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Urban Development Services Building Tel: 416 392 7632
Fax: 416 392 0721

TO:  Victor Araujo

FROM: Michael Fry

DATE: March 22, 2006

SUBJECT: 1 R Atlantic Av. Sign permit application no. 06-114781 SGN 00 SP

After a lengthy and in-depth review, I have determined that the sign permit application to erect five ground signs
(including five video advertising signs) at 1 R Atlantic Avenue is not in full compliance with the Sign By-law no.
1994-0337 (Municipal Code Chapter 297). Also, the sign permit application is incomplete and additional
information will be needed to perform a complete review. Furthermore, the proposal still needs the review and
approval of Transportation Services for the appropriateness and suitability of the video advertising portion of the
proposed signs and possibly for general approval due to their location adjacent to the Gardiner Expressway.

Proposal

The sign permit application was submitted to the City to erect and maintain five back-to-back, third-party
advertising ground signs, each of 24.4 square metres containing video advertising signs (or “animated copy” as
per the definition within the sign by-law) facing an easterly direction. All signs will be located within a long,
narrow property that runs generally adjacent to the Canadian National Railway right-of-way approximately
between Strachan Avenue and Atlantic Avenue. The property in question is located opposite the Canadian
National Exhibition grounds, separated by the Gardiner Expressway and the CN right-of-way.

Background

There has been much discussion between myself, Theresa Orlando and Sean Fitzpatrick with regard to the “legal
non-conforming” status of the signs at 1 R Atlantic Avenue as there is sufficient evidence to suggest that ground
signs of similar size and height have been erected on this site in the past, prior to the passing of the in-force sign
by-law. Because the definition of “legal non-conforming” within the Planning Act does not apply to signs or
advertising structures (as the municipality’s authority to regulate signs is granted under Section 99 of the
Municipal Act), we are not able to use the standard rules of legal non-conforming uses that would normally apply
to buildings. For this reason the sign by-law includes a definition of “legal non-conforming signs” which
generally states that a sign is legal non-conforming if it was lawfully erected or displayed on or before May 9,
1994... so long as the sign is in not in any way substantially altered. [ have determined that there were signs on
the site prior to the passing of the in-force sign by-law and, whether or not they were erected legally, the Building
Division did issue permits for replacement signs in February of 1998 (building permits 409132, 409135, 409136,
409138 and 409140). The final inspection reports for said permits were signed off by Eli Yunger in November of
1998, As the signs passed the final inspection, and today there are no signs on the property, it is safe to say that
the removal of the signs is a substantial alteration, and therefore, the signs do not enjoy the benefit of legal non-
conforming status. For this reason, the current sign permit application was reviewed against Municipal Code
Chapter 297, without any pretense. :

Municipal Code Chapter 297-12 (permissive exceptions) paragraph N states that Subsection 297-10 shall not
apply to prevent the erection or display on a lot, in the IC District within the area outlined by heavy lines on the 2,4

C:\DOCUME~T\torlando\LOCALS~1\Temp\1 RAtlanticAvSignMemo.doc
Page 1 of 3









