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Item Number Key Comments/Concerns Staff Response 
1. Provincial Policy 

Statement and A Place 
to Grow 

Commented that the proposal does not 
align with Provincial Policy outlined in 
A Place to Grow, Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe. 
Specifically that: 
1. the subject communities are currently 

incomplete and in transition and that 
development should be allowed to 
continue in accordance with existing 
by-laws (complete communities). 

2. the restrictions being proposed will hurt 
the economy by discouraging small 
scale development and in particular 
decrease property tax revenues and 
development fees (thriving economy). 

3. the proposed By-Law and Official Plan 
amendments are not socially equitable 
since they apply to a property relative 
to its surrounding areas rather than a 
set standard (social equity). 

Cities are constantly evolving and transforming. By the 
very nature of land use policies, permissions and 
restrictions, there will be inequities from one area to 
another. The planning tools granted to municipalities, such 
as official plan and zoning by-law documents, enable 
growth to be managed in scale and guided to appropriate 
locations. 
City staff have reviewed the proposal against the Provincial 
Policy Statement, 2020 (PPS) and A Place to Grow, Growth 
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2019 (A Place to 
Grow) (see PLN 01-21, subsections 7.1 and 7.2). 
Among other policies, the PPS establishes that healthy, 
livable and safe communities are sustained by promoting 
efficient development and land use patterns over the 
long-term (PPS 1.1.1 a), accommodating an appropriate 
range and mix of residential and other uses to meet 
long-term needs (PPS 1.1.1 b) and promoting cost-effective 
development patterns and standards to minimize land 
consumption and servicing costs (PPS 1.1.1 e). 
In addition, the PPS requires that planning authorities take 
into account existing building stock or areas when 
identifying appropriate locations to accommodate the 
supply and range of housing options through intensification 
and redevelopment (PPS 1.1.3.3). The PPS also promotes 
appropriate development standards that facilitate 
redevelopment while avoiding or mitigating risks to public 
health and safety (PPS 1.1.3.4) and directing the 
development of new housing towards locations where 
appropriate levels of infrastructure and public service 
facilities are or will be available to support current and 
projected needs (PPS 1.4.3 c).  
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  A Place to Grow builds on the PPS and establishes a 

unique land use planning framework for the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe (GGH) that supports the achievement 
of complete communities, a thriving economy, a clean and 
healthy environment, and social equity. 
In particular, forecasted growth to the horizon of A Place to 
Grow is to be allocated based on, among other things, 
directing the vast majority of growth to settlement areas 
that have a delineated built boundary (policy 2.2.1.2 a) i)) 
and that intensification will be encouraged throughout the 
delineated built-up area (policy 2.2.2.3 c)) while 
considering the range and mix of housing options and 
densities of the existing housing stock (policy 2.2.6.2 c)). 
The proposed amendments enable small scale 
development/redevelopment and growth of the property 
tax base by acknowledging and recognizing current market 
demands and allowing for an increase in size and massing 
of new construction while respecting the size and massing 
of existing homes. 
The proposed amendments seek to manage new 
construction of dwellings within existing residential areas 
that occur through gentle intensification of established 
neighbourhood precincts. As such, the proposed Official Plan 
and Zoning By-law Amendments are consistent with the 
PPS and A Place to Grow. 

2. Official Plan Policies Commented that proposed Official Plan 
Amendment (Sections 1 (f) (ii), (iv) and 
(vii)) refer to reinforcing the side and front 
yard setbacks that currently exist between 
houses. However, due to new 
development that has occurred in these 
areas, this will only create further 
inconsistencies in the streetscape. 

The City’s Official Plan policies lay the foundation for 
building an evolving, healthy, unique and connected 
community. Proposed policies in Item 1 (revised policy 3.9 
(f)) enable the flexibility for new construction of houses to 
meet the current market demands for size while respecting 
their compatibility with existing houses and the 
neighbourhood streetscape specifically through  



OPA 20-006/P and A 11/20: Infill Housing June 25, 2021 

Page 3 of 35 

Item Number Key Comments/Concerns Staff Response 
  consideration for matters such as side yard setbacks and 

separation distances between houses, front yard setbacks, 
and the preservation of existing trees (proposed policies 
3.9 (f) (ii), (iv), and (vii)). 

3. Neighbourhood 
Character 

Commented in support of the City's 
initiative to preserve the unique character 
of Pickering's early neighbourhoods. 
Commented in favour of the 
recommendations of the Infill Study. 
Commented that the 'character' of 
neighbourhoods is changing with the 
times as it should. 
Commented that they like their 
neighbourhood and the fact that all the 
houses are different is a delightful benefit 
and would prefer to not aim for uniformity. 
Commented that it appears that the 
proposal intends to ensure that the style of 
homes in specific neighbourhoods 
remains static and freezes development. 
Commented that how homes were used 
40 to 60 years ago differs from how 
homes are used today and that the Study 
should not focus too much on the past. 
Commented that they would like to see an 
approach that respects the history, 
environmental needs, and some of the 
characteristics of what exists. 

The Infill and Replacement Housing in Established 
Neighbourhoods Study (the Study) was initiated as a result 
of concerns expressed by residents that new homes being 
built in their neighbourhoods were not compatible with the 
existing character of their neighbourhoods. In addition, 
there was no public consultation prior to the construction of 
the new homes since these homes were meeting all the 
existing zoning requirements. In some cases, there was a 
significant difference in certain characteristics of the newly 
built houses and the existing houses. These significant 
differences related to such things as height, lot coverage 
and setbacks, and impacted the compatibility between 
adjacent houses and the general character of the 
streetscape. 
Through a robust and extensive study of the key elements 
of neighbourhood character (based on the three themes of 
Built Form, Streetscape and Neighbourhood Composition), 
the Study concluded with recommendations that are meant 
to enable the flexibility for new construction to meet the 
market demands for house size, while continuing to allow for 
flexibility in terms of architectural style and simultaneously 
addressing the compatibility of scale and massing to 
adjacent houses and the character of the streetscape. The 
Council endorsed recommendations of the Study, and the 
proposed implementing official plan policies and zoning 
by-law amendments, do not limit new construction to what 
exists in the neighbourhood, but rather, enables new  
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 Commented that the character of 

neighbourhoods evolve over time based 
on societal needs and the wishes of 
people to better suit current lifestyles. 
Commented that the proposal 
recommends subjective criteria related to 
building size, design features and style 
that is relative to what already exists on 
neighbouring properties. 

construction to be larger than original dwellings, while 
being more compatible in terms of scale and massing with 
adjacent dwellings and the streetscape. 

4. Streetscape Commented that the proposal: 
• would "freeze in time" this precinct 

and halt the building of dream 
homes; 

• is trying to preserve a 100 year old 
notion of Pickering as cottage 
country; 

• does not recognize that the 
neighbourhoods have already 
transitioned in character; 

• wants to protect bungalows and 
single storey homes 

Commented that the proposal will assist in 
avoiding massive homes on postage sized 
lots and maintaining pleasant 
streetscapes in existing neighbourhoods. 

The proposed amendments enable the flexibility for new 
construction to meet the market demands for house size, 
while continuing to allow for flexibility in terms of style and 
simultaneously addressing the compatibility of scale and 
massing to adjacent houses and the character of the 
streetscape. The amendments do not limit new 
construction to what exists in the neighbourhood, but 
rather, enables new construction to be larger than original 
dwellings, while at the same time as being compatible with 
adjacent dwellings and the streetscape. 

 Questioned why existing housing that is 
being replaced is being used as the 
standard and scale for new development. 
Neighbourhoods are transitioning from  
small 1940-1950 dwellings to new larger  

The proposed provisions for minimum and maximum Front 
Yard Setback allows for the flexibility of 1 metre based on 
consideration of the neighbouring condition whether it’s a 
recent build or an original dwelling. 
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 family housing, which is a natural 

evolution that occurs when older buildings 
have reached their life expectancy. 

 

5. Established 
Neighbourhood 
Precinct Boundaries 

Commented that there needs to be clarity 
on how streets were included, or 
excluded, from the precinct maps. 
Commented that precincts seem to have 
been arbitrarily selected. 
Questioned how the boundaries of the 
precincts changed from Phase 1 of the 
Study to Phase 3. 
Commented that there are few remaining 
homes that would be eligible for infill or 
replacement homes. 
Requested that the area along West 
Shore Blvd. south from Sunrise Avenue be 
removed from the West Shore Established 
Neighbourhood Precinct. 
Commented that Dunn Crescent should 
not be excluded from the Rosebank 
Established Neighbourhood Precinct, and 
that removing certain streets from the 
Established Neighbourhood Precincts is 
defeating the purpose of Infill Study 
initiated two years ago. 
Requested that all of the West Shore 
Neighbourhood south of Bayly Street be 
included in the precinct. 

The proposed Established Neighbourhood Precincts and 
their associated boundaries were determined based on a 
combination of age of dwellings, existing lot coverage, 
areas within neighbourhoods with comparatively larger 
lots, and the prevalence of new construction. 
Proposed precinct boundaries were first presented to the 
public in Phase 2 of the Infill Study and have since been 
refined through this implementation process (OPA 20-006, 
A 11/20). Specifically: 
Village East Neighbourhood: The area along Guild Road 
and Royal Road in the Village East Neighbourhood shown 
as a proposed Established Neighbourhood Precinct in the 
SGL Report, is designated as an Urban Residential Area, 
Medium Density Area in the City’s Official Plan. The 
provisions for infill and replacement housing are not 
intended to apply to areas of the City that are designated 
Medium Density, which have, or are intended to have, 
minimum and maximum net residential densities of over 30 
and up to and including 80 dwellings per net hectare. As 
such, the originally proposed Established Neighbourhood 
Precinct in the Village East Neighbourhood has been 
removed. 
Rosebank Neighbourhood: The area south of Gillmoss 
Road and to the northeast of Dunn Crescent, is a recently 
approved plan of subdivision, does not fulfill the 
requirements of the criteria, and therefore has been 
removed from the proposed precinct. 
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  Rougemount Neighbourhood: Properties on the north 

side of Twyn Rivers Drive from east of Woodview Avenue 
to the west side of Altona Road have been added to the 
proposed precinct because they meet the established 
criteria. Properties fronting onto Fiddler’s Court, as well as 
1415 Altona Road have been removed from the proposed 
precinct in accordance with the established criteria. 
Bay Ridges Neighbourhood: The area south of Browning 
Avenue, west of Front Road, north of Waterpoint Street, 
and east of Frenchman’s Bay is designated as an Urban 
Residential Area, Medium Density Area in the City’s 
Official Plan. The provisions for infill and replacement 
housing are not intended to apply to areas of the City that 
are designated Medium Density and therefore this area 
has been removed from the proposed precinct. 
Monica Cook Place, Luna Court, Gull Crossing, a series of 
properties on the east side of Liverpool Road that back 
onto Gull Crossing, the City park on the north side of 
Commerce Street, as well as the common element 
condominium on the north side of Old Orchard Avenue 
(1290 Old Orchard Avenue), have been removed from the 
proposed precinct since they do not fulfill the requirements 
of the criteria. 
Dunbarton Neighbourhood: Several properties, including 
the following, have been removed from the proposed 
precinct since they do not meet the requirements of the 
criteria (e.g. new subdivision development, recent Council 
approval, stable area): 

• Properties north of Finch Avenue in the Dunbarton 
Neighbourhood (Darwin Drive, Regal Circle, Erin 
Gate Blvd.); 

• Properties on the east side of Fairport Road south 
of Finch Avenue to north of Bonita Avenue; and 
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  • Certain properties along Fairport Road, 

Shademaster Drive, Voyager Ave, Bonita Ave, 
Grayabbey Crt, Helm Street, Wingarden Crescent, 
Goldenridge Road, Rushton Road, Welrus Street. 

In addition, lands associated with 1950 and 1952 Fairport 
Road were the subject of recent development applications 
(File numbers SP-2019-03, CP-2019-04, and A 13/19) that 
resulted in a rezoning, draft approved plan of subdivision 
and draft approved plan of condominium. As such, these 
lands do not meet the criteria and have been removed 
from the proposed precinct. 
Liverpool Neighbourhood: Properties fronting onto 
Valley Farm Road south of Feildlight Blvd. are designated 
as Urban Residential Area, Medium Density Area in the 
City’s Official Plan. The provisions for infill and 
replacement housing are not intended to apply to areas of 
the City that are designated Medium Density and therefore 
these properties have been removed from the precinct. 
Neighbourhood Boundaries: 
Minor corrections were made to the mapping to accurately 
reflect the existing Neighbourhood boundaries. 

6. Lot Coverage Commented that Lot Coverage should be 
reconsidered. 
Commented that original homes in the 
area were built in the 1950s, are too small 
for today’s families, and that more room is 
needed in homes for people working from 
home, kids attending school longer and 
living at home longer, multi-generations 
living in homes because of the increased 
cost of owning homes, and having to care 

The proposed Lot Coverage is a reduction from the current 
maximum of 33% to between 25% and 30% for the 
Established Neighbourhood Precincts as shown below: 
(i) Dunbarton Neighbourhood Precinct: Maximum 25%. 
(ii) Highbush Neighbourhood Precinct: Maximum 25%. 
(iii) Liverpool Neighbourhood Precincts: Maximum 30%. 
(iv) Rosebank Neighbourhood Precincts: Maximum 30%. 
(v) Rougemount Neighbourhood Precincts: Maximum 

30% 
(vi) West Shore Neighbourhood Precinct: Maximum 30%. 
(vii) Woodlands Neighbourhood Precinct: Maximum 25%. 



OPA 20-006/P and A 11/20: Infill Housing June 25, 2021 

Page 8 of 35 

Item Number Key Comments/Concerns Staff Response 
 for elderly parents. Lot Coverage of 33% 

should be maintained. 
Commented that, although it may be a 
worthy goal to have large multi-
generational families under one roof, one 
of the lessons from COVID is that many 
people have become sick and died due to 
this model.  There should be an 
awareness that the COVID inspired claims 
on greater lot coverage and air rights, may 
not be as well thought out as they were 
impassioned. 
Commented that proposed Lot Coverage 
of 25%-30% does not make sense in 
today’s world. Lot Coverage of 40 to 45% 
seems a more reasonable balance in 
providing flexibility while keeping 
appropriate levels of green space. 
Commented that reducing the proposed 
Lot Coverage will reduce the value of the 
property. 
Commented that the proposed 
amendments are too restrictive and will 
not allow for current and common 
alterations to a home.  For example: a 
reduced lot coverage will not permit a 
double driveway resulting in an 
unappealing property for resale. 
Questioned the rational for reducing lot 
coverage when it appears that there are 
few remaining undeveloped properties  

The maximum Lot Coverage for the Bay Ridges 
Established Neighbourhood Precint is proposed to remain 
at 33%. 
The proposed Lot Coverage regulations are based on 
research performed through the Infill Study on existing lot 
coverages within each Established Neighbourhood 
Precinct, including original dwellings as well as infill and 
replacement dwellings. In addition, previous Committee of 
Adjustment decisions were reviewed and the data 
demonstrated that few requests were made to increase Lot 
Coverage beyond the permitted maximum of 33%. 
With the exception of the proposed Bay Ridges 
Established Neighbourhood Precinct, existing Lot 
Coverages in the proposed Established Neighbourhood 
Precincts are predominantly under 30% and in many 
cases below 20%. In addition, staff reviewed approved 
Building Permit data for new construction of detached 
dwellings over the last five years within the proposed 
Established Neighbourhoods, which showed that many of 
these new dwellings would comply with the proposed Lot 
Coverage. 
The proposed definition of Lot Coverage is as follows: 
“Lot Coverage” means the total horizontal area of that part 
of the lot covered by all roofed structures and buildings 
above grade, including covered platforms (such as 
covered decks and covered porches) but excluding eaves, 
belt courses, chimney breasts, sills or cornices projections 
to a maximum of 0.6 metres and balconies. 
The proposal does not alter the existing method of 
calculating lot coverage. The proposed definition of  
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 which will now be surrounded by lots with 

higher lot coverages.  
Commented that the introduction of limited 
building depth, increased Side Yard 
Setbacks adjacent to a rear yard for Infill 
Dwellings in the identified precincts, would 
result in a lot coverage lower than the 
proposed reduced lot coverage. 
Commented that existing lot coverage and 
setbacks equitably addresses the potential 
size of house in relation to the size of 
each residential property. 
Commented that a Lot Coverage of 40% 
should be considered for the Woodlands 
Established Neighbourhood Precinct. 

Lot Coverage clarifies exclusions to the calculation such 
as eaves, belt courses, chimney breasts, sills or cornices 
projections to a maximum of 0.6 metres and balconies. 

7. Size of Dwelling Commented that new larger homes 
provide the space and amenities needed 
for today's families including home offices 
for parents working remotely from home 
and accommodations for senior family 
members. 
Commented that the way the world works 
and lives has changed due to COVID. As 
an example, due to the shift to working 
from home, there is a need for space for 
home offices. 
Commented that it’s unrealistic to expect 
to run a corporation, school, and 
retirement and end of life care facility from 
a home and to increase the size of a 
dwelling to accommodate all these 
functions. 

There is no proposed by-law regulation that specifically 
regulates the maximum size or square footage of a 
dwelling. 
Also, there are currently no provisions within the City’s 
zoning by-laws that regulate the maximum gross floor 
area, or square footage, of a detached, semi-detached, or 
townhouse dwelling. 
Some of the comments received through the Infill Study 
engagement suggested that the size of dwellings should 
be restricted to a maximum size. For example, a 
suggestion was made that a replacement dwelling should 
be no larger than an additional 1,000 square feet of the 
existing dwelling on a property. 
The genesis of the Infill Study related to the size and mass 
of infill and replacement dwellings. Phases 1 and 2 of the 
Infill Study focused on gaining an understanding the key 
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 Commented that introducing restrictions 

on home sizes would be detrimental to the 
sale price and equity of the houses. 

elements that contribute to the character of 
neighbourhoods and exploring options to address and 
mitigate the impacts associated with development 
perceived to be incompatible. With respect to larger 
dwellings, impacts associated with shadow, privacy, and 
overlook onto neighbouring properties, were identified. 
While a dwelling may be perceived to be “large” on a 
smaller lot, that same dwelling located on a larger lot may 
be perceived as “fitting in” with the scale and massing of 
other dwellings in the neighbourhood. 
Taking this into consideration, the Infill Study explored 
options to address the size, and the perception of the size 
of a dwelling on a lot, based on the elements that 
contribute to defining the mass of the dwelling. These 
elements include: 

• dwelling height; 
• dwelling depth; 
• height of the front entrance; 
• garage width; and 
• yard setbacks and separation distance between 

dwellings. 
Although the proposal does not specifically limit the gross 
floor area of a dwelling, the proposal seeks to regulate the: 

• dwelling height; 
• dwelling depth; 
• height of the front entrance; and 
• front yard setback. 

To address the overall scale and massing of an infill or 
replacement dwelling. All of these regulations taken 
together can have an impact on a proposed new infill or 
replacement dwelling. 
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8. Dwelling Depth Commented that they may not be able to 

build their dream home based on the 
proposed provisions for setbacks and 
dwelling depth. 
Commented that prescribing building 
depths on ranges of lot depth 
discriminates according to the depth of the 
lot. For example, the property owner with 
the deepest lot is more adversely affected 
with respect to building footprint than the 
property owner of the shallowest property 
in the range. 

The proposed maximum Dwelling Depth aims to strike a 
balance between recognizing existing dwelling depths 
while also allowing for flexibility for the construction of new 
infill and replacement dwellings based on the overall depth 
of a lot. 
The Infill Study (Phase 2 Report) noted that replacement 
dwellings and infill dwellings are typically larger in mass 
than original homes within the established neighbourhoods, 
and this increase in mass can translate to dwellings that 
are wider and longer. Further, it stated that: “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.” The Infill Study 
identified that although, on a broad scale, the City’s zoning 
by-laws do not regulate the width or length of dwellings, 
there are some area-specific zones where dwelling length 
is regulated. 
The Infill Study found that the dwelling length of original 
bungalows range, on average, from approximately 7 to 
10 metres. 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. 
The Phase 2 Report concluded that regulating 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, and that this will help to 
ensure that the siting and placement of new dwellings is 
compatible with existing dwellings and mitigate 
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  compatibility issues related to shadowing, overlook and 

privacy. 
The Infill Study recommended a new performance 
standard for maximum Dwelling Depth based on the 
overall depth of a lot. The proposed maximum Dwelling 
Depths are based on observations, within the proposed 
Established Neighbourhood Precincts. Within these areas, 
it has been observed that new dwellings typically have rear 
walls that extend further into the rear yard of properties 
than original dwellings, with ranging depths. Recognizing 
that original dwellings tend to have a shorter dwelling 
depth than newer dwellings, it is expected that there will 
continue to be variations in the depth of dwellings within a 
block. However, by limiting the Dwelling Depth, the goal is 
that the rear walls of new dwellings (or additions to existing 
dwellings) do not project too far beyond those of the 
adjacent dwellings, in order to mitigate potential impacts 
related to shadowing, privacy and overlook on adjacent 
rear yards. 
The proposed amendment includes a definition for 
Dwelling Depth as follows: 
“Dwelling Depth” means the horizontal distance measured 
from the minimum front yard setback to the rear wall of a 
dwelling, excluding any Obstruction of Yards. 
“Obstruction of Yards” is defined in parent zoning by-laws 
(2511, 2520 and 3036) as follows: 
“Obstruction of Yards” 
No person shall obstruct in any manner whatsoever any 
front yard, side yard or rear yard required to be provided 
by this By-law, but this provision shall not apply to: 
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  (a) main eaves, belt courses, chimney breasts, sills or 

cornices not projecting more than 0.5 of a metre into 
required yard; 

(b) uncovered steps or platforms not exceeding 1.0 metre 
in height above grade and not projecting more than 
1.5 metres into any required front yard, not 1.0 metre 
into any required side yard; 

(c) awnings, clothes poles, recreational equipment, 
garden trellises, or similar accessories; 

(d) fire escapes projecting not more than l.5 metres into 
the side yard or rear yard; 

(e) fences in a side or rear yard; 
(f) hedges or ornamental fences of open construction not 

exceeding 1.0 metres in height in a front yard; and 
(g) accessory uses permitted by this By-law. 
The proposed provision for Dwelling Depth is as follows: 
Dwelling Depth (maximum): 
The maximum Dwelling Depth, measured from the 
minimum front yard setback to the rear wall of a dwelling, 
shall be as follows: 
(i) For lots with depths up to 40 metres: 17 metres 
(ii) For lots with depths greater than 40 metres: 

20 metres 
The Infill Study (Phase 2 Report) noted that these 
maximum Dwelling Depths are consistent with observed 
characteristics within established neighbourhoods, and are 
not anticipated to generate any compliance issues with 
original dwellings within neighbourhoods. 
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9. Side Yard Setback 

Adjacent to a Rear 
Yard for Infill Dwelling 

Commented that Side Yard Setbacks from 
1.5 to 4.5 should be reconsidered. 
Concerned that the restrictions being 
proposed with respect to Side Yard 
Setback for Infill Dwelling to existing infill 
and replacement lots will significantly 
impact the buildable area of these existing 
lots that were created based on the 
existing zoning by-law side yard setback 
of 1.5 metres. 
Commented that the proposed Side Yard 
Setbacks for Infill Dwelling should be 
taken into account when approving the 
width of any new lot, and not applied to 
existing lots that were created based on 
the current allowable side yard setbacks 
and minimum lot widths. An amendment to 
the draft by-law should be included to 
increase the minimum lot widths by 3.0 
metres for newly created lots where the 
side yard abuts an existing rear yard and 
exclude the application of the 4.5 metres 
side yard setback for existing lots. 

The proposed zoning regulation for Side Yard Setback 
adjacent to a rear yard for Infill Dwelling has been 
removed. 
The Draft Zoning By-law proposed a minimum Side Yard 
Setback for an Infill Dwelling. The regulation stipulated 
that where the side lot line of a newly created lot for any 
Infill Dwelling abuts the rear lot line of an existing lot of 
record, the minimum side yard setback to the side lot line 
abutting the rear lot line of an existing lot of record shall be 
4.5 metres. 
Upon further examination, staff have established that there 
are various examples of existing conditions within the 
Established Neighbourhood Precincts where a lot may be 
flanked on one or both sides by a rear lot. The proposed 
zoning regulation, in conjunction with the size of the 
subject lots in these existing situations, would prohibit 
reasonable development of the property, and therefore the 
proposed zoning regulation has been removed. 

10. Side Yard Setback Commented that regulations should 
prevent the roof of a new house from 
overlapping an existing house (as it 
appears in the photo below). 
Concerned that Side Yard Setback is 
not specifically defined in the proposed 
by-law. 

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. 
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The separation distance between dwellings, whether large 
or small, has an impact on the perceived sense of open 
space in a neighbourhood. Typically, in the proposed 
Established Neighbourhood Precincts, there is a larger 
separation distance between the original dwellings as 
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 separation distance between dwellings is 
closely related to other elements of neighbourhood 
character, including Lot Coverage and Side Yard Setback. 
The Infill Study concluded that adding a policy in the City’s 
Official Plan that speaks to infill and replacement dwellings 
reinforcing the established pattern of existing side yard 
setbacks and separation distances between dwellings 
would appropriately address potential compatibility issues. 
The Infill Study did not recommend any changes to the 
City’s by-laws on this matter. 
The proposed official plan amendment addresses 
reinforcing the established pattern of existing side yard 
setbacks and separation distances between dwellings 
asobserved from the street, and reinforcing the established 
front yard setbacks on the street (proposed official plan 
policy 3.9 (f) (ii) and (iv)). 
The proposed zoning by-law amendment does not 
propose any changes to the existing requirements for Side 
Yard Setbacks. 

11. Lot Frontage and Lot 
Area 

Concerned that the lot frontage, and lot 
area is being reduced. 

The proposal does not alter the existing zoning by-law 
provisions for Lot Frontage or Lot Area. 
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  The Planning Options Report, December 2019 (the Phase 

2 Report), stated that typically, Lot Frontages on lots within 
established neighbourhoods are fairly consistent. The 
introduction of infill and replacement housing into an 
established neighbourhood generally results in no change 
to the Lot Frontage and the Lot Area. However, it is 
possible that a severance or subdivision of land could 
result in smaller lots than what exist in the immediate 
neighbourhood. This situation may alter the rhythm and 
pattern of built form within an established neighbourhood, 
and can impact the look and feel of a neighbourhood 
which may result in compatibility issues. Following a 
review of the City’s official plan, zoning by-laws, and 
development guidelines, the Study determined that 
although the existing by-laws are sufficient with respect to 
Lot Frontages, it is appropriate to add policy to the City’s 
official plan to direct that the creation of new lots 
associated with infill housing should reinforce the 
established pattern of existing lot widths and lot coverage 
in the Established Neighbourhood Precincts. 

12. Front Yard Setback Concerned that Front Yard Setback is not 
specifically defined in the proposed bylaw 
and that Front Yard Setback is based on 
the adjacent properties and not a set 
standard. 

The Draft Zoning By-law proposes new maximum and 
minimum Front Yard Setbacks, as well as a definition for 
“Setback”, as follows: 
Item 5.1 (e) 
Front Yard Setback (maximum): 
The maximum front yard setback shall not exceed the 
average of the existing front yard setback of the dwellings 
on the immediately abutting lots located along the same 
side of the street and within the same block by more than 
1.0 metre. The maximum Front Yard Setback applies to 
only 80% of the Dwelling Width including any attached 
garage. 



OPA 20-006/P and A 11/20: Infill Housing June 25, 2021 

Page 17 of 35 

Item Number Key Comments/Concerns Staff Response 
  Item 5.1 (f) 

Front Yard Setback (minimum): 
Despite any other provision in this by-law, for lots within 
any Established Neighbourhood Precinct Overlay Zone, 
the minimum front yard setback shall be equal to the 
smallest existing front yard setback of the dwellings on the 
immediately abutting lots located along the same side of 
the street and within the same block. For corner lots, the 
minimum front yard setback shall be equal to the smallest 
existing front yard setback of the dwellings on the nearest 
two lots located along the same side of the street and 
within the same block. 
Item 4.8 
“Setback” means the shortest distance between a building 
and a lot line. In calculating the setback the horizontal 
distance from the respective lot line shall be used. 
The intent of the new performance standards for minimum 
and maximum front yard setbacks is to reinforce the open 
space characteristics of the neighbourhood, while at the 
same time allowing for flexibility of a range of 1 metre. This 
assists In avoiding a monotonous “wall” of front facades 
along the street which can add to the diversity of the 
streetscape. 

Parent By-laws (2511, 2520, 3036) define “yards” (side, 
front rear) and not “setbacks”. Current practice is to use 
the term “setback” and therefore a definition is provided in 
the proposed zoning by-law. 

13. Dwelling Height Comments were received both in support 
and opposition to the proposed Dwelling 
Height of 9 metres. 

The Infill Study determined that there is a range of dwelling 
heights within the Established Neighbourhoods, and that 
the newer builds are generally taller than the original 
homes owing to a combination of factors including: taller 
ceiling heights on all floors including the basement, as well  
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 A comment in opposition suggested that a 

9 metre height limit would result in limiting 
the ability to create ceiling heights of 
between 9 and 12 feet. The comment 
suggested that eight feet is no longer the 
standard ceiling height and that 9-12 foot 
ceilings are very common in new houses.  
A comment suggested that the 9 metre 
height limit is not required along Spruce 
Hill Rd, since the new builds along that 
street are large custom homes with trees, 
landscaping and appropriate space 
between homes. 

as steeper roof pitches. The Infill Study also determined 
that the majority of new builds in the Established 
Neighbourhoods had similar roof styles to that of the 
original homes: gable roofs. The difference being that the 
newer homes had steeper roof pitches. 
Research previously undertaken by staff, and reported in 
PLN 06-18 in support of By-law 7610/18 (Height By-law), 
indicated that a height of 9 metres is sufficient to 
accommodate the development of a two-storey home. 
Staff have confirmed that a two storey home with a 12 foot 
high main floor ceiling can be accommodated within a 
Dwelling Height limit of 9 metres. 
The proposed definition of Dwelling Height is as follows: 
Item 4.2 
“Dwelling Height” means the vertical distance between the 
average grade as measured along the front wall of the 
dwelling, and in the case of a flat roof, the highest point of 
the roof surface or parapet wall, or in the case of a 
mansard roof the deck line, or in the case of a gabled, hip 
or gambrel roof, the mean height between eaves and 
ridge. A cupola, antenna, or other roof structure which is 
used only as an ornament shall be disregarded in 
calculating the height of such dwelling. 

14. Garage Width Commented that based on a minimum 
Side Yard Setback requirement of 
1.5 metres, residential lots less than 15 m 
(50 feet) wide could only have a single car 
garage. This could potentially lead to 
parking issues. 

The proposed zoning regulation for Garage Width and the 
proposed definition of Dwelling Width have been removed. 
The Draft Zoning By-law proposed a regulation to limit the 
width of a garage or carport to be no greater than 50% of 
the Dwelling Width. In addition, the Draft Zoning By-law 
proposed a definition for Dwelling Width to assist in 
determining the measurement for Garage Width. 
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  In order to allow for greater flexibility of design, the 

provision for maximum Garage Width has been removed 
from the Revised Draft By-law. 
As a result of the removal of maximum Garage Width 
provision, there is no need to include a definition of 
Dwelling Width in the Revised Draft By-law and therefore, 
it is also removed. 

15. Driveway Width Commented that the proposed by-law is 
so restrictive it will not allow for current 
and common alterations to a home. An 
example being, that many properties will 
not be able to install a double driveway. 
This could leaving properties unappealing 
for resale. 

A 6.0 metre wide driveway is sufficient to accommodate 
two cars parked side-by-side. The proposed maximum 
Driveway Width is 6.0 metres. However, for lots where the 
entrance of a garage or carport is wider that 6.0 metres, 
the maximum driveway width is proposed to be no greater 
that the width of the entrance of a garage or carport. 

16. Transition Provisions Commented that: 
• there should be more liberal 

transition rules; 

• the bylaw could be delayed for a 
year; 

• any applicant that has building 
permits already submitted should 
be grandfathered; and 

• any applicant who has started a 
planning process should be 
grandfathered 

The proposed zoning by-law amendment contains 
Transition Provisions which address how Planning Act 
applications will be reviewed and addressed through the 
transition period between the adoption of the proposed 
by-law amendment and any potential appeal process. 
In particular: 
• subject to conditions, a Building Permit applied for 

prior to the adoption of this by-law amendment is not 
subject to this by-law amendment; 

• the requirements of this by-law amendment do not 
apply to a lot where a minor variance was authorized 
by the Committee of Adjustment of the City or the 
Ontario Land Tribunal on or before the effective date 
of this by-law amendment and a building permit has 
not yet been issued; 
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  • subject to conditions, the requirements of this by-law 

amendment do not apply to a lot where an application 
for a minor variance has been filed on or before the 
effective date of this by-law amendment; and 

• the requirements of this by-law amendment do not 
apply to a lot where the Ontario Land Tribunal, on or 
before the passing of this by-law amendment, granted 
approval in principle for a zoning by-law amendment 
or minor variance, but has decided that the final 
Order shall come into force, or be issued, at a future 
fixed date and a building permit has not yet been 
issued. 

17. Urban Design 
Guidelines: General 

Commented that the document proposes 
to control and restrict design choices. 
Commented in opposition to the proposed 
urban design guidelines and especially 
embedding them in the Official Plan. 
Commented that the definition of Infill 
Housing in the Urban Design Guidelines is 
not consistent with the definition of Infill in 
the Draft By-law. 

Urban Design Guidelines are created to provide guidance. 
The very nature of urban design guidelines is to “guide”, 
not “control” or “restrict” design choices. Zoning By-laws 
are the Planning tool used to “control and restrict” built 
form. 
In particular, the following principles established in the 
Urban Design Guidelines for Infill and Replacement 
Housing in Established Neighbourhood Precincts 
specifically address this (on page 11): 
Principle number 2 states: “Encourage architectural 
diversity that complements the character of the 
Neighbourhood Precinct.” And 
Principle number 4 states: “Enhance the character, identity 
and sense of place of the Neighbourhood Precinct.” 
Urban Design Guidelines: 
• Help to refine the sense of character of a place 

through Design Principles; 
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  • Provide detailed design direction to help implement a 

municipality’s vision of a particular area or 
neighbourhood; 

• Help implement policies in the official plan and 
provisions in the zoning by-law; and 

• Are used by staff, developers and the public for 
evaluation and preparation of development or re-
development applications. 

The Urban Design Guidelines are not embedded in the 
official plan. Urban design guidelines are used to 
implement official plan policy. It is therefore appropriate to 
include policies in the official plan to enable the 
implementation of the Urban Design Guidelines. 
The UDGs have been reviewed and updated for 
consistency with the proposed revisions to the 
amendments. The definition of Infill Dwelling has been 
updated in the UDGs and the Revised Draft By-law. 

18. Urban Design 
Guidelines: Garage 
Placement 

Commented that they are glad for the 
provisions regarding the location of 
garages. Often they hide the front door 
area and anyone doing something illegal 
at the front would not be observable (as in 
houses along Maple Ridge). Garages that 
hide front doors should also not be 
permitted in new construction. 
Commented that the Urban Design 
Guidelines do not allow for freestanding 
garages, which can sometimes be 
designed with the garage doors oriented 
away from the street. 

The Infill Study identified that the location and placement 
of a garage can lead to massing and 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. To address this matter, the Infill Study 
recommended Urban Design Guidelines that encourage 
minimizing the appearance and massing of garages. 
The UDGs do not eliminate the potential for freestanding 
garages. The UGDs regarding garage and carport 
placement were created to “minimize the impact of 
projecting garages” (see page 22 of the UDGs). 
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 Commented that within the Urban Design 

Guidelines, the proposal for a double 
garage to be separated into two individual 
doors is arbitrary and that this design 
feature should be decided by the 
homeowner. Commented that a separated 
garage is not a standard feature in the 
older homes within this community and 
that this guideline should be removed from 
the Urban Design Guidelines. 

The UDG regarding the style of double car garages has 
been removed. 

19. Urban Design 
Guidelines: Checklist 

Commented that the Urban Design 
Guidelines Checklist requires property 
owners applying for a residential building 
permit to justify their particular preferences 
such as roof style (flat or pitched roof) and 
garage style (two door vs one double-
door) which may sometimes may be the 
result of function over form and not just an 
aesthetic preference. 

Question 1 of the Checklist (related to roof slope) has 
been removed. Question 14 of the checklist (related to 
garage door style) has been removed. 

 Commented that the Urban Design 
Guideline Checklist is subjective and has 
no set standard of empirical values for 
measurement. 
Questioned how the guidelines will be 
applied to redevelopment submissions. 
Questioned the specific questions in the 
Checklist and how they are to be 
interpreted. 
Commented that the Urban Design 
Guidelines are applying the site plan 
approval process to detached dwellings 
and that the Urban Design Guideline 

The purpose and intent of the UDG Checklist is to 
summarize the key intentions of the guidelines, and to act 
as a quick review for planning staff, Committee of 
Adjustment Members, and designers when reviewing 
Minor Variance applications. The UDG Checklist cannot be 
read in isolation and must be read in conjunction with the 
UDGs and the relevant guidelines are to be applied to 
each situation. 
The UDGs have been reviewed and updated for 
consistency with the proposed revisions to the 
amendments. In addition, staff is proposing to revise the 
UDG Checklist questions to remove questions 1, 6, 7, 13, 
14, 17, 19, and 20. 
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 Checklist creates a new layer of municipal 

approval that will create delays and 
increase costs in obtaining approvals for 
redevelopment. 

Currently the City’s Site Plan Control By-law (By-law No. 
7632/18) exempts residential development of one or two 
dwelling units per lot, except for within certain areas of the 
Oak Ridges Moraine. None of the areas subject to the 
proposed Established Neighbourhood Precincts are within 
the Oak Ridges Moraine. 
The Infill Study explored the possibility of using site plan 
control to manage change related to infill and replacement 
housing. The Infill Study explained that site plan control is 
a useful tool that can control certain facets of development 
while also being a time-intensive review process. 
Implementing site plan control for infill and replacement 
housing would likely lead to additional staff time and 
resources to process applications, longer timelines 
associated with development applications, and additional 
costs for applicants related to application fees and the 
creation of additional plans and other supporting materials. 
The Infill Study determined that other recommended tools, 
such as the Urban Design Guidelines in combination with 
Official Plan Policies and Zoning By-law provisions, could 
appropriately address matters of neighbourhood character 
and compatibility without the need to implement site plan 
control for infill and replacement housing. Through the use 
of UDGs and the other recommended tools, the City will be 
able to efficiently and appropriately manage compatibility 
issues currently associated with some infill and 
replacement housing. 

20. Proposed Tree 
Protection By-law: 
Petition 

A petition was circulated among residents 
by residents. The petition indicated the 
City’s intent to amend it official plan 
policies and zoning by-laws to implement 
the results of the Infill and Replacement 
Housing in Established Neighbourhoods 
Study as endorsed by Council. Further,  

The City issued the following statement on 
February 2, 2021 to clarify the concern: 
Official Statement – Neighbourhood Petition 
Posted on Tuesday February 02, 2021 
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 the petition stated support for the 

application amendments as well as 
requested the City to include: 
• A private tree by-law, which would 

protect all trees over a specified 
diameter on private property; and 

• a by-law to regulate driveway widths 
within the front yard, and within the 
public right-of-way. 

Commented that there is confusion among 
residents who are in support of this 
proposal that the proposed private tree 
protection by-law is part of the changes 
included in in the proposed Official Plan 
Amendment (OPA 20-006/P) and 
proposed Zoning By-law Amendment (A 
11/20). Requested that this be clarified in 
a written notice to all residents. 

“The City of Pickering has received concerns about a 
recent neighbourhood petition, linking a recommended 
investigation of a Private Tree Protection By-law with a 
City-initiated Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment. 

We would like to clarify that the Planning Act process for 
the Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments related 
to Infill and Replacement Housing in Established 
Neighbourhoods is separate and distinct from staff’s 
investigation into the details and implications of a Private 
Tree Protection By-law. 

Further, the recommendation to consider the 
implementation of a Private Tree Protection By-law is not a 
Planning Act matter and is being addressed separately 
and concurrently with this process. View details in the 
Information Report to Planning & Development Committee 
(Report Number 01-21).” 

21. Tree Protection Commented in favour of protecting the 
trees in these neighbourhoods, and in all 
of Pickering through the use of a 
"Private Tree Protection By-law". 
Commented that there appears to be no 
consequences (such as significant fines) 
when trees are removed, no enforcement 
if there are by-laws against removal of 
trees, and no process to enable 
appropriate removal of trees. 
Commented that plants and trees in the 
urban areas of the city need to share 
nutrition and information circulated by 
underground connections found in copses 
and forests. Commented that highly 

Staff will consider these comments through the ongoing 
process to investigate the details and implications of a 
Private Tree Protection By-law, in accordance with Council 
direction of September 28, 2020. 

https://www.pickering.ca/en/city-hall/city-initiated-opa-20-006p.aspx
https://www.pickering.ca/en/city-hall/city-initiated-opa-20-006p.aspx
https://corporate.pickering.ca/WebLink/0/edoc/235015/Information%20Report%2001-21.pdf
https://corporate.pickering.ca/WebLink/0/edoc/235015/Information%20Report%2001-21.pdf
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 individualized environments are 

unhealthy. 
Commented that certain insects (such as 
Emerald Ash Borer beetles) have done 
significant damage to ash trees, forcing 
the need to cut them down. Commented 
that otherwise tree canopies should be 
maintained. 
Commented that the Federal Government 
has recently budgeted significant funds to 
plant trees as part of their focus on 
reaching carbon neutral, since trees 
absorb carbon. 
Commented that the City of Pickering has 
a responsibility to protect the trees in the 
city and that healthy mature trees 20cm 
and greater in diameter should be 
protected during construction. Referred to 
the City of Vancouver “Protection of Trees 
Bylaw 9958” and the City of Toronto “Tree 
Protection Policy and Specifications for 
Construction near Trees” dated July 2016. 
Commented that immediate restrictions for 
tree protection should be implemented 
until the process is complete because 
trees in the West Shore and the Fairport 
Beach neighbourhoods are being cut 
down frequently. 
Commented that a tree preservation 
by-law be “implemented” rather than 
“considered”. 
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22. Property Values Commented that proposed changes will 

lead to a reduction in property values and 
that the effects of the proposal will 
negatively impact development potential in 
the identified precincts, which, in turn will 
impact property owners planning to sell to 
finance their retirement or otherwise 
positively benefit from their real estate 
investment. 
A petition which read “Oppose Pickering 
Proposal that will Decrease Property 
Values” was submitted and signed by 373 
individuals. 

A correlation cannot be conclusively made between the 
initiation of establishing the proposed amendments related 
to infill and replacement housing and housing prices in 
proposed Established Neighbourhood Precincts. Other 
influences, such as market forces, interest rates, other 
government policies (federal and provincial), etc., may be 
contributing factors. 

23. Property Tax Loss to 
the City 

Commented that the proposed 
amendments will affect the tax revenues 
of the City. Questioned where the City will 
get revenues when no more large family 
houses that pay property taxes are built, 
and the value of the smaller houses have 
been reduced along with their tax 
contribution. 
Commented that the proposed reduction 
of the permitted Lot Coverage from 33% to 
25% on a lot size of 50x150 feet, will result 
in a house size that is approximately 
1200 square feet less, leading to a loss of 
tax revenue of between $5000-$6000. 
Commented in opposition to proposed 
amendments since they will hinder the 
growth of the city 

A correlation cannot be conclusively made between the 
initiation of establishing the proposed amendments related 
to infill and replacement housing and housing prices in 
proposed Established Neighbourhood Precincts. Other 
influences, such as market forces, interest rates, other 
government policies (federal and provincial), etc., may be 
contributing factors. 
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24. Planning Process Commented in opposition to what appears 

to be different rules for individual property 
owners and developers, and that these 
amendments favour developers. 
Reference was made to recent 
development proposals that have 
approved Lot Coverage of 50%. 

Developers and individual property owners are required to 
comply with the same official plan policies, zoning by-law 
provisions and urban design guidelines. 
Anyone, developer or individual, may submit an application 
to amend official plan policies or zoning provisions. Each 
application will be considered through the Planning Act 
process based on its own merits and which includes public 
consultation. There is no separate process for individuals 
or developers. 

25. Right to Appeal Commented that the amendments to the 
Official Plan will indirectly remove the right 
to submit a minor variance application to 
the Committee of Adjustment. 

The proposed amendments are to the City’s Official Plan 
and Zoning By-laws 2511, 2520 and 3036. In order to 
preserve the right to appeal these amendments to the 
Ontario Land Tribunal, a person or public body must make 
an oral submission at a public meeting or make written 
submissions to the City of Pickering before the proposed 
official plan and zoning by-law amendments are passed. In 
addition, if you wish to be notified of the decision regarding 
these amendments, you must make a written request to 
the City Clerk. 

 Questioned whether the proposed 
amendments intend to restrict an 
individual’s right to appeal a decision of 
the Committee of Adjustment. 
Commented that if builders continue to 
apply to the Committee of Adjustment for 
minor variances and if the Committee 
continues to approve these variances then 
the work of the consultant (Infill Study 
recommendations prepared by SGL) will 
be defeated. 

The proposed amendments do not remove a person’s right 
to appeal a decision of the Committee of Adjustment, 
directly or indirectly. 

Concern noted. The Planning Act establishes the legal 
mechanism for minor variance applications to the 
Committee of Adjustment. However, the various policies 
and provisions being proposed through this official plan 
and zoning by-law amendment process, intend to provide 
stronger direction and standards to both builders and 
members of the Committee of Adjustment for new 
construction of infill and replacement housing. 
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26. Engagement Commented that electronic meetings for 

presentation and discussion of a proposal 
is inappropriate and that some residents 
may have technological roadblocks to 
attend electronic meetings. Commented 
that residents should be able to attend 
and speak at an in-person meeting. 
Concerned that the amendment is being 
proposed during the pandemic and does 
not allow all citizens the ability to voice 
their concerns. 
Commented that delegations had difficulty 
connecting to the meeting. 

Commented that changes to zoning 
bylaws should only be made when full 
consent of impacted residents has been 
received. 

Due to the current COVID-19 pandemic and the Premier’s 
Emergency Order to prohibit public events and limit 
gatherings, the City of Pickering has adopted electronic 
public meetings to continue with the business of the City 
during the pandemic. The Notice of the January 4, 2021 
Electronic Planning & Development Committee Meeting 
provided detailed information on how to register as a 
delegate with the Clerk for the meeting. In addition, contact 
information for staff was provided in the Notice should 
anyone decide that they would prefer to email or speak 
directly with staff on the matter. The Clerk’s office has 
confirmed that, with the exception of two individuals, all 
parties that registered to be a delegate on this item, and 
wished to speak, were in fact connected by phone to the 
meeting.  One of the delegates (Lisa-Lynn Robinson) 
advised Councillor Brenner prior to the start of the meeting 
that she was unable to connect and that she would submit 
written comments to Planning. Another registered delegate 
(Fred Traer) had registered in error for this item and 
advised staff of this when he was connected. 
The City also has a webpage devoted to this application 
with staff contact information as well as other relevant 
information. 
The Planning Act provides for a robust public engagement 
process so that Council can make informed decisions on 
behalf of its constituents. 

27. Notice Commented that they were not aware that 
this application was being considered and 
that Notice was not received. 
Commented that the timing of the January 
4, 2021 Planning and Development 
Committee Meeting and the meeting  

Notice of the January 4, 2021 Statutory Public Meeting, 
was placed on the Community Page in the December 10, 
2020 and December 17, 2020 editions of the News 
Advertiser. Notice was also mailed to all land owners 
within the proposed Established Neighbourhood Precincts 
and to all land owners within 150 metres of the affected  
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 Notice of December 16, 2020, during a 

provincial COVID lockdown and over the 
Christmas holidays, is unacceptable. 

lands and was posted on the City’s website. In addition, all 
individuals and organizations listed on the Interested 
Parties List for the Infill Study were notified of this public 
meeting. 

28. Shadowing, Overlook 
and Privacy 

Commented that overlook and privacy are 
not conditions that can be managed or 
controlled equitably. Commented that the 
Ontario Building Code (OBC) limits the 
amount of openings (i.e. windows) in the 
side walls of houses and other buildings 
based on a mathematical calculation for 
reasons of possible flame spread one 
building to another in the event of a fire. 
This OBC code requirement, indirectly 
contributes to minimizing the possibility of 
overlook when one house extends deeper 
than the adjacent houses. Houses will 
have more overlook possibility into 
neighbouring properties when the back 
walls of house are in line vs staggered. 

It is precisely because the conditions of privacy, overlook 
and shadowing are variable from property to property that 
the Council endorsed recommendations of the Infill Study 
included, official plan and zoning by-law amendments as 
well as urban design guidelines. It is the combination of 
these various tools that will help to manage the impacts of 
new built form on existing built form. 
The Urban Design Guidelines do not advocate for “lining 
up the back walls of houses”. Principles 1 and 2 on 
page 11 of the UDGs are as follows: 
1. Enhance and integrate new built form that is 

compatible with the characteristics of the Established 
Neighbourhood Precinct. 

2. Encourage architectural diversity that complements the 
character of the Established Neighbourhood Precinct. 

The UDGs specifically address the matter of Dwelling 
Depth in guideline 2.3.2 as follows: 
2.3.2 Dwelling Depth should be generally in keeping with 

the existing dwellings along a street to avoid 
privacy and overshadow issues. 

The intent of the proposed Urban Design Guidelines is to 
provide guidance.  It is the combination of the proposed 
official plan policies, zoning by-law amendments and these 
Urban Design Guidelines that will help to manage the 
impacts of new built form on existing built form. 
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29. “Missing Middle” / 

Intensification 
Commented that revising existing 
neighbourhood standards to allow for 
greater density does not preserve the 
character of the neighbourhood nor would 
it be in the best interest of the residents in 
that neighbourhood. 
Commented that it appears that the 
direction of the City of Pickering is to fill in 
every square inch of land in established 
neighbourhoods. 
Questioned whether or not the proposal 
will preclude opportunities for 
intensification in these areas. Are there 
opportunities for developing “missing 
middle” housing in these areas? 

The proposed amendments are not altering the current 
provisions for allowable density, permitted use, minimum 
Lot Frontage, and minimum Lot Area. 

The proposed amendments are not altering the current 
provision for allowable density. 

The term “missing middle” generally refers to multi-unit 
residential housing between 4 and 8 storeys in height, 
which is more dense than single and semi-detached 
dwellings, and less dense than high-rise apartment 
buildings. 
“Infill Dwelling”, in the context of these amendments, 
means the development of one or more dwellings such as 
single detached, semi-detached or street townhouse 
dwellings, through a consolidation of lots or the severance 
of a larger lot located on an existing street within an 
“Established Neighbourhood Precinct Overlay Zone”. Infill 
Dwelling does not include the development of stacked 
townhouses, stacked back-to-back townhouses, apartment 
buildings, or other forms of multi-unit housing resulting in a 
higher level of density. 
In this respect, this study addresses compatibility between 
infill (to the extent described above) and replacement 
housing in the context of Pickering’s established 
neighbourhoods. While in some cases there may certainly 
be opportunities to promote denser forms of housing (the 
“missing middle”) within and on the fringes of established 
residential neighbourhoods, these types of development 
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  would be considered in the context of a comprehensive 

development application, typically involving separate 
zoning by-law and/or official plan amendments. Such 
applications would be the subject of a thorough level of 
review through the City’s established development review 
processes including a decision of Council. 
In 2015 the City embarked on the South Pickering 
Intensification Study (SPIS) with a community engagement 
program regarding where and to what extent growth 
should occur in South Pickering. Phase 1 of the SPIS 
established that the primary areas for intensification are 
the City Centre and the Mixed Use Nodes and Corridors 
within the City. 
Phase 2 of the SPIS consisted of the recently completed 
Kingston Road Corridor and Specialty Retailing Node 
Intensification Study. In December 2019, Council endorsed 
the Kingston Road Corridor and Specialty Retailing Node 
Intensification Plan which confirms and guides how 
intensification should proceed along the Kingston Road 
corridor and within the Specialty Retailing Node (located to 
the south and east of Kingston Road and Brock Road, and 
north of Highway 401). It is intended that the “missing 
middle” will be predominantly accommodated, in addition 
to other forms of residential and mixed use development, 
in these areas. 

30. Construction Debris 
and Dust 

Commented that new construction of 
houses is dusty, the sidewalk is not 
cleared, and this prevents one from 
walking on it. Now more than ever, due to 
COVID, we all need to get outside for a 
walk and fresh air. 

The City addresses matters related to debris and dust from 
construction, as well as general construction practices on 
building sites for infill and replacement housing, including 
concerns with property standards and maintenance, in the 
City’s brochure on Expectations for Construction Site 
Maintenance. This brochure is made available to all 
builders within the City. 

https://www.pickering.ca/en/living/resources/city-expectations-for-builders.pdf
https://www.pickering.ca/en/living/resources/city-expectations-for-builders.pdf
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31. General Commented that the city is evolving into 

something very beautiful and that the 
existing restrictions are fine the way they 
are. 
Commented that they support the 
proposed amendments. 
Commented that the words such as 
‘Monster Home’ are misleading, emotional 
and inflammatory. 
Commented that it is sad that young 
professionals must compete against 
developers who will tear down a bungalow 
or cottage and build a monstrous house 
for 2 million dollars on the lot. 
Commented that there should be some 
more regulations and that they should be 
fair and should be applied to all of 
Pickering. Pickering residents should not 
have restrictions placed on them that are 
being dictated by one or two associations 
that are against the building of homes in 
their own neighbourhood. 
Commented that redevelopment should 
be permitted to in accordance with the 
existing zoning by-law and as supported 
by the marketplace. 
Commented that they would like to 
acknowledge the excellent work put into 
developing this study by the Consultant. 
Commented that while the study is not 
perfect, and is in need of adjustments, it is 
a step forward. 

Comments noted and considered. 
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 Commented that the amendments 

proposed for the City’s official plan and 
zoning by-laws does nothing for the 
quality of life for the citizens of Pickering. 
Commented that nothing but congestion 
and crime lay ahead for this city. 
Commented that the Pickering West 
Shore Community Association 
(P.W.S.C.A.) has 504 members active on 
their Facebook web site on a regular basis 
and who reside in the West Shore 
community. The P.W.S.C.A. fully supports 
the Infill Study with its recommendations 
for Pickering West Shore established 
Neighborhood Precincts. 
Questioned how much this study cost and 
who at the city was responsible for 
initiating this. 

 

 Commented that as a resident of the 
Rosebank neighborhood, I'd like to 
register my strong support for the 
proposed amendments. We have been in 
the neighbourhood close to 10 years now, 
having bought in the area in part due to 
the 'look' of it. 
Commented that over the last few years, 
the approvals for monster homes and 
homes with less spacing are changing the 
neighbourhood, and not in a good way. It 
may be appropriate to provide exemptions 
to build affordable housing but that's not 
been the case. As such, the amendment is 

On June 25, 20181 Council authorized SGL Planning & 
Design Inc. (SGL) to undertake the Infill and Replacement 
Housing in Established Neighbourhoods Study in 
accordance with Report PLN 22-18 (Resolution #459/18), 
which stems from two previous resolutions of Council 
which addressed a community engagement process and 
pre-budget approval (Resolutions #236/16 and #345/17). 
The cost of the Study was just under $148,000. 
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 a positive development and I look forward 

to city council continuing to balance the 
needs of our communities. 
Commented that the recommendations of 
the Infill Study by SGL were not restrictive 
enough or ideal. 

 

32. Nautical Village Commented that the Nautical Village study 
be completed so that any proposed 
development within the boundary of the 
Nautical Village be in keeping with the 
Nautical Village character. 
Questioned why the Nautical Village was 
not included in the Study. 
Commented that the Nautical Village study 
should be included in the final report 
before it is presented to Council. 
Commented that Information Report 01-21 
does not reference the Nautical Village. 
Commented that a survey had been 
conducted within the Infill Study and 
requested a complete copy of the survey. 

Per Council’s direction staff is preparing a separate public 
engagement process. 
Public consultation for Phase 2 of the City’s Infill and 
Replacement Housing Study 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 including an online survey. 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 feedback received from both the online survey and the 
October 29, 2019 Public Open House are summarized 
within section 4 of the Planning Options Report, December 
2019 (Phase 2 Report). 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. The Planning Options 
Report, December 2019 (Phase 2 Report) is available on 
the City’s website. 

https://www.pickering.ca/en/city-hall/resources/Infill-Study/PlanningOptionsReportDec_19_2019.pdf
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33. 1868 Fairport Road 

Severance 
Andrew Simanovskis, 1868 Fairport Road, 
joined the electronic meeting via audio 
connection to discuss a land severance 
application he had submitted to the City. 
Chair Brenner requested that Staff follow 
up with Mr. Simanovskis after the meeting 
as the subject matter of the delegation 
was not directly related to Information 
Report 01-21. 

Comment is noted and the planner on the file has been 
notified. 

34. 1924-1932 Valley Farm 
Road 

Commented that the property at 1924-
1932 Valley Farm Road is not located 
within the proposed Established 
Neighbourhood Precinct, but is located 
directly east of the proposed boundary. 
The property owner agrees that these 
properties should not be within the 
proposed Established Neighbourhood 
Precinct. 

Comment noted. 

35. Site Specific: 
Rosebank 
Neighbourhood 

Centreville Homes states that the 
proposed policies should not be applicable 
to the redevelopment of the property at 
313 Toynevale Road. 

These properties were included because they meet the 
criteria of the study. The subject application is currently 
being processed by City staff and has not yet been 
considered by Council. 
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