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18.42

Land Use Committee Report No. 9

Council adopted the following Clauses without amendment.

Clause Page
1 Variances from Chapter 297, Signs,

of the City of Toronto Municipal Code (Wards 4 and 14) 1
3 Site Plan Approval -

164 Eglinton Avenue East (Ward 16) 10
4 Application for consent under Chapter 276,

Article 1 of the City of Toronto Municipal Code -

245 Douglas Drive (Ward 13) 14
5 Kensington Market Action Plan (Ward 5) 19
6 Victoria University Lands - Ontario Municipal Board Settlement (Ward 5) 23

18.43

Land Use Committee Report No. 9

Clause Page
2 Variance from Chapter 297, Signs,
of the City of Toronto Municipal Code - 3044 Yonge Street (Ward 15) 7

While considering this Clause, Council had before it fhBowing report from the Commissioner of Urban
Development Services (June 2[97):

Subject: Further Report respecting 3044 Yonge Street: u&sdor approval of a variance from Chapter 297,
Signs, of the City of Toronto Municipal Code to permit dHeminated roof sign (Ward15).

Origin: Land Use Committee Report No. 9, Clause21997\g\uds\pln\cri971229.pln) -ic
Recommendations:

1. That City Council refuse Application No. 997033, as sed, respecting a minor variance from Chapter
297, Signs, of the City of Toronto Municipal Code to peramié illuminated roof sign.

or

2. That City Council approve Application No. 997033, asged| respecting a minor variance from Chapter
. 297, Signs, of the City of Toronto Municipal Code to pérame illuminated roof sign substantially in
accordance with Figures 2 and 3 attached to this report; and

3. That the applicant be advised, upon approvalpflication No. 30785 revised, of the requirement
to obtain the necessary permits from the CommissionerlmhtyDevelopment Services.

Background: On June 5, 1997, the Land Use Committee hadebéfor report dated May 12, 1997 regarding
permission to erect onéluminated  roof sign at 3044 Yonge Street. Chimemittee recommended approval of
theilluminated roofsign and requested that | meet with the applicahtraport directly tdCouncil on the possible
reduction in sizend/orillumination of the sign and on the number of apitina for sign variance heard by the
Land Use Committee, which have circumstances simildrigapplication.
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Revised Application: C

Following a meeting with the applicant on June 12, 1998, &pplicant has agreed to amend Application No.
997033 as follows: ‘ ,

i) overall sign area reduced fror24 m?2  to bS;

ii) south facing sign (panel) reduced in size fromm2  19om?;

iii) south facing sign (panel) re-orienteperpendicular  to front wall;

iv) north facing sign (panel 2) reduced in size fromn®2  tom3y

V) sign height (including supports) reduced from 8 metres metres; and

Vi) light source relocated from bottom of sign to top ohsand directed downwards.

Comments: As outlined in my original report, the pra@gbsoof sign does nebmply  with Chapter 297 of the
Municipal Code in that roof signs are prohibitéd all CR andRM@istricts. City Council adopted this
prohibition on April 24,1995 based on a study of roof signsnglmain streets in CR and MCR districts. Roof
signs detract from the streetscape and negatively inthacskyline views along our commercial streets amanfr
adjacent residential districts. Signs which wigally ereptad to the passing of the by-law and which do not

conform to the current sign provisions of the Munici@de are permitted to remain withlgzal ~ non-conforming
status.

At its meeting ofApril 1 and 2, 1996, Cityouncil adopBg-law 1996-0168  which furthmended the sign

regulations of Chapter 297 of the Municipal Code by deleting the adgbit replacement provisions for legal non-
conforming signs. City Council adopted this recommeratatiecause it wafelt that the continued replacement

of non-conforming signs would serve to prolong the lifespan of signs imsakghere Council had decided that they

are no longer desired (i.e. roof signs in mixed-use comiakresidential districts). Therefore, while the g

faces and attributes can be changed, no changes are pérragtef-right to the sigatructure, location or height

of legal non-conforming signs. ‘ é : )

In this instance, the applicant proposessall a new roof sigucture inapproximately the same location as
a previously existing sign for the purposes of third padyeatising. The sigmwould consist of two illuminated
signpanels oriented south and north-east. iAgstrated on Table the sfagthg panelwould have an area of
19 m? and would be smaller than the previously existing sign Ipaiibis panel would also be oriented south,
perpendicular to the buildingall in order to minimize visityilof the sign to visitors in Lawrence Park. The
panel facing north-east would have an area gh37  and waildrger than the previously existing sign panel.
However, theoverall size of the proposed sign has been significeeduced from thevriginal application and
would beslightly smaller than the previous sign at this location. Unlike intricate vertical support structures
typically associated with roof signs , the proposed siguld/de supported by two individual metal posts
anchored to the roof of the building. The height of the gigeasured to the top) would not exceed the height of
thepreviously existing sign. Lastly, the applicant has agreeglimcate the light source to the top of the sign
panels and directed downwards in order to reduce the palterggative impact that might result.

Since the prohibition of roof signs in CR and MCR districts,have consistently recommended refusal of
traditional roof signs because they detract from the streetscag@egatively impact theskyline views and the
adjacent residential uses (see Table 2). | hane reemmed approval of roof signs in a few instances, where
the classification of "roof sign" was arguably a techhizatter resulting from the sign being located partially
above the roof level or when it was located fully above to# level but integrated into the architecture of the
building (see Figure 4). The current proposatile meanilgimproved in terms of its size, height and degree
of illumination, is atraditional roof sign in that it would be erected above thé abthe building exceeding the
heights of buildings in the immediate area. The sigmld balhighly visible from residential uses immediately
south and east and represents an intrusion intddhisly eesad neighbourhood which, in my view, is not
appropriate.

Conclusion: In my opinion, the erection of a roof signhastocation would set an unfortunate precedent for other
properties in this area and in other CR and MCR districtsughout the city.

For the reasons outlined above and, given the prohibitiomodsigns in this district, | am recommending that ? l

Council refuse this application, as revised, and adopbRenendation No. 1 aboveShould Council wish to
approve this application, as revised, it should adopt Retendation Nos. 2 and 3 above.

99t
99¢
997

997

*%



91

-MINUTES OF TORONTO CITY COUNCIL
June 23 and 24, 1997

Table 1

Roof Signs At 3044 Yonge Street

Overall Sign Height * of
Panel 1 ‘Panel 2 Area(Panels 1 Sign Above
(South Facing) { (North Facing) { +2) [lluminated Roof
Removed Sign | 43 m? 19m? 62 m? Yes m
(shining up)
Proposed Sign | 62m? -'xa¥ | 62m? ~\Wwd' | 124m? Yes 8m
(shining up)
Revised 19m? \p'xae 37m? | Oy 56m? Yes . - 7m
Proposal (shining down)
* Measured to top of sign
Table 2
Requests for Approval of a Variance to Permit Roof Signs
Considered Since City Council's Prohibition of Roof Si¢#pril 24/95)
Application Type of City Council
No. Address Ward Roof Sign UDS Rec. LUC Rec. Motion
995064 1 Dundas St. 6 Traditional | Refuse Deferred N/A — G
E. #*% '
996011 2263 Yonge 16 Traditional | Refuse Refuse Approved
St. ok Aug.12&13/ |--Se
96
996019 668 King St. 5 Traditional { Refuse Refuse Refused ~30ne
: W. ok Sept. 16/96
996022 332 Yonge 6 Traditional | Refuse Approve | Approved — 3
‘ Street *opok Sept. 16/96
997009 45 Eglinton 16 Integrated Approve Approve Approved
Ave.E. * April 14/97 S0
997015 302 Yonge 6 Integrated Approve Approve Approved '\g\m\\.
Street FAk April  14/97 Gon
* "Integrated" Roof Sign refers to signs which areated opdyially  vebibe roof lineand/or which

are fully integrated into the architecture of the building.

ok "Traditional" Roof Sign refers to signs which are Idcatezdlly above the roofline atop of steel supports
and which are not integrated with the architecture of thiéding.



