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INTRODUCTION 

 

[1] The hearing involved an application to allow a front yard parking pad for the 

property known municipally as 67 Roxborough Street West (the “subject lands”) in the 

City of Toronto.  The subject lands are part of a long established neighbourhood located 

west of Yonge Street, comprised primarily of large, older single-family homes and semi-

detached houses. 

 

[2] The Board heard that the current owner, Jennifer Bannock, purchased the 

property in 2012, and had initiated very extensive renovations to the much older, 

original home which one witness described essentially as a new home, rather than a 

renovation.  Nevertheless, the original home did possess a driveway in the front yard, 

which was used for parking which the two applicable, comprehensive-zoning bylaws, 

By-law 569-2013 (not fully in effect due to appeals) and By-law 438-86 (the old zoning 

by-law for the City of Toronto) do not permit.  The driveway accessed an integral garage 

attached to the sidewall of the original residence, but when this garage was converted 

to living space during the 1980’s, legal permission for front yard parking was lost.   

 

[3] Parking is available to the subject lands via a rear yard laneway, which also 

serves other Roxborough Street homeowners on the south side of their lots.  The 

building permit information reveals that a parking space is still planned for the rear yard 

in compliance with both zoning by-laws.  On street parking is available on Roxborough 

Street by permit issued through the City of Toronto.  The homeowner has one of these 

permits but would not renew same if the variances were allowed according to testimony.  

The Board also heard the Applicant/Appellant is interested in providing easier access to 

the home via the front yard for her elderly father who would have difficulty gaining 

access to and from the rear yard parking space because of a difference in grade 

elevation between the laneway and the residence. 

 

[4] Evidence was heard that the City’s issues licences for front yard parking, a 

requirement that would still have to be satisfied even if the Board allowed the appeal. 
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[5] The parking pad would consist of a single space, to be made available on the 

east part of the property’s front yard.  Evidence suggested that the generous width of 

the front yard and the sizable depth of the public boulevard would minimize the 

appearance and impact of the parking pad, and further, the surface would consist of eco 

pavers to render the pad less conspicuous still. 

 

[6] The Board heard that the incidence of front yard parking within the study area, 

consisting of both the licenced and unlicensed variety, was comparatively rare, being 

under four percent of the properties within the study area. 

 

[7] Testimony was heard from three homeowners on behalf of the Applicant.  Bruce 

Croxon at 69 Roxborough Street West, who lives next door, stated that he supported 

the pad because it would convey no impact and should be allowed on the basis of 

common sense.  Two others, Lisa McCann of 2 Gibson Avenue and Mary Jo Looby of 

100 Roxborough Street West, stated that available on street parking was difficult to 

access due to competitive demand from other residents and commercial patrons of 

nearby Yonge Street businesses and that the allowance for one off-street parking space 

in the front yard would have no discernable, visual impact. 

 

[8] Testimony was also heard from two residents opposed to the application, one 

living opposite the subject property, Sean Stokes of 60 Roxborough Street West, and 

another who lived very nearby, Daniel Owen of 71 Roxborough Street West.  Both 

testified that approval of the parking pad would be completely contrary to the prevailing 

history of the street and the present condition of the Roxborough streetscape, which is 

heavily landscaped, and largely devoid of parking except in a few instances.  Mr. Owen 

also testified that the pad would be unsafe by allowing cars to back onto a street where 

pedestrians are largely unused to that kind of vehicle movement.  These two 

participants also provided the Board with emails from Roxborough Street residents 

(Exhibit 7) who were opposed to the application for those reasons cited by Mr. Stokes 

and Mr. Owen. 
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PLANNING EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS 

 

[9] Three experienced planning professionals were qualified: Julius De Ruyter on 

behalf of the Applicant/Appellant, Kevin Friedrich of the City of Toronto’s Planning 

Department, and Martin Rendl, who testified on behalf of the City and the Ratepayer’s 

Association respectively. 

 

[10] Testimony was made in connection with s. 45(1) of the Planning Act (“Act”) in 

association with the four tests . 

 

[11] Mr. De Ruyter was of the opinion that the variance was minor because the 

impact from a small parking pad, perhaps occupying one-fifth of the front yard in his 

view, would not be visually impactful and is not without precedent in the neighbourhood, 

nor the property itself given recent parking history prior to the current renovation.  The 

pad would be greener still with the provision of eco pavers, a particular treatment that 

was recommended as a condition of approval by the planner. 

 

[12] Mr. Friedrich opined that that the addition of “hardscaping” as a result of the pad 

would not have a minor impact; nor would the loss of an on-street parking space be 

considered minor as a result of the curb cut needed to serve the new pad.  Mr. Rendl 

was of the view that approval of the Board would be precedent setting and unfortunate 

for the neighbourhood as result of that precedent. 

 

[13] In summary of the evidence regarding whether the variance is minor or not, the 

Board finds that although the pad itself can be “greened”, there is genuine cause for 

concern for precedence because as photographic evidence revealed, the front yard 

character of the subject property reflects conditions relative to yard size and grade  that 

can be found elsewhere within the neighbourhood. 
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[14] With regard to whether or not the variances are considered desirable for the 

appropriate development of the land, Mr. Rendl opined that that the lot can be 

developed in compliance with both zoning by-laws (parking is available off the laneway), 

and the Applicant could apply for a handicapped parking space from the City to assist 

Ms. Bannock’s father.  Mr. Friedrich was of the opinion that approval of the pad would 

be disruptive of the established character of the street and would be generally contrary 

to the context of the neighbourhood, where the presence of front yard parking is rare. 

 

[15] Mr. De Ruyter testified that the pad would be consistent with the property’s 

history and the provision would constitute a “reinstatement” (a term used frequently by 

the planner) of an amenity, lost only a few years before. 

 

[16] In summary of this test, the Board finds that the variance is not appropriate for 

the development of the land.  Allowing the variance to alleviate a hardship or a 

deficiency related to the property itself is not a consideration, because parking is 

available in the rear yard.  And nor would it constitute a restoration of legal permission 

lost only recently, because that status was forfeited when the garage was converted to 

habitable space approximately 30 years ago. 

 

[17] The Board also finds that the general intent and purpose of the Official Plan 

(“OP”) is not maintained, a finding consistent with the testimony of Messrs. Rendl and 

Friedrich. 

 

[18] In reference to OP policies, both planners opined that the policies subsection of 

s. 3.1.2 regarding the Built Form of Neighbourhoods, make specific reference to the 

matter before the Board. 

 

[19] Specifically, paragraph 2 of that subsection (page 206, Tab 27 of Exhibit 1) 

states as follows: 
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New Development will locate and organize vehicle parking, vehicular 
access, service areas and utilities to minimize their impact on the 
property and on surrounding properties to improve the safety and 
attractiveness of adjacent streets, parks and open spaces by: 
… 
b) consolidating and minimizing the width of driveways and curb cuts 

across the public sidewalks; 
… 
e) limiting surface parking between the front face of a building and the 

public street and sidewalk.” 

 

[20] Further the OP states in accordance with page 210 of Exhibit 1, that: 

 

Development in established Neighbourhoods will respect and reinforce 
the existing physical character of the neighbourhood including in 
particular: 
… 
f) prevailing patterns of rear and sideyard setbacks and landscaped 

open space and  
g) continuation of special landscape or built form features that 

contribute to the unique physical character of a neighbourhood. 
 
No changes will be made through rezoning, minor variance, consent or 
other public action that are out of keeping with the physical character of 
the neighbourhood. 

 

[21] Although the OP also recognizes that Neighbourhoods are not static and are 

subject to change as Mr. De Ruyter testified, the Board finds that the aforementioned 

policy references provide explicit guidance with regard to this application.  The 

character of this neighbourhood is overwhelmingly one where the front yard is 

landscaped and the Board finds that this prevailing pattern would be disrupted by the 

application before it, rather than respected or reinforced as required by the OP. 

 

[22] With regard to the final test: is the general intent and purpose of the zoning by-

law maintained: the Board also finds agreement with Messrs. Rendl and Friedrich. 

 

[23] Both zoning by-laws, By-law 438-86 and By-law 569-2013 are consistent in their 

prohibition of front yard parking in this precinct of the City.  As testimony established, 

where laneway access to rear yard parking is available, parking in the front yard is 

prohibited.  The zoning by-laws are clearly aligned to reflect OP policy and the subject 
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lands have in any event, a demonstrable capacity to comply with each zoning by-law in 

relationship to off street parking according to evidence. 

 

[24] The Board finds in summary of s. 45 (1)  that the tests have not been met by the 

application.  The policies and zoning regulations of the City of Toronto are as noted, 

explicit and consistent in their opposition to the variances relating to a parking pad in the 

front yard. 

 

ORDER 

 

[25] The Board orders that appeal regarding variances for front yard parking at the 

property known municipally as 67 Roxborough Street West be dismissed in relationship 

to By-law No. 569-2013 and By-law No. 438-86. 

 

[26] Board Rule 107 states: 

 

107. Effective Date of Board Decision   A Board decision is 
effective on the date that the decision or order is issued in hard copy, 
unless it states otherwise. 

 

[27] Pursuant to Board Rule 107, this decision takes effect on the date that it is e-

mailed by Board administrative staff to the clerk of the municipality where the property is 

located. 

 

“Richard Jones” 
 

RICHARD JONES 
MEMBER 
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