Site Plan Control Proposal Review
101 Champagne Avenue

Submission from the Civic Hospital Neighbourhood Association (CHNA)

The following summarizes the Civic Hospital Neighbourhood Association’s (CHNA) comments on this proposal:

1. CHNA recommends that the City insist that the developer strictly adhere to the zoning for this location to demonstrate to residents that the City is serious about ensuring there is “certainty” around zoning restrictions:

· This property is zoned for 25 storeys. CHNA opposes the proposed 28-storey building as it undermines the intention of the zoning (25 storeys to a maximum height of 81 metres).  Should the City approve this application, it will set a precedent that will be exploited by other developers in the area and add to current residents’ uncertainty as to the number of storeys and height that will be approved for the buildings in their district. CHNA requests that the city reject the request for any storey’s above the maximum zoning limit for this property (i.e. 25 storeys).
· CHNA is very concerned that the property is zoned for an 81-metre maximum height, yet the builder proposes an additional 5-metre amenity penthouse which sets a precedent that will be exploited by other developers in the area and add to current residents’ uncertainty as to the height of buildings in their district.  CHNA requests that the city reject this additional structure which exceeds the maximum zoning height for this property (i.e. 81 metres).

2. CHNA is concerned with the close proximity of the building to Ev Tremblay Park and requests that the City demonstrate to residents that it understands, respects and is determined to protect the integrity of the public realm spaces in their community.

· This building will overshadow and dominate Ev Tremblay Park and it will make the southern edge of the Park an unpleasant space for residents (because of the proximity of the building’s 81-metre wall to the southern edge of the Park). CHNA requests that the city require the builder to provide setbacks or stepdowns that respect the integrity and minimize shading of the park in order to maintain the current usability of the Park.

3. CHNA would like an explanation as to why the intention of the City’s Official Plan with respect to this site was ignored. The Preston-Champagne Secondary Plan indicated that “Ev Tremblay Park will be expanded through the provisions of the Parklands By-law should the Humane Society decide to vacate their building”, yet the Humane Society property was sold to Ashcroft Homes.

· Property that should have been used as an enhancement and benefit to the park space in the Preston-Carling district has now become a detriment to the existing, limited park space and is inconsistent with the Preston-Carling District Secondary Plan’s statement: “As the Preston-Carling District intensifies, there will be an increased demand on the provision of open spaces, including parks and urban spaces”.

4. CHNA is not satisfied that the city is taking into account the cumulative impact on the community of the additional new developments and requests an area-wide traffic study to identify appropriate traffic mitigation and calming measures to protect the existing mature community.

· While the developer concludes that this development will have “limited additional traffic impact”, it is incumbent on the city to keep track of the increasing impact on the community as each new building is approved and built.

5. CHNA is very concerned with the proposed parking plans for the building and is dissatisfied with the parking offered for the building (in particular the visitor and bicycle parking) as it is insufficient to the needs of the residents of the building.

· While it might be appropriate to limit the number of resident parking spaces near a transit node, it is unacceptable that absolutely no visitor spaces are provided. It is totally unrealistic to assume that building residents will have no visitors who will require parking spaces.  The resulting visitor vehicles will be forced to park in the already overcrowded neighbourhood, thereby transferring the parking issues onto adjacent residential streets.

· The City purports to encourage residents to use other modes of transportation such as transit, cycling and walking.  However, this building provides only .25 spaces per unit, inadequate to the needs of a student population for whom cycling is a popular mode of transit and insufficient to contribute to the City’s mobility targets for cycling.

· CHNA is also concerned about the inadequate move in/drop off area for the building.  As students are among the most transient of residents and move frequently, the lack of appropriate infrastructure to satisfy this regularly-occuring need is puzzling. The City must require that the developer address this oversight.
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