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Introduction
Study Background and Context

1.1

Large lot sizes, generous building setbacks and large separation distances between
houses as well as mature landscaping are just some of the common characteristics
observed in the established residential neighbourhoods of the City of Pickering (the
City). These neighbourhoods tend to have homes that are modest in size with large
front, side and rear yards as compared to the new homes being built. Although these
new homes may “check all the boxes” of the Ontario Building Code and City’s Zoning
By-laws, they may not necessarily be reflective of the character of the neighbourhoods
that they are in.
The Provincial Policy Statement and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe
emphasizes the efficient use of land and infrastructure to support the long-term
prosperity, environmental health and social well-being of communities. Provincial policy,
increasing land costs in the Greater Golden Horseshoe area and a trend towards
increased house sizes has contributed to progressively smaller lots with large homes.
This trend is being seen not only in new subdivisions but also in established
neighbourhoods through infill and replacement dwellings.
New construction of infill and replacement housing in Pickering’s established residential
neighbourhoods has sometimes been the result of a consent process and/or minor
variance process. However, not all of the new construction in established residential
neighbourhoods has been the result of a planning process, as as-of-right zoning has
permitted the larger, new dwellings.
Municipalities have a variety of planning tools at their disposal to address the matter of
respecting community character when infill and intensification occurs. These include:
•
•
•
•

Official Plan policies;
Zoning By-laws;
Development and design guidelines; and
Site Plan Control.

There is an important balance to strike between encouraging and promoting reinvestment through new development or redevelopment and maintaining and enhancing
a neighbourhood’s character.
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Faced with the challenge of increasing development pressure in established residential
neighbourhoods, the City of Pickering is undertaking the Infill and Replacement Housing
in Established Neighbourhoods Study (the Study) to explore options for addressing
neighbourhood character within established residential neighbourhoods and ensuring
that it is properly considered through the development and building approval processes.

Study Purpose and Objectives

1.2

On September 13, 2017 City of Pickering Council authorized staff to retain consultants
to complete a planning and design study to address infill and replacement housing in
established residential neighbourhoods (Report PLN 15-17). This direction followed a
public engagement process facilitated by City staff in May 2017 resulting from concerns
expressed by local residents that new homes being built in their neighbourhoods were
not compatible with the existing character of their neighbourhoods (November 21, 2016
Resolution #236/16).
The overall purpose of this study is to develop options, including making a
recommendation(s) for an appropriate policy framework, regulations and/or tools that
may be implemented so that the City has a sensitive way to manage new construction
in established residential neighbourhoods.
The key objectives of this study are:
1. To identify the City’s established neighbourhoods, or parts thereof, within the
South Pickering Urban Area that may be susceptible to pressure for the
development of infill and replacement housing;
2. To identify and evaluate the unique qualities and characteristics of the City’s
established neighbourhoods, or parts thereof, and the key issues regarding infill
and replacement housing that are of concern to residents;
3. To identify and/or develop tools the City can use, including Design Guidelines,
that will allow neighbourhoods, or parts thereof, to evolve while respecting the
character of the area; and
4. To provide an opportunity for full and meaningful engagement and consultation
with residents, agencies and the development industry through the Study
process.
The Existing Conditions and Preliminary Observations Report is Phase 1 of the Study
and addressed the key objectives outlined in points 1, 2 and 4 (in part) above.
This purpose of this Phase 2, Planning Options Report is to:
•
•

Identify gaps and opportunities in existing City policy, guidelines and strategies to
address the matter of infill and replacement housing;
Identify preliminary options, tools and strategies to address the issue of
compatibility between new construction and existing built form within established
residential neighbourhoods;
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Engage the public, agencies and stakeholders; and
Address feedback from the consultation process undertaken in Phase 2.

The outcome of Phase 2 of the Study provides a rationale for a Preferred Strategy for
managing new infill and replacement housing, while respecting and/or enhancing a
neighbourhood’s character.

Summary of Phase 1 Findings

1.3

Focus Neighbourhoods
Phase 1 of the Study established that nine of the fifteen South Pickering Urban Area
neighbourhoods warrant in-depth study since these neighbourhoods contain the
majority of the older housing stock that has experienced most of the new infill and
replacement housing over the last few years. Referred to as the Focus
Neighbourhoods, these neighbourhoods include: Bay Ridges, Dunbarton, Highbush,
Liverpool, Rosebank, Rougemount, Village East, West Shore, and Woodlands.
Trends & Observations
Phase 1 of the Study found that the majority of observed changes occurring within the
Focus Neighbourhoods relate to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Height and overall scale of dwelling;
Roof pitch;
Elevation of the first floor;
Separation distance between houses;
Front yard setback;
Amount and character of landscaped open area on private property; and
Width and configuration of the driveway; and
Location of the garage and/or carport.

These observed changes can lead to compatibility issues between new infill and
replacement housing and the original homes in a neighbourhood. The compatibility
issues of infill and replacement housing are related to overlook conditions, privacy,
shadowing and sense of place.
Phase 1 of the Study categorized the various key elements of neighbourhood character
that can have an impact on compatibility of new development into three themes: Built
Form, Streetscape and Neighbourhood Composition.
The following summarizes the compatibility issues and their associated key elements,
each of which are categorized within the three themes of Built Form, Streetscape and
Neighbourhood Composition.
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Built Form
•

New housing is typically taller and larger than the original homes on the street (in
terms of massing and footprint). New homes can have a higher elevation of the
first floor, greater lot coverage, reduced separation distances between
neighbouring dwellings and reduced landscaped open area in the front yards.
The overall scale, massing and placement of the new homes can create an
obvious contrast when located beside more modestly sized original homes. This
juxtaposition can sometimes lead to impacts such as shadowing, overlook, and
privacy.

Streetscape
•

Lot Frontages tend to remain unchanged when replacement housing is
introduced into an established neighbourhood. However, infill housing may
involve a severance or subdivision of land (where one parcel, or lot, is divided
into more than one lot), which often creates smaller lots than those that exist.
The result is more houses fronting onto the same street, which changes the look
and feel of the street.

•

It is common for larger replacement dwellings to be built much closer to the street
than the original homes while still complying with the required zone standards.
This can affect the established consistency of front yard setbacks as well as
reducing the space in the front yard. The result changes the pattern of
development and creates an altered sense of openness and space along the
street.

•

The garages and/or carports of original houses are typically sized for one vehicle
and are sometimes set back from the front façade and therefore do not dominate
the front of the dwelling. New infill and replacement houses typically have wider
garages that are integral to the house to accommodate two or more vehicles. In
the case of narrower lots, garages may be located in front of the main wall or in
the “basement” of a dwelling where the first floor is raised above the garage.
These differences have an impact on the look and feel of a street related to the
scale and height of dwellings and sense of open space.

•

New infill and replacement dwellings often have wider driveways than those of
the original dwellings within an established neighbourhood, which reduce the
amount of landscaping on the property and alter the open space character of a
lot.
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Neighbourhood Composition
•

The key elements of neighbourhood character are those within the public realm.
These elements can be impacted through the introduction of infill and
replacement housing. For instance, infill housing may impact the configuration of
roads or lead to the creation of sidewalks where there are none. In addition,
street trees in the public realm, as well as trees on private property, are
sometimes removed by the introduction of infill and replacement housing, with
the introduction of new driveways, wider driveways, and/or dwellings that have a
larger footprint than original dwellings.

Best Practices Review
Phase 1 of the Study contained a review of best practices from other Ontario
municipalities that have also experienced an increase in infill and replacement housing
in established neighbourhoods. The following tools are the ones most often used to
manage change:
• Official plan policies;
• Zoning by-laws;
• Urban Design Guidelines; and
• Other tools, for example neighbourhood guides and Site Plan Control.
Official Plan Policies
Official Plan policies are used to establish the intent to maintain the character of
established neighbourhoods, on a broad or specific neighbourhood/focus area scale.
Some municipalities have implemented Official Plan policies in various ways to require
that new development “fits in” with established neighbourhoods, generally including:
• Policies to require that infill and replacement housing is compatible in terms of
massing, scale, height, separation distances, architectural character, while
mitigating impacts to neighbouring properties; and
• Policies to recognize specific neighbourhoods or “character areas”, identifying
some of the unique characteristics that contribute to their individual identities.
Zoning By-laws
Zoning By-laws are used to implement official plan policies through the establishment of
specific zone regulations that address compatibility of new development within
established neighbourhoods. Some municipalities have implemented zoning
regulations for established neighbourhoods, which have included:
• Zoning regulations, applying to all established neighbourhoods, including such
regulations as yard setbacks, height, separation distance between dwellings, lot
coverage, and other regulations; and
• Zoning regulations applying only to a neighbourhood-specific or block-specific
scale.
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Urban Design Guidelines
Design Guidelines are used to shape and form development, specific to the context of
the neighbourhood, either in conjunction with official plan policies and zone regulations,
or on their own. Some municipalities have implemented neighbourhood-specific
guidelines related to building scale, massing, height, materials, garage placement and
landscape treatment.
Other Tools
Some municipalities have used a variety of other tools to help maintain neighbourhood
character, such as the use of Site Plan Control, architectural control, the creation of
neighbourhood development guides.
Site Plan Control has been applied to a geographic area, or specific dwelling types
within established neighbourhoods, such as single detached dwellings.
Architectural control is a form of development control where approval is subject to
criteria for the design and appearance of a structure. This tool has been applied to
neighbourhoods that exhibit built form and architectural qualities to be maintained and
provided through new development.
Informal “development guides” for home owners and builders have been used as a
resource and are provided to home owners and builders prior to the design process to
help encourage development that is sensitive to the character of established
neighbourhoods.
A tree protection and planting program has been implemented to require the protection
of trees on public and private property when development is proposed, and requiring the
planting of new trees when tree injury or removal is required.
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Compatibility Issues, Analysis and Opportunities

The intent of this Section is to identify the gaps and opportunities in existing City policy,
regulations and guidelines, and identify potential strategies to address the compatibility
issues/trends/observations established through Phase 1. The goal of the potential
strategies is to achieve a sensitive transition between existing houses and new
construction in the nine Focus Neighbourhoods.

Tools for Addressing Compatibility

2.1

This section introduces the various tools that can be used to address compatibility
issues arising from the development of infill and replacement housing, each of which
can be used individually or collectively. The tools are:
•
•
•
•

Official Plan;
Zoning By-law;
Urban Design Guidelines; and
Other tools and processes that the City may utilize.

2.1.1 Official Plan
What is it?
An official plan is a guiding land use policy document that establishes policy directions
for long-term growth and development of a municipality. Municipalities in Ontario are
required to adopt official plans to guide growth and development that will implement the
Ontario Planning Act and other relevant legislation, Provincial policy and regulations.
What does it do?
The official plan lays the foundation for building a complete community through
providing a unique vision for the municipality and identifying how that vision can be
reached. The goals, objectives and policies within the Official Plan build on the vision
and establish the intent and policy directions for land use planning within a municipality.
An official plan can contain many goals and objectives. These goals and objectives can
be broad and applicable on a municipality-wide scale, or specific to a particular topic,
such as elements of urban structure or specific land use designations. For example,
with respect to the City’s Urban System, the City of Pickering Official Plan contains
goals for the municipality to establish and encourage complete communities.
An official plan also contains policies. Policies build on the goals and objectives
outlined in an official plan, and identify directions to be followed in the analysis and
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evaluation of planning processes and ultimately decision-making. For example, within
Section 3.9 of the Pickering Official Plan, addressing Urban Residential Areas, the
Official Plan requires City Council, in establishing performance standards (zoning bylaw provisions), to have regard for protecting and enhancing the character of
established neighbourhoods, considering specific matters such as building height, yard
setback, lot coverage, access to sunlight, parking provisions and traffic implications. It
is important to note that the language used within policies is important to get right. The
term “have regard for” is a good term to use to ensure that a specific topic, idea is
considered in the decision making process. However, other terms such as “shall
require”, or “shall implement” are definitive action items to be followed in the decision
making process.
The purpose of an official plan is to set out long term prospects for growth and
development. As a broad policy document, an official plan is not intended to be overly
prescriptive and should not set out any specific building or site location standards for
development. In order to implement the vision of the plan for a specific area or site,
zoning by-laws are required, which provide performance standards for implementation
of the plan in an explicit and precise manner.
How does the City use this tool?
The City of Pickering Official Plan is divided into five parts: principles and framework;
strategic policies; neighbourhoods and settlements; detailed design considerations; and
implementation, development review and monitoring.
Sections 2.9, 3.2 and 3.9 speak to maintaining, protecting and enhancing the different
identities and characters of the City’s neighbourhoods as they evolve over time by
considering, when making planning decisions and developing performance standards,
such matters as building height, yard setback, lot coverage, and access to sunlight.
Chapter 9 - Community Design sets out a strategy for addressing community design,
which focuses on the relationships between the City’s community building blocks,
including streets, parks, public squares, shops and residential neighbourhoods, and
their visual character and aesthetic qualities. The strategy focuses on ten community
design objectives in Policy 9.2 and provide a means of identifying the strategic areas
which the City must focus on in order to achieve design excellence.
The following policies in Chapter 9 establish the importance of respecting the character
of established neighborhoods:
“9.2 To achieve the community design goal, City Council shall:
(e) encourage developments that are designed to fit their contexts by considering
the mix of uses, and the massing, height, scale and architectural style and details
of existing, adjacent buildings;”
……..
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“(j) encourage developments that establish appropriate relationships between
built and natural environments, that ensure sensitive natural systems are
protected and where possible enhanced, and celebrate significant aspects of the
natural and cultural landscape.”
Chapter 12 provides detailed neighbourhood policies for each of the City’s urban
neighbourhoods, including the nine Focus Neighbourhoods that are the subject of this
Study. The boundaries of each neighbourhood are described, along with defining
characteristics and land use mix. Of the nine Focus Neighbourhoods, the following
have policies guiding compatible development: Rosebank (Section 12.3), Bay Ridges,
referring specifically to the Liverpool Road Waterfront Node (Section 12.5),
Rougemount (Section 12.7), Woodlands (Section 12.8), Dunbarton (Section 12.9),
Village East (Section 12.11) and Highbush (Section 12.12).
Additionally, policy 14.10 states that where new development is proposed within an
existing established area, building designs should reinforce and complement existing
patterns such as built form, massing, height, proportion and dwelling placement.
The Compendium Document to the Pickering Official Plan contains Area Specific
Development Guidelines for some of Pickering’s urban neighbourhoods, including six of
the 9 nine Focus Neighbourhoods of this Study (the exceptions are Liverpool,
Rougemount and West Shore). These guidelines address specific matters related to
the scale, intensity and arrangement of land uses, as well as transportation, design and
servicing matters.
2.1.2 Zoning By-law
What is it?
A Zoning By-law is a prescriptive, regulatory document that implements the policies of
an official plan. Municipalities may have one or multiple zoning by-laws.
What does it do?
The zoning by-law implements the policies of an official plan. It establishes specific and
enforceable requirements for construction and new development. Zoning regulations
control the use of land within a community by stating how land may be used, what types
of buildings are permitted, where buildings and structures can be located, and more
detailed development requirements such as density, lot sizes and dimensions, building
setbacks and heights, landscape requirements, accessory units and parking provisions.
Zoning by-laws are necessary in providing a legal and enforceable way of managing the
use of land and future development. They ensure the compatibility of new development
with surrounding areas, as well as the achievement of the overall vision for the
municipality through establishing appropriate standards for development.
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While zoning by-laws do not specifically speak to aspects of design or character, they
are able to prescribe specific requirements related to the development of dwellings and
design elements of the streetscape that in turn affect neighbourhood character. For
example, a zoning by-law can prescribe minimum and maximum yard setbacks for
buildings, minimum and maximum building heights, minimum landscaping requirements
for properties, among many other matters.
How does the City use this tool?
The City of Pickering has three zoning by-laws that apply to the established residential
areas within the South Pickering Urban Area, each of which are specific to a
geographical area within south Pickering. These zoning by-laws are:
•
•
•

By-law 2511
By-law 2520; and
By-law 3036.

Each of the City’s zoning by-laws contains zone mapping, which identifies specific
zones for all lands within the City. For each zone that is mapped, the text of the zoning
by-law contains zone regulations that apply to all lands within that zone.
Zone regulations establish specific performance standards to be achieved on a
property. For example, within the R4 zone of By-law #2511, which applies to a large
portion of the City’s established residential neighbourhoods south of Highway 401, the
by-law contains specific requirements for maximum building height in some areas, lot
coverage, lot frontage, front, rear and side yard setbacks, and other performance
standards to regulate the placement and size of dwellings.
The City’s Zoning By-laws currently do not regulate some of the key elements of
neighbourhood character identified in this Study.
While the Zoning By-laws include maximum height requirements (in metres) for
residential dwellings, there are no specific regulations with respect to the other elements
that contribute to the height of a dwelling, including roof pitch, number of storeys, and
height of the front entrance.
The Zoning By-laws also include performance standards to control the massing of
residential dwellings, including lot coverage and yard setback requirements. However,
there are no specific regulations that regulate the length and width of residential
dwellings or the minimum separation distance between the side walls of two dwellings.
While the Zoning By-laws require parking to be provided on residential lots, there are no
requirements specific to the location and width of garages and carports that contain the
required parking spaces on lot.
The Zoning By-laws contain requirements for providing a minimum “landscaped open
area” on some properties. However, these requirements only apply to some
11
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commercial and industrial zones. There are currently no requirements to provide for
minimum landscaped open area within residential zones.
While the Zoning By-laws contain performance standards for minimum length of a
driveway, there are no restrictions to the width of a driveway, which impacts the amount
of landscaping on a property.
The City can utilize the Zoning By-law as a tool to regulate certain key elements of
neighbourhood character to address identified compatibility issues.
2.1.3 Urban Design Guidelines
What is it?
Urban Design Guidelines provide detailed design direction to implement a municipality’s
vision of the community, or a neighbourhood, as directed by the policies in an official
plan and the performance standards in a zoning by-law. Design guidelines are meant to
help refine the sense and character of a place through design principles. Municipal
staff, developers and the public can refer to the guidelines in the evaluation and
consideration of development applications.
What does it do?
Urban design guidelines can be used as a tool to coordinate the various components of
built form, streetscape and neighbourhood composition to create an attractive,
appealing and functional urban environment. Urban design could be particularly useful
in addressing some of the various defined key elements of this Study within both the
public and private realms.
Urban design guidelines can be applied on a broad scale to all of the City’s established
neighbourhoods, or they can be focused and provide more detail to recognize the
characteristics and design intent for a specific neighbourhood or subset of a
neighbourhood.
Urban Design Guidelines are not intended to be prescriptive nor site-specific. While
compliance with the guidelines is not a requirement for development approval, as
conformity and compliance with the Official Plan and Zoning By-law are, the integration
of elements in the guidelines help to direct the overall design of a proposed
development.
How does the City use this tool?
The Compendium Document of the City’s Official Plan includes development guidelines
for certain neighbourhoods, or parts of certain neighbourhoods. There are three
development guidelines that apply in the context of the Focus Neighbourhoods that are
the subject of this Study:
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Dunbarton Neighbourhood: Dunbarton Neighbourhood Development Guidelines;
Bay Ridges Neighbourhood: Liverpool Road Waterfront Node Development
Guidelines; and
Rosebank Neighbourhood: Rosebank Neighbourhood Development Guidelines.

Each of these development guidelines provides a differing level of detail.
The Dunbarton Neighbourhood Development Guidelines also contains guidelines
specific to various precincts within the neighbourhood, addressing matters such as
permitted dwelling type, minimum lot frontage, minimum front and side yard setbacks,
maximum building height, and various guidelines for the public realm including the
provision of sidewalks and cycle paths, and connectivity to natural areas.
The Liverpool Road Waterfront Node Development Guidelines provides the greatest
level of detail, addressing strategies for open space, development standards to
implement an effective transportation network, preserving views and vistas, providing
for adequate parking areas, and promoting appropriate built form of a particular
character that is prevalent within the neighbourhood.
The Rosebank Neighbourhood Development Guidelines are specific to certain precincts
within the neighbourhood, and do not apply to the entire neighbourhood, addressing
limited matters including permitted dwelling types and minimum lot size.
2.1.4 Other Tools
What are they?
There are other planning and non-planning municipal tools that can be used to address
development compatibility. These can be used on an individual or collective basis and
include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Building Permit Review;
Minor Variance and Consent application review process;
Site Plan Control;
Architectural Control;
Development Guidelines (for example, the City of Toronto’s Good
Neighbourhood Guide);
Stormwater Management Guidelines; and
Municipal By-laws (e.g. dust, noise, trees).

What do they do, and how does the City use these tools?
Building Permit Review
The building permit review process is undertaken when an application for the
construction and/or demolition of a new building or addition to an existing building is
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submitted to the City. The process is used to evaluate an application against the
Ontario Building Code to ensure the safety of buildings. Compliance with building
standards is legally required and enforced to ensure safe development and
construction. The building permit review process does not consider any design,
aesthetic, or architectural matters that would contribute to the character of a building, a
lot, a street or a neighbourhood. For example, in the context of development within an
established neighbourhood, if an individual wishes to construct an addition to their
dwelling, or construct a replacement dwelling, they would need to apply for a building
permit. Through the review process of this building permit application, the City
undergoes a process to ensure that the proposed addition complies with all applicable
zone regulations. If the proposal complies with the zoning, there is no further “planning”
review of the building permit application, and there is no public process to review the
application. Alternatively, if the proposal does not comply with all applicable zone
regulations, a separate application to vary the zone regulations would be required,
known as a “minor variance” application, as discussed below, which is a public process.
Minor Variance and Consent Application Review Processes
The Minor Variance and Consent application review processes examine development
proposals against the policies and intent of the Official Plan, zoning by-law and any
associated guidelines. This type of review is required when an application does not
meet the specified regulations of a Zoning By-law, and for Consent applications, where
the division of a lot is proposed.
Municipalities typically appoint a Committee of Adjustment to review, assess and
adjudicate on Minor Variance applications (as well as Consent applications in some
cases) in accordance with tests and criteria established in the Ontario Planning Act,
which rely on the intent and purpose of Official Plan policies and Zoning By-law
requirements to inform decisions. It is in this way that the success of these tools are
dependent on up-to-date policies that direct growth in a manner that aligns with the
current goals of the municipality.
City staff are responsible for the review of minor variance applications. These
applications are then scheduled with the City’s Committee of Adjustment for a decision
to be rendered. Consent applications, within the City of Pickering, are reviewed by City
Staff and comments are provided to the Region of Durham. The Region then makes a
decision with respect to Consent applications.
For minor variance applications, City staff evaluate the appropriateness of the
requested variances against the four tests set out in the Planning Act:
•
•
•
•

Does the proposal maintain the general intent and purpose of the official plan?
Does the proposal maintain the general intent and purpose of the zoning by-law?
Is the variance suitable for the appropriate development or use of the lands?
Is the variance minor?
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In addition to City staff’s review of the application, the public also has the opportunity to
review and comment on the application. After the minor variance application is
reviewed by staff, a recommendation is made by City Staff for consideration by the
Committee of Adjustment. It is important to note that this minor variance review by the
planning department is only initiated in instances where there is a proposal to vary
zoning by-law regulations. There are many instances where the existing zoning would
permit new dwellings or additions where no review from the planning department is
required, as the addition or new dwelling complies with the Zoning By-law. In such a
case, there would be no public process.
Architectural Control
Architectural Control is a form of development control where approval is subject to
criteria for the design and appearance of a structure. This tool is able to directly
influence built form as it relates to aesthetics, where zoning is unable to address such
specifics, and may involve a corresponding set of Architectural Control Guidelines.
Once Architectural Control is established for an area or neighbourhood, a control
architect working for a developer or building is responsible for ensuring that the relevant
criteria are addressed on plans, and these plans are then reviewed and approved by the
City’s building inspectors. While the initial creation of Architectural Control guidelines
can be a time-intensive process, the implementation of Architectural Control, once the
process is established, is fairly straight-forward.
Pickering currently uses a form of architectural control along specific sections of
Liverpool Road within the Bay Ridges Neighbourhood. These guidelines establish built
form, landscape, streetscape and signage requirements for new development along
Liverpool Road to achieve a certain aesthetic within the community.
Site Plan Control
Site Plan Control is a form of development control enabled under the Planning Act that
deals with the review of the detailed design of a property to ensure that the municipal
and other agency standards and requirements are met. The process allows municipal
staff to review and approve development details like building location, loading and
parking facilities, landscaping, grading and servicing.
Development subject to Site Plan Control cannot proceed until site plan approval is
granted. Upon approval of the plans, the owner and the municipality enter into a site
plan agreement that contractually binds the owner to develop and maintain a site in
accordance with the approved plans and the terms of the agreement.
Site Plan Control does not regulate height, setbacks, coverage or other performance
standards. There is no public process or ‘Notice’ associated with Site Plan Control.
Site Plan Control is usually a time-intensive review process. The City of Pickering
Official Plan exempts single and semi-detached dwellings from Site Plan Control. Site
Plan Control is reserved for major development applications or development
15
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applications within strategic areas of the municipality. The process may involve a preapplication consultation meeting, public notification, development application review and
approval/refusal, as well as the opportunity to appeal. A municipality cannot apply Site
Plan Control on a property that has not been designated under a Site Plan Control bylaw.
Development Guidelines
Development Guidelines generally pertain to a specific goal or objective being
implemented by a municipality. They will outline various requirements and best
practices for development and construction. These guidelines are typically intended for
property owners, builders or contractors starting or continuing a development project
and can be area specific or more generally applied.
The City of Pickering’s “Expectations for Construction Site Maintenance” document, and
The City of Toronto’s “The Good Neighbour Guide” are examples that provides specific
information for residential infill construction relating to communication with neighbours,
permits, common issues and complaints, and helpful resources.
Stormwater Management Guidelines
Stormwater Management Guidelines provide guidance in the planning and design of
stormwater management facilities and outline the processes and infrastructure needed
to address development concerns such as water quality, erosion, flood and water
balance. These types of guidelines place an emphasis on efficiency of infrastructure
and are important for the health and safety of both residents and the environment,
Municipal By-laws
A municipality has the authority to adopt by-laws such as those relating to dust, noise
and tree protection. These by-laws are used to set a consistent standard for use of
private land.
The City of Pickering has two Tree Protection By-laws (6108-03 and 7007-09) that
protect trees within the City’s open space system. However, these by-laws do not
address trees on private property. Also, the City of Pickering has an “Expectations for
Construction Site Maintenance” by-law, which addresses the management of dust and
noise (By-law 6834-08).
Other Programs or Requirements
The City currently has Boulevard Tree Planting Standards that require that one tree be
planted per residential lot for all single and semi-detached dwellings. Should conflicts
with utilities occur (such as light poles, fire hydrants, electrical or telecommunication
services etc.) the City collects cash-in-lieu for the required boulevard tree, to be used for
tree planting elsewhere in the City. Tree species are selected based on space available
(boulevard width, underground & overhead utilities etc.) in association with the tree
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growth habits, resiliency to urban conditions and pests, and their hardiness. Uniformity
of species in the public right-of-way, keeping biodiversity in mind, are always a
consideration.

Analysis and Opportunities

2.2

Building on the previous sections of this report, this section of the report identifies
opportunities to address the compatibility issues identified in Section 1.3 of this report.
Specifically, this section identifies gaps in the City’s existing policies, regulations,
guidelines and processes and identifies opportunities to address the gaps.
•

Official Plan Opportunities:
The Official Plan contains direction for Council to have regard for the character of
the City’s established neighbourhoods. However, this direction is stated in the
context of the establishment of performance standards, and does not speak
specifically to the established neighbourhood character in the context of the types
of development applications that arise from the development of infill and
replacement housing, such as minor variance and severance applications.
The Official Plan could establish goals and objectives to speak to the desire to
maintain the key elements of neighbourhood character that contribute to the
identity of the City’s established neighbourhoods. Policies could be included to
complement and address the goals and objectives, requiring that the City shall
ensure that development of infill and replacement housing within established
neighbourhoods is compatible with the overall character of that neighbourhood,
including addressing specific elements of neighbourhood character at a high
level. Specific opportunities are provided in the following sections of this report.

•

Zoning By-law Opportunities:
The City’s three parent Zoning By-laws for the South Pickering Urban Area
identify some zone standards that are important in regulating elements of
character in the established neighbourhoods. However, through this Study there
is the opportunity to build on the existing performance standards to ensure that
the existing character of the City’s established neighbourhoods is appropriately
reflected, while still recognizing the potential for change and redevelopment.
Specific opportunities and options are provided in the following sections of this
report. These opportunities and options are meant to reflect the character of
established neighbourhoods, while also providing the opportunity for change to
occur. While existing dwellings within neighbourhoods where there are new
performance standards would be recognized as “legal” under the Zoning By-law,
any future changes to those dwellings would be assessed for compliance under
any new performance standards in the Zoning By-law.
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Urban Design Opportunities:
The City has Development Guidelines that are in place for some of the
established neighbourhoods, or portions of those neighbourhoods, addressing
limited matters that are typically addressed in urban design guidelines. As a
complimentary tool to the zoning opportunities listed above, urban design
guidelines for infill and replacement housing in the Focus Neighbourhoods could
be created. Urban design guidelines could establish baseline standards that
could guide the development of infill and replacement housing, providing for
greater design rationale and detail. Specific opportunities are provided in the
following sections of this report.

•

Other Tools Opportunities:
There are other tools, such as Site Plan Control, architectural control,
development guides and tree protection by-laws that may be utilized to address
matters of compatibility with the key elements of character in established
neighbourhoods when infill or replacement housing is built. These tools can act
as stand-alone tools, functioning in a separate silo from the other tools identified
above, or can be used to compliment the other tools for a specific purpose.
Specific opportunities are provided in the following sections of this report.

Many of the compatibility issues addressed have been observed within all of the Focus
Neighbourhoods. The opportunities listed in this section of the report are applicable
across the South Pickering Urban Area, as some of the recurring issues related to the
compatibility of infill and replacement housing on neighbourhood character cross the
boundaries of each Focus Neighbourhood and are generally common across south
Pickering. As such, these tools may be used for all neighbourhoods.
2.2.1 Built Form
Housing Type and Architectural Style
Original homes within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods are typically of the same
type (single detached dwelling) and style (traditional architecture with a non-flat roof).
When infill and replacement housing is introduced into an established neighbourhood,
while typically of the same type as the predominant dwelling type of the neighbourhood
(usually single detached dwellings), there can be an immediate contrast in the age of
dwellings, and by association, architectural style. This difference in architectural style of
infill and replacement housing has an impact on the overall scale and massing of the
homes, typically appearing larger than the original homes within neighbourhoods. As
seen in some of Pickering’s established neighbourhoods, this difference in architectural
style can create a contrast between infill and replacement housing and the original
homes in a neighbourhood, particularly when they are side by side. It is not the intent
and purpose of this study to make a change to the housing types permitted within
Pickering’s established neighbourhoods, nor is it the intent and purpose of this study to
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control the architectural style of dwellings. While this study has identified that housing
type and architectural style are key elements of neighbourhood character, this study
focuses on the specific built form, streetscape and neighbourhood composition
elements that contribute to neighbourhood character.
While there are no official plan, zoning by-law or urban design options with respect to
architectural style, the City could consider requiring site plan approval on a broad scale
for all applications for infill and replacement housing within any of the Focus
Neighbourhoods. A site plan application for infill and replacement housing could be
scoped to address the key elements of character addressed in this Study as a means to
provide the City with a chance to review all new dwellings or additions prior to a building
permit being issued.
Opportunity (OTHER): The City could require all new infill and replacement
housing to be subject to Site Plan Control in order to ensure compatibility of
new development within established neighbourhoods. Site Plan Control
could help ensure that the design and placement of dwellings is compatible
with adjacent development, and does not contribute to any adverse impacts
related to shadowing, privacy and overlook.

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch
Dwelling height can be defined as the overall height of a dwelling, typically measured
from the average established grade of the ground surrounding a dwelling. The point of
a dwelling to which height is measured varies depending on the type and pitch of roof
that exists on a dwelling. The City’s Zoning By-laws identify a variety of roof types with
various pitches, including:
•
•
•

a flat roof, which has no pitch;
a mansard roof, which has a steep pitch around the edges a dwelling with a flat
deck above; and
gabled, hip or gambrel roofs, which can have varying degrees of roof pitch but all
have a sloped roof leading to a peak.

In the case of a flat roof, dwelling height is measured to the highest point of the roof. In
the case of a mansard roof, dwelling height is measured to the deck line, which is the
height of the flat portion above the roof pitch. In the case of gabled, hip or gambrel
roofs, dwelling height is measured to the mean (average) height between the eaves and
the ridge.
Within established neighbourhoods in Pickering, there is typically an observed range of
dwelling heights of one to two storeys, with homes having a similar roof type to one
another, typically gable or hip style. Newer infill and replacement homes are typically
taller than the original homes. These homes have been observed to have a variety of
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roof types, including flat, gable or hip roofs, however the gable and hip roofs of newer
dwellings often have steeper roof pitches, which result in taller dwellings.
Overall, there are many reasons contributing to the trend for taller dwellings within
Pickering’s established neighbourhoods, including the following:
•
•

•
•

Ceiling heights in newer dwellings are typically higher than the standard 8-foot
ceiling heights of older, original homes, resulting in an overall increase in
dwelling height;
In order to maximize liveable floor space within a dwelling, there is often a desire
for owners of new homes to have basements with taller ceiling heights, as well as
larger windows to bring in natural light, leading to a raised first floor and an
increase to the overall height of a dwelling;
There is a trend for a steeper roof pitch in newer, traditional style and up-scale
dwellings, which often results in a taller dwelling, potentially creating shadow
impact on neighbouring properties; and
In more modern style developments, where a roof is flat, the height of the main
walls, particularly the side walls of a dwelling, can be much higher than the
existing dwellings on adjacent properties, particularly in situations where an
additional storey above the second floor is added.

Individually and combined, these matters all affect the overall height and massing of
new dwellings, and lead to potential compatibility issues with adjacent properties. When
a taller building is introduced next to a shorter building, there is the potential for adverse
impacts associated with additional building mass related to shadowing, privacy and
overlook. As such, it is warranted to look at ways to mitigate the impact of taller
dwellings in the context of established residential neighbourhoods.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address
dwelling height and roof pitch. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
The City’s Official Plan currently states that, when the City is establishing performance
standards, the City shall have regard for protecting the character of established
neighbourhoods, including consideration of building height and access to sunlight.
However there is no direct link in the policies on how dwelling height and roof pitch can
sometimes lead to compatibility issues of privacy, overlook, shadowing, and sense of
scale from neighbouring properties and the street (public realm).
Opportunity (OP): This policy could be strengthened by specifically stating
that the intent of establishing performance standards related to height is to
ensure compatibility between dwellings with respect to minimizing impacts
associated with privacy, overlook, shadowing and ensuring a compatible
scale as observed from neighbouring properties and the street.
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Zoning By-law
Zoning By-law 2520 establishes a maximum building height of 10.67 metres (35 feet) for
residential dwellings in many zones. In addition, there are area-specific by-laws within
the City that establish maximum height standards, including By-law 3036, as amended,
which establishes a maximum height of 9.0 metres for dwellings along Rougemount
Drive, north of Kingston Road. Further, in March of 2018, City of Pickering Council
adopted a new by-law that implemented a 9.0-metre height limit for the R3 and R4
zones within the Rosebank, West Shore, and Bay Ridges Neighbourhoods. According
to City of Pickering Staff Report PLN 06-18, the rationale for the 9.0-metre height is that
it “can accommodate the development of a moderate two-storey home while providing
an appropriate transition in height to adjacent existing homes that were predominantly
built prior to 2000”.
Zoning by-law performance standards could additionally be amended to regulate
building heights based on number of storeys and/or roof type.
Opportunity (ZBL): Similar to the area-specific zoning by-law for
Rougemount Drive, Rosebank, West Shore and Bay Ridges
Neighbourhoods, which lowers the maximum permitted height of residential
dwellings to 9.0 metres, the City could add a performance standard to
regulate the height of all dwellings within all Focus Neighbourhoods to a
maximum of 9.0 metres. For a flat or mansard roof, this height would be
measured to the highest point or deck line of the roof. For gabled, hip or
gambrel roofs, height would be measured to the mean height between the
eaves and the ridge. Any dwellings proposed at greater heights would be
subject to review through a minor variance application.
Opportunity (ZBL): As a 9.0-metre dwelling could accommodate a tall flat
roof building, another option to consider could be to limit the height of
dwellings with flat roofs to a maximum of 7.5 metres.
Opportunity (ZBL): Recognizing that generally dwellings in established
neighbourhoods are 2-storeys in height, an additional performance standard
could be added to the Zoning By-law to state that in addition to maximum
measured height requirements, no dwellings shall exceed 2 storeys in
height.
Opportunity (ZBL): Recognizing that there are many different roof types
within established neighbourhoods, and recognizing that those heights are
measured differently depending on the type of roof, a performance standard
could be added to the Zoning By-law that sets out the maximum height of a
main wall of a dwelling, measured from the established grade to the roof
eaves. Accounting for floor heights of approximately 3 metres per floor, and
additional height for a portion of the basement above grade, the
performance standard could state that the maximum height of the front main
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wall of a dwelling shall be 7.5 metres. This could be considered in addition
to, or instead of, maximum building height provisions, allowing for a range
of roof styles and pitches.
Urban Design Guidelines
Some of the City’s development guidelines address maximum building height, however
they are focused to specific parts of established neighbourhoods. These include the
Dunbarton Development Guidelines, which establish a maximum height for dwellings of
9 metres, and the Liverpool Road Waterfront Node Development Guidelines, which
include specific architectural guidelines for height of buildings. Urban design guidelines
could be used in the context of infill and replacement dwellings to establish and guide
appropriate transitions in height between shorter and taller buildings in order to mitigate
impacts associated with taller dwellings described earlier in this section.
Opportunity (UDG): Design guidelines could be implemented to promote
compatible transitions in height between dwellings through the use of
building setbacks, stepbacks and sloped roofs (typically from the front
and/or rear main walls) in order to mitigate impacts associated with
shadowing, privacy and overlook.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control
dwelling height. Site Plan Control could be used as a development control to regulate
the massing of dwellings as it relates to height, such as the pitch of a roof, however it is
not appropriate to be used in the context of addressing a singular issue with respect to
the massing of a building.
Opportunity (OTHER): If Site Plan Control were to be used as a tool to ensure
compatibility of new development within established neighbourhoods, it could be
utilized to help ensure that the height of dwellings is compatible with adjacent
development, and does not contribute to any adverse impacts related to
shadowing, privacy and overlook. While the overall height of dwellings cannot be
regulated through Site Plan Control, this tool could regulate the elements that
contribute to the massing of taller dwellings, including roof pitch and
recommending the use of stepbacks above the first storey where appropriate,
typically from the front and/or rear main walls.

Height of Front Entrance
Contributing to the overall height of a dwelling, and how that height is perceived from
the street, is the height of the front entrance to a dwelling. The height of the front
entrance is the vertical distance measured between the established grade of a property
and the height of the floor at the front entrance of a dwelling.
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The height of the front entrance often varies with infill and replacement housing and is
directly related to the height of the basement above grade. For example, the elevation
of the first floor is sometimes raised above an at-grade integral garage, particularly on
narrower lots, to accommodate a two-car garage. In other cases, higher ceiling heights
in basements and the desire for increased light in basements can lead to the higher
heights of the first floor above grade. In other instances, raised front entrances are
related to the high water table in some neighbourhoods.
In some cases, stairs are provided entirely on the exterior of a dwelling to provide
access to the first floor. In such cases, depending on the height of the first floor, the
front door to the dwelling may seem significantly higher when compared to other
dwellings. In other cases where there is an elevated first floor, the stairs to access the
first floor are located both outside and inside the dwelling. In these cases, the front
entrance is lower than that of the previous example.
The height of the front entrance contributes to the perception of the overall height of a
dwelling as viewed from the front of that dwelling or from the street. Dwellings that are
perceived to be taller, when compared to neighbouring dwellings, can sometimes
appear out of scale and lead to potential compatibility issues with adjacent properties
related to shadowing, overlook, and privacy.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address the
height of the front entrance. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
The City’s Official Plan does not address specific details such as the height of the front
entrance in the context of established residential neighbourhoods. An official plan is a
high level policy document that is not the appropriate planning tool to address this level
of detail.
Zoning By-law
The City’s Zoning By-laws do not regulate the height of the front entrance. A zoning bylaw is an appropriate planning tool to regulate the height of a front entrance. Regulating
the height of the front entrance can address the perception of the scale and relationship
of a dwelling to the street and the public realm.
Opportunity (ZBL): An additional performance standard could be added to
regulate the maximum height of the front entrance to be a maximum of 6
steps (1.2 metres) above grade. The height of 6 steps (1.2 metres)
represents an appropriate compromise to accommodate dwellings with
raised first floors. Visually from the street, the height of 6 steps (1.2 metres)
is typically lower in height than a person’s eyes viewing the door from the
street, so the height of the front door appears to be more “in scale” with the
pedestrian realm. This also allows for a balanced approach of dividing stairs
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leading to the first floor both outdoors and indoors. This regulation would
address concerns related to compatibility of the scale of a dwelling with
adjacent dwellings.
Opportunity (ZBL): Alternatively, the height of the front entrance could be
regulated to a maximum of 3 steps (0.6 metres) above grade.
Urban Design Guidelines
There are currently no design guidelines that address this matter. However, urban
design guidelines could be used to guide the height of dwellings through consistency in
height of front entrances and front porches.
Opportunity (UDG): Urban design guidelines could specify that the front
entrance of a dwelling should be located at a height that is compatible with
the height of front entrances of neighbouring dwellings on the same street.
This would promote a consistent relationship between dwellings to address
concerns related to compatibility of dwelling scale as perceived from the
street.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control the
height of the front entrance. This matter is most effectively guided and regulated
through urban design guidelines and zoning by-laws, and as such, no other tools are
presented as options.

Dwelling Length, Width and Depth
Dwelling length is the distance measured between the front and rear main walls of a
dwelling. Dwelling width is the distance measured between both side main walls of a
dwelling. Dwelling depth is the measurement of the length between the minimum front
yard setback and the rear of the dwelling, which is a measure of how deep a dwelling
protrudes into a lot, irrespective of the actual length of that same dwelling.
Replacement dwellings and infill dwellings are typically larger in mass than original
homes within the established neighbourhoods in Pickering, and this increase in mass
can translate to dwellings that are wider and longer. The width of a dwelling is a
defining characteristic of neighbourhood character as it relates to the rhythm of built
form on a street, as observed from neighbouring properties and the street. Dwelling
width is closely related to the separation distance between dwellings, which is another
element of neighbourhood character discussed in this report. However, both elements
can be regulated or controlled separately from one another.
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Dwelling length, while not always visible from the street, is a defining characteristic of
built form character and is directly related to potential impacts on the use and enjoyment
of rear yard open space by the occupant of that dwelling, as well as occupants of
neighbouring dwellings. Combined, both the length and width of dwellings contribute to
the lot coverage of a dwelling, which is essentially the “footprint” of a dwelling on a lot.
Lot coverage is also another element of neighbourhood character discussed in this
report, and it too can be regulated or controlled separately from dwelling length and
width.
New, wider and longer dwellings located adjacent to original dwellings in established
neighbourhoods can lead to compatibility issues related to the overall scale of dwellings,
including privacy, overlook and shadowing issues.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address
dwelling length and width. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
The City’s Official Plan does not address specific details such as dwelling length and
width in the context of established residential neighbourhoods. An official plan is a high
level policy document that is not the appropriate planning tool to address this level of
detail.
Zoning By-law
On a broad scale, the City’s Zoning By-laws do not regulate the width or length of
dwellings. However, there are some area-specific zones where dwelling length is
regulated. Zoning by-law performance standards could regulate the maximum length of
dwellings, in accordance with characteristics of established neighbourhoods. Additional
performance standards could aid in ensuring that the size and depth of infill and
replacement housing, while typically larger than original homes in any given established
neighbourhood, is appropriate and fits in.
There is a wide range of dwelling lengths for existing dwellings within Pickering’s
established neighbourhoods. For example, the dwelling length of original bungalows
ranges on average from approximately 7 to 10 metres. Comparatively, however, these
homes are relatively smaller in dwelling length compared to many other homes in
established neighbourhoods, both original and new, which range on average between
approximately 12 and 19 metres in length. There are also many homes that exceed 20
metres in dwelling length. Some streets within some neighbourhoods have dwellings
with more consistent dwelling lengths, while other streets have dwellings with a wide
range of dwelling lengths, even on the same block. As such, it is difficult to identify and
establish a specific maximum length that all dwellings must comply with in all Focus
Neighbourhoods. Rather than establishing a maximum length for dwellings, a
performance standard could be added to regulate the maximum depth of a dwelling,
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which is the measurement of the length between the minimum front yard setback and
the rear of the dwelling. In effect, the maximum depth of a dwelling would control the
maximum distance that the rear wall of a dwelling could be located in relation to the
front yard setback.
It may not be appropriate to regulate dwelling width, as the width of lots varies widely in
established neighbourhoods, and wider homes may be more appropriate in some areas
with wider lots. As such, there are no options presented within this report for dwelling
width. However, as discussed later in this report, options are presented with respect to
separation distance between dwellings, which would in effect regulate the width of
dwellings in relation to neighbouring dwellings.
Opportunity (ZBL): A performance standard could be added to regulate the
maximum depth of a dwelling, meaning the distance from the minimum
required front yard setback to the rear wall of a dwelling. This would
regulate the extent to which a dwelling or built form can protrude into a lot
(whereas dwelling length is tied to the dwelling itself, regardless of where
the front yard setback is located). The intent of regulating dwelling depth is
to ensure that the siting and placement of new dwellings is compatible with
existing dwellings in a neighbourhood to mitigate compatibility issues
related to shadowing, overlook and privacy, as well as to ensure that there is
sufficient amenity space in the rear yards of properties (generally requiring a
minimum 7.5-metre rear yard for shallower lots and greater rear yards for
deeper lots).
Within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods, there is a range of lot
depths, and as such, greater dwelling depths may be appropriate and
compatible on deeper lots than on shallower lots. Based on observed
characteristics within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods, maximum
dwelling depth could be regulated based on the depth of the lot, as follows:
•
•
•

For lots with depths less than 30 metres: maximum dwelling depth of
15 metres;
For lots with depths between 30 and 40 metres: maximum dwelling
depth of 17 metres;
For lots with depths greater than 40 metres: maximum dwelling depth
of 20 metres.

These maximum depth performance standards are consistent with observed
characteristics within neighbourhoods, and are not anticipated to generate
any compliance issues with original dwellings within neighbourhoods.
Urban Design Guidelines
There are currently no design guidelines that address the matter of dwelling length,
width and depth. Urban design can be used as a tool to establish design principles to
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mitigate the impact of new development on established residential dwellings. With
respect to dwelling length, urban design guidelines can be used as a method to guide
the massing of dwellings in such a way that compatibility issues related to shadowing,
privacy and overlook are mitigated.
Opportunity (UDG): Urban Design Guidelines could be implemented to
promote new dwellings and additions to dwellings that reinforce the
characteristics of dwelling length, width and depth that exist on the street.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control this
matter. Site Plan Control could be used as a development control to regulate the siting
of dwellings, which could be related to their length, width and depth. However, it is not
the appropriate tool to be used in the context of addressing a singular issue with respect
to the massing of a building.
Opportunity (OTHER): If Site Plan Control were to be used as a tool to
ensure compatibility of new development within established
neighbourhoods, it could be utilized to help ensure that the placement of
dwellings is compatible with adjacent development, with respect to dwelling
length and width, and to mitigate any adverse impacts related to shadowing,
privacy and overlook.

Lot Coverage
Lot coverage is measured as a percentage of the “footprint” of buildings on a property or
lot. For example, if the footprint of a building measures 10 square metres on a lot that
measures 100 square metres, the lot coverage on that lot is equal to 10%. As such,
when looking at dwellings within established neighbourhoods, lot coverage is dependent
on two factors – the footprint of the dwelling and the size of the lot.
With respect to the footprint of the dwelling, original dwellings within Pickering’s
established neighbourhoods are typically smaller in size than newer dwellings within
these neighbourhoods. With respect to the size of the lot, lots within established
neighbourhoods are larger than typical lots found in newer neighbourhoods. As such,
lot coverage is typically lower in established neighbourhoods than newer
neighbourhoods. This lower lot coverage can translate to greater separation distances
between dwellings, increased landscaping, and a greater sense of open space when
compared to newer neighbourhoods.
When a new dwelling is constructed, it is typically larger than the original homes in the
neighbourhood. As such, the lot coverage of infill and replacement dwellings is typically
greater than that of original dwellings. While this difference is expected, this difference
can sometimes lead to compatibility issues between new and original dwellings,
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associated with massing and shadowing impacts. However, there is variation in existing
lot coverage within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods, as some neighbourhoods
have streets with larger lots and larger dwellings.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address lot
coverage. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
The City’s Official Plan does not address specific details such as lot coverage in the
context of established residential neighbourhoods. An Official Plan is not the
appropriate tool to address lot coverage. Lot coverage is more appropriately prescribed
in a Zoning By-law.
Zoning By-law
A zoning by-law can regulate maximum lot coverage for infill and replacement dwellings
in established neighbourhoods. Lot coverage is based on both the size of a dwelling
and the size of a lot.
The City’s Zoning By-laws, for the most part, establish a maximum lot coverage of 33%
within the residential zones of established residential neighbourhoods, with the
exception of the R2 zone in By-law 2511, where the maximum lot coverage is 20%.
However, as discussed above, these maximum lot coverage provisions in the Zoning
By-laws do not always reflect the actual lot coverage of the original homes in
established neighbourhoods. While the Zoning By-laws typically permit a maximum lot
coverage of 33% in most zone categories, the reality is that many properties in
established neighbourhoods with original dwellings have lower lot coverage. As such,
an alternate way to regulate lot coverage within established neighbourhoods could be
based on the observed lot coverage within Focus Neighbourhoods. Alternatively, lot
coverage could also be regulated based on the average lot coverage of a specific
neighbourhood, or a precinct within a neighbourhood. A Neighbourhood Precinct is an
area within a Focus Neighbourhood that has been delineated based on a combination
of the age of dwellings, existing lot coverage, and where there have been many
observed changes related to infill and replacement housing. Neighbourhood Precincts
with the Focus Neighbourhoods are shown in Appendix A.
Opportunity (ZBL): Lot coverage could be regulated based on a maximum
that reflects the existing lot coverage across all Focus Neighbourhoods on a
broad scale. Based on a detailed review of lot coverage within these Focus
Neighbourhoods, the maximum lot coverage would be 25%.
Opportunity (ZBL): Lot coverage could be regulated on an area-specific
basis, specific to the prevailing lot coverage characteristics of specific
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streets or Neighbourhood Precincts within the Focus Neighbourhoods.
Neighbourhood Precincts are shown in Appendix A of this report.
Urban Design Guidelines
There are currently no design guidelines that address this matter. This matter is most
effectively regulated through zoning, as described above.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control lot
coverage in the context of infill and replacement housing.
In addition to, or in the place of performance standards to regulate maximum lot
coverage within Neighbourhood Precincts of the Focus Neighbourhoods, lot coverage
could be used as a benchmark to establish the need for a homeowner to submit an
application for Site Plan Control. The rationale for this trigger would be to establish a
mechanism for the City to evaluate proposals for new dwellings that, while they may be
by-law compliant, have the potential to create compatibility issues related to overall
massing and adverse impacts associated with shadowing, privacy and overlook.
Opportunity (OTHER): For all proposals for new infill and replacement
housing within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods that result in either:
•
•

a lot coverage that is greater than 20%; or
a lot coverage that has increased by 25% or more than the original
dwelling on the lot,

the City could require an application for Site Plan Control. The Site Plan
Control application could be scoped to assess matters related to the
compatibility of the new dwelling with neighbouring dwellings in terms of
building placement, massing and landscaping.
2.2.2 Streetscape
Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings
Side Yard Setback refers to the distance between the side property line and the nearest
exterior side wall of the dwelling on that property. “Separation distance between
dwellings” refers to the distance between the side wall of one dwelling to the nearest
side wall of the adjacent dwelling. The separation distance between dwellings, whether
large or small, has an impact on the perceived sense of open space in a
neighbourhood. Typically, in established neighbourhoods in Pickering, there is a larger
separation distance between the original dwellings in that neighbourhood when
compared to newer subdivisions in other parts of the City. This larger separation
distance between dwellings has the effect of reducing the perceived massing of a
dwelling and increasing the opportunity for providing landscaped open space. The
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separation distance between dwellings is closely tied to other elements of
neighbourhood character, including lot coverage and dwelling width, as described
earlier in this report. While there are ways to mitigate the impact of reduced separation
distances between dwellings through built form and massing, it is an important element
to recognize as a contributor to the sense of place and character of a neighbourhood.
In an established neighbourhood where large separation distances may exist between
original dwellings, a new dwelling that reduces the separation distance to neighbouring
dwellings can lead to compatibility issues of built form massing and associated adverse
impacts related to shadowing.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address
separation distance between dwellings. The following opportunities have been
identified.
Official Plan
The City’s Official Plan (Section 3.9) requires City Council, in establishing performance
standards (zoning by-law provisions), to have regard for protecting and enhancing the
character of established neighbourhoods, considering specific matters such as building
height, yard setback, lot coverage, access to sunlight, parking provisions and traffic
implications. However, the Official Plan does not contain any policies to protect and
enhance the character of established neighbourhoods for specific matters such as
separation distance between dwellings. The Official Plan could set out policies to direct
that infill and replacement dwellings reinforce the established pattern of existing side
yard setbacks and separation distances between dwellings in established
neighbourhoods to appropriately address compatibility issues and mitigate associated
adverse impacts.
Opportunity (OP): The Official Plan, in Section 3.9, could set out policies to
direct that infill and replacement dwellings reinforce the established pattern
of existing side yard setbacks and separation distances between dwellings
in established neighbourhoods.
Zoning By-law
The City’s Zoning By-laws do not regulate minimum separation distances between
dwellings. The Zoning By-law could be amended to require minimum separation
distances between dwellings. This could work together with minimum side yard setback
performance standards. Currently, the Zoning By-laws require a minimum side yard
generally ranging from 1.5 metres to 1.8 metres on one side of a dwelling and 2.4
metres to 3.0 metres on the other side. In order to appropriately regulate separation
distances between dwellings, an additional performance standard could be added to the
Zoning By-law. This would ensure appropriate space between dwellings. This
performance standard could reflect, on an area-specific basis, the character of
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separation distance between dwellings of some neighbourhoods, and would reinforce
the intent of the Official Plan policies to appropriately address matters such as yard
setback and access to sunlight.
Opportunity (ZBL): An additional zoning regulation could be required to
ensure that there is a minimum separation distance between dwellings
(minimum distance between the side walls of a dwelling and the nearest side
wall of an adjacent dwelling) of a minimum equal to the combined required
side yard setback for that zone. This would ensure that where existing
dwellings are located closer to the side lot line than the minimum required
setback, an additional setback would be required for a new dwelling
constructed on the adjacent property to reinforce the established pattern of
open space between dwellings. For example, if the minimum required side
yard setback for a dwelling is 1.5 metres on one side, and 2.4 metres on the
other side, the required minimum separation distance between dwellings for
that lot would be 3.9 metres.
Opportunity (ZBL): Alternatively, a zone regulation for minimum separation
distance between dwellings could be established based on the prevailing
separation distance between dwellings of individual neighbourhoods or
streets. In this regard, the zoning by-law could require that the minimum
separation distance between dwellings be based on the average observed
separation distance on a street.
Urban Design Guidelines
There are currently no design guidelines that address the separation distance between
dwellings. Urban design guidelines could be used as a tool to establish design
principles to mitigate the impact of increased mass or small separation distance
between dwellings and the associated impacts of shadowing and overlook.
Opportunity (UDG): Adequate separation distance between dwellings should
be maintained to reinforce the established pattern of open space between
dwellings on the same block. The massing of dwellings should not
adversely impact the established open space patterns between dwellings,
and where needed, greater setbacks and stepbacks should be used to
mitigate shadowing associated with greater building mass than exists in the
neighbourhood.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control
separation distance between dwellings. However, Site Plan Control could be used as
an appropriate mechanism to address the placement of dwellings, particularly related to
separation distance between dwellings, to strive for compatibility and that shadowing is
mitigated.
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Opportunity (OTHER): For all proposals for new infill and replacement
housing within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods that result in either:
•
•

a lot coverage that is greater than 20%; or
a lot coverage that has increased by 25% or more than the original
dwelling on the lot,

the City could require an application for Site Plan Control.
The Site Plan Control application could be scoped to assess matters related
to the compatibility of the new dwelling with neighbouring dwellings,
including in particular separation distance between dwellings.

Lot Frontage
Lot frontage is essentially the width of a lot along a street. Typically, lot frontage is
measured across the width of the lot at the minimum required front yard setback. For
the most part, lot frontages on lots within established neighbourhoods in Pickering are
fairly consistent. Most of the time, when replacement housing is introduced into an
established neighbourhood, there is no impact to the width of the lot (lot frontage), as
the size of the lot itself remains unchanged. However, in the case of infill housing, a
severance or subdivision of land could result in smaller lots than exist in the immediate
neighbourhood. This situation can have the effect of changing the rhythm and pattern
of built form within an established neighbourhood, and can impact the look and feel of a
neighbourhood and lead to potential compatibility issues related to shadowing, privacy,
and overlook.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address lot
frontage. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
As noted previously in the report, The City’s Official Plan (Section 3.9) requires City
Council, in establishing performance standards (zoning by-law provisions), to have
regard for protecting and enhancing the character of established neighbourhoods,
considering specific matters such as building height, yard setback, lot coverage, access
to sunlight, parking provisions and traffic implications. Lot frontage is not listed as one
of these character elements. The Official Plan could set out a policy to direct that infill
housing reinforce the established pattern of lot widths in established neighbourhoods.
Opportunity (OP): The Official Plan, in Section 3.9, could set out a policy to
direct that infill housing and the associated creation of new lots should
reinforce the established pattern of existing lot widths in established
neighbourhoods.
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Zoning By-law
The City’s parent Zoning By-laws regulate minimum lot frontage in all residential zones,
generally ranging from a minimum 15.24 metres (50 feet) to 30.48 metres (100 feet).
These minimum lot frontages are fairly generous in size and reflective of the character
of the City’s established neighbourhoods. Any change proposed to minimum lot
frontages would be subject to a minor variance application or zoning by-law amendment
application. The proposal would then be reviewed in detail by City staff in the context of
Official Plan policy. Given this, no changes are proposed as options.
Urban Design Guidelines
For the most part, there are no urban design guidelines that address lot frontage, with
the exception of two neighbourhood-specific cases. The Dunbarton Development
Guidelines establish minimum lot frontages for specific segments along specific roads
within the neighbourhood. The Rosebank Neighbourhood Development Guidelines
specify minimum lot frontages within certain precincts in that neighbourhood.
Lot frontage is most effectively regulated through zoning, as described above. As such,
no guidelines are proposed to address this matter.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control lot
frontage. This matter is most effectively regulated through zoning, as described above,
and as such, no other tools are presented as options in this regard.

Front Yard Setback
A front yard setback is the distance between the front lot line and the front wall of a
building. Typically, zoning by-laws stipulate minimum front yard setbacks for dwellings.
Often, in older, established neighbourhoods, front yard setbacks are more generous,
with homes sitting further back on properties, away from the street. Similar to a low lot
coverage, a greater setback has the effect of creating a sense of openness and space
in a neighbourhood. Often, the established pattern of front yard setbacks within
established neighbourhoods in Pickering exceeds the minimum requirements of the bylaw, sometimes greatly exceeding the minimum. While there may be an established
pattern of front yard setbacks prevalent on a street, a new dwelling could be built much
closer to the street, while still complying with required zone standards. Conversely,
there are also instances on streets with deep lots where a replacement dwelling is
constructed at a front yard setback that is much greater than the established pattern of
front yard setbacks on the street. While the increased front yard setback reduces the
appearance of the size of the dwelling, a dwelling that is set back much further than a
neighbouring dwelling can lead to compatibility issues related to massing and
associated impacts of privacy, overlook and shadowing in the rear yard.
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In both cases, there are observed instances of inconsistency with respect to front yard
setbacks, which can have an impact on the compatibility of new development on the
patterns of open space in the front yard, as well as potential impacts associated with
shadowing, privacy, and overlook in both the front and rear yards.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address
front yard setback. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
The City’s Official Plan (Section 3.9) contains a policy that requires City Council to have
regard for protecting and enhancing the character of established neighbourhoods when
establishing performance standards (zoning by-law provisions), including matters such
as building height, yard setbacks, lot coverage, access to sunlight, parking provisions
and traffic implications. However, the Official Plan does not contain any policies to
protect and enhance the character of established neighbourhoods for specific matters
such as front yard setback. While an official plan is not the appropriate tool to prescribe
a specific requirement for a front yard setback, an official plan can direct that new
development should respect and reinforce certain characteristics of neighbourhoods,
including the front yard setbacks, as a means to ensuring compatible dwelling
placement and a more consistent streetwall.
Opportunity (OP): The Official Plan, in Section 3.9, could set out a policy to
direct that infill and replacement dwellings reinforce the established pattern
of front yard setbacks within the established neighbourhood.
Zoning By-law
Minimum and maximum front yard setback performance standards are included in a
zoning by-law to regulate the distance between the front wall of a dwelling and the
street.
The City’s parent Zoning By-laws regulate minimum front yard setback in all residential
zones, generally ranging from a minimum 7.5 metres (25 feet) to 9.0 metres (30 feet).
As well, there are some area-specific zones where a specific minimum front yard
setback is required, such as along Rougemount Drive, north of Kingston Road, where
there is a minimum front yard setback of 15 metres. The Zoning By-law does not
currently regulate maximum front yard setback.
To address compatibility issues related to the massing of new dwellings with respect to
potential shadowing, privacy and overlook adverse impacts, additional performance
standards could be included and applied to all residential zones within Pickering’s
established residential neighbourhoods to require front yard setback requirements that
reflect the character of the street.
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Opportunity (ZBL): The zoning by-law could include a performance standard
stating that the minimum front yard setback shall be based on the average
existing front yard setbacks of adjacent lots. For example, a new dwelling
proposed on a lot between a dwelling with an existing setback of 4 metres
and a dwelling with an existing setback of 8 metres would result in a
minimum required front yard setback of 6 metres.
Opportunity (ZBL): Alternatively, the minimum front yard setback could be
based on the average existing front yard setbacks of all the dwellings along
the same side of the street within the same block.
Opportunity (ZBL): The zoning by-law could include a new performance
standard, requiring the maximum front yard setback to be no greater than
that of either adjacent lot, whichever is greater. This requirement would help
to control and better manage the relationship between dwellings and
potential dwelling depth variations, leading to improved compatibility.
Urban Design Guidelines
For the most part, there are no existing urban design guidelines within the City that
address lot frontage, with the exception of one neighbourhood-specific case, where the
Dunbarton Development Guidelines establish minimum front yard setbacks to be
achieved. However, this matter is most effectively regulated through zoning, as
described above. As such, no guidelines are proposed to address this matter.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control
front yard setback. This matter is most effectively regulated through zoning, as
described above, and as such, no other tools are presented as options in this regard.

Garage or Carport Placement
The location and placement of a garage or carport has an impact on the streetscape
and overall character of a neighbourhood. In Pickering, established neighbourhoods
have an eclectic character with respect to garage and carport placement. For original
homes in established neighbourhoods in Pickering, these elements are usually sized to
accommodate one vehicle, and are located flush or behind the main wall of a dwelling,
either attached or detached, and as such, do not dominate the front façade of a
dwelling. When new infill or replacement housing is built, it has been observed that the
dwellings often include a wider garage, typically sized to accommodate two or more
vehicles. While some lots may be large enough to accommodate garages flush or
behind the main wall of the new dwellings, on smaller lots it is common for garages to
be located in front of the main wall, or as discussed previously, in the “basement” of a
dwelling where the first floor has been raised above the garage.
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The location and placement of a garage or carport can lead to massing and streetscape
compatibility issues. If a neighbourhood is characterized primarily by dwellings with
garages that are flush with the main wall of the dwellings, a new dwelling with a garage
that protrudes ahead of the front main wall creates a massing that may not be
compatible with that of neighbouring properties. Further, with respect to streetscape
compatibility issues, a garage that protrudes ahead of the front main wall of a dwelling,
as compared to a garage that is located flush with or behind the front main wall, may
appear larger and therefore out of scale with neighbouring properties.
Similarly, the width of a garage can also have an impact on the streetscape of
established neighbourhoods. In a neighbourhood where the majority of dwellings
include a garage that is less than half of the width of the dwelling, the introduction of a
dwelling with a garage that forms the majority of the width of a dwelling is a substantial
change to the character of the street.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address
garage or carport placement. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
As noted previously in this report, Section 3.9 of the City’s Official Plan sets out a policy
that says that when the City is establishing performance standards, the character of
established neighbourhoods shall be protected, including consideration to parking
provisions. While there is no specific policy with respect to the specific placement or
location of garages or carports, such a policy would be too prescriptive for an official
plan. However, an official plan can direct that new development should respect and
reinforce certain characteristics of neighbourhoods, including the placement of garages
and carports.
Opportunity (OP): Section 3.9 of the Official Plan could set out a policy to
direct that garages and carports shall not dominate the width of the façade
of dwellings in established neighbourhoods and shall generally be located
flush with or behind the front main walls of dwellings.
Zoning By-law
The City’s Zoning By-laws do not regulate the placement or size of garages or carports.
To address compatibility issues related to the location and placement of garages and
carports with respect to massing and streetscape, additional performance standards
could be included and applied to all residential zones within Pickering’s established
residential neighbourhoods to require garages and carports to be flush with or set back
behind the front main wall of dwellings, and be limited in width so as not to dominate the
streetscape.
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Opportunity (ZBL): The zoning by-law could include a performance standard
that states that all parking areas, with the exception of a driveway, shall be
located behind the front main wall of a dwelling.
Opportunity (ZBL): The zoning by-law could include a performance standard
to ensure that the width of a garage or carport that is attached to a dwelling
may not exceed more than 50% of the width of the front wall of a dwelling.
Urban Design Guidelines
For the most part, there are no existing urban design guidelines that address the
placement of garages and carports, with the exception of one neighbourhood-specific
case, where the Dunbarton Development Guidelines establish a guideline to minimize
garage projections from the front wall of dwellings. Urban design guidelines could be
prepared to guide the location, size and width of garages and parking areas for
replacement and infill dwellings to be based on the established character of such within
a neighbourhood.
Opportunity (UDG): Design guidelines could be established to encourage all
new infill and replacement dwellings with attached garages to be recessed
behind the front wall of a dwelling, and to ensure that the width of garages or
other parking areas do not dominate the façade of dwellings.
Opportunity (UDG): In neighbourhoods where projecting garages form part
of the character of dwellings, design guidelines could be established to
minimize the massing impacts of projecting garages, encouraging sloped
roofs, windows facing the street and garage and parking configurations that
minimize the appearance of garage doors from the street.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control the
location and placement of garages or carports. Site Plan Control could be used as a
mechanism to address the location of a garage or carport to ensure massing and
streetscape compatibility.
Opportunity (OTHER): For all proposals for new infill and replacement
housing within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods that result in either:
•
•

a lot coverage that is greater than 20%; or
a lot coverage that has increased by 25% or more than the original
dwelling on the lot,

the City could require an application for Site Plan Control.
The Site Plan Control application could be scoped to assess matters related
to the compatibility of the new dwelling with neighbouring dwellings,
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including in particular the location and placement of parking areas
(including garages and carports), and the design of these parking areas to fit
in to the context of established neighbourhoods.

Driveway Width
The width of a driveway can have a significant impact on the character of a
neighbourhood. New infill and replacement dwellings have been observed to contain
wider driveways to accommodate a greater number of vehicles, when compared to
prevalent driveway widths in established neighbourhoods. These wider driveways have
the effect of reducing the amount of landscaping on a property, removing mature trees
and impacting the character of the street. In addition to limiting or controlling the width
of driveways, which would promote a greater amount of landscaping in the front yard,
another way to mitigate the impacts of a reduction in landscaping would be to promote
the use of permeable paving materials for hard surfaces, including driveways, to allow
for greater opportunities for water infiltration during rain events.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address
driveway width. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
The City’s Official Plan does not address specific details such as driveway width in the
context of established residential neighbourhoods. An official plan is a high level policy
document that is not the appropriate planning tool to address this level of detail.
Zoning By-law
While the City’s Zoning By-laws include a minimum driveway length of 8 metres, for the
most part they do not regulate the width of driveways (some of the newer developments
do have zoning regulations for driveway widths). Maximum driveway widths could be
regulated in the Zoning By-law as a measure to promote a greater amount of
landscaped open area in the front yard, to maximize compatibility of new driveways with
the open space character of established neighbourhoods, and to mitigate compatibility
issues associated with the reduction of landscaping.
Opportunity (ZBL): An additional performance standard could be added to
the zoning by-law to require a maximum driveway width of 6 metres. This
width would be sufficient to accommodate two parked vehicles side-by-side.
This width would also provide a mechanism for the City to review
applications for driveways wider than 6 metres, through a minor variance
application to ensure that wider driveways can be adequately
accommodated, while being compatible with neighbourhood character.
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Opportunity (ZBL): Alternatively, the zoning by-law could restrict the width
of driveways to be no wider than the width of the garage.
Urban Design Guidelines
There are currently no design guidelines that address driveway width. Urban design
guidelines could be used as a tool to establish design principles to mitigate the impact
of new development in established residential neighbourhoods. With respect to
driveway width, a guideline can be used as a way to maximize front yard landscaping by
promoting narrower driveways.
Opportunity (UDG): A design guideline could be established to encourage
driveways to be no wider than the width of the garage.
Opportunity (UDG): A design guideline could be established to encourage
and promote narrower driveways to maximize front yard landscaping, with
tapering driveway widths to minimize driveway width at the sidewalk where
appropriate.
Opportunity (UDG): In addition, recognizing that the construction of a wider
driveway than currently exists on a property can reduce the amount of
landscaped open area in the front yard, a design guideline could encourage
the use of permeable pavers to maximize infiltration and reduce water runoff.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control
driveway width. However, Site Plan Control could be used as a mechanism to address
driveway width and streetscape compatibility.
Opportunity (OTHER): For all proposals for new infill and replacement
housing within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods that result in either:
•
•

a lot coverage that is greater than 20%; or
a lot coverage that has increased by 25% or more than the original
dwelling on the lot,

the City could require an application for Site Plan Control. The Site Plan
Control application could be scoped to assess matters related to the
compatibility of the new dwelling with neighbouring dwellings, including the
width of driveways to help ensure that driveways are designed to
appropriately fit in to the context of established neighbourhoods.
Opportunity (OTHER): The City could adopt a driveway by-law to restrict the
width of driveways within the public right-of-way, including where the
driveway traverses a sidewalk, to a maximum of 6 metres, and require wider
driveways to taper up to the maximum proposed width. This would help to
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maximize landscaped open area in the public realm, and promote walkability
by minimizing the width of new driveway openings along sidewalks.

Front Yard Landscaping
Front yard landscaping is the portion of the front yard between the front lot line and the
front wall of a dwelling that is occupied by “soft” landscape features such as trees,
grass, flowers, bushes and any other greenery, as well as “hard” landscape features
such as walkways, a porch or other decorative built form landscape elements.
Essentially, the only portion of the front yard that is not considered to be “front yard
landscaping” is the driveway. The City’s Zoning By-law equates “landscaped open
area” to the “soft” landscape features identified above. As such, the amount of front
yard landscaping that is provided on a property is directly tied to driveway width,
described in the previous section.
As described earlier, front yard landscaping contributes to streetscape character. In
Pickering, where new infill and replacement dwellings have been constructed in
established neighbourhoods, reduction in front yard landscaping, including the removal
of trees and other landscaped areas, can lead to streetscape compatibility issues,
where the presence and pattern of open space and landscaped areas in front yards is
changed, and sometimes dominated by paved areas (driveways).
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address
front yard landscaping. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
The Official Plan does not specifically address front yard landscaping. While there is no
specific policy with respect to the maintenance of a minimum amount of front yard
landscaping, such a policy would be too prescriptive for an official plan. However, an
official plan can direct that new development should respect and reinforce certain
characteristics of neighbourhoods, including the pattern of front yard landscaping within
established neighbourhoods.
Opportunity (OP): Section 3.9 of the Official Plan could set out a policy to
direct that when new dwellings are proposed within established
neighbourhoods, front yard landscaping shall be maximized to the greatest
extent possible when a new driveway or the widening of an existing
driveway is proposed.
Zoning By-law
The City’s Zoning By-laws do not regulate the minimum amount of front yard
landscaping or “landscaped open area” (“soft” landscaping) to be provided in the front
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yard. Landscaped open area could be regulated in the Zoning By-law as a measure to
promote a greater amount of landscaping in the front yard and to maximize compatibility
of new development with the open space character of established neighbourhoods.
Opportunity (ZBL): A performance standard could be added to require a
minimum of 50% of the front yard to be “landscaped open area” (“soft”
landscaping), to ensure the yard is not dominated by a driveway or other
paved or non-landscaped surfaces. 50% is suggested as a minimum
benchmark, which would allow a 15-metre wide lot to accommodate a 6metre wide driveway, porch and walkway, while still providing for an
adequate and appropriate amount of landscaped open area. This benchmark
would ensure that, at a minimum, half of the front yard appears to be “green”
to maintain the sense of open space in established neighbourhoods.
Urban Design Guidelines
For the most part, there are no existing urban design guidelines that address front yard
landscaping, with the exception of one neighbourhood-specific case, where the
Liverpool Road Waterfront Node Development Guidelines include specific guidelines for
landscaping. Urban design guidelines could be prepared to guide the desired outcome
for landscaping in front yards to reinforce neighbourhood character within established
neighbourhoods.
Opportunity (UDG): As noted in the previous section of this report, a design
guideline could be established to encourage driveways to be no wider than
the width of the garage.
Opportunity (UDG): In addition, a design guideline could be established to
promote a balance between hard and soft landscape features in the front
yard.
Other Tools
The City currently does not utilize any other tool or mechanism to regulate or control
front yard landscaping. However, Site Plan Control could be used as a mechanism to
address front yard landscaping and streetscape compatibility.
Opportunity (OTHER): For all proposals for new infill and replacement
housing within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods that result in either:
•
•

a lot coverage that is greater than 20%; or
a lot coverage that has increased by 25% or more than the original
dwelling on the lot,

the City could require an application for Site Plan Control. The Site Plan
Control application could be scoped to assess matters related to the
compatibility of the new dwelling with neighbouring dwellings, including the
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amount and configuration of front yard landscaping to be provided to help
ensure that the front yard is designed to appropriately fit in to the context of
established neighbourhoods.
Opportunity (OTHER): In the future, the City could establish a private tree bylaw to protect trees in front yards. Such a by-law could include criteria to
regulate the removal or injury of the trees, tree protection measures for
existing trees where development is proposed nearby, and/or compensation
measures to ensure the provision of new trees or financial compensation to
the City when trees are removed.

2.2.3 Neighbourhood Composition
Street Cross Section and Street Trees
The cross section of a street includes all the elements within the public realm, including
the paved road, sidewalks, landscaping, street trees, and other elements. Many other
elements can be included within a cross section, including active transportation
facilities, street furniture and other public infrastructure facilities to service communities.
As such, the street cross section contains important defining elements of
neighbourhoods.
One of the more noticeable elements of neighbourhood character is street trees. Street
trees contribute to the overall vegetation of neighbourhoods, and they contribute to the
perception of age of a neighbourhood. Street trees are sometimes planted at regular
intervals, creating a recognizable pattern along a street, or they can be planted
randomly, creating a more natural feeling in the neighbourhood. A replacement
dwelling that has a wider driveway may result in the removal of a street tree or trees,
which can impact the overall sense of open space and presence of mature landscaping
in the neighbourhood.
An analysis of the City’s Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools has been undertaken with respect to how these tools currently address the
street cross section and street trees. The following opportunities have been identified.
Official Plan
The Official Plan includes general policies pertaining to transportation and road
classifications, and generally promotes multiple modes of transportation including
cycling facilities, sidewalks and trails. However, the Official Plan does not include any
specific policies with respect to street trees. The Official Plan could set out a policy to
encourage the protection of trees in the public realm of established neighbourhoods.
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Opportunity (OP): Addition of an official plan policy stating that the City
encourages the protection of existing street trees when new infill and
replacement housing is proposed, to the greatest extent possible.
Zoning By-law
The City’s Zoning By-laws do not regulate the provision of specific items within the
street right-of-way, including street trees. These matters are not appropriately
addressed in a Zoning By-law, as they are within the public realm.
Urban Design Guidelines
For the most part, there are no urban design guidelines that address elements within
the street cross section (public realm) or street trees, with the exception of the
Dunbarton Development Guidelines and the Liverpool Road Waterfront Node
Development Guidelines. The Dunbarton Development Guidelines include guidelines
that encourage the creation of bicycle paths and the provision of sidewalks.
The Dunbarton Development Guidelines also encourage the preservation and planting
of trees, while the Liverpool Road Waterfront Node Development Guidelines state that,
by default, there will be very few trees in the public realm due to spatial conflicts within
the public right-of-way.
Urban design guidelines could contribute to the successful addition of street trees,
particularly in the context of infill development where a new street is proposed.
Opportunity (UDG): In addition, urban design guidelines could be
established to ensure appropriate spacing between trees in the public realm,
in context with the established pattern of trees in the neighbourhood.
Other Tools
The City currently has street planting standards that require that one tree be planted per
residential lot for all single and semi-detached dwellings. Should conflicts with utilities
occur (such as light poles, fire hydrants, electrical or telecommunication services), the
City collects cash-in-lieu for the required tree, to be used for tree planting elsewhere in
the City. Tree species are selected based on space available (boulevard width,
underground and overhead utilities, etc…) in association with tree growth habits,
resilience to urban conditions and pests, and their hardiness. Uniformity of species in
the public right-of-way as well as maintaining tree biodiversity are always a
consideration. As such, no other tools are presented as options in this regard.
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Preliminary Options
Preliminary Options

3.1

Based on the options and analysis presented in Section 2 of this report, this section
contains preliminary options for the Focus Neighbourhoods that are the subject of this
study.
Official Plan – Potential New Policies
Preliminary options for new policies to address compatibility of infill and replacement
dwellings within the Focus Neighbourhoods, or Neighbourhood Precincts within the
Focus Neighbourhoods, include the following:
•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch – Policy direction to state that the intent of
establishing performance standards related to height is to ensure compatibility
between dwellings with respect to minimizing impacts associated with privacy,
overlook, shadowing and ensuring a compatible scale as observed from
neighbouring properties and the street.

•

Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings – Policy
direction to require that infill and replacement dwellings reinforce the established
pattern of existing side yard setbacks and separation distances between
dwellings in established neighbourhoods.

•

Lot Frontage – Policy direction to require that the creation of new lots should
reinforce the established pattern of existing lot widths in established
neighbourhoods.

•

Front Yard Setback – Policy direction to require that infill and replacement
dwellings reinforce the established pattern of front yard setbacks within the
established neighbourhood.

•

Garage or Carport Placement - Policy direction to require that garages and
carports shall not dominate the width of the façade of dwellings in established
neighbourhoods and shall generally be located flush with or behind the front main
walls of dwellings.

•

Front Yard Landscaping – Policy direction to require that when new dwellings
are proposed within established neighbourhoods, front yard landscaping shall be
maximized to the greatest extent possible when a new driveway or the widening
of an existing driveway is proposed.
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Street Trees – Policy direction to require the protection of existing street trees
when new infill and replacement housing is proposed.

Zoning By-law – Potential New Performance Standards
Preliminary options for new performance standards to address compatibility of infill and
replacement dwellings within established residential neighbourhoods include the
following:
•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch – Addition of a performance standard to
regulate the height of all dwellings to a maximum of 9.0 metres. This would be in
addition to the existing performance standard within Zoning By-law 2511, as
amended by By-law 7610/18, for a maximum dwelling height of 9.0 metres
applying to those lands zoned “R3” – Residential Third Density and “R4” –
Residential Fourth Density. For a flat or mansard roof, this height would be
measured to the highest point or deck line of the roof. For gabled, hip or gambrel
roofs, height would be measured to the mean height between the eaves and the
ridge.

•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch – Addition of a performance standard to limit
the height of dwellings with flat roofs to a maximum of 7.5 metres.

•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch – Addition of a performance standard to limit
dwellings to have a maximum of 2 storeys.

•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch – Addition of a performance standard to state
that the maximum height of the front main wall of a dwelling shall be 7.5 metres.

•

Height of Front Entrance – Addition of a performance standard to regulate the
maximum height of the front door to be a maximum of 6 steps (1.2 metres) above
grade.

•

Height of Front Entrance – Alternatively, addition of a performance standard to
regulate the maximum number of steps leading to a front door to 3 steps (0.6
metres).

•

Dwelling Length, Width and Depth – Addition of a performance standard to
regulate maximum dwelling depth based on the depth of the lot, as follows:
o For lots with depths less than 30 metres: maximum dwelling depth of 15
metres;
o For lots with depths between 30 and 40 metres: maximum dwelling depth
of 17 metres;
o For lots with depths greater than 40 metres: maximum dwelling depth of
20 metres.
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•

Lot Coverage – Addition of a performance standard to regulate maximum lot
coverage of 25%, across all Focus Neighbourhoods.

•

Lot Coverage – Alternatively, addition of area-specific performance standards to
regulate maximum lot coverage based on characteristics of a neighbourhood,
applicable to specific areas, streets or Neighbourhood Precincts, as delineated in
Appendix A.

•

Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings – Addition of
a performance standard to regulate minimum distance between the side walls of
a dwelling and the nearest side wall of an adjacent dwelling of a minimum equal
to the combined required side yard setback for that zone.

•

Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings –
Alternatively, addition of a performance standard to regulate minimum separation
distance between dwellings based on the average observed separation distance
on a street.

•

Front Yard Setback – Addition of a performance standard stating that the
minimum front yard setback shall be based on the average existing front yard
setbacks of adjacent lots.

•

Front Yard Setback – Addition of a performance standard stating that the
minimum front yard setback shall be based on the average existing front yard
setbacks of all dwellings along the same side of the street within the same block.

•

Front Yard Setback – Addition of a performance standard requiring the
maximum front yard setback to be no greater than that of either adjacent lot,
whichever is greater.

•

Garage or Carport Placement – Addition of a performance standard stating that
all parking areas, with the exception of a driveway, shall be located behind the
front main wall of a dwelling.

•

Garage or Carport Placement – Addition of a performance standard to limit the
width of a garage or carport to a maximum of 50% of the overall width of a
dwelling.

•

Driveway Width – Addition of a performance standard to limit the maximum
width of a driveway to 6 metres.

•

Driveway Width – Alternatively, addition of a performance standard to limit the
maximum width of a driveway to be no wider than the width of the garage.
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Front Yard Landscaping – Addition of a performance standard to require a
minimum of 50% of the front yard to be “landscaped open area” (landscaped with
“soft” features).

Urban Design Guidelines – New Urban Design Guidelines
•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch – Design guidelines could be implemented to
promote compatible transitions in height between dwellings through the use of
building setbacks, stepbacks and sloped roofs in order to mitigate impacts
associated with shadowing, privacy and overlook.

•

Height of Front Entrance – Design guidelines could specify that the front
entrance of a dwelling should be located at a height that is compatible with the
height of front entrances of neighbouring dwellings.

•

Dwelling Length, Width and Depth – Design guidelines could specify that the
length, width and depth based on other dwellings on the same street.

•

Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings – Design
guidelines could be established to ensure that adequate separation distance
between dwellings are maintained to reinforce the established pattern of open
space between dwellings on the same block.

•

Garage or Carport Placement – Design guidelines could be established to
encourage all new infill and replacement dwellings with attached garages to be
recessed behind the front wall of a dwelling, and to ensure that the width of
garages or other parking areas do not dominate the façade of dwellings.

•

Garage or Carport Placement – In neighbourhoods where projecting garages
form part of the character of dwellings, design guidelines could be established to
minimize the massing impacts of projecting garages, encouraging sloped roofs,
windows facing the street and garage and parking configurations that minimize
the appearance of garage doors from the street.

•

Front Yard Landscaping – A design guidelines could be established to promote
a balance between hard and soft landscape features in the front yard.

•

Driveway Width and Front Yard Landscaping – A design guideline could be
established to encourage driveways to be no wider than the width of the garage.

•

Driveway Width – A design guideline could be established to encourage and
promote narrower driveways to maximize front yard landscaping, with tapering
driveway widths to minimize driveway width at the sidewalk where appropriate.

•

Driveway Width – In addition, recognizing that the construction of a wider
driveway than currently exists on a property can reduce the amount of
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landscaped open area in the front yard, a design guideline could encourage the
use of permeable pavers to maximize infiltration and reduce water runoff.
•

Street Trees – Design guidelines could be established to ensure appropriate
spacing between street trees, in context with the established pattern of trees in
the neighbourhood.

Other Tools – New Tools
•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch, Dwelling Length, Width and Depth, Lot
Coverage, Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings,
Garage or Carport Placement, Driveway Width and Front Yard Landscaping
– For all proposals for new infill and replacement housing within Pickering’s
established neighbourhoods that result in a lot coverage that is greater than 20%
or is 25% larger than the lot coverage of the original dwelling on the lot, the City
could require an application for Site Plan Control to ensure compatibility of new
development within established neighbourhoods, in the context of all of these key
elements of neighbourhood character. Site Plan Control could help ensure that
the design and placement of dwellings is compatible with adjacent development,
and does not contribute to any adverse impacts related to shadowing, privacy
and overlook.

•

Driveway Width – The City could institute a driveway by-law to restrict the width
of driveways within the public right-of-way, including where the driveway
traverses a sidewalk, to a maximum of 6 metres, and require wider driveways to
taper up to the maximum proposed width. This would help to maximize
landscaped open area in the public realm, and promote walkability by minimizing
the width of new driveway openings along sidewalks.

•

Front Yard Landscaping and Street Trees – In the future, the City could
establish a private tree by-law to protect trees. Such a by-law could include
criteria to regulate the removal or injury of the trees, tree protection measures for
existing trees where development is proposed nearby, as well as compensation
measures to ensure the provision of new trees or financial compensation to the
City when trees are removed.
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Summary of Public Consultation

The goal for public consultation for Phase 2 of the City’s Infill and Replacement Housing
Study was to obtain meaningful feedback on the preliminary options for changes to the
Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and/or Other Tools to manage
change related to infill and replacement housing in the City’s established
neighbourhoods. Public consultation took place by means of an online survey as well
as through a Public Open House held on October 29, 2019. Feedback from members
of the public was received through different formats and platforms of public consultation.
The online survey was made available to the public for approximately two weeks,
between Friday, October 18 and Monday, November 4, 2019. Approximately 154
participants took part in the survey, which consisted of a series of multiple choice
questions. The survey also provided participants with the opportunity to provide
comments on the majority of the questions.
Approximately 100 people attended the Public Open House which was held on October
29, 2019 at the Chestnut Hill Developments Recreation Complex. The Public Open
House consisted of a presentation from the consulting team on the preliminary options
being suggested, followed by a group workshop where participants were provided the
opportunity to fill out a worksheet to provide comments on the preliminary options.
The feedback received from both the online survey and Public Open House are
summarized within this section. A detailed summary of comments received from the
online survey is contained within Appendix B of this report, and a detailed summary of
comments received from the Public Open House is contained within Appendix C of this
report.
Overall, the majority of the respondents and participants showed support for the options
that were presented and contained within the Draft Planning Options Report (Draft
Phase 2 Report). The following provides a summary of the key responses and
comments received, providing insight into the key elements of neighbourhood character
that participants value the most with respect to the preliminary options:
•

The majority of respondents specified that they were interested in one or more
Focus Neighbourhoods rather than stating that they have a general interest in
all Focus Neighbourhoods. The majority of respondents were interested in the
neighbourhoods of West Shore, Bay Ridges, Liverpool, Rosebank and
Dunbarton. Fewer respondents were interested in the neighbourhoods of
Highbush, Woodlands, Rougemount and Village East.

•

With respect to Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch, most respondents indicated
that the maximum height of dwellings should be regulated based on the height of
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nearby dwellings. There was support for controlling maximum height by number
of storeys as well as number of metres. There was little interest expressed in
having no maximum height requirement. Half of the respondents indicated that
the maximum height of 9.0 metres (30 feet) is appropriate and, almost no
respondents felt it should be increased. It is also notable that approximately 35%
of respondents indicated that a maximum height of 9.0 metres (30 feet) should
be lowered.
•

With respect to the Height of the Front Entrance, over 50% of respondents
indicated that this should be regulated. A maximum Height of the Front
Entrance of 6 steps (1.2 metres) was identified as the most desirable option,
with slightly more than half of participants selecting that option over having a
maximum Height of the Front Entrance of 3 steps (0.6 metres). Approximately
12.7% of participants indicated their preference for having no height limit for the
Height of the Front Entrance, showing overall lower support for this option. It is
notable that many participants also indicated an interest in having the Height of
the Front Entrance being compatible with that of other dwellings on the same
street.

•

With respect to maximum Lot Coverage, an even split of respondents and
participants noted their preference to maintain the Maximum permitted Lot
Coverage at 33% and lowering it to 25%. Few respondents and participants
indicated their desire to increase the Maximum permitted Lot Coverage. There
was similar interest between those wanting Maximum Lot Coverage to be based
on the average within a Focus Neighbourhood and those wanting it to be based
on the average on a more localized scale (based on individual streets within
Focus Neighbourhoods).

•

The majority of respondents and participants indicated that the City should
regulate maximum Dwelling Depth within Focus Neighbourhoods. The majority
of respondents and participants indicated that the depth of dwellings should be
compatible with other dwellings on the same street. Few respondents and
participants indicated that there should be no control on maximum Dwelling
Depth.

•

The majority of respondents and participants indicated that they agree with the
options presented with respect to Front yard Setback and Separation Distance
Between Dwellings. Respondents and participants favoured regulating the
Separation Distance Between Dwellings based on the characteristics of dwellings
on the same street over the total combined minimum required side yard setback
on both sides of the dwelling. Respondents and participants also indicated their
preference for the minimum Front Yard Setback to be based on the average
Front Yard Setback of all dwellings along the same side of the street within the
same block (35% of respondents favoured this).
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•

With respect to Garage and Carport Placement, respondents and participants
indicated their strong preference for urban design guidelines to address this
matter, over all other options. However, there was also support noted by
respondents and participants for the other options presented, with less support
for garage and carports to be set back behind the front main wall of a dwelling,
which received limited interest.

•

The majority of respondents and participants indicated their desire for the City to
regulate Driveway Width in Focus Neighbourhoods. The majority of
respondents and participants stated that driveways should be no wider than the
width required to fit 2 cars side-by-side (6.0 metres, 20 feet). A significant
number of respondents and participants also noted that the width of driveways
within the public right-of-way, including where the driveway crosses a sidewalk,
should be restricted to a maximum of 6 metres (20 feet).

•

Over half of respondents and participants noted that the City should not consider
regulating Front Yard Landscaping within Focus Neighbourhoods. There was
less interest noted in regulating the minimum amount of the front yard that should
be soft landscaping.

It is noted that 103 respondents to the online survey provided comments on the future of
the Liverpool Road Waterfront Node. A summary of these comments is found in
Appendix B of this report.
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Preferred Strategy
Preferred Strategy for Established Neighbourhoods

5.1

The preliminary options presented in Section 3 of this report have been reviewed by the
public. Based on this review, a Preferred Strategy for Pickering’s established
neighbourhoods is presented within this section. The Preferred Strategy includes
changes to the City of Pickering Official Plan, the City’s Zoning By-laws, the creation of
Urban Design Guidelines for the City’s established neighbourhoods, and other tools,
and is meant to apply only to the Neighbourhood Precincts within the Focus
Neighbourhoods identified in Appendix A, unless otherwise noted.
The Preferred Strategy will inform detailed recommendations to be presented to the
public during Phase 3 of this Study, where there will be further opportunity for comment
and refinement.
Official Plan – New Policies
As noted throughout this report, the City’s Official Plan does contain some policy
direction speaking to the requirement for City Council to have regard for protecting and
enhancing the character of established neighbourhoods when establishing performance
standards. However, the Official Plan does not contain any specific policies to require
that new infill and replacement housing complement the character of established
neighbourhoods. Based on feedback received, the Preferred Strategy includes the
creation of policies to address the following key elements of neighbourhood character,
as described in Section 3.1 of this report:
•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch;

•

Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings;

•

Lot Frontage;

•

Front Yard Setback;

•

Garage or Carport Placement;

•

Front Yard Landscaping; and

•

Street Trees.
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Zoning By-law – New Performance Standards
The City’s Zoning By-laws currently address some of the key elements of
neighbourhood character described throughout this report. However, in order to better
manage change through the creation of infill and replacement housing, additional
performance standards have been suggested as preliminary options for consideration.
Based on the feedback received, the Preferred Strategy includes the creation of
performance standards to address the following:
•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch
o Addition of a performance standard to regulate the maximum height of
dwellings within identified Neighbourhood Precincts to be a maximum of
9.0 metres (this is in addition to the existing performance standard within
Zoning By-law 2511, as amended by By-law 7610/18, for a maximum
dwelling height of 9.0 metres applying to those lands zoned “R3” –
Residential Third Density and “R4” – Residential Fourth Density).

•

Height of Front Entrance
o Addition of a performance standard to regulate the maximum height of the
front entrance within identified Neighbourhood Precincts to be a maximum
of 6 steps (1.2 metres) above grade.

•

Dwelling Length, Width and Depth
o Addition of a performance standard to regulate maximum dwelling depth
based on the depth of the lot, as follows:
• For lots with depths less than 30 metres: maximum dwelling depth
of 15 metres;
• For lots with depths between 30 and 40 metres: maximum dwelling
depth of 17 metres;
• For lots with depths greater than 40 metres: maximum dwelling
depth of 20 metres.

•

Lot Coverage
o As lot coverage varies amongst the Neighbourhood Precincts within the
various Focus Neighbourhoods, the preferred strategy includes the
addition of a performance standard to regulate maximum lot coverage to
be within the range of 25% to 33%, across all Neighbourhood Precincts.
This will be further refined in the next phase of the Study, where specific
recommendations will be made.

•

Front Yard Setback
o Addition of a performance standard stating that the minimum front yard
setback shall be based on the average existing front yard setbacks of all
dwellings along the same side of the street within the same block.
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o Addition of a performance standard requiring the maximum front yard
setback to be no greater than that of either adjacent lot, whichever is
greater.
•

Garage or Carport Placement
o Addition of a performance standard to limit the width of a garage or carport
to a maximum of 50% of the overall width of a dwelling.

•

Driveway Width
o Addition of a performance standard to limit the maximum width of a
driveway to 6.0 metres.

Urban Design Guidelines – New Urban Design Guidelines
Urban design guidelines can help to reinforce the Preferred Strategy for Official Plan
policies and Zoning By-law performance standards described above. Based on the
feedback received, the Preferred Strategy includes the creation of Urban Design
Guidelines that address the following:
•

Dwelling Height and Roof Pitch – Design guidelines to promote compatible
transitions in height between dwellings through the use of building setbacks,
stepbacks and sloped roofs in order to mitigate impacts associated with
shadowing, privacy and overlook.

•

Height of Front Entrance – Design guidelines to specify that the front entrance
of a dwelling should be located at a height that is compatible with the height of
front entrances of neighbouring dwellings.

•

Dwelling Length, Width and Depth – Design guidelines to specify that the
length, width and depth of dwellings should be compatible with other dwellings on
the same street.

•

Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings – Design
guidelines to ensure that adequate separation distance between dwellings is
maintained to reinforce the established pattern of open space between dwellings
on the same block.

•

Garage or Carport Placement – Design guidelines to encourage minimizing the
massing impacts of projecting garages, encouraging sloped roofs, windows
facing the street and garage and parking configurations that minimize the
appearance of garage doors from the street.

•

Garage or Carport Placement – Design guidelines that promote minimizing the
massing impacts of projecting garages. In neighbourhoods where projecting
garages form part of the character of dwellings, encourage sloped roofs, windows
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facing the street and garage and parking configurations that minimize the
appearance of garage doors from the street.
•

Driveway Width – Design guideline to encourage driveways to be no wider than
the width of the garage.

•

Driveway Width and Front Yard Landscaping – Design guideline to encourage
and promote narrower driveways to maximize front yard landscaping, with
tapering driveway widths to minimize driveway width at the sidewalk where
appropriate.

•

Driveway Width – Design guideline to encourage the use of permeable pavers
to maximize infiltration and reduce water runoff.

•

Street Trees – Design guidelines to ensure appropriate spacing between street
trees, in context with the established pattern of trees in the neighbourhood.

Other Tools – New Tools
Other tools that could help to manage change related to infill and replacement housing
within established neighbourhoods, include the use of site plan control, a driveway width
by-law and a tree by-law.
As noted in this report, site plan control is a useful tool that can control certain facets of
development. However, site plan control is a time-intensive review process. Currently,
the City exempts single and semi-detached dwellings from Site Plan Control. If these
types of dwellings were subject to site plan control, there would likely be process-related
implications associated with this, including an increase in the need for City Staff
resources to process applications, longer timelines associated with development
applications that may otherwise only be subject to a building permit and/or minor
variance process, and additional costs for property owners with respect to application
fees, and the creation of plans and other supporting materials.
Since many of the matters where site plan control was identified as a preliminary option
within this report are also addressed through other elements of the overall Preferred
Strategy, site plan control has not been included as part of the Preferred Strategy for
established neighbourhoods.
Based on the analysis of the issues, preliminary options and the feedback received, the
Preferred Strategy includes the following use of Other Tools:
•

Driveway Width – As noted previously, the Zoning By-law can regulate the width
of a driveway on private property. As described above, the preferred strategy
includes limiting the width of driveways to a maximum of 6 metres through the
addition of a new performance standard in the Zoning By-law. In the future, a
driveway by-law could be implemented by the City to regulate the width of a
driveway on public property, including the portion of a driveway that traverses a
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sidewalk and the portion of the driveway between the sidewalk and the road.
Through such a by-law, the width of the portion of the driveway on public property
could also be limited to a maximum of 6 metres.
•

5.2

Front Yard Landscaping and Street Trees – In the future, the implementation
of a private tree by-law to protect trees. Such a by-law would include criteria to
regulate the removal or injury of the trees, tree protection measures for existing
trees where development is proposed nearby, as well as compensation
measures to ensure the provision of new trees or, as a last resort, financial
compensation to the City when trees are removed.

Matrix of Tools – Preferred Strategy

The following matrix of tools is a graphic summary of the Preferred Strategy, based on
the information and analyses contained in the previous sections of this report. The
Preferred Strategy applies to the identified Neighbourhood Precincts within the Focus
Neighbourhoods, unless otherwise noted.
The tools in this matrix are elaborated on in the information found within Section 5.1 of
this report.
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Next Steps

This report will be presented to the City of Pickering Planning & Development
Committee and Council.
The next and last phase of the Study will:
•
•
•
•

Recommend strategies, tools, guidelines, including Draft Urban Design
Guidelines, timing and required resources to address infill and replacement
housing within the City of Pickering for Council consideration;
Recommend where these strategies, tools and guidelines should be
implemented within the City of Pickering;
Engage the public, agencies and stakeholders; and
Address feedback from the consultation process undertaken in Phase 3.
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Appendix A – Focus Neighbourhoods and
Neighbourhood Precincts
This Appendix includes supplemental information specific to the Focus Neighbourhoods
of this Study. In particular, this Appendix provides a delineation of Neighbourhood
Precincts within each Focus Neighbourhood. A Neighbourhood Precinct is an area
within a Focus Neighbourhood that has been delineated based on a combination of the
age of dwellings, existing lot coverage, and where there have been many observed
changes related to infill and replacement housing.
As noted in this report, lot coverage is measured as a percentage of the “footprint” of a
building or buildings on a property or lot. With respect to the footprint of the dwelling,
original dwellings within Pickering’s established neighbourhoods are typically smaller in
size than newer dwellings within these neighbourhoods. With respect to the size of the
lot, lots within established neighbourhoods are larger than typical lots found in newer
neighbourhoods. As such, lot coverage is typically lower in established neighbourhoods
than newer neighbourhoods. This lower lot coverage can translate to greater
separation distances between dwellings, increased landscaping, and a greater sense of
open space when compared to newer neighbourhoods.
When a new dwelling is constructed, it is typically larger than the original homes in the
neighbourhood, resulting in greater lot coverage when compared to original dwellings.
While this difference is expected, this difference can sometimes lead to compatibility
issues between new and original dwellings, associated with massing and shadowing
impacts.
The Neighbourhood Precincts delineated within this Appendix do not include any lands
within the City’s Kingston Road Corridor Study Area, as these lands are subject to a
separate study looking at how the corridor could evolve over time to accommodate
growth in the form of intensification. As such, the options and preferred strategy
outlined within this report do not apply to any of the lands within the Kingston Road
Corridor Study Area.
The Preferred Strategy outlined in this report is considered to apply to lands within the
identified Neighbourhood Precincts of the Focus Neighbourhoods, as delineated within
this Appendix, unless otherwise noted. The boundaries of the Neighbourhood Precincts
may be refined in the next phase of this Study, based on further consultation with the
public and as specific recommendations are refined.
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Bay Ridges
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Dunbarton
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Highbush
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Liverpool
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Rosebank
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Rougemount
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Village East
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West Shore
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Woodlands
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APPENDIX B –
Summary of Feedback – Online Survey
The goal for public consultation for Phase 2 of the City’s Infill and Replacement Housing
Study was to obtain meaningful feedback on the preliminary options for change to, or
inclusion of policies in the Official Plan, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools to manage change related to infill and replacement housing in the City’s
established neighbourhoods. Public consultation took place by means of an online
survey as well as through a Public Open House held on October 29, 2019.
The online survey was made available to the public for approximately two weeks,
between Friday, October 18 and Monday, November 4, 2019. Approximately 154
participants took part in the survey, which consisted of a series of multiple choice
questions. The survey also provided participants with the opportunity to provide
comments on the majority of the questions. Appendix B contains a detailed summary of
responses received from the online survey.
Overall, the majority of the respondents showed support for the options that were
presented and contained within the Draft Planning Options Report (Draft Phase 2
report). The following provides a summary of the key responses and comments
received, providing insight into the key elements of neighbourhood character that
participants value the most with respect to the preliminary options. Where survey
respondents were able to leave comments, the comments have also been summarized.
Within the summarized comments, statements that were repeated more frequently are
shown in progressively larger and bolded text.
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FOCUS NEIGHBOURHOODS
Question 1
What Focus Neighbourhoods are you most interested in? Select all that apply.

Figure 1 – showing results from Question 1 and the image used in Survey
Question 1
The majority of respondents indicated that they are interested in one or more specific
Focus Neighbourhoods rather than having a general interest in all Focus
Neighbourhoods.
154 people responded to question one and 3 skipped it.
The following neighbourhoods received the greatest number of responses:
•

West Shore, Bay Ridges, Liverpool, Rosebank and Dunbarton.

The following neighbourhoods received fewer number of responses:
•

Highbush, Woodlands, Rougemount and Village East.
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DWELLING HEIGHT AND ROOF PITCH
Currently the City regulates maximum Dwelling Height generally ranging from 7.5
metres (25 feet) to 12.0 metres (39 feet), depending where a dwelling is located.
Roof Pitch is not currently regulated.

Figure 2 – showing images used in survey questions on Dwelling Height and Roof
Pitch
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Question 2
How should height be controlled? Please select all that apply.
A)
B)
C)
D)

By number of metres
By maximum number of storeys
By height of nearby buildings
No maximum height is required
95 respondents
(60.51%)

72 respondents
(45.86%)
50 respondents
(31.85%)

6 respondents
(3.82%)

Figure 3 – showing results from survey Question 2
The majority of respondents indicated their preference that height should be controlled
based on the height of nearby buildings. In addition, many respondents noted that
height should be controlled by a set measurement (number of meters) and by a
maximum number of storeys. Few respondents indicated that there should be no
maximum height requirement.
152 people responded to question two and 5 people skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:

• Height should be relevant to height of surrounding houses
• Shadowing, lost views and maintaining privacy are a concern
•

Ability for middle income families to afford a home

• Infill should match the height and tone of the neighbourhood
•
•
•

Roof heights should not be much above existing buildings - one storey max with
limited meters above other roofs
Concern over height interfering with telecommunication towers
Should be allowed to match the height that has been built adjacent to your
property if infill has occurred nearby
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flat roofs are troublesome as they are generally taller than peaked houses (ex
3-storey homes on Rosebank)

• Need a height maximum to protect low-rise nature of
neighbourhood
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

9 metres is usually complementary
Should be controlled based on direct surroundings and character of the areas
Location dependent based on surrounding homes
Don't allow raised basements
Regulate roof pitch to reduce shadowing
Should be based on number of storeys to keep average density consistent
There should not be more than a 20% change in shadowing
Should be a combination of metered and percentage of surrounding height. Have
a distinct ratio as the measure permitting new builds to be no more than 25%
higher than surrounding structures, for example .
Standardize how height is measured
8 metres max.

Question 3
The City’s applicable zoning by-laws currently permit new dwellings within Focus
Neighbourhoods south of Highway 401 to have a maximum height of 9.0 metres (30
feet). This maximum height is generally measured to the heights point for flat roof
dwellings, and to the mid-point between the eaves and the ridge for peaked roof
dwellings.
What is your opinion of the maximum height of 9.0 metres (30 feet)?
A) 9.0 metre maximum height is appropriate
B) The maximum height should be lower than 9.0 metres
The maximum height should be higher than 9.0 metres

A

B

C

Figure 4 – survey results from Question 3
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Approximately half of the respondents indicated that the maximum height of 9.0 metres
(30 feet) is appropriate and, approximately 35% indicated that a maximum height of 9.0
metres (30 feet) should be lower. Very few respondents indicated that the maximum
height should be greater than 9.0 metres.
142 people responded to question 3 and 15 people skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•

Height should be measured to peak so shadowing is identified

• 9 metres maximum is appropriate
•
•
•

Flat roofs shouldn't be used for outdoor living spaces
New architectural trends should be taken account of
High roof pitch isn't appropriate

• Depends on surrounding homes
•

Flat roofs and low pitched roofs should have a lower maximum than 9 metres

• Should be lower than 9 m
•
•
•
•

Good to have a uniform standard instead of minor variances
Design of surrounding homes should be considered
Flat roofs should be 7.5 m max, gabled, hip or gambrel roofs should be max 9
metres
Roofs should be shorter than the trees in the surroundings area
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HEIGHT OF FRONT ENTRANCE
The height of the Front Entrance is the vertical distance measured between the
established grade of a property and the height of the floor at the front entrance of a
dwelling (see Figure 4 for example).
Currently, the City does not regulate the Height of the Front Entrance.
Question 4
Should the City regulate the Height of the Front Entrance?

yes

no

Figure 5 – survey results from Question 4
More than half of the respondents indicated that the Height of the Front Entrance should
be regulated.
137 people answered question four and 20 skipped it.
Question 5
Of the three examples below, please select which one(s) represent(s) an appropriate
example of front entrance height to you.
A) 3 Steps (0.6 metres)
B) 6 Steps (1.2 metres)
C) No height limit
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Figure 6 – Image used for survey Question 5

A

B

C

Figure 7 – Survey results from Question 5
Approximately 50% of respondents indicated their preference for a maximum Height of
the Front Entrance of 6 steps (1.2 metres), and a similar number of respondents (43%)
indicated their preference for a maximum Height of the Front Entrance of 3 steps (0.6
metres). Few respondents indicated their preference for not regulating the Height of the
Front Entrance.
147 responded to question five and 10 skipped it.
Question 6
If the City were to regulate the Height of the Front Entrance, what is most important to
you? Please select all that apply.
A) Height of the Front Entrance should be no more than 3 steps (or 0.6 metres)
above grade
B) Height of the Front Entrance should be no higher than 6 steps (or 1.2 metres)
above grade
C) Height of the Front Entrance should be compatible with other dwellings on the
same street.
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65 respondents
(41.40%)

37 respondents
(23.57%)

Figure 8 – Graphic showing survey results from Question 6
Respondents indicated their preference for regulating the Height of the Front Entrance
to be no more than 6 steps (1.2 metres), as well as having compatible Height of the
Front Entrance with other dwellings on the same street.
147 people answered question six and 10 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•

High front entrance could impact emergency service access
Higher than 5-6 steps changes neighbourhood feel

• Should fit within context of neighbourhood
• More steps equal less accessible for an aging population
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

If higher stairs are used to accommodate basement apartments, there is
opposition to multi-unit homes in residential areas
6 steps maximum, unless additional steps are required for drainage issues
Architectural design should be considered as well as the overall size
of the lot - should be controlled within the planning approval process and
dependent on the architectural objective
If there is a maximum height for buildings than the front entrance doesn't
need to be regulated
Less height is more easily adaptable to ramps for people in wheelchairs
and with mobility constraints
Should be no solid walls obstructing views of steps
Should be compatible with existing dwellings which could include having 3 steps,
a walkway and then an additional 3 steps
City should not regulate height of front entrance, it should be dependent on the
grading of the property.
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LOT COVERAGE
Lot Coverage is expressed as a percentage of the “footprint” of a building(s) on a
property. For example, if the footprint of a building measures 10 square meters on a lot
that measures 100 square metres, the lot coverage on that lot is equal to 10%.
Lot Coverage is typically lower in the Focus Neighbourhoods creating greater
separation between dwellings, and opportunity for increased landscaping, and a greater
sense of open space when compared to newer neighbourhoods.
The City currently regulates Lot Coverage generally permitting a maximum Lot
Coverage of 33% across most Focus Neighbourhoods.
Some newer developments within the city are permitted lot coverages up to 55%.

Figure 9 – Graphic used to describe lot coverage for survey Question 7
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Question 7
Based on a review of existing Lot Coverage within Focus Neighbourhoods, the average
Lot Coverage is 25%, which is lower than the maximum permitted Lot Coverage of 33%.
Should the Maximum Lot Coverage be changed to be:
A) Closer to 25%
B) Maintained at 33%
C) Increased

A

B

C

Figure 10 – Survey results from Question 7
Amongst respondents, a tight margin exists between maintaining the Maximum Lot
Coverage at 33% and lowering it to 25%. Few respondents indicated their preference
for the Maximum Lot Coverage to be increased.
150 people answered question seven, 7 people skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received.
Respondents stated their concerns regarding drainage, privacy, protecting nature,
maintaining the character of the neighbourhood, and shadowing. However,
respondents also noted the need for families to be able to expand their homes as they
grow and for market forces to direct the lot coverage of new buildings:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Drainage needs to be considered
Adding too much density changes the character of an area

Should be neighbourhood specific, ranging from 25% - 33%
Should be increased to 40%

Room for nature and Co2 absorption
Should be based on market forces

Should be closer to 25%
larger homes result in more ecological impact and flooding

Room for personal space
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Large lot coverages make it difficult to access houses for servicing (AC,
fencing etc.)
Maintain at 33% with maximum spacing between dwellings
Larger houses are needed for builders to recover costs of replacing older
dwellings. This is ok as long as setbacks are maintained

Should be same as surrounding area
New home should not be more than 50% larger than the previous building to
maintain the look and feel of the neighbourhood
Shadowing is a problem
Homes being closer together results in additional noise from air conditioning
units
Should be the same as existing building’s lot coverage
Families are growing, requiring more space and the need for home additions

Question 8
Should Lot Coverage be regulated based on:
A) The average Lot Coverage within the Focus Neighbourhoods
B) The average Lot Coverage within specific areas or streets within a Focus
Neighbourhood

A

B

Figure 11 – Pie chart showing results from survey Question 8
There was slightly more interest amongst respondents in having Lot Coverage be based
on the average Lot Coverage within a Focus Neighbourhood over it being based on the
average Lot Coverage within specific areas or streets within Focus Neighbourhoods.
146 people answered question eight, 11 people skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•

Should be closer to 25%
green space and trees should be protected

• Should reflect existing character
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Lot Coverage should be regulated the same everywhere

• Lot Coverage should be regulated differently based on the
character of a Focus Neighbourhood
•
•
•

Fairport Beach has several examples of new builds that fit in with the streetscape
of the community
It might make sense to divide into 3 or 4 areas to regulate lot coverage
Should be based on the homes surrounding it, within Rosebank there is a
variety of appropriate lot coverages

DWELLING LENGTH, WIDTH AND DEPTH
Dwelling Length is the distance measured between the front and rear exterior main
walls of a dwelling.
Dwelling Width is the distance measured between exterior main side walls of a dwelling.
Dwelling Depth is the distance between the minimum front yard setback and the exterior
rear main wall of the dwelling. This is a measure of how deep a dwelling protrudes into
a lot, regardless of the actual length of that same dwelling.

Figure 12 – Graphic used to describe Dwelling Length, Width and Depth
Currently, the City does not regulate Dwelling Length, Width or Depth, with the
exception of some area-specific zones.
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Question 9
Should the City regulate maximum Dwelling Length within Focus Neighbourhoods?

yes

no

Figure 13 – Pie chart of survey results from Question 9
The majority of respondents think that the City should regulate maximum Dwelling
Length within Focus Neighbourhoods.
150 answered to question nine and 7 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:

• Green space and environmental value should be maintained
•
•
•
•
•

Adding length is a good way to make a home larger without disrupting the
neighbours
Should be regulated to avoid multiple units in one house
Excessive length infringes on neighbours privacy, especially when
raised porches are added
Should be based on market demand
Monster homes negatively impact value of neighbouring properties

• Shadowing is a concern
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Should be regulated within Focus Neighbourhoods
Dwelling length shouldn't be regulated, but setback from front and rear of the lot
should be
Driveway needs to fit 2 cars.
Front doors shouldn't be too close to the street for safety
Noise and privacy concerns
Length is fine as long as it doesn't infringe on the 7.5 metre rear yard setback
Existing homes shouldn't have to stare at giant walls
Should be consistent with neighbourhood
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Should be regulated along with lot coverage
Front of the house has the biggest impact on the character of the street
It shouldn't be regulated, feels like people who own homes in these
neighbourhoods are being bullied

Question 10
Should the City regulate maximum Dwelling Width within Focus Neighbourhoods?

Yes

no

Figure 14 – Pie chart showing survey results from Question 10
The majority of respondents indicated that the City should regulate maximum Dwelling
Width within Focus Neighbourhoods.
147 people responded to question ten, and 10 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•

Should allow for adequate drainage

• Should fit within neighbourhood character
•
•
•
•
•
•

Protect personal space and land uses between units
Builders should have some allowances but light and space should be maintained
1.5 metre side yard setbacks should be maintained
Should respect character of abutting properties
Mature trees should be protected
There may be some exceptions but generally yes

• Should be regulated but kept to a minimum
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Question 11
Should the City regulate maximum Dwelling Depth within Focus Neighbourhoods?

yes

no

Figure 15 – Pie chart showing survey results from Question 11
The majority of respondents indicated that the City should regulate maximum Dwelling
Depth within Focus Neighbourhoods.
144 people answered question eleven, and 13 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Green space should be protected, shadowing should be limited
Privacy should be maintained
Keeping dwelling sizes to 25% lot coverage should be sufficient to control this
This recognizes that new construction impacts neighbours whose rear yards abut
the property
Should be regulated to remain in line with current depths in specific areas
in Focus Neighbourhoods
Nearby homes should play the largest role in deciding on max depth
Should be regulated, but kept to a minimum
No it should not be regulated

Question 12
If the City were to regulate the Dwelling Depth, what is most important to you?
A) There should be no control on the maximum Dwelling Depth
B) Dwelling Depth should be compatible with other dwellings on the same street
C) Dwelling Depth should be regulated based on the overall depth of the lot
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C

Figure 16 – Pie chart showing results from survey Question 12
The majority of respondents indicated that Dwelling Depth should be compatible with
other dwellings on the same street. This was followed by an interest in regulating
Dwelling Depth based on the overall depth of the lot. Few respondents indicated that
there should be no control on maximum Dwelling Depth.
149 people responded to question twelve, and 8 skipped it.
Question 13
Dwelling Depth should be regulated relative to the overall depth of the lot:
i)
ii)
iii)

For lots less than 30 metres deep, a maximum Dwelling Depth of 15 metres
For lots between 30 and 40 metres deep, a maximum Dwelling Depth of 17
metres
For lots greater than 40 metres deep, a maximum Dwelling Depth of 20
metres

i

ii

iii

Figure 17 – Pie chart showing results for Question 13
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It is noted that significantly less people responded to this question compared to other
questions within the survey, with only 32 people answering it and 143 people skipping it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Desirable for a residential area, not a commercial multi-density neighbourhood
Should be subject to neighbouring properties being able to raise objections
Bigger isn't better
Dwelling Length, Width or Depth should be compatible with other dwellings on
the same street and be regulated on a given maximum allowance
Should be compatible with other dwellings on the same street
Frontage should be similar to other houses
Should be no control on maximum dwelling depth
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SIDE YARD SETBACK AND SEPARATION DISTANCE BETWEEN DWELLINGS
Side Yard Setback refers to the distance between the side property line and the nearest
exterior side wall of the dwelling.
The City currently regulates Side Yard Setback.
Separation, Distance Between Dwellings refers to the distance between the exterior
side wall of one dwelling to the nearest exterior side wall of the adjacent dwelling.
The City currently does not regulate Separation Distance Between Dwellings.

Figure 18 – Graphic used to show Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance
Between Dwellings
Question 14
Should the City continue to regulate Side Yard Setback?

yes

no
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Figure 19 – Pie chart showing survey results from Question 14
The majority of respondents indicated their preference that the City should continue to
regulate Side Yard Setback.
151 people responded to question fourteen, and 6 skipped it.
Question 15
Should the City regulate Separation Distance Between Dwellings?

yes

no

Figure 20 – Pie chart showing survey results from Question 15
The majority of respondents indicated that the City should regulate Separation Distance
Between Dwellings.
150 people responded to question fifteen, and 7 skipped it.
Question 16
If the City were to regulate the minimum Separation Distance Between Dwellings, what
is most important to you?
A) Separation Distance Between Dwellings should be based on the characteristics
of dwellings on the same street
B) Separation Distance Between Dwellings should be equal to the total minimum
required side yard setback on both sides of dwelling
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Figure 21 – Pie chart showing survey results from Question 16
The majority of respondents favoured regulating the Separation Distance Between
Dwellings based on the characteristics of dwellings on the same street over the total
combined minimum required side yard setback on both sides of the dwelling.
150 people responded to question sixteen, and 7 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•

Side yard setback and separation distance should be regulated. Separation
distance should be equal to the total minimum required side yard setback on both
sides

• Space between homes is important
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Access for emergency services should be paramount
Should be based on the characteristics of dwellings on the same street and
subject to a minimum setback
Drainage should be considered
Should be based on characteristics of dwellings on the same street
Sunlight needs to be maintained
Should be connected with the depth, if the builder wants a deeper home they can
move it further from the nearest wall to gain more depth
If you have a neighbour on both sides, the distance between the third house
should be much greater
Bylaws have been created already, no need to change them
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FRONT YARD SETBACK
Front Yard Setback is the distance between the front property line and the front wall of a
dwelling.
The City currently regulates minimum Front Yard Setback generally ranging between
7.5 metres (25 feet) to 9 meters (30 feet).
Some newer developments within the city are permitted minimum Front Yard Setbacks
ranging from 3.0 to 4.5 metres between the front property line and the front wall of a
dwelling, and 6.0 metres between the front property line and the front wall of the garage.

Figure 22 – Graphic showing an Average Front Yard Setback
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Question 17
If the City were to change the required minimum Front Yard Setback, what is most
important to you?
A) Minimum Front Yard Setback should be the average Front Yard Setback of
immediately adjacent dwellings along the same side of the street within the same
block
B) Minimum Front Yard Setback should be the average Front Yard Setback of all
dwellings along the same side of the street within the same block
C) There should be no change to the minimum Front Yard Setback

A

B

C

Figure 23 – Pie chart showing survey results for Question 17
The largest group of respondents for this question indicated their preference for the
minimum Front Yard Setback to be based on the average Front Yard Setback of all
dwellings along the same side of the street (35%).
145 people answered question seventeen, and 12 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

There shouldn't be a change
It should be a range that includes the average of what exists on both sides of the
street within a block
Setbacks should be maintained and not any smaller than they are currently
Setbacks should remain the same to allow for greater outdoor usage in the
backyard
Should depend on the specific property
Front yard setback of 25 feet is reasonable if the garage is flush to the front wall
of the house
Houses should have similar setbacks
Should maintain character of abutting properties
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There should be some flexibility
Variances are ok, but the setbacks of the two adjacent homes are most
important

Question 18
Should the City regulate maximum Front Yard Setback?

yes

no

Figure 24 – Pie chart showing survey results from Question 18
The majority of respondents indicated that the City should regulate maximum Front
Yard Setback.
147 people answered question eighteen, and 10 people skipped it.
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GARAGE OR CARPORT PLACEMENT
The City currently addresses Garage or Carport Placement broadly within the Official
Plan and Dunbarton Development Guidelines.
There are no zoning by-law requirements related to the placement of garages or
carports.

Figure 25 – Graphic showing Placement Examples
Question 19
If the City were to regulate the placement of garages or carports, what is most important
to you? Please select all that apply.
A) Garages and carports should not project in front of the front main wall of a
dwelling
B) Garages and carports should be set back behind the front main wall of a dwelling
C) The width of garages and carports should be limited to a maximum 50% of the
overall width of a dwelling
D) Where projecting garages from part of the neighbourhood character, there should
be guidelines to minimize the massing impacts of projecting garages,
encouraging sloped roofs, windows facing the street and garage and parking
configurations that minimize the appearance of garage doors from the street
E) There should be no controls on the placement of garages and carports
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41 respondents
(26.11%)

15 respondents
(9.55%)

Figure 26 – Graphic showing results from survey Question 19
The response that generated the greatest interest amongst respondents was that
guidelines should be developed to minimize the impacts of projecting garages.
Following this response, respondents indicated a fair amount of interest in all other
elements being addressed with the exception of garage and carports being set back
behind the front main wall of a dwelling, which received limited interest.
144 people answered question nineteen, and 13 people skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

There should be guidelines for placement of garages or carports
Additions should not be large
Should not project or be placed below a dwelling
Should match the character of the neighbourhood
Neighbors should provide approval for projecting garages
Should not be the most notable part of a development
Better to have cars on property than on street
Depends on the architecture of the house, ridiculous to regulate
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DRIVEWAY WIDTH
The width of a driveway impacts the amount of landscaping on a property.
Question 20
Should the City regulate Driveway Width within Focus Neighbourhoods?

yes

no

Figure 27 – Pie chart showing survey results for Question 20
The majority of respondents indicated that the City should regulate Driveway Width in
Focus Neighbourhoods.
141 people answered question twenty, and 16 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•

Shouldn't be allowed to pave to the property line to avoid neighbours having
water drain onto their property
Should be based on width of the property. No parking on lawns
Everyone should get to choose, don't regulate
Would rather see vehicles on driveway than road
Either eliminate arbitrary street parking times or allow wide driveways

Question 21
Public right-of-way refers to the area of a property that can be used by all members of
the public.

B-27

Infill and Replacement Housing in Established Neighbourhoods Study
Planning Options Report

December 2019

Figure 28 – Graphic showing examples of Driveway Widths
If the City were to regulate Driveway Width in the Focus Neighbourhoods, what is most
important to you? Please select all that apply.
A) Driveways should be no wider than the width required to fit 2 cars side-by-side
(6.0 metres, 20 feet)
B) Driveway should be no wider than the width of the garage
C) The width of driveways within the public right-of-way, including where the
driveway crosses a sidewalk, should be restricted to a maximum of 6 metres (20
feet)
64 respondents
(40.76%)

48 respondents
(30.57%)
34 respondents
(21.66%)
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Figure 29 – Graphic showing results from survey Question 21
The largest group of respondents stated that driveways should be no wider than the
width required to fit 2 cars side by side (6.0 metres, 20 feet). In addition, many
respondents indicated there desire for the width of driveways within the public right of
way, including where the driveway crosses a sidewalk, to be restricted to a maximum of
6 metres (20 feet).
127 people responded to question twenty-one, and 30 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Should be based on the width of the lot
Should allow 3 cars to be parked side by side
Should allow 2 cars without encroaching on sidewalk
24 hour street parking should be allowed
Depends on location
Doesn’t matter
People should park on their driveways not on the street so snow can properly be
removed
Need to control how much paving can be used
Need landscaping for water retention and cooling effect
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FRONT YARD LANDSCAPING
Front Yard Landscaping refers to the portion of the front yard between the front lot line
and the front wall of a dwelling that is occupied by “soft” landscape features such as
trees, grass, flowers, bushes and any other greenery, as well as “hard” landscape
features such as walkaway or patios.
The City currently does not address Front Yard Landscaping through policy, zoning,
urban design guidelines or other tools, except for within the Liverpool Road Waterfront
Node Development Guidelines.
Question 22
Should the City consider regulating Front Yard Landscaping within Focus
Neighbourhoods?

yes

no

Figure 30 – Pie chart showing results from survey Question 22
The majority of respondents indicated that the City should not consider regulating Front
Yard Landscaping within Focus Neighbourhoods.
143 people answered question twenty-two, and 14 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Should not be entirely hardscape
City shouldn't regulate front yard landscaping
Xeriscaping should be required instead of lawns, along with porous driveways
Water retention is important
Depends on the type of house
As long as it looks tidy it's fine
Trees and shrubs shouldn't block drivers’ views
Need standardization
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Question 23
If the City were to regulate Front Yard Landscaping, what is most important to you?
Please select all that apply. Please select all that apply.
A) A minimum of half (50%) of the front yard should be landscaped with “soft”
landscape features
B) There should be a balance between hard and soft landscape features in the front
yard
C) There should be no minimum required amount of Front Yard Landscaping

Figure 30 Graphic showing examples of Front Yard Landscaping Widths

A

B

C

Figure 31 – Pie chart showing results from Question 23
Respondents stated an even desire to have a regulated balance between hard and soft
landscaping and to not have any minimum required Front Yard Landscaping. There
was less interest in having a minimum of half of the front yard being soft landscaping.
146 people answered question twenty-three, and 11 skipped it.
With respect to this question, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•

Driveway width should be regulated, not the landscaped area

•

Water retention is important
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Xeriscaping should be a focus

•

Protect trees

•

Climate change must be considered
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LIVERPOOL ROAD WATERFRONT NODE
The Liverpool Road Waterfront Node is located at the southern tip of the Bay Ridges
Neighbourhood. The infill and Replacement Housing in Established Neighbourhoods
Study does not include a Visioning Exercise for the area.
Question 24
Participants were asked if they wanted to comment on what is important to them for the
future of the Liverpool Road Waterfront Node.
The following provides a summary of responses received. Overall, respondents noted a
desire for the future of the area to be connected to the natural environment, filled with
walking trails, an updated boardwalk, and protected waterfront views for residents and
visitors. A desire for the area to be protected as a park to support tourism was also
noted. With respect to new development, respondents indicated a desire for low-rise
buildings no higher than 3 storeys with higher buildings being built further north.
•

There should be no more development on Liverpool Road South

• Traffic, drainage, watershed issues, impact on the view
and impact on the environment
•
•
•
•
•

Low density housing
Maintain waterfront access and views
Emergency access and evacuation routes
Provide more parking
Preserve the wetland and area’s ecology

•
•
•
•

More Parks and increased naturalized spaces
Improve walking trails and add new ones
Enhance native trees and plants
Entire area should be protected.

• Maintain the character of the area
•

No more development

• Capacity of city services to handle influx of people
•
•
•
•
•
•

No roads through the marsh.
Bylaw against BBQ in the area, no smoking/vaping. More kids/families at the
waterfront.
Waterfront is safe for bikes and pedestrians
Infill with appropriate height (not towers) - not the downtown look
Accessibility is important, new rentals should be accessible
Pedestrian friendly with lots of parking
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Encourage local businesses such as Grandpa's Ice-cream.
Side streets don't have sidewalks, can't handle fast cars trying to avoid traffic on
main streets
High rise buildings should be north of the 401. Smaller affordable housing
should be in this area
Keep characteristic of Nautical Village
Wharf Street should not extend to Sandy Beach – it will result in increased traffic
on Sandy Beach
Development should be focused in the Highway 7 corridor with high rises there
instead.
Traffic should not increase in case of a nuclear emergency. Liverpool Road is
the only direct access in and out of the waterfront area. We saw this occur in the
summer of 2019 when emergency response time was delayed to rescue
swimmers in distress, resulting in the death of a young mother.
Concern that condos will cause crime
Sections of Whites Road and Liverpool should have sidewalks along Highway 2,
there has been a promise to have sidewalks there for over 30 years

• Develop the area into a true touristic destination for visitors and
residents. Should be the pride of Pickering.
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

No buildings taller than 3 storeys
No condos at the bottom of Liverpool road and no buildings south of Bayly taller
than 3 storeys.
Cape Cod style housing would look great
Roadways and access to the area should be improved before adding any
housing density – traffic is already bad
This area is already the backyard for Pickering on a sunny day, the City's desire
for redevelopment in this area needs to consider the lack of infrastructure and the
current use of the parkland.
Made into a completely commercial area to provide citizens with a view of the
lake and provide attractions and views of the lake
Improved beach area, marine gas station
Waterfront should be developed as a promenade including parks/beaches,
restaurants, bars and water sports like kayaking, canoeing and jet skiing
One exception that could allow for a 10-storey building is if it were so attractive
and green that it became an attraction in itself. If a condo is erected it should be
LEED Gold or Platinum and respect the swamp land. It should have a restaurant
in it to replace the Waterfront bistro. The marina should be larger to invite more
boats from other regions, and there should be at least 3 places to eat. A
pedestrian bridge should connect the boardwalk
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Reducing environmental and climate change impact should be a top priority
Encourage investors to establish businesses to get more visitors into Pickering
Underground parking in a flood prone area is irresponsible
Like the smaller front yard setbacks because they provide the feeling of a cozy
nautical village. Allow people to design their houses with freedom so they are
unique

• Add shops and restaurants
•
•

Provide a free shuttle bus service from the mall
With closing of the nuclear facility in the future, this opens opportunities for a
marine facility to serve the area
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APPENDIX C –
Summary of Feedback – Public Open House

The goal for public consultation for Phase 2 of the City’s Infill and Replacement Housing
Study was to obtain meaningful feedback on the preliminary options for change to or
inclusion in the Official Plan policies, Zoning By-laws, Urban Design Guidelines and
Other Tools to manage change related to infill and replacement housing in the City’s
established neighbourhoods. Public consultation took place by means of an online
survey as well as through a Public Open House held on October 29, 2019.
Approximately 100 people attended the Public Open House which was held at the
Chestnut Hill Developments Recreation Complex. The Public Open House consisted of
a presentation from the consulting team on the preliminary options being suggested,
followed by a group workshop where participants were provided the opportunity to fill
out a worksheet to provide comments on the preliminary options. The worksheet was
accompanied by a series of explanatory panels and print outs on the preliminary
options.
The workshop results showed that the majority of participants agreed with the proposed
planning options for managing infill and replacement housing within established
neighbourhoods. Appendix C contains a detailed summary of responses received from,
and following, the Public Open House.
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DWELLING HEIGHT & ROOF PITCH

Figure 1 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Dwelling
Height and Roof Pitch
Comments Received
The majority of the 31 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Dwelling
Height and Roof Pitch.
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Disagree

Figure 2 – Pie chart showing the majority of respondants agreeing with the
proposed options for Dwelling Hieght and Roof Pitch
With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Restrict heights and flat roofs
Context of surrounding homes, trees and topography is important
"One size fits all" max height for all neighbourhoods is wrong
Heights should be measured from street level
Add an option to limit the size and the lot compared to other existing lots
Lots should not be broken up to any number of lots
Restrict to 2 storeys from grade
Step backs should be considered
Not so high that rental units become the norm
Flat roof of 7.5 m ok
Height results in existing homes lose their sunlight and quality of life
Consider, restricting the height of all builds to 9 metres
Keep the Nautical Village area to 2 storeys
Restrict the height of dwellings with flat roofs
Should consider peak of pitch, not just total pitch height
The maximum height should be 9 m no matter what the roof pitch.
Do not allow living space in the attic - windows and height.
Restrict pitch, to minimum 45 degree; or measure roof height at mid-point of 30
degree pitch, 60 degree pitch is unsafe to maintain repairs roofers and should be
prohibited.
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HEIGHT OF FRONT ENTRANCE

Figure 3 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Height of Front
Entrance
Comments Received
The majority of the 29 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Height of the
Front Entrance.

Agree

Disagree

Figure 4 – Pie chart showing the majority of respondents agreeing with the
proposed options
With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•

Urban design is less restrictive – there is more uniformity in Rougemont than
other Pickering areas
Compatibility with the neighbourhood is paramount
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Agree with 6 steps height
Should be standard 3 steps
Should not increase height to get a better lake view
Zoning – consistent with neighbourhood (average)
The example of multiple steps gives windows at all levels; basement ½ 1st floor
and 2nd floor; + attic ½, this should not be permitted as space in attic allows for
additional overlook front and back into neighbors and shadowing.
This aspect of design should be left to individual dwellings. It is a function of
architectural design.
What makes these neighbourhoods unique is that homes are not cookie cutter
Should be compatible with neighbourhood.
Agree with restrictions on height of entrance.
Stay at 3 no more than 4 steps
Max allowance of 6 steps
How does one enter from a front walkout lot? Through the basement? Could we
consider imposing proper landscaping to minimize appearance?
Agree with the urban design suggestions
Must regulate height of front entrance.
There should be an option to restrict how far steps protrude from the house.
If your garage is at grade, that should count as the 1st storey, with a 2 storey limit
Duplexes create traffic congestion
Additional steps result in more height and light in basement.
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DWELLING LENGTH, WIDTH AND DEPTH

Figure 5 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Dwelling
Length, Width and Depth
Comments Received
The majority of the 28 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Dwelling
Length, Width and Depth.

Agree

Disagree

Figure 6 – Pie chart showing majority of respondants agreewing with proposed
options for Dwelling Length, Width and Depth
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With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

It interferes with ecology of the area
Maintain by-law to lower coverage
Prefer to have minimum set back from rear lot line to protect neighbours
Deeper front yards are not a concern on deep lots
Width and depth should be considered with existing structures in specific infill
area
Dwelling should have a certain reasonable setback from fence lines. However,
completely restricting development will downgrade Pickering.
Compatibility should be considered as per “urban design”
Do not agree that a depth of 30 metres the dwelling depth should be less than
the 15 metres proposed
Covering the whole lot with a house is apartment living, most homes need green
space
Consider, quality of life and enjoyment, patios, BBQ, play yard for young children,
pools
Zoning bylaws should regulate setback depth
Maintain status quo
Should be controlled.
Bylaws should also address width as this standardizes space between buildings,
allows sufficient access to backyard
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LOT COVERAGE

Figure 7 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Lot Coverage
Comments Received
The majority of the 28 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Lot Coverage.

Agree

Disagree

Figure 8 – Pie chart showing majority of respondants agreeing with proposed
options for Lot Coverage
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With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Choose zoning by-law that provides max % and enforce that rule.
Maintain distance to allow for proper drainage
Separation between houses should be maintained
Fixed lot coverage minimum but need to be realistic – 25% too low, currently
33%
The by-laws should be enforced
Should be set to 30%
Should be considered neighbourhood by neighbourhood not as a general
reference
Worried restrictions will harass further development. Developers will move on to
Ajax and Oshawa

• Should be compatible with current dwellings
•
•

The coverage should be consistent with the average of the area (not 33%)
Do not agree with other tools stick with zoning by-law

• Max 25%
•
•

Especially agree with the site plan control to ensure neighbourhood compatibility
Lot coverage should be the average for individual neighbourhoods

• 33% max
• We don’t want monster homes. Space is important at ground level for vegetation.
Should be consistent at 25% everywhere.
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SIDE YARD SETBACK AND SEPARATION DISTANCE BETWEEN DWELLINGS

Figure 9 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Side Yard
Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings
Comments Received
The majority of the 29 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Side Yard
Setback and Separation Distance Between Dwellings.

Agree

Disagree

Figure 10 – Pie chart showing the majority of respondants agreeing with the
proposed optiosn for Side Yard Setback and Separation Distance Between
Dwellings
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With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Require minimum side equivalent to or greater than setback
Limit side windows and other intrusive features
Have to regulate distance between dwellings – if not can incur water issues
in heavy storms i.e. leaking into basements
The distance between houses should not be too close
Need to define adequate separation in the urban design
Side yard variances should not be granted if dwelling distances do not meet
requirements
Setback homes to allow cars to park on driveways to eliminate cars parked on
streets.
Consider that it must be wider than 8 feet.
Zoning needs to be in place to maintain street averages.
Choose appropriate number of metres for safety, privacy, preserving character of
neighbourhood and maintain this. Allowing variances will change the character
that the setback numbers were carefully decided in order to protect.
There must be separation criteria in the official plan
Design – yes for distance between dwelling and property.
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LOT FRONTAGE

Figure 11 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Lot Frontage
Comments Received
The majority of the 31 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Lot Frontage.

Agree

Disagree

Figure 12 – Pie chart showing majority of respondatns agreeing with the
proposed options for Lot Frontage
With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•

Keep as is
Maintain current sizes, no less
Keep as 15 m width
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Allow for some form of minimum flexibility but maintain the character of
neighbourhood
Lots should not be broken into frontage that is smaller than existing houses. The
character of the street should be considered
Splitting lots to double housing should not be allowed (no servicing)
Prefer official plan “reinforce the established pattern of front yards”. There must
be adequate space for parking cars
Zoning by-laws need to strictly enforce frontage based on streets to ensure lots
in neighbourhoods with significant frontage can’t be severed into several homes.
Consider looking at specific guidelines per street.
Agree not to split lots
Zoning: average of all dwellings

C-13

Infill and Replacement Housing in Established Neighbourhoods Study
Planning Options Report

December 2019

FRONT YARD SETBACK

Figure 13 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Front Yard
Setback
Comments Received
The majority of the 31 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Front Yard
Setback.

Agree

Disagree

Figure 14 – Pie chart showing majority of respondants agreeing with the
proposed options for Front Yard Setback
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With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

There should be a specific front yard setback based on each zone
Require maximum set back. 7.5 meters
An average calculation continuously changes as new development occurs.
Enforce tree planting in front yards of new builds – to keep the old feel of the
neighbourhood
Like the idea of maximum setback as well – dwellings should line up for optimal
streetscapes
Should be some reasonable front yard setback in some instances depending on
size of the house
Yes to the OP, agree with the 1st zoning option
A new house should not be starting behind the back corner of its neighbors
Prefer zoning by-law
Agree with the zoning bylaw requirement to match average along the street
Front yard setback within existing neighbourhoods should be averaged and
maintained based on specific streets (both sides)
Maintain street line
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GARAGE OR CARPORT PLACEMENT

Figure 15 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Garage or
Carport Placement
Comments Received
The majority of the 29 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Garage or
Carport Placement.
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Disagree

Figure 16 – Pie chart showing the majority of respondatns agreeing with the
proposed options for Garage or Carport Placement
With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Leave existing policy
As long as it stays within the 7.5 m set back
Finally!
Garage should be level with the depth of the home, includes carports. Should
apply to homes being renovated
Garages should not come outside. Add a width of the garage
Garage width – max 50% of lot
Protect against congestion, too many cars in front
No more than 6 metres wide
Do not like garages in front of the house
Prefer other tools, compatible with dwellings on same street because some
homes already have garages that stick out. Consider the character of the
neighbourhood
This needs to be controlled – all the options appear to reflect that
Only comment would be that dependent on the street it may be acceptable for
the width to be 50% but garage can be staggered forward ahead of the main
front wall
Ok to be flush with house
Should be consistent with driveway width and landscaping

C-17

Infill and Replacement Housing in Established Neighbourhoods Study
Planning Options Report

December 2019

DRIVEWAY WIDTH

Figure 17 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Driveway
Width
Comments Received
The majority of the 28 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Driveway
Width.
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Disagree

Figure 18 – Pie chart showing majority of respondants agreeing with the
proposed options for Driveway Width
With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Agree, except for the recommendation of driveway width being no greater than
width of garage
Should be the same size as the garage or garages
Driveway width max 50% of lot
Should be width of garage
Each lot is different size or shape. In Bay Ridges length is a varying thing.
Restrict not allow parking on the public right of way at bottom of driveway – this
impacts snow removal and creates snow hazard on the road and sidewalk.
Restrict to max of 6 metres to preserve landscaping
Other Tools yes, everything else no.
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FRONT YARD LANDSCAPING

Figure 19 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Front Yard
Landscaping
Comments Received
The majority of the 31 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Front Yard
Landscaping.
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Disagree

Figure 20 – Pie chart showing the majority of respondants agreeing with the
proposed options for Front Yard Landscaping
With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:
•

Careful not to include walkways as “soft” people will abuse that to stretch their
driveways
• How does this apply to narrow lots? i.e. 30 foot lot will not be able to have 50%
landscaped unless it is deep.
• When a house is built where the whole front is the garage this won’t work
• Place a time limit on finishing landscaping with new builds
• Landscaping should not overstep on any driveway surface. Balance between
hard drive and soft landscaping
• As long as drainage requirements are met, soft landscaping is irrelevant. Rather
have a neighbor with 100% hardscaping than a front yard that’s all weeds and
unkept
• More than 50% of the front yard should be landscaping
• Avoid whole front yard being driveway. This is horrible for water drainage
• This is another very important issue and all of the options appear to address it
• Establish zoning by-law with %s
• Agree with OP, by-law and tools but not the design.
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STREET TREES

Figure 21 – Graphic explaining the current and potential options for Street Trees
Comments Received
The majority of the 28 respondents agreed with the proposed options for Street Trees.

Agree

Disagree

Figure 22 – Pie chart showing majority of respondants agreeing with the
proposed options for Street Trees
With respect to this matter, the following provides a summary of comments received:

• More trees. Plant more trees, neighbours want privacy, trees will
mature for future
•

For West Shore area the lots in the Fairport Beach historical area are typically
160 to 200 feet deep, which is good reason to treat this area differently.
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They should have always been protected.
They need to police this policy – no trees being replaced
Trees can be removed, but they should be replaced, in keeping with the
neighbourhood
Again, an important issue – existing trees need to be protected
Protect existing trees placement of new trees irrelevant. Random is kind of nice
Size of lot should be considered
Many old trees have been torn down with development now it creates noise and
less oxygen
Plant more trees
Consider placement of trees near sight lines for corners. Sometimes trees on the
corners interfere with a driver’s visibility.
Expanded driveways should not be allowed to impact on existing trees
Street trees in mature neighbourhoods should be protected as new trees don’t
have the same feel
Agree with City’s current practice
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NEIGHBOURHOOD PRECINCTS
Some participants also provided their suggestions for expanded or altered
Neighbourhood Precinct boundaries, specifically for the neighbourhoods of Bay Ridges,
Dunbarton and West Shore.
•

Bay Ridges (1 response)
o Suggestion for the boundary to be expanded up to Bayly and over to
Sandy Beach.
o Suggestion for addition of small area in the south east corner (as shown in
below map)

Figure 23 – Graphic showing Bay Ridges Neighbourhood Precinct boundary
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Dunbarton (1 response)
o Suggestion that the northern area be identified as a Neighbourhood
Precinct (as shown in map below) due to concerns over water/flooding

Figure 24 – Graphic showing Neighbourhood Precinct boundary for Dunbarton
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West Shore (4 responses)
o Precinct should be larger to encompass almost all of West Shore (see
map below)
o Special regulations should be given to homes that front onto Frenchman’s
Bay

Figure 25 – Graphic showing the West Shore Neighbourhood Precinct boundary
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