Memorandum to the City of Markham Committee of Adjustment
April 27, 2019

File: A/06/18

Address: 15 Wales Ave, Markham

Applicant: Trina & Dimitrios Kollis

Agent: ST Engineering (Stavros Theodorakopoulos)
Hearing Date: Wednesday April 10, 2019

The following comments are provided on behalf of the East Team. The applicant is
requesting relief from the following requirements of the Residential One (R1) Zone in By-
law 1229, as amended, as they relate to a proposed single detached residential dwelling:

a) Infill By-law 99-90, Section 1.2 (iii):
a maximum building depth of 18.59 m (61 ft), whereas the By-law permits a
maximum building depth of 16.8 m (55.12 ft);

b) Tabte 11.1:
a minimum two-storey side yard setback (south) of 1.22 m (4 ft), whereas the By-
law requires a minimum two-storey side yard setback of 1.83 m (6 ft);

c) Infill By-law 99-90, Section 1.2 (vi):
a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 55.4 percent, whereas the By-law permits a
maximum Floor Area Ratio of 45 percent;

The application was deferred by the Committee of Adjustment on October 24", 2018 to
allow the applicant to address concerns raised at the meeting respecting the design and
overall massing of the proposed dwelling. Also, Committee was of the opinion that it was
premature to make a decision at the time as there were heritage issues related to the
existing home on the subject property that needed to be resolved.

On October 24, 2018, Heritage Markham recommended heritage designation for the
existing 1920s brick dwelling on the property and did not support the requested variances
because they were linked to the construction of a new dwelling to replace the existing one.
Heritage Markham's position was that the existing dwelling has cultural heritage value and
should remain, potentially with an addition instead. On March 18, 2019, Development
Services Committee received a staff report recommending that the property be designated
under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. Development Services Committee, by simply
receiving the staff report, did not take any action to designate the property under Part |V
of the Ontario Heritage Act and therefore the property is not designated.

Following Development Services Committee's decision, the applicant has requested to
proceed to the Committee of Adjustment with the same proposal that was deferred in
October 2018. The design of the proposed dwelling remains the same as what was
previously submitted at that time (See Appendix B). No changes have been made to the
requested variances and Staff's comments dated October 19, 2018 remain applicable
(See Appendix C).

CONCLUSION

Staff have no objection to the variances related to building depth and side yard setback.
However staff remain concerned that the increased floor area ratio would result in a
dwelling with a massing that is not compatible with the surrounding built form. Staff
recommend that the Committee consider public input in reaching a decision, and should
satisfy themselves as to whether the variance meets the four tests of the Planning Act.



The onus is ultimately on the applicant to demonstrate why they should be granted relief
from the requirements of the zoning by-law, and how they satisfy the tests of the
Planning Act required for the granting of minor variances.

PREPARED BY:

Carlson Tsang, Planner |l, West District

kaphen Corr etuor Planner, East District

File Path: Amanda\File\ 18 107821 \Documents\Disirict Team Comments Memo




APPENDIX “A”
CONDITIONS TO BE ATTACHED TO ANY APPROVAL OF FILE A/06/18

1.

2.

The variances apply only to the proposed development as long as it remains;=~

That the variances apply only to the subject development, in substantial conformity
with the plan(s) attached as “Appendix B" received on September 14, 2018, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Urban Design or designate;

Submission of a Tree Assessment and Preservation Plan, prepared by a qualified
arborist in accordance with the City's Streetscape Manual (2009), as amended, to
be reviewed and approved by the City, and that the Secretary-Treasurer receive
written confirmation from the Tree Preservation Technician or Director of
Operations that this condition has been fulfilled to his/her satisfaction of, and that
any detailed Siting, Lot Grading and Servicing Plan required as a condition of
approval reflects the Tree Assessment and Preservation Plan;

That prior to the commencement of construction or demolition, tree protection be
erected around all trees on site, including street trees, in accordance with the City’s
Streetscape Manual (2009) as amended, and inspected by City Staff to the
satisfaction of the Tree Preservation Technician or Director of Operations;

That tree replacements be provided and/or tree replacement fees be paid to the
City if required in accordance with the Tree Assessment and Preservation Plan,
and that the Secretary-Treasurer receive written confirmation that this condition
has been fulfilled to the satisfaction of the Tree Preservation Technician or Director
of Operations;

Submission of a detailed Siting, Lot Grading and Servicing Plan designed and
stamped by a Professional Engineer/Ontario Land Surveyor/Landscape Architect
satisfactory to the Director of Engineering, and that the Secretary-Treasurer
receive written confirmation that this condition has been fulfilled to the satisfaction
of the Director of Engineering or designate;

CONDITIONS PREPARED BY:

4%1{”/

2

Carlson Tsang, Planner II, West District



L]

e

r

v o oy s WO 0P V
0L oot f d
i m
E (i [ 5 Z
oo E o ey » oot c
Lri m [ onzf €6 00F IGI
o ) i >
£l oen

Cyvang 9
G¥I2 adN % 9

AJHCIS 1 *.

.__ P ‘J.quu-.nq _.

sy T
L5} o o5 861
$§4¢ : 1] s
v pEq fpEEEE 0 o TN
o T R !
] ey - m = o £ H] 5
= uwmm send¥sl oz 5 1= IE
T m o= ] ‘.ah
£ m m m - it oren m,
NYd LIS P g 4 8 . on B cnmme — fs
CIHYLND "Wy HYW iy m m. w g i HIIHB ¥
IMNIAY STTVM §1 m J8 82 EE 5 AIHELS | z
s gefels oy id “
HIERT I E L 3 - e a kS _
ONITIZMA AZHOLS 532k ¥ ¥
2 0350d0ud Aw@
ey ﬂHnL_ . hH?_|..|__.H_i.._ ¥ LIt
b isvinnie: LGRAY 4o “ w I_._.T 5
: 5 Pt
-!.“Mﬂ“.“n-.iﬁ II_M ,.IJr..r.Irsl.lI a A,\ unvm._
—4‘9—-4‘”.&”"1 X In_—.hl L—...l] L!nﬂl.ll!lll. 3 ||—1|
ONINIINIONT 1S ¥ sk - Z |
u.m I ﬂ mb
8 N AR
;S ATy
% g
N NN %0
\ L
I N
lll *l -38« .ﬁ
o T quququ AN : iRty
Ry | ws_.w
1 -
_ Lareeet |
Qow or [gfn V0
v '




4

15 Laswong|

it A0 v

$HOT AENDTY ]

d0Lwy
NYd
HOOTd LNIW3ISYE

O/IVIND ‘WYHIHYN
BNNIAY STTvM §1

AONITIIMA AZHOLS
20350d04dd

-
Py e

©

wpsal) neseun
1o iE
IR DF T SRy ey
Lt H

ONIMIINIONT LS

=
|
®

o
1 J
- —— e —— e —— = ——
|
1 T
L

|
b

:’3|
*Zl
|




ol

=t @) @ @ S R
Q © @0 9 _ ©®
»-1 e " I -4 ) > s I
H" :“ w.. -l o - [ __ - ;1 _ W
“ﬂ”ﬁggd ‘lh _ -k a-s M- R EF- T i) L ) — —
O—-—-—f- -t g - —- | !
NY1d 30014 1541 |-.|L.|H~” . -MUI-.I- _._MT-| B O e S S -®
OIHVIND ‘WyHIYYH sy iR ' . T T :
ANNIAY STTVM 5L : | P — i e )
O—t— - — J-Tl T luﬁ @
ovmamaAmioss || el a1 L P/ et s [ =IaRIE FFEN I 5 I SR N A 1 3 I I
Z Q350d0Hd @I! - .__. — —————" o S ——— [ T |
" . il N * _ Q el;
- om ] b Mp
T 0H H _ ! el o m
@ _ = = _ _ ! g
] Py 6
e P [ N - | | l“..
/ CEELN 18 oy S o ! “
e NI b7 | )
=Ty 3 N L. (0l e -
ONIY3INIONS LS ey o NN =) i . ®
. ] RN T . ~ s
£ f SERRE H IS L G |1 D 2§
aQ R u-.| /// I_mmreod] .,_ .\“. v = L o _ ﬂm P Y
842 SRR RRRY s ] A TR | I T — el L P
1 - —q rL H.w
W) . [T FEEF-Ff— e —— @
) - — wamy “ ..“_ wt .l-.

i1
5
|l
L]
£
=
N
-_-_gi_

et
l|

i

!

|

|

@

O I Y | £ e e | (_‘_ ®
I e T = e e I - -4 N I S
- - _ _ _
& | -
; | ||
' f 1
R R o
- ; o [l B
- o] 17 1
: - Mw L
& ® 6 ®

/s |




o b

-
] it oy
i g way
OZ LENDANY =l
Ao spema potea

NYd
40014 NOD35

OIHYING ‘WYHYYN
FANIAY STV GI

ONITIMA AJHOLS
€ 4350d0ud

i
—

©

ot B
IESESIZ-IrY
VR OF MANG LRy
ned s ¢

ONIYIIANIONG LS

]
|

® (ag) m.u
? ? +
L8 1 La) 1 1 L
| | PR T T m | ]
T i T T :
OO ) i s 30 I ) I |
._ __ T _ ' ' '
@t ‘ ] -4_.+__." I
@I-l.wH..l_“_ i Fay | S B ._. |_ Tl 1
ol 1] 1 1]
w v T
ot 7 e / _ o e uli..m.lll
SOEEE N N b b
" N \.A,/ = L — _|f
e iz 5 SOR—| ]
///Wm, N 7 | ~ |l
e e e N A S 5 ,
i s I Al :
ﬂ.u. - -//( |m a = "_ .u.\..“\\ Iﬂ.
b |5 /_ o =
| ._._l
2

10
s

moe
Py

b — - — ]

we | o |
| Fo R
r
i




LS bR

Gv

13 ]

1% LT
$102 18NS e

FrETy e ey

NY1d 300y

OIIVING ‘WYHIHYI
INNIAY STTVMS)

ONITIIMA AILOLS
€ J3S0d0Ud

T
el

©

v el impenaia
ISAZIY
YR Or) mAND Wy

ONIYIINIONT LS

-

@~
O




S| b

9v

e 6 )
oy o
9102 15000V =
|01} =t

suojens(3

OISVINO 'WVHNHVIN
ANNIAY STTVM G - S S

ONITI3MA AJYOLS
€ 4350d0ud

ONIH33ANIONG LS




L R

A

iy G|
gy L)
HOL LEADAY -
LRy B

SuoNeAs|3

OIRMYIND ‘WyHNHYN
ANNIAY STTIVM S

ONITISMA AJHOLS

2 a350d0dd

ONIYIFIANIONT LS

“-!.I-.'@




8y

onr) ‘i—
—ary |
O . |
ml e v |

suoleaa[3

OIHVYINDO ‘WoHIHYW
INN3AY STTYM SI

ONINIIMA AJHOLS
€ J380d0¥d

ONIMIINIOND LS

P i




i

i

6v

Sugena|y

OlYYIND "WYYV
BNNIAY STTVM SL

ONITIIMO AJYOLS
€ 03S0d0yd

ONIHIINIONT LS




APPENDIX €

Memorandum to the City of Markham Committee of Adjustment
October 19, 2018

File: AJ06/18

Address: 15 Wales Ave, Markham

Applicant: Trina & Dimitrios Kollis

Agent: ST Engineering (Stavros Theodorakopoulos)
Hearing Date: Wednesday October 24, 2018

The following comments are provided on behalf of the East Team. The applicant is
requesting relief from the following requirements of By-law 1229 - R1, as amended:

<Jaw 99-90, S

a maximum building depth of 18.59 m (61 ft), whereas the By-law permits a
maximum building depth of 16.8 m (55.12 ft);

b) Table 11.1:
a minimum two-storey side yard setback (south) of 1.22 m (4 ft), whereas the By-
law requires a minimum two-storey side yard setback of 1.83 m (6 ft);

c) Infill By-law 99-90, Section 1.2 (vi):
a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 55.4 percent, whereas the By-law permits a
maximum Floor Area Ratio of 45 percent;

as they relate to a proposed residential dwelling.

At the previous Committee of Adjustment meeting on March 14, 2018, the applicant
requested a deferral in order to address the concerns identified in the staff report dated
February 27, 2018 (See Appendix C). Staff were concerned that the proposed floor area
ratio variance would result in a dwelling that will be out of scale with surrounding homes
in the neighbourhood. In response, the applicant submitted revised drawings on
September 14, 2018 (See Appendix B) showing the following changes:

- Reduction in gross floor area from 404.6 m? (4,355 ft?) to 392 m? (4,220 ft2) and the
floor area ratio has been consequently reduced from 57.2 percent to 55.4 percent;

- Elimination of the variances related to front yard setback and eave projection; and
- Reduction in building depth from 19.05 m (62.5 ft) to 18.59 m (61 f).

No changes were made to the proposed side yard setback. Staff's previous comments
(See Appendix C) on the building depth and side yard setback variances remain
applicable. With respect to the floor area ratio variance, staff are of the opinion that whilst
efforts have been made to reduce the gross floor area, the proposed dwelling will have a
scale and massing that is inconsistent with properties on the same street and does not
reflect the neighbourhood character. The Committee should consider public input in
reaching a decision and should satisfy themselves as to whether the variance meets the
four tests of the Planning Act.

Herita

On June 12, 2018, Council approved the inclusion of eight properties, including 15 Wales
Avenue, on the Register of Property of Cultural Heritage value or Interest. Heritage
Markham Is currently evaluating the cultural heritage significance of the existing dwelling
on the property before recommending whether or not demolition of the existing dweilling



can be supported. Staff recommend that any decision of the Committee in support of the
variances be conditional upon receipt of Heritage Markham Committee’s support of the
demolition of the existing dwelling on the subject property; and, if necessary, approval of
the demolition by Markham Council.

CONCLUSION

Staff have no objection to the variances related to building depth and side yard setback.
With respect to the floor area ratio variance, staff have concerns about the resulting scale
and massing of the dwelling and recommend that the Committee consider public input in
reaching a decision, and should satisfy themselves as to whether the variance meets the
four tests of the Pianning Act.

The onus is ultimately on the applicant to demonstrate why they should be granted relief
from the requirements of the zoning by-law, and how they satisfy the tests of the
Planning Act required for the granting of minor variances,

Please see Appendix “A" for conditions to be attached to any approva! of this application.

PREPARED BY:

/\_,9‘%\/____

Carlson Tsang, Planner il, West District

REVIEWED BY:

Sally Campbell, gévelopment Manager, East District

File Palh: Amanda\Fide\ 18 107821 \Documents\District Team Comments Memo




APPENDIX “A”
CONDITIONS TO BE ATTACHED TO ANY APPROVAL OF FILE A/06/18

1.
2.

The variances apply only to the proposed development as long as it remains;

That the variances apply only to the subject development, in substantiat conformity
with the plan(s) attached as “Appendix B” received on September 14, 2018, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Urban Design or designate;

That the variances be conditional upon confirmation that demolition of the existing
building on the subject property is supported by Heritage Markham, and if
necessary, Markham Council;

Submission of a Tree Assessment and Preservation Plan, prepared by a qualified
arborist in accordance with the City's Streetscape Manual (2009), as amended, to
be reviewed and approved by the City, and that the Secretary-Treasurer receive
written confirmation from the Tree Preservation Technician or Director of
Operations that this condition has been fulfilled to his/her satisfaction of, and that
any detailed Siting, Lot Grading and Servicing Plan required as a condition of
approval reflects the Tree Assessment and Preservation Plan;

That prior to the commencement of construction or demolition, tree protection be
erected around all trees on site, including street trees, in accordance with the City's
Streetscape Manual (2009) as amended, and inspected by City Staff to the
satisfaction of the Tree Preservation Technician or Director of Operations;

That tree replacements be provided and/or tree replacement fees be paid to the
City if required in accordance with the Tree Assessment and Praservation Plan,
and that the Secretary-Treasurer receive written confirmation that this condition
has been fulfilled to the satisfaction of the Tree Preservation Technician or Director
of Operations;

Submission of a detailed Siting, Lot Grading and Servicing Plan designed and
stamped by a Professional Engineer/Ontario Land Surveyor/Landscape Architect
satisfactory to the Director of Engineering, and that the Secretary-Treasurer
receive written confirmation that this condition has been fulfilied to the satisfaction
of the Director of Engineering or designate;

CONDITIONS PREPARED BY:

Carison Tsang, Planner, Zoning and Special Projects
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APPENDIX
C:

Memorandum to the City of Markham Committee of Adjustment
March 1%, 2018

File: AJ06/18

Address: 15 Wales Avenue, Markham

Applicant: Trina & Dimitrios Kollis

Agent: ST Engineering (Stavros Theodorakopoulos)

Hearing Date: Wednesday March 14, 2018

The following comments are provided gn behalf of the East Team. The applicant is
requesting relief from the following requirements of By-law 1229, R1, as amended, to
permit:

a) Table 11.1:
a minimum front yard setback of 24 ft 7 in, whereas the By-law requires a- minimum
front yard setback of 25 ft;

b) Infill By-law 99-90, Section 1.2 {iii):
a maximum building depth of 19.05 m, whereas the By-law permits a maximum
building depth of 16.8 m;

c) Table 11.1:
a minimum two-storey side yard setback of 4 ft, whereas the By-law requires a
minimum two-storey side yard setback of 6 ft;

d) Infill By-law 99-90, Section 1.2 (vi}):
a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 57.2 percent, whereas the By-law permills a
maximum Floor Area Ratio of 45 percent;

) on :
a maximum eave projection of 23 in, whereas the By-law permits a maximum eave
projection of 18 in;

as they relate to a proposed residential dwelling.

BACKGROUND

Property Description

The 800 m? (8,611.13 ft2) subject property Is Iocated on the east side Wales Avenue, east
of Main Street Markham North and south of 16% Avenue, just outside of the Markham
Village Conservation Heritage District. The Go Transit railway line is located to the east.
The surrounding area consists of a mix of one and two-storey detached dwellings. The
property conltains a 137.12 m? (1,476 #t?) two-storey detached dwelling with a detached
garage, which currently shares a driveway with the neighbouring house to the north and
which according to assessment records was constructed in 1928. Two large mature trees
currently exist in the rear yard.

Proposal

The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing home and the detached garage, and
construct a new 404.6 m? (4,355 ft2) two-storey detached dwelling with an integrated
double-car garage. One of the large trees in the rear yard is proposed to be removed. The
applicant will be required lo work with the City's Tree Preservation Technician to provide
tree replacement and/or compensation in accordance with the City's Streetscape Manual
prior to the issuance of a building permit.



Official Plan and Zoning

2014 Official Plan (partially approved on O /15, May 26/16, Mar 10/17, April 21/17
Nov 24/17)

The subject property is designated “Residential — Low Rise”, which provides for low rise
housing forms including single detached dwellings. Infill development is required to meet
the general intent of the 2014 Official Plan with respect to height, massing and setbacks
to ensure that the development is appropriate for the site and also generally consistent
with the zoning requirements for adjacent properties and propertles along the same street.
Regard must also be had for retention of existing trees and vegetation, as well as the width
of proposed garages and driveways. Planning stafi have had regard for the infill
development criteria in the preparation of the comments provided below.

Zoning By-Law

The subject property is zoned R1- Single Detached dwelling under By-law 1229, as
amended, which permits single detached dwellings. The proposed development does not
comply with the by-law with respect to front yard setback, side yard setbacks and eaves
projection.

Residential Infill Zoning By-law

The subject properly Is also subject to the Residential Infill Zoning By-law 99-90. The
intent of this By-law is to ensure the buillt form of new residential construction will maintain
the character of existing neighbourhoods. It specifies development standards for building
depth, garage projection, garage width, net floor area ratio, height, yard setbacks and
number of storeys. The proposed development does not comply with the infill By-law
requirements with building depth and floor area ratio.

Zoning Preliminary Review Undertaken
The applicant has completed a Zoning Preliminary Review (ZPR) to confinn the variances
required for the proposed development

COMMENTS

The Planning Act states that four tests must be met in order for a variance to be granted
by the Committee of Adjustment:

a) The variance must be minor in nature;

b) The variance must be desirable, in the opinion of the Committee of Adjustment,
for the appropriate development or use of land, building or structure;

c) The general intent and purpose of the Zoning By-law must be maintained;

d) The generalinlent and purpose of the Official Plan must be maintained.

Reduction in Frant Yard Setback

The applicant is requesting relief to permit a minimum front yard setback of 24.58 ft (7.49
m), whereas the By-law requires a minimum front yard setback of 25 ft (7.62 m). This
represents a reduction of 0.42 ft (1.06 m). The variance only applies to the north-west
comer of the single-storey garage. The majority of the building meels the by-law
requirement and is generally in line with the front walls of the other homes on the street.

Increase in Maximum Building Depth

The applicant is proposing a maximum building depth of 19.05 m (62.5 ft), whereas the
By-law permits a maximum building depth of 16.8 m {55.1 ft). This represents an increase
of 2.25 m (7.38 ft).



Building depth is measured based on the shortest distance between two lines, both
parallel to the front lot line, one passing though the point on the dwelling which Is the
nearest and the other through the point on the dwelling which is the farthest from the front
lot line. Given the Iregular configuration of the lot, the proposed building depth is
measured on an angle through the building. The building depth measured between the
front and rear wall Is 16.74 m (54.92 ft) which complies with the by-law requirement.

Notwithstanding the increase in depth, the building will exceed the minimum 25 ft (7.62 m)
rear yard setback by approximately 18.66 ft (5.68 m). The depth of the overali bullding is
also generally consistent with a number of exisitng homes on the street that were
constructed prior to the passing of the by-law.

Reduction in Side Yard Setback
The applicant is requesting relief to permit a south side yard selback of 4 ft (1.2 m) for the

two-storey portion of the dwelling, whereas the by-law requires a minimum side yard
setback of 6 f (1.8 m). The variance only applies to the two-storey portlon. The ground
floor component at grade meets the minimum setback requirement ensuring sufficient
room will be provided for separalion, access and drainage.

Increase in Maximum Eaves Encroachment

The applicant Is requesting a maximum eaves encroachment of 23 in (0.59 m), whereas
the By-law permiis a maximum eaves encroachment of 18 in (0.45 m). Given the praposed
dwelling will provide ample separation from adjoining homes, the variance is not
anticipated to result in any demonstrable adverse impact adjacent properties.

Increase in Maximum Floor Area Ratio

The applicantis requesting rellef to permit a floor area ratio of 57.2 percent, whereas the
By-law permits a maximum floor area ratio of 45 percent. The proposed increase in fioor
area ratio will facilitate the construction of a two-storey dwelling with a gross floor area of
404.6 m? (4,355 {t?), whereas the By-law permits a dwelling with a maximum floor area of
317.92 m?(3,422 /). This represents an increase of 86.68 m? (933 fi2).

Floor Area Ratio Is a measusement of the interior square footage of the dwelling as a
percentage of the net lot area. It is not a definitive measurement of the mass of the
dwelling, since it does not include “open to below” areas that may exist within the dwelling.
In addition to the area associated with the stalrs and elevator, there is an open to below
area of approximately 11.19 m?(120.44 f2) above the foyer.

The applicant originally requested a floor area ratlo of 65 percent, which is equlvalent to a
gross floor area of 459 m?(4,943.54 {t%). The applicant explained the increased floor space
is to improve accessibility for a family member with special needs. Staff encouraged the
applicant to reduce the floor area to achieve a bulit form more in keeping with the intended
scale of the infill zoning by-law. In response, the applicant submitted revised drawings on
January 16, 2018 which shows a reduction in gross floor area to 404.6 m? (4,355 ft2); and
the floor area ratio Is consequently reduced to the cumrently proposed 57.2 percent.

Steff appreciate the applicant's effort to reduce the floor area but maintain the variance
request is excassive and the resultant dwelling will be out of scale with the existing homes
on the strest, as well as the majority of infill developments in the surrounding area. Staff
recommend the application be deferred {o allow the applicant to work wilth staff to further



reduce the floor area to achieve a dwelling that is more compatible with the character of
the Markham Village community.

PUBLIC INPUT SUMMARY

No written submissions were recelved as of March 1, 2018. it is noled that additional
information may be received after the wriling of the report, and the Secretary-Treasurer
will provide information on this at the meeting.

CONCLUSION

Based on the discussion above, staff have no objection to the approval of the variances
relating to front yard setback, building depth, side yard setback and eaves projection

However, staff are concemed that the proposed Increase in floor area ratio Is excessive
and does not satisfy the four tests _of the Planning Act. Staff are willing to work with the
applicant to reduce the proposed gross floor area and will provide additional comments to
the Commitiee should this application be deferred.

The onus is ullimately on the applicant to demonstrate why they should be granted relief
from the requirements of the zoning by-law, and how they satisfy the tests of the
Planning Act required for the granting of minor varjances.

PREPARED BY:

_Z,’;;-‘_ ~

Carlson Tsang, Planner, Zoning and Special Projects

REVIEWED BY:

it

Sally Campbell, DeVelopment Manager, East District
Flia Path: Amanda\File\ 18 107821 \Documenis\District Team Comments Memo
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	Structure Bookmarks
	Memorandum to the City of Markham Committee of Adjustment 
	Memorandum to the City of Markham Committee of Adjustment 
	April 2nd , 2019 
	April 2nd , 2019 
	April 2nd , 2019 

	File: 
	File: 
	A/06/18 

	Address: 
	Address: 
	15 Wales Ave, Markham 

	Applicant: 
	Applicant: 
	Trina & Dlmitrios Kollis 

	Agent: 
	Agent: 
	ST Engineering (Stavros Theodorakopoulos) 

	Hearing Date: 
	Hearing Date: 
	Wednesday Apl'.1110, 2019 


	The following comments are provided on behalf of the East Team. The applicant is requesting relief from the following requirements of the Residential One (R1) Zone in By­law 1229, as amended, as they relate to a proposed single detached residential dwelling: 
	a) 
	Infill By-law 99-90, Section 1.2 (iii): 

	a maximum building depth of 18.59 m (61 ft), whereas the By-law permits a maximum building depth of 16.8 m (55.12 ft); 
	b) 
	Table11.1: 

	a minimum two-storey side yard setback (south) of 1.22 m (4 ft), whereas the By­law requires a minimum two-storey side yard setback of 1.83 m (6 ft); 
	c) 
	Infill By-law 99-90, Section 1.2 (vil: 

	a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 55.4 percent, whereas the By-law permits a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 45 percent; 
	The application was deferred by the Committee of Adjustment on October 24, 2018 to allow the applicant to address concerns raised at the meeting respecting the design and overall massing of the proposed dwelling. Also, Committee was of the opinion that it was premature to make a decision at the time as there were heritage issues related to the existing home on the subject property that needed to be resolved. 
	th 

	On October 24, 2018, Heritage Markham recommended heritage designation for the existing 1920s brick dwelling on the property and did not support the requested variances because they were linked to the construction of a new dwelling to replace the existing one. Heritage Markham's position was that the existing dwelling has cultural heritage value and should remain, potentially with an addition instead. On March 18, 2019, Development Services Committee received a staff report recommending that the property be
	Following Development Services Committee's decision, the applicant has requested to proceed to the Committee of Adjustment with the same proposal that was deferred in October 2018. The design of the proposed dwelling remains the same as what was previously submitted at that time (See Appendix B). No changes have been made to the requested variances and Staff's comments dated October 19, 2018 remain applicable (See Appendix C). 
	CONCLUSION 
	CONCLUSION 
	Staff have no objection to the variances related to building depth and side yard setback. However staff remain concerned that the increased floor area ratio would result in a dwelling with a massing that is not compatible with the surrounding built form. Staff recommend that the Committee consider public input in reaching a decision, and should satisfy themselves as to whether the variance meets the four tests of the Planning Act. 
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