West and that the problem will increase with the proposed
development.

e Concern with the proposed height of the building.

SERVICING ALLOCATION

Servicing allocation is currently provided to the single detached dwelling on the
property. The proposed development will require the allocation of an additional 13 units.

ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Direct staff to report back to Council addressing any issues that may be raised at
the Public Planning Meeting, or
2. Refusal of the application with an explanation for the refusal.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Financial implications will be addressed when a technical review of the proposal is
completed.

PREVIOUS REPORTS

None.
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CONCLUSIONS

The planning application is currently under review by staff. Staff will continue to work
with the applicant to finalize all outstanding technical matters, as well as comments
received from the public and Council raised at the Public Planning Meeting. A
comprehensive report with recommendations and options will be presented to Council
for consideration and direction at a future General Committee meeting. In particular, the
Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment applications will be reviewed in accordance
with the Provincial Policy Statement, Places to Grow Growth Plan, and Official Plan and
in context of existing surrounding land uses.

ATTACHMENTS

Figure 1 — Location Map

Figure 2 — Official Plan Map

‘Figure 3 — Zoning Map

Figure 4 — Conceptual Site Plan

Figure 5 — Conceptual Elevations

Figure 6 — Landscape Plan (Ground & Rooftop Landscaping)

PRE-SUBMISSION REVIEW
Executive Leadership Team Meeting — April 17, 2014

Prepared by: Marty Rokos, MCIP, RPP, Planner - Ext. 4350

e 72 AL,

Marco Rafunho, MCIP, RPP “Neil Garbe
Director of Planning & Development Chief Administrative Officer
Services
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