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City Planning Division .	 .Committee of Adjustrnertt
Gary Wright. Acting Chief Planner and Executive Director .. '100 QueenStreet West 

Toronto ON M5H 2N2 
Tel: 416·392·7565 
Fax: 416·392·0580 

Wednesday, April 16, 2008 

NOTICE OF DECISION 
Mn~OR VARJANCE/JlERj'VnSSION 

(Section 45 of the Planning Act) 

File Number: A0349/07TEY Zoning CR Tl.O C1.0 RO & Site 
Specific By-law 1996-0483 
(Waiver) 

Owner(s): PIER 27 TORONTO JNC Ward: Toronto Centre-Rosedale (28) 
Agent: MCCARTHY TETRAULT 
Property Address: 25 QUEENS QUAY E Community: 
Legal Description: PL 63R 352] OWNER PT] 

Notice was given and a Public Hearing was held on Wednesday, April ]6,2008, as reqLiired by thePll,l~ni,ngA~t 

PURPOSE OF THE APPLICATION: 

To construct 2 fourteen-storey residential condominium buildings with below grade parking. 

REQUESTED VARIANCE(S) TO THE ZONING BY-LAW: 

1. Definitions 

(a)	 Section 4(2), By-law 1996-0438 
Attenuated is defined as an opening complying with the sound isolation performance standards descril>ed 
in the Section 37 Agreement and Three Party Agreement. 

As a resu It of updated sound information, the proposal is to redefine the teon attenuated, referred to 
throughout By-law 1996-0438 and the variances requested herein, to mean the sound isolation 
requirements described only in the Section 37 Agreement, as amended. 

(b)	 Section 4(3), By-law 1996-0438 
Blinder ledge is defined as an opaque or translucent structure which may include louvers, projecting 
horizontally a minimum of at least 1.5 metres from the wall at the base of an attenuated window, and 
shall: (i) be at least the same width as the attenuated window; and (ii) be.located.at arpini~uroJ,Wight· 
relative to the finished floor level of the room in which the attenuated window is located, of between . 
1.0 metre and 1.5 metres above such floor level; provided, in the case of louvers, the construction is 
such that any straight line drawn from any point on such window through the blinder ledge is 
intercepted by a portion of the blinder ledge. 



12. Mapping 

.(at Jtisproposed;thatRe.vised;f'la,n 1A,Revise~ llianra an&R~~i~~'aPtarl~$!orfitljKrt'of;tl),~;varianee~and 
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re,place Plan .. IA, Plan 1B and Plan 3·· tirBy-law 1996';O~3'8;witWres,ectt'~NewBiiiZilfig1J andNew 
.. BuildingD,-includilt"gaccessoryan,d an,~inary ~tructures andu$es. . 
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_ IT WAS THE DECISION OF THE COMMITTEE OF·nJtfSt'~NT 1'ItAcT: . 

The Minor Variance Application is Refus~d 
. . 

It is the decision ofthe Committee ofAdjusfment to NOT~pi?fovetJt:is, va.r;ian~eaplJ"Hc~~iQn,tQdh~ following
 
reasons:
 
• The general intent and purpose ofthe Official PlanisflOtrn¥lcintained. 
• The genera]' intel1tandpurpose of the Zoning BY7Iawj~)~otrn~Jntain~d..•'.... 
• The variance(s) is not considered desirab~e for th~aWi'opl'iate developm~nH)f,Jth~ilatld. 
• In the opinion of the Committee, the variance($~ is not.minor. 
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