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ABSTRACT

Thisthesis explores theeaof complete communitieznd discusses how
condominium developmeirt downtown Toront@an be made more family friendly by
focusing on the proposed oO00Official Pl an Amen
Units forHouseholds with @ i | d r e rthat isCu@dntly pefore City Council.

In order toaddress thisssue the study employed a detailed policy review of the
current planning policies for the City of Toronto and an overview of the planning policies
in the City of Vancouver, as well asdepth interviews with key informants in the
planning and development fieldé&parents who have lived or are currently living in a
downtown condominium with at least one child.

The findings indicate thdhere is a growing segment of the population choosing
to live in downtowncondominiumsafter having children and that housiagd
community policymustbetter address the needs of this papah. The proposed OPA
would require new highise condominium development in downtown Toronto to contain
a minimumpercentagef three bedrom units suitable for familiesThis policywould be
a significantsteptowards meeting these needs and creating the desired complete
communities; howeveit is a contentious issue atftere are requirements beyond
bedroom counts that need to be addressed to create the supportivdriandly
infrastructure.

Fromthese findings, this thesis proposes recommendations and chatiges
proposed OPAhat wouldclarify and refine its intentions amchplemenation. As well,
the concept of the family life cycle is reconsidered and an updated mdurisihg
reqguirements based on tThieresBarch contrdbestodhmi | y o i s

literature orfamilies living downtown condominium living, and the family life cycle.
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

CitiesacrosNorth America areseeing their central cores repopulated by a new
breed of urbanites. In Canadastig especially true in largsties like Toronto and
Vancouver. Withlgrowing populatios and provinciaknd municipaplans to curb urban
sprawl, efforts in planning andevelopmennheed teensurehat city expansion is
achieved through intensification and infill development thauitably oriented to
accommodate diverse set of resident$his diversity § essential to creating complete
and viable communities, and sisch must include a range of ages, and this means
families with children.

In Toronto, gorovincially initiated growth boundary surrounding the Greater
Golden Horseshoe will put strain on greenfield development in the Greater Toronto Area
as growth will ned to be accommodated within the existing urban boundary.
Intensification makes efficient use of land, it can revitalize areas by making them more
Apeepolceused andd dverabflberoe atdlmevsrt mevw sloi fl ©nit ratr o «
Ministry of Public Infragructure and Renewg2006y). Downtown Toronto, an identified
Urban Growth Centrgis being targeted for intensification of 400 jobs and residents per
hectare by @31 (OntarioMinistry of Public Infrastructure and RenewaD0&). Further
intensification efforts are establishedthe G t y 6 s Of fi ci al Pl an and gr
Condominium development will play an important role in meeting this intensification
target as Toronto has one of the largest condominium markets in NoghcartMarr,

2007). However, research shows that current residents of downtown condominiums are

largely young professionals, either single or couples, or older baby boomers (City of



Toronto, 200@). For the City of Toronto teuccessfuy createa viableneighbourhood
out of the downtown are# needs tattract a diverse set of residents, especially those
diverse in age.

The future of downtown living and the coincident boom in condominium
development is currently at a crossro&lver recent years, theast majority of
condominium units built in the core of the city have been one and two bedroom units. In
the Downtown and Waterfront areas, between 2003 and 2007, projects in the
development pipeline consisted of 51.5% one bedroom and 36.1% two bednt®m u
while only 4.1% were for three bedroom or largéity of Toronto, 2008 Although a
single family home with a backyard typical of the suburbs has traditionally been the
preferred housing choicerféamilies with young childrenurban living has ineasingly
become attractive to younggsessional singles or couples; therefahes unit mix may
seem appropriate. However, with commutes becoming more costly, in terms of gas
prices, time consumption, and environmental impact; an increasingly glohedraags of
the green movement and sustainability; and government initiatives to promote intensified,
dense urban living in lieu of destroying egittural and green space bgrawling
suburbs, this is a cohort who, given the option to remain living downtowaise a
family, may choose the three bedroom condominium downtown where they can walk to
work instead of the three bedroom house in the suburbs with the hour long commute.
Demographic changen family composition and sizare redefining the traditmal
family life cycle andthe corresponding housing demandss possible for young couples
or singles living downtown to maintain an active, vibrant urban lifestyle after having one

or two children. Maintainingthe urban lifestylehoweverneeds to be made more



practicaland planning initiatives need to consider that housing requirements demanded at
different life stages are changinglthough certain amenities already exist, such as
cultural, recreational and entertainment facilities,ljubansit and shoer commuting
times to central city workplaces, other elemeikis &ppropriate unit sizes, dzgres,
schools, community centres, parks and playgrounds need to be planned to accommodate
the children of the young professionals who chdogemain in the city.

For an example of familjriendly downtown neighbourhoods, one must only
look as far as Vancouver, where the False Creek Basin has been transformed into a
diverse highdensity, familyfriendly community that has set the globatgedent in
downtown family living. TheVancouver Modebill be explored in this thesis to garner
an understanding of the strategrdsich couldbe employedto encourage familyriendly
developmenin T o r o mwnadwstown coreOne initiativecurrentlyunder
consideration in the City of Toronto is theoposedOfficial Plan Amendment to
Encouragehe Development of Units for Households with Childr@PA). This policy
would require development projects in the downtown to include a minimum number of
three bedroom units, a unit size thadliasticallyunderrepresented in the downtown core.
The policy is founded olong-term planning goals of creatimfjverse, balanced
communitiesn the downtown arehy building greatethousingoptions for tomorrow,
today However, the idea of mandating such a policy is a contentious issue in the

planning and development fielda matter that will be explored in this ties



1.2 Research Question and Objectives

This thesis will consider the dream of the quintessential single family home on a
large lot and whether it can be transformed to one of a three bedroom condominium on a
subway line with a daycare, public schootl@ommunity garden around the corner. In
particular, as the City strives to meet the intensification plans and density targets outlined
in thePlaces to Grow Act, 200as well as meeting the goals of intensification and
sustainability outlind in the Oficial Plan,the purpose of this study is to attempt to
provide a timely answer to the question:

How can downtown condominium development be more accommodating to
families?

While answering this question, this study will also addfessspecific research
objectives:
1. To understand what policies and strategies are in place to make residential
condominium development more accommodatinigaeseholdsvith

children;

2. To determine what strategies can be used to encourage condominium
developmentd be more familyfriendly;

3. To provide an updated model of housing requirementsruhddamily life
cycle concept; and

4. To make recommendations for the City of Torootomakingcondominium
development more fanyiloriented in downtown Torda.

In order to address the objectives and answer the research question, this thesis will focus
on the City of Toronto. However, as the City of Vancouver has set the precedent on
family-friendly central city living, a portion of the research will exantims

achievenent and what lessons Toronto can learn from the Vancouver experience.



1.3 Methodological Overview

This study will employtwo qualitative research methogmlicy reviewand irn
depth personal interviews with key informants and pardriterature relating to
condominium living, théamily life cycle modeks it relates to housing requirements,
and the experience of children in the city will be reviewed to establish a body of
knowledge pertinent to the issue of farditiendly housing ima central city areaA
review and analysisf currentand proposeg@lanning policies and strategies in the City
of Toronto will be conducted to determine wigbeing done and whatightbe doneo
accomnodate families living downtownAdditionally, the planning policieghat shaped
the success of Vancouv ewllbesexathioed mbrdewta nei ghb ou
determine what lessons may translate to the Toronto experiEnddermore, aidea of
the strategies which could be used to make downtowmgliwiore familyfriendly will be
investigated through tdepth interviews with key informants in the planning and
development field.Interviews willalsobe held with parentwho have lived in or are
living in a downtown condominiurwith at least one chiltb understand the factors
involved in the decision to live downtown with children and their experience of the
lifestyle. All interview participants will remain anonymougrom the results of these
methodological undertakings, recommendations will beenadegard to familfriendly
condominium development in downtown Toronto and the strategies that can be used t
encourage it. The methodological practioéthis study will be discussed in more detall

in Chapter3.



1.4 Research Significance

This studywill be largely exploratory in nature and will contribute to the body of
knowledge pertaining to condominium development and related planning.policy
Specifically, it will help fill theapparengaps in the literature concerning families living
downtown provide an update tihe antiquate family life cycle modeto better reflect
current demographics and housing chaieesicreatea thorough record of planning
policies in Toronto and othgurisdictions, in order tgsuggest possible directions for
further accommodating households with children in the downtown dd@eover, it
will share the experiences of parents living in downtown condominiums with chitwren

better assess the needs of fanrfilgndly housing.

1.5 Thesis Organization

This introductory chaptegrovides an overview of the research question and
objectives, methodology and significance & thess. Chapter 2, Literature Review,
establishes the body of knowledge relating to condominium living, housing demands of
thefamily life cycle, and children living in the city. It also acknowledges the inherent
gapsin and limitatiors of such knowledge Chapter 3Methodology, details the
gualitative research methods used in ghigly Chapter 4, Background, provides a brief
overview of the City of Toronto, the primary focus of this research. It also looks at the
issue of familyfriendly housing as it appears in the popular me@hapter 5Toronto
Policy Review, describeghe current and proposed planning policies inGltg of
Toronto. Chapter 8/ancouver Policy Overview, illustrates the success of the

Vancouver Model and the&trategiesisedto encourage famibpriented housing. Chapter



7, InterviewFindings presents the results of the key informant and parent iatesy
Chapter 8, Conclusions and Recommendations, summarizes the key findings of the study

and proposes recommendations to address the research question and objectives.



2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

The literature review is divided into fisectiondbased on relevant areas of study.
The firstwill provide a briefoverview ofthe evolution of downtown. The second will
look at downtowres a place to livandtherelevant planning programmésat have
contributed to the residential impetus downtowine third will explore the family life
cycle and how it applies to housing requirements. The fourth will discuss the literature
on children in the city, with particular attention on raising children downtown and in
high-rise housing. The lasitill addres the limitations of and gaps tine research.
While the review is divided into sections and -sagationsthisis done so for
organizational purposes orilythe subject areawe integrated anoverlap therefore, he

review should be considered asahesive whle.

2.2 Downtown: An Overview
The following section provides a brief overview of the concept of downtown and
how it has evolved over the course of a century, cycling through different periods of
dominant use and planning approaches.
Thedowntavn' of a typical large North American city has cycled through stages
of residential living.Fol | owi ng the industri al revolution
functional, and desirableo (Moulton, 1999, p

shops. It was where transportation converged, where office buildings grew tall, and

! Downtownis defined, for the purpose of this section, as the central business district of a town or city, and
refers to a generalized downtown of a large North American city, not any one city in particular unless
otherwise specified. Although there are distinatidbetween the American and Canadian context, for the
purpose of this general overview a broad description is accepted. Where distinctions are significant, they
are addressed.



where people cambusonebssespdi str wasofA( Fogel son

would flood downtown on a daily basis, especially during the hours of seven and nine in

the norning and five and seven in the eveningter to be known as rush hour

(Fogelson, 2001). As the primary function of downtown at this time was business,

residences were less common. No longer were people required to live near work and

shops, and downten, fAonce the most densely popul ated

2001, p. 18) was losing residents. Developments in transportation, mainly the streetcar

and the automobile, freed those who could afford it to live in the growing suburbs and

|l ivebonr gedis utopiao (Fogelson, 2001, p. 19
In the 1920s, downtown was more concentrated than it had ever been. Industry

moved to peripheral areas and was replaced with service sector businesses housed in tall

office buildings instead of factories an@rehouses (Fogelson, 2001). Land values were

rising, residential development was becoming infeasible, and the upper classes were

hesitant to raise their families in the downtown setting (Fogelson, 2001). As well, public

improvements to cities displacednse residents when homes were destroyed to expand

transportation networks and city buildings (Birch, @0Bogelson, 2001). This was the

beginning of thd&Jrban RenewaMovement char acteri zed as fithe er

where slum clearance was purpdrtet o make fAbetter useod of wurbe

The government had little to no role in the redevelopment of the razed land, giving the

private sector control to build commercial, office, or entertainment space generally aimed

at the middle and highelasses. When hougin was bui | t ,inhumanet ended t o

multistory blocks which were unfit for family life, and certainly not suitable for poor

familieso (Car mon, 1999, p . 146) .



During this era of downtownadmsmssivei story,
traffic congestion issues caused by an increasing obsession with the automobile marred
the image of downtown. As the state of congestion grew worse in downtown, a new
phenomenon began, beginning largely in the late 1920s: businesses followedtsesid
the periphery anthesuburbs (Fogelson, 2001). As department stores began to
decentralize, so did other businesses. The primary reason, som&asieg to
advances in technology, including transportation and communications (Fogelson, 2001).
The automobile allowed people to drive further to reach a destination; however, it also
led to massive congestion in downtown. Subsequent advances in communications
allowed people to conduct business without the traditional requirement ebféase
transaction, leading to decentralization of certain business practices (Fogleson, 2001). As
the Great Depression in the 1930s marked the end of the roaring 1920s, growth slowed
tremendously and created grave distress for downtown (Fogelson, 2001). Gitee sp
went vacant, construction starts diminished, and land values dropped drastically.
Although evidence of a mild recovery started in the mid 1930s, downtown did not return
to normal right away (Fogelson, 2001). The outlying districts saw more growétaih
services; people did not frequent downtown as much after the Great Depression, and land
values in downtown did not rise despite glimpses of recovery (Fogelson, 2001).

In the first half of the 1940s, World War 1l worsened the problems of downtown.
Decentralization continued and after the war it boomed, especially in the United States,
with housing construction to accommodate expanding families. The postwar era of
further decentralization was supported by the belief that through highway expansion,

making downtown more accessible, people could live in the suburbs, still fréljeent
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core and essentially have the best of both worlds. Housing stock was generally one and
a halfstorey singledetached homes, growing larger over the years following/ére
( Mi ron, 1988) . This form of housing was
men returning from war, and women no longeing needed in the workforc&his
allowedcouples to get back to the natural prog@sesf their family life cycle,
essentially living the American dreashmoving to large lowdensity, familyoriented
suburban housing with their growing families (Miron, 1988).

Although massive decentralization was occurring following the war, downtown
still remained an important cgranent of cities, and over the following decades it
became apparent. Housing stieganchanging as condominium and apartments
becamemore common (Miron, 1988). Some cities took to neighbourhood rehabilitation
progransin the 1960s to improve housingppide community services, and encourage
public participation (Carmon, 1999). This was done under the belief that residences
needed to be recentralized, and that attracting the upper classes back to the city would fill
a void in the economy (Fogelson, 200 Urban redevelopment projects were supported
by many as a means to reduce city expenditures and improve the tax base by creating
middle and upper class neighbourhoods surrounding downtown (Fogelson, 2001).

During the 1960s and 1970s, older residémggghbourhoods surrounding
downtown began to be repopulated with middle class residents (Sager, 1976; Gale, 1979;
Sumka, 1979). These neighbourhood rehabilitation efforts were a major influence on the
downtown housing boom of today (Birch, B)0 Although the rehabilitation efforts of
the 1960s and 1970s were short lived as governments and public were less than

impressed with the results of these social prognesnCarmon, 1999), their failure led to
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the proliferation of thé&Jrban RevitalizatiorMovemenof the late 1970s and 1980s. Low
land and housing prices in central city areas attracted private investment in two forms:
privateindividual investment, in one of three forms: gentrificationylwppiesand
Dinks’, upgrading by incumbent residents, ogrgaling by immigrants generally taken
on by individual investment; or publrivate partnerships, involving partnering between
private investors and public authorities (Carmon, 1999). Though resulting in positive
improvementgor some areas, these etotengédt o cr eate fii sl ands of r.
within seas of declineo (Car mon, 1999, p. 1514

Since the 1970s revitalization efforts, downtown has continued to show signs of
repopulation. Evidence of the continued residential boom in downtowns &ldhls
America is expanding (s&&ohmer& Lang, 1998 Moulton, 1999; Birch, 200Breen &
Rigby, 2004; and Hinshaw, 2007In Toronto, for example, the condominium has
become a dominant force in downtown repopulation, with its presence growing since the
emactment of the Ontario Condominium Ant1967 (Miron 1988; Kern, 2007). After
booming in the 1980s, slowing in the early 1990s, and taking off again in the late 1990s,
the explosion of condomn i um ¢ o n st r aphénoneenal tlarsfeatidn ee N i
reddential morphology ( Kern, 2007, p. 660). According
construction became a major type of postwar housing; accounting for over one third of
the housing stock by 1981.

The growth of the condominium market and subsequent repapulzti
downtown is in part a result oheironmentaland politicalpressures fourban
intensification Having gained prominence in urban development and planning policy in

the 1990sSmartGrowth has been an initiative in many North American cities, texyl

2 Yuppiegefer to young, urban professionals, @idksrefers to dual incomano kids (Carmon, 1999).
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in more compact development with an emphasis on brownfield redevelopmeniamafill
intensification. SmaiGrowth is founded on ten principles:

Housing choice

Vibrant, walkable complete communities
Smart building design

Renew existing communities

Green infrastructure

Green space, farmland and ecologically sensitive areas
Broadscale, integrated planning
Transportation options

Community involvement

10 Focus on implementation

(Smart Growth Canada Network, 2007)

CoNoOO~WNE

The primary goal of these policies has been to spare the diminishing greenfields
surrounding cities and control sprawl, while making the best use of existing infrastructure
(Stephenson, 1999; Smart Growth Canada Network, 2007). Intensification is adiyeved
increasing residential and commercial densitidsuift up areas of cities, such as
downtowns Jenks, Burton, & Williams2000). As more and more cities embrace the
language oBmart Growthin their planning policy, residential growifill continue in
city centred thisincludesTorontg which is a major intensification target under the
Places to Grow Act and Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (see Bunce,
2004). Residential development in city centres generally casistondominium
developnent, a form of housing that is:

expected to fulfill expanding housing needs, curb suburban

sprawl, lift the spaces of deindustrialization to their highest

and best use, respond a@acultural shift infavor of urban

living, and stimulatethe economy by providing sites for

capital investment (Kern, 2007, p.659)

Cities have evolved a great deal over the past 100 years. Rapid growth and

expansion of cities has changed the urban landscape incredibly. As cities try to limit the

13



physical otward expansion of their borders, they will continue to grow vertically, and
become more prominent as a place of residence. This idea is discussed in the next

section.

2.3 Downtown: A Place to Live

This section will first focus on the characteristics ofdhgan poplation and the
evidence of théack to the city movementhe second part will focus on the policy
prescriptions that have contributexdthe repopulation of downtown, including urban

intensification schemes.

2.3.1 The Urban Population

Living downtown is not for everyone, but there are people whosehto live the
urban life. Theurban revitalizatiormovementas generally driven by middle class
residents who were drawn to the lifestyle that living in the heart of the city could provide,
a seitiment echoetby those living in citieandmanyresearchersStudies dating back to
the 1970s consistently maintain that the population is often characterized by two cohorts:
young, urban professionals, and retired, empty nesters (see Sager, 19769%xle,
Moss, 1997; Moulton, 1999; Birch, 26(Karsten, 2003, 2007). The notion that the
Al i festrydiedo rifoslividgddtawvntewn is echoed in more recent research on
the renewed interest oéntral city living (see Preston, Murdie, & Northru®93;
Sohmer& Lang, 2001; Karsten, 2003, 2007). The following section will examine the
evidence of the back to the city movement, what characterizes this cohort of urbanites,

why they have made the choice, and what challengesiexigtintaining theifestyle.
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Thel 976 article AThe Remar kabl ebylGonmeback o
B. Sagermrovides an example efrlyresearch into the new life of downtown. Sager
identifies the need for downtown to be a pleasant place for people to interact with each
other and with their environment (1976). In order for this to be achieved, four essential
factors are required:
a strong city government, a vigorous organization of
business interests willing to invest heavily, comprehensive
planning and marketing studies, and the enthusiastic
backing of a concerned citizeni§Bager, 1976, pp. 1B3)
Sageralsonotes that a growing number of downtown residents are generally one or two
person househol ds sdthnlte fpendf ect Iiyotcl1Inhe&, rp.l
need for depending on an automobile, an element of the downtown lifestyle that Sage
deems not only a financial saving but al so
(1976, p. 13).However, it is noted thahéere are certain downsides to downtown living
that will continue into the future regardless of drastic improvement eftbese
Aunpl easant conditionsod include pollution, c
(Sager, 1976). Despite the apparent downsides of downtown living, Sager concludes that
by the end of the 1990s, over 200 million people would live in or verythearrban
core of America (1976). With the strengthening of downtowns and the subsequent
residential development immediately surrounding downtown, the entire city benefits
(Sager, 1976). Although the suburban lifestyle will always be desired by someeisthe
an evident trend towards downtown regeneration (Sager, 1976).
Thismiddle class resettlemewis characterz ed by houschildless ds t hat

and composed of one or two white adults in t

121), often ollege educated professionals with a graduate degree. This group is not
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comprised of reformed suburbanites; largely, they are previous renters from somewhere
within city boundari es -witylvinglandbonrgjectedoau sl y e mbr
suburbanloat i on when [ ooking for a house to purct
predicting the futureft hi s phenomenon, states that ndthe
beyond young singles and couples and attract families with children is related primarily
to the future qualityofinnec i ty public educationo (Gale, 19
Further evidence of the urban revitalization movement in the 1970s is provided by
Sumka (1979). Sumka notes that there are evident signs it has occurred in many cities
and that rewalization projects are a sign of hope for attracting middle and upper class
households back to the city (1979). Furthermore, Sumka discusses the benefit of this
redevelopment as achieving an improved housing stock, increased tax base, attracting
busines, and improving service and infrastructure quality (1979). In order to understand
the movement, one must be aware of who is the driving force behind it. In line with
Gal edbs description of the main proptnents of
of revitalization ... [as] the children of t
they entered the housing market when construction was low and suburban prices were
high.
High-density, highrise living is not br everyone, but for some peept works.
Mackintosh (1982) found two groups who preferred it because it can be a very satisfying
option with no drawback to family dynamic: households (typically middle income) with
both partners employed, and those who grew up infisghbuildings
The residents who are attracted to downtown living terghare certain

similarities One of these traits is a concemith issues of maintenance and amenities. In
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a comparative study of condominium owners in titg &f Toronto, Preston, Murdie, and
Northrup (1993) found that owners of condominiums who were the primary occupants
placed great importance upon lifestyle considerations when choosing the condominium
form of homeownership, especially in relation to reduced maintenance requiseme
Additiondly, convenientaccess to employment, amenities and facilities were cited as
prominent decision factorslhis is further supported by the results of ithang
Downtown Survegonducted by the Toronto City Planning Department in 200&ch
notethe top easons for choosing to live downtoars ogirfity to work/school, public
transit, entertainment, shopping and others
Toronto, 2003, p. 9).
Regardless of lifestyle concerns, some researchers have identified certain issues
that must be dealt with before downtown will become the thriving residential
neighbourhood that others claim it to H@owns (1997) outlines four major obstacles
that needd be dealt with before the reversing of past middle class outflows can take
pl ace in declining American ci tquaity: #Ahi gh r a
public schools, white resistance to living in racially mixed neighbourhoods, and
ineffecivemu bl i ¢ bureaucracieso (p. 389). When Do
largely referring to fear of crime being the biggest obstacle to attract middle class
residents bdcto the city (1997); fear linked o fi nclask @rtigathy to bigity public
schobpok 0o (1997, p. 390). This relates to the s
research by Gal@979) and Varad{1990): the state of innecity public schools.
According to Downs, the quality of education in ineély schools is much lower than

suburbars c hool s, a claim that is backed up by dah
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lower college placement ratemd greater social disordérs ( 1 9 9 7, p. 391). I
the quality of education in downtown is vital to attracting residents back to theTdrea.
third obstacle essentially pertains to the idea that white middle class households should
not hold prejudice to moving into areas characterized by mixed races (Downs, 1997).
The remaining obstacle, dealing with ineffective public bureaucracid® mast likely
to be improved because progress can most easily be attained due to the nature of the
problem (Downs, 1997). Such things as renewed leadership and pressure from private
interests groups can have an impact on city bureaucracies, and poagréssmade
(Downs, 1997). Downs notes that these challenges cannot easily be reversed, and the
prospecof attracting middle class households to settle downtown in order to rejuvenate
the city is not bright (1997).
Contrary to Downs, Mas(1997) idenfi i e s tOtbaatc kt teo it he ci t yo
[movement] is fundamentally a resettlement in and a renewal of older neighbourhoods
mainly by middle class people who are presently residents in the city in other
nei ghbour hoods as r ent er simarilygnchangédsh) . Moss (
typical household structure: the traditional 1960slearfamily of the working father,
domestic wife and two kids is lost in the 1990s. Changes in family structure, such as
fewer or no children, dual income earnéose parentand singlesex families are more
common today, and according to Moss, these q
477) have found a mecca in living downtown. In particular, Moss focuses on the gay and
lesbian experience in the city. Shifting demodpiapatterns and lifestyles provide new
opportunities for cities in their revitalization efforts. In such, cities must become

attractive as places to live and work, not just to visit, if they are to have a viable future
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(Moss, 1997). Accommodatingtheeim easi ngly diverse Aunconvent
groupso, according to Moss, fimay well turn o
suburban and rural settings can matcho (1997
idea that conditions of economicdeyelme nt ar e created by the fAso
city (1997,p.486)Thi s notion i s echoed i ncreRvechard FI c
classand thebohemian indefounded on the idea that createeonomytalentfosters
economic development and prosperity in citlest offer a culturally diverse, opesmd
tolerant environment (see Flori@g@02 2005 2008).
In 1998, the Brookings Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy and
the Fannie Mae Foundation releadleel preliminary results of the Rouse Forum sur&ey
Rise in Downtown LivingOverall, the results showed that many American downtowns
are experiencing a population boom or resurgence, even those that had been losing
population in the latter half of th&? Century (Brookings Institution, 1998). The report
also outlines some of the benefits of this downtown growth. In particular, a high
residential population within downtown would ease traffic congestion through
eliminating the need to commute, promtite 24 hour a day life of the city, with
entertainment, stores and restaurants contributing to an active night life, and a better
downtown for everyone who works, lives, and visits the area because of the demand and
provision of higher quality and more @inse services and stores (Brookings Institution,
1998). Although only a preliminary report, it provides evidence that downtown growth at
the end of the millennium was holding strong in many North American cities.
In order for downtown to provide a compete market for residential

devel opment there are two conditions that mu
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investor confidenceo ( Mo udnstepatoalititgyg9 9, p. 11) .
downtown thashould be acknowledddy all cities as thggrow inthe future:

Housing must be downtownds political
Downtown must be legible

Downtown must be accessible

Downtown must have new and improved regional amenities
Downtown must be clean and safe

Downtown must preserve and reuse buildings

Downtown regulations must be streamlined and support
residential growth

City resources should be devoted to housing

The edge of downtown should be surrounded by viable
neighbourhoods

10.Downt own i s never fAdoneo
(Moulton, 1999, pp. 1-29)

NoahkwhpE

© ®

All of these steps provide an essential basis for consideration when planning cities.
Furthermore, in 2001, Sohmer and Lang published a census note entitled
Downtown Reboundased on a study of twenrtgur cities in the United States following
the 2000 Cesus. Although it was noted that the trend of living downtown has taken off
slowly?, it is a good indicator of future growth (Sohmer & Lang, 2001). By strengthening
the downtown through residential repopulation, the potential for neighbourhoods
surroundng it will strengthen as well (Sohmer & Lang, 2001). This is evident from the
results of the study. Between 1990 and 2000, 75% of the tf@untgities saw an
increased density in their downtowns (Sohmer & Lang, 2001). In order to explain this
Adowmt owboundo, Sohmer and Lang identify a r
one cohort that has a significant impact on the growth in downtown: the baby boomer
generation (Sohmer & Lang, 2001). Empty nesters free of their now adult children are

downsizng and taking advantage of the leisure and cultural amenities that ginkand

% In the Canadian context this growth has occurred more quickly than in the United States (England &
Mercer, 2006)
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hand with a downtown condominium (Sohmer & Lang, 2001). Additionally, there is
another cohort that is comprised of young professionals, mostly in their 20s and 30s, who
have y¢to have children and desire the advantages and convenience of downtown living
(Sohmer & Lang, 2001). These two populations played a significant role in the
repopulation of downtown throughout the 1990s and continue to do so intd’the 21
Century. Another key aspect of many downtowns that is identified as attractive to
residents is the historic character that offers a more fulfilling sense of place than
expanding and monotonous suburban developments (Sohmer & Lang, 2001).
Furthermoredovnt own r esi dent s loa-ma&antenance,tubame mar ket f o
housing convenient to work amyThefimdimgsti eso ( S
of this study predict that downtown growth will continue into th& @é&ntury as a result
of the historicacharacter and proximity to transportation, business, and other amenities
and facilities (Sohmer & Lang, 2001).
In a more irdepth investigation of downtown living in the United States, Birch
(2002) discusses six key findings from a more detailed exaiomof 2000 US census
data. One,there is no standard definition of downtown; it varies in time and place and is
constantlychanging (Birch, 2002). Twalthough some downtowns have seen a rise in
residential population, it is small compared to ovesigyl population increases, and
varies significantly between cities (BircP002) Three,recent achievement of higher
densities and population growth in downtowns is rooted in years of planning policy to
promote revitalization and housing investmenttokne t hem Acompetiti ve a
placesto live (Birch, 2002). Fourdowntown residents tend to be more affluent, educated

and racially homogeneous than the rest of the city population. Typically they are singles,
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childless couples, empty nestershomosexuals, though there are some families with
children. Increasingly, as couples move into later stages of the family life cycle, they are
demanding schools, open spaces, and community facilities so they can remain living
downtown wth children (Bird, 2002). Fivethere is an increase in private downtown
groups such as bumss improvement districtgorking with cities to encourage housing
development to create a Bdur downtown (Bich, 2002). Sixdowntown population

growth is contributing to ovall city growth in many places, and in soihes offsetting
population loses in other areas of the city (Birch, 2002). These findings illustrate the
complexity and constantly changing nature of downtown, which now includes downtown
living (Birch, 2002)

Breen and Rigby (2004) consider the impact that intensification andregyted
growthcanhave orcurbings ubur ban spr awl by | ooking at ei
They suggest thatrbanity1 walkability, density, diversity, hipness, and public trainsit
is the main contributaloa ¢ isucoes®sattracting residentsin terms of the success
of attracting families to city life, Breen and Rigby (2004) note that they were surprised at
how many young failies were living in their sample cities and that schools are a key
element to this phenomeo n . They goithouttheseofamiiesggest : AW
neighborhoodsan indeed flourish, but they lose something by not having young children
about o0& Rigby, 2084np. 229).In Hinshaw(2007) the idea dfue urbanisnis
explored. Cities that exhibit true urbanism are dense, diverse, energetic, and sociable
and bode well for the future of citi€¢dinshaw, 2007).Motoro Rich suggests that the
move toward buding more condominium units thamgledetached homes is the start of

anewAme r i ¢ a na twlobedi@aom conominium with a gym in the basement and a
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skyline view f rioHnshaw 00Tpi8y Himslgaw (2003)mlso (
suggests that immigntsmay bewilling to forego the American dream and live
downtown.
It is importantto note that there are differences between cities in Canada and the

United StatesAccor ding to England and Mercer (2006)
characterized as havimgore vital central cities and as being more compact and less
di spersed than their US couRanadiapraditionefo ( p. 25
public-oriented investmertb better serve the collective citizenand elicit a high quality
of publicservices, such as public transit systems, schools, community centres, and parks
T achieved through stronger planning systems and less fragmented local governments
(England& Mercer, 2006).As a result, in Canada, social infrastructure is strong, the
climate for urban planning and design is much less polarizegdititized, andoublic
welfare is paramount (Punter, 2003). Punter (2003) sugG@asidian cities differ from
many US cities in that they have:

a much more even distribution of affluencettbr social

and community services, and a better public school system

... have not been driven by racial tension and ghettoization,

not least because urban ethnicity is more diverse, social

minorities are smaller and more affluent, and there is less

crime, especially of the violent sort. (p. xxii)

Furthermore, tban renewaand the growth of the suburbdal not occur in

Canadian cities with the ferocitlgat it did in American citiesin Canada, following the
Second World War, largecale immigration heked balance the population loss to the
suburbs (Filior& Bunting, 2006). @ntrification of neighbourhoods surrounding the

downtown core happened more naturallfCanadain a far less prescribedanner than

in American cities High-density, innefcity housing, largely in the form of gh-rise
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condominiums, has kept the coresarge Canadianitiespopulated (Englan& Mercer,

2006). Households living in central cities, in both Canada and the US, tend to be more
diverse than in the suburbs, but in Gda#his diversity often includes families with

children (Englan& Mercer, 2006). This is partially due to a more diverse set of housing
stock in Canadian cities, with fewer singletached homes builtin part because of

smaller highway networks and more prominent public transportation systems, which have
helped keeities more compact (Englagd Mercer, 2006).As many Canadian and
Americancities try to curb further suburban sprawl and promote higbasity

development, it remains to be see@anadian and US&itieswill differ even more in the

future orbecomemoe si mi Il ar and support i(Bngland of

& Mercer, 2006).

2.3.2 Urban Intensification

The population growth in downtown areas is largely a result of planning and
development effortsin recent years, environmental protection andasnable growth
have been key concepts in planning policy. In order to curb urban sprawl and eliminate
development on greenfield land, cities are looking to intensification and brownfield
redevelopment to encourage sustainable, compact cigakset al, 2000; Heath, 2001,
Howley, Scott,& Redmond2009). With the onus on cities to encourage compact,
sustainable development, ways to achieve such growth and methods of implementation
are needed.

Urban intensification t h rintensiidatioriof built fom, such as the

development of undeveloped laaddthe redevelopment of existing structures in cities,
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as wel |l as an i ntensificatiplygiedplapnng ul at i on
tool that can be used to mitigate transportation stressasgafiom commercial

development (Nowla& Stewart, 1991). According to Nowlan and Stewart (1991),

residential inteng§ii cat i on i n dshould becegardedas a majot policyh

t ool bearing on commercial devEb)opment and t
particularly in terms of how commercial growth can be accommodated without incurring

all of the environmental costs linked to the necessary transportation needs like

commuting facilities and road networks.

Heath (2001), i nattitsmdesiatidyprefergncasuarecitypcantrd i ¢ 6 s
l'iving in the United Kingdom, outlines three
to accommodate substantial growth in the number of households, how to revitalize cities,
and how to create more sustaihad ur ban areaso (p.464). One
these problems and creatingwng cityta s ol ut i on thrdeditdswithogpeht AKki | |
stonedo (Urban and Ec dURBED) t998)m 15pistop ment Gr oup
encourage people to move back te tentre of the city, where intensification and
redevelopment can contribute to urban revitalization and more sustainable city growth
because living in close proximity to local amenities, public transit, and employment
centres will eliminate the need focardependant, commuter lifestyle, completely
decentralized from the urban core (Heath, 2001). Although urban sprawl and suburban
living have been the norm in many cities for decades, there is evidence of a growing
trend in the return to the city and iscreased awareness of the need to encourage
residents back to thaty (Moss, 1997; Moulton, 2000; Sohmer & Lang, 2000; Birch,

2002) Additionally, although housing norms typically revolve around attaining a single
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family home, usually in a suburban lteaHeath (2001) argues, along with othessg(

Smith, 1996 Montgomery 2006; Hinshaw, 2007; Florida, 201that younger

generations are trading in their parentos dr
phenomenon that is fuelled biestyle and Ife cyclechangessuch as fewer or delayed
marriageschanges in family size and structure, and modernized gender roles.

Heat hdos study of f er s seekimgtowttractyesideats,t t o t ho
though not necessarily familie©f those surveyed, singles in the eighteen to twéngy
age category and single divorcees of all ages were most likely to consider city centre
living, preferably in apartments, and preferably in two or three bedroom units; only 10%
expressed a desire farone bedroom, while 81% prefer two or three bedrooms (Heath,

2001). On the other hand, married couples were less likely to consider city centre living,

citing it as inappropriate for raising a family and lacking in space. However, contrary to

other stdlies (see Gale, 1979; McAul&yNutty, 1982;Varady, 1999Downs, 1997, the

inherent quality of education facilities was found to be only a minor deterrent (Heath,

2001) . Heat h al so not es t h dfestyle plagardeanmi | yds s
residential location preferences; the presence of children is related to very low

willingness to consider living in the central city (2001).

Mar keting schemes to promote downtown | iv
lifestyle, and environmentalamé t i e s 0, a s rprivate sestdr adeentigifyo | d f o
(Peirce, 2001, p. 966). ¢y ce finds that in | oolibang at t he
Renaissanceision’ that the sceptical suburbanites will be hard to convince and that

policy is needed to distinguish whether urban renaissance is about urbanivitality

“Britainés Urban Renaissance Vision is founded on the
density deviopment on existing urban lands, such as brownfields, in order to contain sprawl. It is similar
to the North American vision of Compact Cities and Urban Intensification (Peirce, 2001).
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promoting urban living and the lifestyleor environmental concerrisreducing the need

to develop gredrelds. Downtown development needs to determine which aspect to

focus on to convince residents to succumb to advertising and move downtown. Lang
Hughes, and Daniels§n1 99 7) suggest targeting Asubur ban
who already demonsteaan attraction to the city.

Environmental concerns are discussed by Howley, SaudtRedmond (2009),
with particular attention on how adhering to the principles ofQbmpact City Model
can conserve greenfields, reduce car dependence, support i@kemades of transport,
utilize existing infrastructure more efficiently, and aid in revitalizing city centres. Urban
intensification is a positive trend as young, affluent, and single people are attracted to the
convenient lifestyle that goes hamdhard with central city, higkdensity living (Howley
et al, 2009). Consequently, as this segment of the population still desicesan the
low density suburbs when it comes time to start a family,

The challenge remains to convince residents that religtiv
high-density urban areas can be an attractive destination
throughout all stages of their |Hgycle (Howley et al,
2009, p5)

In an extensiowf this study, Howley (2009) used a logistic regression model to
further under st ansdolocaestplaverdlaensity adess. The masnt i o
significant finding is that ofamily life cycle Younger respondents living in higlensity
dwellings are more likely to move within five years than any other age ¢exguse of
their position in the famyl life cycle Howley suggests that urban planners and designers

need to create residential areas that accomrmaatlatages of the family life cycle and

provide a high level of stability and quality of lifer residents of all agg2009) This is
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theidea behind @omplete communityone where people of all ages and at all stages of
the family lifecycle can live, work and play in a familiar neighbourhotddoing so,

cities can move ahead in a more sustainable manner that can alleviate social, economic
and environmental pressureBhe idea of the family life cycle will be discussed in more

detail in the followiry section

2.4 The Family Life Cycle
This setion of the literature review M address the concept of tiR@mily Life

CycleModeland how it relates to housing requirements.

2.4.1 The Family Life Cycle Model

Thefamily life cycles often cited in early housing choice and residential location
literature as a concept for modelling residential mobility. The relationship between
households and their housing values chamgth age and family sizeTypically, young
couples prefer small dwellings in higlensity areas close to the heart of the city;
howe\er, as they marry and have children, preferences change to larger dwellings in low
density, suburban areas (Rossi, 1955; Doling, 1976; Birch, 2002; Heatl, 200

The two most common frameworks for the family life cycle, according to
McLeod and Ellis (182), are those of Wells and Gubar (1966), where stages are defined
in terms of the youngest child, and Duvall (1971), where stages are defined by the oldest
chil d. Most studies use Duvall 6s stages
for school requirements; however, there is a marked inconsistency in the defining

variable for each stage.

® Referred to abalanced community the United Kingdom.
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The stages of Duvall és family | ife cycle
are based on the age and school placement of the oldest childamtlye If a family
consists of more than one child, it simply 0
(Duvall, 1971). Because each stage has no fixed beginning or end, and is cyclical in
nature, families move through the cycle on their own tiwteen they marry, when they
choose to have children, and how much time between births are all factors that come into
play and individualize the flow of the cycle for each family (Duvall, 1971). Although
Duvall discusses issues inherent to defining the murabstages in a family life cycle
be it that a two stage model is too rigid; a twefotyr stage model is too complex; or that
an eight stage model neglects the effect of having more than oné dhddamily life
cycle Ai s a pr ongdtheccomplexaieswiacgnterngorarg Amentani
familieso (Duvall, 1971, p. 129) . Duvall ev
Asuperioro explanation of family behaviour (
Table 2.1 Duvall's Family Life Cycle Model

Stage in Life Description
Cycle

Married couples without children
Childbearing families (oldest child birth to 30 months)
Families with preschool children (oldest chil@22o 6 years)
Families with schoothildren (oldesthild 6 to 13 years)
Families with teenagers (oldest child 13 to 20 years)
Families as | aunching centr
leaving home)

7 Middle-aged parents (empty nest to retirement)

8 Aging family members (retirement to deathbofth spouses)
Note:adapted fronDuvall (1971)

OOl WNPE

The family life cycle models of Wells and Gubar (1966) and Duvall (1971) are

based on the traditional family and neglect the increasprgiminentnon-traditional
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household (Schaning& Danko, 1993).Consumer behaviouheorists have
incorporated noitraditional or noAfamily households into the life cycle framework,
including Murphy and Staples (1978 dGilly and Enis (1982]see Schaninge¥
Danko, 1993 for evaluationsHowever, with a growing maber of nortraditional
families, such as lonparentandblended families, childlesdivorcedand remarried
couples, as well as delayed marriage and dtelaring, hefamily life cycle models are
seemingly outdatedespecially in regard to housing comgution at each stage and by
each category of household.

The significance of the family life cycle as it applies to this research is in the
housing demanded by families at each stage of the cycle. Different family types and
sizes will demand different typeand sizes of housing. Housing denssaido reflect
wider societal changes, in terms of housing norms (Chilman, 1978). As such, cities must
be planned in order to accommodate such demands within residential coregunit

The family life cycle as it appis to housing requirements is illustrated in Table
2.2 as a six stage model, largely based on the presence or absence of children, and
therefore compresses Duvall dés eight stages i
leaveshisorhep ar ent 6s home, stage one; subsequent
and has a child/ children, resulting in a growth in family size and space requirements
(Short, 1984). As family size and space requirements change, families relocate in order
to obtainhousing that meets their space requirements (Short, 1984). This concept is

discussed in more detail in the following section.
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Table 2.2 Traditional Family Life Cycle Housing Requirements
Stage in LifeCycle Housing needs/ aspirations

1 prechild stage Relatively cheap, central city apartment

2 child-bearing Renting or singldamily dwelling close to apartment zone
3 child-rearing Ownership of relatively new suburban home

4 child-launching Same areas (3) or perhaps move to higkstatus area

5 postchild Marked by residential stability

6 later life Institution/ apartment/ live with children

Note: fromShort (L984)

2.4.2 The Family Life Cycle and Housing

Most of the literature on the family life cycdéend mobility dates back to the mid
to late 28" Century. The seminal study on family moving behaviours and preferences is
Rossi 60s WK FdniliestMavdRurther evidence of the family life cycle in
mobility and housing preference research is fonrgtudies such as Chevan (1971),
Doling (1976),Michelson (1977)McLeod and Ellis (1982), McAuley and Nutty (1982)
and Lodl, Gabb and Combs (1990rhese studies will be reviewed below.

Rossi (1955) studied residential mobility in Pennsylvanian fasib determine
why families move, and therefore how planning can achieve residential stability as
mobility is an extremely important factor of urban change. Family life cycle is a major
determinant of whether a household is residentially stable or epghaiiticularly with
relation to space requirements of families at different stages in the life cycle (Rossi,
1955). As households move through the stages of the family life, spelee
requirements change: nAt he | latogceommdddtestheh ousi ng
changing needs of the familydarétRetypisal, 1955,
form of housing occupied by the most mobile populations, generally in areas that do not

contain the amenities or facilities to accommodate fahwvilyg (Rossi, 1955). Large

®Generallyr ent al at the time of Rossib6s study.
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homes in the suburbs are typical of famifiesn t he most st abl e of
(Rossi, 1955, p. 228). This represents the fundamental idea of the family life cycle as it
applies to housingamilies strive for tke suburban dreamOne of the most imperative
findings of Rossi6s study and one that i
follows:

The findings of this study indicate the major function of

mobility to be the process by which families adjust their

housing to the housing needs that are generated by the

shifts in family composition that accompany life cycle

changegemphasis in original](Rossi, 1955, p. 61)
Therefore, as families adjust their changing housing needs, they may be required to
move. Whether they can fulfill their changing needs within thamiliar neighbourhood
is determinant upon the ability of that community to accommodate different stages in the
life cycle within the housing optiorend amenitieprovidedi as acomplete commuryit
would.

Chevan (1971), with a study of the relationship between moving and family life

cycle in the Philadelphidrenton area in 1960, finds e family life cycle effect on

moving stemming from the birth anX Agr owt h

families progress through the life cycle, there are changes in the space requirements
which trigger moves. Findings indicate that it is often the first child born that impacts the
need for more space and hence the move to a larger dw@lregan 1971)

Housing needs are also equated with cultural norms for ingusiereby, housing
n e e desive fiom cultural standards against which actual housing conditions are
judgedo (Morris & Winter, 1975, pthatttg2) .

singlefamily house is the most preferred type; a family residing in anything but would be
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going against the cultural norm for housingowever, there is a growing body of
literature that suggests some cohorts may defy this norm and opt far tythesof
housing (see Section 2.3.1).

Other studies on the family life cycle, like that of Doling (1976), equate wealth
with mobility in the family life cycle, stating that growing space requirements due to
changes in family composition tend to coincwi¢h an increase in income, making the
move from a small dwelling in a higiensity area to a larger dwelling in a lower density
neighbourhood more financially obtainable. Doling also notes that at later stages in the
family life cycle couples do not typally downsize; rather, they stay in the same home
they purchased when they were an expanding family (1976).

Mi chel sondés 1977 study of Toronto famili.ie
decisions found life cycle stage to be an important factor in residerdlality and
location decisions. In generéhefindings indicatehat while the eventual housing goal
of most is a singkkamily housethose in the prehild stages opt for downtown
apartmentsfamilies with one or two young children sometimes opsfdsurban
apartmentsand families with two or more children opt for suburban housesfamily
size increases, adjustments are made for space requirements. Although the move from
downtown to suburbia is not always a given when children are introdiheciihdings
echo other researchetsat suburbia is synonymous with familismddowntownwith
careerism (Michelson, 1977).

The family life cycle and mobility is not limited to the North American context.

A study conducted by McLeod and Ellis (1982) intReAustralia, found the family life

cycle to be important in analysing housing consumption decisions, but not location
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decisions. The two most significant stages in terms of changes in housing consumption

are coupling and children entering school. UaliXoling (1976), McLeod and Ellis find

ificl ear evidence of a reduction in househol d

rearing is completedo (1982, p. ofth&5; McLeod

study, McLeod and Ellis (1983) look at altetimas to the family life cycle in analysing
housing consumption. Looking at two family life cycle typologies, Wells and Gubar
(1966) and Duvall (1971), McLeod and Ellis (1983) determine both to be useful in
explaining patterns of housing consumption, esgdly in relation to per capita
consumption; however, neither is better than the other and neither is superior to the

approach of fAincluding age of househol d

for family |Iife cycle effectso (p. 705).

The rehtionship between family life cycle and residential decision making is

explored by McAuley and Nutty (1982). By using age, presence and age of children, and

marital status as indicators of a six staged family life cycle, McAuley and Nutty
investigate temlimensions of residential preferences of Pennsylvania residents in a 1974
statewide survey. The results indicate that couples in stages three aridtfeage with
childreni place greater emphasis on factors relating to geitding and institutional
supports, with quality of schools ranked in the top three variables of importance.
Skaburskis (1988bserves two submarkets in the Canadian condominium

market: young householdgsn d ol d er h peakséenlihe B0Odos40 amd theh i

At the time this study was undertaken, condominiums were much larger on average than they are today.

head

Skarburskisdéd (1988) survey of nine Canadian cities r e

more bedroms and dens, and more than half of thedtighs e condomi ni ums have at

(p-114). This is significantly different from the scenario today; in Toronto only 6% of units built in the
downtown since 2001 have three or more bedrooms (€ifpmnto, 2007a).
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preretirementage@mtg or i es 0 ( Skabur ski s, 1988, p .
analysis suggests that this age variable is:

The single most important characteristic that helps identify

submarkets and starts to develop a view of the role

condominiums play in helping peopésljust their housing

and location with life cycle induced changes in housing

needs (1988, p. 115)
A centrally located condominium, for example, would allow the t@ffléetween space
requirements and locational advantage (Skaburskis, 1988). Condominiliichange
the fispatial structureo of cities and
1988). This is repeated by Kern (2007):

condominiumsare expected to fulfill expanding housing

needs, curb suburban sprawl, lift the spaces of

deindustrialization to their highest and best usspoad to

a cultural shift in fave of urban living, and stimulate the

economy by providing sites for capital @stment (p. 659)

Many factors affect the family life cycle as it applies to housing demand. Miron
(1988) indicates that a compression of the etelaring stage is caused by later
marriages, fewer children, and children leaving the family home soareb#fore. This
me a rnhsat childrearing considerationfi§vebecome] less important in housing
demando ( Mi r Asthe tradéién8l family becomégs.martan exception
than the norm, housing consrations and requirements walvolvealongwith the
defining elements of thiamily life cycle.

Lodl, Gabb and Combs (1990) look deeper into the relationship between family

life cycle and housing preference by surveying residents in Nebraska to evaluate the

importance of specific housing featuragpothesizing that the importance of each would
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differ based on family life cycle stage. While low maintenance, environmental §uality
and attractive interior are important across all stages, there are some features that are
more important at differentages. For example, those in chithring stages place more
i mportance on fAspace for childrenbs playo,
marriage (pre hi | d rearing) place more i mportance
gr oup s étal(1290)d These findings support earlier research on changing space
requirements forcing residential moves in connection with staging of the family life cycle
(see Rossi, 1955; Chevan, 1971, Doling, 1976).

Looking at cityto-suburb and subu+to-city moves, Sanchez and Dawkins
(2001) determine that life cycle is a factor in moving, but that these two groups of movers
share significant similarities. They suggest that the success of urban revitalization is the
key to attracting diverse residents to the ¢8gnchez & Dawkins, 2001). Ensuring that
intensification efforts in central city areas accommodate a diverse population and avoid
the creation of a monoculture of young singles and retired couples lies in the success of
planning and development efforts.

The family life cycle model indicates that fames will make the necessary moves
to satisfy housing needs. It is common in many cities for this to mean moving from a
centrally located apartment, condominium, or small house to a larger, less centrally
located space. This is due in part to the lack of appropriatesspage@amenities within
the central neighbourhoods to accommodate all ages and all stages of the family life
cycle. If citiesarein fact creatindivable, viborant complete communitiegithin central
residential areas, the need to move farther afield may not be nedetsarig the central

premise of this thesis and will be addressed in subsequent chapters.

8 This refers to energy efficient construction and consistency of interior temperatures (Lodl et al., 1990).
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2.5 Children in the City

Children are often seen as outsiders in city planning alththey are significant
to the uban makeup (Spencer & Witey, 2000). Their position in the city is often
ignored in policy discussion as cities are planned for the adult experience, making them
feel Aout of ©pl aceo i Gleesoretal, 200§ hoveeer, these ( Mal on e
is a growing body of research encouraging the building of cities with children in mind
(seeMichelson, Levine & Michelsort.979;Michelson, Levine & Spina, 197%owler,
1992 Chr i st ens e b Geesant&EBipg2@06)., Thelitbr&Be on children
in the city is not vast, especially in the North American setting, and especially not in the
Canadian context; however, the studies pertinent to this research are reviewed in this
section to establish a basis for thelypof knowledge. They are divided into two parts:

Children inthe central cityand children irhigh-rise.

2.5.1 Children in the Central City
Children are rarely considered in the planning of cities, especially when it comes
to inner city and downtown areaklowever, as many large cities begin to emphasize
intensification and higldensity development in place of sprawling, {density growth,
childrenwill inevitably have a more prominent presence in central asesmilies opt
for the urban life.The experience of families living downtown with children has not
been widely examined in the academic realm, but there are a few contributing studies.
Caulfield (199), in a study of gentrification in downtown Toronto, observed that
the culture of everyday lifeas the driving force behind downtown livingn interviews

with middleclass residents of downtown Toronto neighbourhoas, ferceptions of
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the quality of life of innexcity living were consistently addressed: a sense of community;
demographic diversy; nonttraditional political and cultural attitudes viewing downtown
as a more congenial and tolerant setting; and the spatial aneetutat features
(Caulfield, 192). Of the sample of residents interviewed, parents were consistent in
naming two keyadvantages to downtown living: the benefit for their children of being
exposed to demographic divercscity,spadi ahefice
the fAspatial t r i lomewoe, andfesatiahserviags (Caalffeld,i n g o
1992 p. 83). As well, they responded tlfi@milismwas not compromised by inneity
living; in fact it could be strengthen by spending more time as a family than commuting
to and fro. Al t hough most participmpants wer e
(Caulfield, 192, p. 81), they were drawn to living downtown for the percelvetefits
the lifestyle affords

Lia Karsten has conducted a large amount of research on family life and children
in cities, particularly in the Netherlands (see Kars2®®3 2007, 2009). Her work is
integral to this area of academia and has provided a pivotal framework of study for other
regions of the world. Karsten suggaiat housing preference goes beyond economic
and demographic considerations: housing preferen¢c s r oot ed i n Adaily a
soci al net wor ks and i de intaR003/studyofrgentrificatient i on o (
in Amsterdam, Karsten finds t huppieByoungan way o
urban professionalsand more recdly typical of yupps: youngirban professional
parents This growing segment of the urban population is characterized by those (largely
middle-class families) who negate the typical family life cycle stage of moving to the

suburbs to raise a family andadse to integratamilismandcareerismin an urban way
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(Karsten, 2003). Changing gender roles have played a part for these families: combining
work and child care is less onerous when commuting is reduced by the proximity of
work, home, and external fifites; a value stressed predominantly by working women
(Karsten, 2003, 2007). The success of urban living depends on issues that meed to b
addr essed by halackoéchildgare, Isafeqhaces tdiplay, traffic safety and
chil dr enodlsl cilsusbuse sartehaat need to be worked on
easier it is for families to live in central urban areas, the less those families will have to
be constantly defending their | ifestyle choi
do prefer to raise their children in the city (Karsten, 2007).
Karsten (2009) furthers the discussion of families in cities by scrutinizing three
common urban discourségshe attractive city, the creative city, and #mancipatory
city T and proposingn alternative discoursethe balanced city in order to include the
daily experience of families in citieS he findings otheanalyss are presented in Table
2.3. Karstersuggests that families need to be considered because they make up a large
segment of the population and are increasingly choosing to live in cities (20G8).
three of the common urban discourses, families are often neglected, even if the dominant
population consist oparents or socto-be parents For example, the creative city is
driven by welleducated, middielass workersf thecreative class who demand leisure
amenities to supplement their working liyekildren are not considered to be
paricipantsi n t hi s c i & gonsidetable gait df #ne creatiaetclass has (or will
have) children at s ome Bagsediomthedindipgsaamst en, 20009

interviews with middleclass families in Rotterdam, Karsten (2009) proptises
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balanced cityas a tool to guide planning practice toward accommodating families in

cities and adding age the definition of diversityhat so many cities strive for.

Table 2.3 Karsten's Urban Discourse Aralysis
Urban Discourse Description
The attractive city A place based on tourism, culture, shopping, and
entertainment
1 Little awareness of families as residents
The creative city 1 A place based on production, primarily by the creative cle
and urbariifestyle
1 Members of the creative class who are parents are
overlooked as children are not considered in the creative
The emangatory 1 A place where people work to rise incg status, making
city progress in life, but not life course
1 Families areneglected because it is seen as a temporary
space, emphasized by a housing stock composed of sme
compact units
The balanced city T A place where different categories of households, differet
domains of life, and different geographical scales are
integraed
TAplacethatv al ues reproducti on
and family housing on top of production, consumption, ar
leisure
1 Families are accommodated but not made the focus of th
city
Note:adaptedrom Karsten(2009)

Churchman (2003) focusesonhi | dren i n the city fnAbecaus:

| east considered by planning and design in c
different views on children in citiesnd:

Whetherthey are welcomed, tolerated or unwelcome in

public space, and ... whether the independence of children

is a goal, a necessity, or something to be disgrd.

(Churchman, 2003, p. 100)
Often cities are not planned in a way that allows them to be emsgt/by children, or
even by families (Churchman, 2003). Churchman outlines positive and negative aspects

of cities which create opportunities or limitations for children based on a study of
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families in different Israeli cities; these are listed in TéMe Churchman argues that
these problems need to be addressed in city

relatively on their own and take advantage o

Table 2.4 Positive andNegativeAspects of theCity for Children

Positive Aspect Advantage
Public and private 1 Greater in number, variety and quality of services
services 1 eg cultural, commercial, recreational, health,

educational, psychological suppa#ligious and
municipal services

Basic services 1 Provided at a higher level in cities than rural areas

1 eg water, electricity, sewage and communications
Compact built 1 Shorter distances between parts of the city and within
environment neighbourhoods allovor travel by walking or cycling
Public transportation 1 Likely available, accessible, comfortable, frequent anc

affordable

Heterogeneous 1 Opportunities for meeting different kinds of people
population
Variety of stimuli 1 Greater in cities than elsewhere

1 Provide better opportunities for personal development
1 eg sensory, cognitive, social and emotional

Negative Aspect Disadvantage

Danger ofviolence 1 Adults, other children and traffic pose threats of dange

Lack of open spaces an § Fewer places tplay in and experience

parks

Noise 1 Noise likely higher in certain areas and can cause
distraction

Variety of stimuli 1 May be too much stimuli for young children to cope wi

Air pollution 1 High levels of pollution in cities pose as health treats t
children

Note:adaptedrom Churchman(2003)

Living in dense, walkable neighbourhoods offers opportunities for such initiatives
as awalking schoolbus where children walk to and from
along a set route with designated s&ops for

Collins, 2006, p. 106). In Auckland, New Zealand, walking school bus progesiare
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increasingly prevaldras the city undergoes major urban intensification: walking school
buses are operated in 17% of all primary schools in the Auckland region (l€earns
Collins, 2006). They are also catching on @anadian cities and Britain (Kearns et al.,
2003), wheresomeprogranmes aresponsored by Kia, a major automobile manufacturer
(Kia, 2010)? The perceived benefits of such a programme include exercise for children,
alleviate traffic congestion, reduce stranger danger, injury prevention, save parents time,
safey from bullying, and safety from dogs (Kea&<Collins, 2006). Additionally, they
promote healthy activity and create a greater sense of community for children and parents
living in dense neighbourhoods. From studying the programme in the Aucklangtconte
Kearns and Collins (2006) recommend lessons for other cities looking to promote
walking school bus programes: monitoring and evaluating on a regular basis is crucial
for success; providing incentives can encourage children to participate; and
neighbouhood improvements may result from the increased demand for safe walking
routes.

Having adequate plagpace is also an issue in cities, but providing parks and
playground space should be a high priority for residentiahbeigrhoods because they
a r sociafliassets of the community, providing a place where adults can meet while their
children play, and where senior citizens can observe this play and feel part of the wider
conmuni tyo (Walsh, 2006, p. 137). Hiknshaw (2
and Chicago are examples of how quality can trump quantity when it comes to providing
child-friendly parksi they do not need to be huge if they are designed weltording

t o Wal s hhidrgnCaedgt, oifC t he ores(penid4da) prdkrge

° For examples of this programme seew.transport.wa.gov.au/14915.agkustralia)
www.walkingbus.ordgBritain); www.saferoute®school.c§Canada); angvww.walkingschoolbus.org
(United States)
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considered in design and planning of neighbourhoods so their needs can be met at all
ages and stages of development.

Creating Achild friendly citieso i s not a
Cities Initiative was startedydJNICEF to provide a framework for promoting good
governance of chil dreno6s rwitlgthetUsiteddlations he | oc al
Convenion of the Rights of the Chidn or der to fiprovide an alte:
have been conceived and buil by and f or adultso (Riggio, 20
is based on the guarantee to every child the right to:

1 Influence decisions about their city

1 Express their opinion on the city they want

1 Participate in family, community and social life

1 Receive basiservices such as health care, education and shelter

1 Drink safe water and have access to proper sanitation

1 Be protected from exploitation, violence and abuse

1 Walk safely in the streets on their own

1 Meet friends and play

1 Have green spaces for plants anoheahs

1 Live in an unpolluted environment

1 Participate in cultural and social events

1 Be an equal citizen of their city with access to every service,
regardless of ethnic origin, religion, income, gender or disability
(UNICEF, 2004, p. 1).

This framework $ not a regulatory model but a way of improving and realizing the

Convention on the Rights of the Child in any given city (Riggio, 2002). In Canada, the

most prominent example of a child friendly initiative is the Society for Children and

Youthin BritishCol umbi adés Child and Youth Friendly C
friendly housing(see www.scyofbc.org)The project, focused on children in multi

family housing, addresssuch issues as adequacy of facilities and amenities for families

and accessibiltto children and youth (FronczékYates, 2003; UNICEF, 2004).

43



In 1997, Growing Up in Citi€§ interviewed over 100 youth in the Braybrook
suburb of Melbourne, replicating an original 1972 study. Interviews and foifpw
workshops revealed that many youth feel discormtkeirtbomthe physical, natural and
social environment they live in (Malone, 1999). Participants created a list of what it
would take to feel engaged in their commuiitys list is presented in full iMalone,
1999 p. 2). Overall, what they want are safe places in the community where they are
free to congregate and sociali zesayinthea ] ust
planning process (Malone, 1999). Yodtlendly neighbourhoods are vital to making
young people feel valued@én part of t h &adooldforplaygrounds,tod e s . i
young to be valued communitymbne r s 6 ( Ma | o raed,too &fter@ddleto p. 2 2)
feel alienated and excluded from public spaces: communities must involve their youth in
the planning process and address power relations to better the culture of community
(Malone, 1999).
Christensen abphampbsdaBody e workoult Ontite idea of
child friendly cittes. The extent to which cities can beco
depends on the ability of planning to perform with the need of all users in mind
(Christenser& O06 Br i e a).,Furthedniboe, Gleeson and Si@®06) examine a body
of literature relating to children in the city and the forces that shape child friendly cities
especially the institutional and professional undertakings of urban ch@hggeprocess
requires sensitivi tyndtsarialand envidbmmemabneedpier r cept i ©

the built environment (Gleeson et al., 2006hey conclude:

9 Growing Up in Cities is a participatory research and planning project focusing on youth between 10 and
15 years in Australia. It was originally created in the 1970s as part of a UNR®{&0t that was

published in 1977 by Kevin Lynch. It is dedicated to involving youth in the planning of their communities
to eliminate the resentment towards youth by the adults for whom communities are typically planned.
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The journey to the child friendly city must soon begin in
earnest. The destination we seek is not an exclusive
wonderland for children. Our destinatia diverse city
that places children at its centre because it is committed to
universal human values, including care, respect and
tolerance. This is no vision of a theme park. It is a vision
of human sustainability. (Gleeson et al., 2006, p. 157)

2.5.2 Children in High -Rise

Raising children in higiiise apartments is a contentious issue in the literature and
is mainly divided into two camps:heher it is or is not appropriatelhis area will be
reviewed in this section.

The effect of living in higkrisehousing is reviewed by Conway and Adams
(1977) in the British settiffg. It is determined that whether the advantages will outweigh
the disadvantages is dependent on the characteristics of the resident population, varying
by such distinctions as age, sacome, stage in life cycle, and even personality;
howevert hey st at e va@ soype grdups,dsudh gs] .t fanalies withFsmall
children, all the evidence shows without doubt that this is an unsuitable form of
accommodat i & Adamg1era@, p.v8B2)This is a common conclusion i
much of the related researcherg@rally results indicate that behavioural and
developmental disorders are more common in-higghresidences, largely due to the lack
of unrestricted play, crowdedness, isaa, and fear (Gifford, 2007)However,Conway
and Adams note that some of the apparent downsides efikgliving can be mitigated
by middle and upper income families, because they arda@btenpensate in such ways
astaking children to statg@arks vacation spots, or camps, and in providing cleaner and

better maintained units (Oscar Newman, 1972, in Cor&vaglams, 1977).

™ High-rise buildings at this e were typically rental tenure.
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Yeung (1977) investigates four general myths about-higghliving, one of which
i s Arikeilignly has adverse socialangpsh ol ogi cal effectso. Evi
it is not necessdyi the physical element of higthensity living thais negative negative
social and culturdlactors can play a significant rolé-or example, academic
performance may not be affected bygh-density livingalone if noise and lack of
parental involvement amsoat play, achievement may suffé@ut not solely because of
the physicality of higkdensity housingYeung, 1977).

Michelson and Roberts (1979) suggest that the urban envirtmpiags a
significant role in childrends development,
and often neglect the needs of children of various ages. Additionally, in looking at the
chil dbés e x presehousingeMichelson ahdi Roleri979) suggest that such
housing can be restrictive to children because of generally small unit sizes confining play
to small areas and dictating types of activities because of noise issues; elevators can pose
problems for children; childriendly amenitiesvithin buildings are typically lacking,
leading to informal play in shared public areas; the scale of buildings can provide large
groups of children which can provide numerous opportunities for play, but with less
control by parents; and children may eihlower levels of fithess and development.

However, Michelson and Roberts (1979) suggest that while these are real issues they are
Anot i mpossible to deal witho (p. 449) and 0
empirical basis for such blanket cong®ation of highrise buildings for children as has
come from some quarterso (p. 450).
Van Vliet (1983) suggests that apartment living will become more common as

family sizes are decreasing, more women are working, and environmental pressures lead
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to higherdensity development; the suburban house can be replaced with the urban abode
in close proximity to schools and employment, with quality servicedbatidr efficiency.
In reviewing the literature of children living in apartmeiMan Vliet (1983)suggest that
the negative effects are supported by anecdotal evigeripersonal experience, and
lack scientific rigor and operationalization

Churchman and Ginsberg (1984), in a study of the experience of ahvirey in
owneroccupied higkrise buildingsn Israel, indicate that the image and experience of
high-rise housing consists of both advantages and disadvantages, and does not mirror the
image presented in the literaturéhelist of the advantages and disadvantages of-high
rise housing, based owd defining elements height and large number of peojlés
providedin Table 2.5 Churchman and Ginsberg find that #tvantages relate to the
| arge number of people and the disadvantages

housing type can neither be cagmddemned nor ha

Table 2.5 Advantages and Disadvantages dfigh-Rise Housing

Advantages Disadvantages
Height 9 Fresh air, light, sun, view, § Dependency on elevator
and quiet fRestrictions o

outdoor play
1 Fear of children falling out of

windows
Large number { Greatewariety of people 1 Noise
of people from which to make friends q Feeling of crowdedness
1 Greater possibility for 1 Loneliness and difficulty making
privacy and anonymity contact with people

1 Security issues
fLack of contro
friends

9 Problems of coordination
betwveen residents

Note: alapted fronChurchman & Ginsber({1984)
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CooperMarcus and Sarkissiga986) suggest that higiensity clustered housing
(preferably low rise) can benefit parents and children socially and economically, by
providing more opportunities to socialize with peers of the same ages, as well as more
accessible shared facilities aachenities, easier maintenance, and reduce energy and
commuting costsThey provide a detailed set ofesgilanning guidelines for lowise,
high-density clustered housing/hat they @e to bean attractivelternativeto single
family, detached housirgnd more reasonable thhaigh-rise housing for familie
especially as traditional, nuclear families are decreasingly conf@mperMarcus&
Sarkissian, 1986).

In 1994 the Metro Toronto Planning Department conducted a stldgpsing
the HigherDensie s : Survey of Met r padistenbifcatoniwgsaCondo O
major goal of the&City. Metro Torontodeterming then that condominiums woufday a
primaryroleintheCi t y6s housing future as intensifica
force dendies upwards (Metrdoronto Planning Departmerit994). These higher
density developments ivheed tohousemore than young, childless households and
older, empty nestergheir success

may depend also on more middiecome families making
the choice made by families in this survey, to live in a
condo in Metro instead of the ledensity suburban
alternative (Metro Toronto Planning Department994, p.
26)
The findings of the 1994 Metro siay reveal that families who choose to live in
condominiums generally do so as an interim step, often because afamidyehome is

financially unattainable as a first home buy, when children are young and few, and when

transit accessibility is essential centrally located, transdriented condominium is an
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acceptable choice for moderateome firsttime buyers. This idea echoes Diamorsl
(1976) determination thathighensi ty apartment units have be
accept abl e sadlefamily hoanesiby reudicipalities.
In Melbourne, Australia, highse apartment living dates back to the 1960s when
it was developed to house a large inoiy slum population. Perceptions of higke
housing have since been tainted with the vieat they are unhealthy ghettos for the
Asoci al and economic marginso of society and
(Costello, 2005). However, in recent years, growth in-higg residential buildings has

occurred in response to sprawl and the needifban consolidation; they are now

Afcel ebrated as a symbol of affluent | ivingo
rise living is st¢chill eémbendtdieme wti & hame & amtt el
children in mi ntyagminantdirthemarratives and discairsehoé a v

planners and developers in Melbourne, as demonstigt€dstello (2005).
Fincher (2004) interviewed highse housing developers in Melbourne, Australia,

about how figender ed i 0playsdapdrtinthbdevelopmersa cour s e
of their buildings in the late 1990s. Specifically, the narratives explored relate to the
rising presence of middle class groups taking up-higgnliving. The theme that is
common amongst the narratives istherolé ¢fi f est yl e shiftso on the
(Fincher, 2004). Two groups ahinate the urban housing market:

empty nesters ... and young childless coupletor.whom]

the developers ideifify a rejection of suburban home

ownership in favour of inner cityiMing in a highrise

apartment , where the | atter i1 s exciti:i
burdensome(Fincher, 2004, p. 331)
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Additionally, Fincher notes th&mily is not positively seen in the market, rather
children are prohibited and relatives are a bur@&94). Moving to an urban higtse is
seen as a reward for those without children, where couples have escaped the burden of
dependants, and can fool around in their playground in the sky (Fincher, 2004). Many of
the developers interviewed maintain tfahilies belong in the suburbs, consequently
treating this view as a justification for not building family or child supperti
infrastructuré? in the city centre; amenities that are now in growing demand (Fincher,
2004).
In 2007, Fincher extended the aysa¢ based on the initial narratives,
emphasi zing the contradictions among the deyv
narratives consi der empusemelsd etrysp eats; ah mveew 6
based on the housing requirements of a family lfgdecthat has not changed in decades
(Fincher, 2007). Diversity among househol ds
without it 0p.64) These earrativeRdibelied in scope because there
was no political framework at the time tajugre them to be morencompassing and
A Here was no regulatory requirement that developers participate in planning for the
devel opment of community facilitiesodo (Finche
Mitrany (2005) in studyingthe experience of higensiy living in Israel,
identifiespositive and negative aspects of high density, which population groups benefit
from high density, and what effects it has on social interaction. A key finding of
Mitranyds work is that womamgclildjendouRll t o 40,
significant advantagestohighensi ty | i ving, including fAacce:

within walking distance of homeo, fAvariety o

2 This includes such facilities as grocers, libraries, daycares, schools, community centres and playgrounds.
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possibility of reaching 4a36). Biniegs indicapteatbae by wal
residents find higfuensity a negative in the actual housing fobuaspositive in the
public spaces of the neighbourhood; there is an overall quality of life ascertained from the
A w edesigned public spaces that allow acdesnough open space and services of
good qualityo (Mitrany, 2005, p. 138.)
Appold and Yuen (2007) investigate the suitability of kigge flats for families
withch | dr en i n Si whethe waotee in bvalgatonsshased inflife cycle or
lifestyle, city highr i se housing has |l ong been seen as i
(in Appold& Yuen, 2007, p. 570). Appold and Yuen outline three challenges for
families in highrise flats relating to size of units, logistics, and competing use ef tim
(2007); however, their findings indicate that despite challenges, families living in flats are
able to overcome the challenges, fulfill fan

bet ween apartment I|iving and family lifeodo (p

2.6 Gaps in theResearch

This section will identify the limitations to and gaps in the research in order to
substantiate the need fiurtherresearch and provide a foundation ttus thesis

Recent research on downtown living shows a repopulation trend. However, some
researchers have identified certain issues that must be dealt with before downtowns will
become fithrivingo residenti al nei ghbour hoods
phenomenon; however, it is a concept that is mounting in importance as urban sprawl is
forcing city boundaries outwardThe City of Toronto Official Plan has for years

provided direction for the intensification of the downtown arElae growth plan set out
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by the Province of Ontario for the Greater Golden Horseshaeesample oimore

recentpadlicy that is placing a greater emphasis on downtown living, as infill and

intensification in cities like Toronts encouraged and required. However, little research

into areasuch aghe impacts such growth boundaries have on the characteristics of

dowrtown resident demographics have been conducted. The gaps in research pertaining

to current condominium development, and especially in the family orientation of it

even the family experience iniitare large.Ch i | ma n nhe impast ofthdusirtg

and neighborhoods on children, adolescents and youth and their levels of satisfaction or

relationships within the family ... 1is a bad
Additionally, many of the studies completed on theaf®f highrise living tend

to focus on rental tenure and public housing; however, today tenure has largely shifted

towards ownership, especially in Canadéis suggests that there is aedkfor further

research into the area @fvneroccupiedcondominum highrise housindgecausetsdies

in housing preference are scarce especially when they involveiseghuildings.

Gifford (2007), in a reviewof high-rise living and the consequences of such housing

form, concludes that the methods used in previessarch are not without

methodological issues. Additionally, he addresses the severe lack of research since the

mid-1 9 8 0 s a n d progess easnottbéd made tdward understanding the effects of

l'iving in tall bui | di n(@ifford2007,e.sl¥). Sinelalg ar ch i s

Karstem (2007 ) a c kcdlasswdl gudigses housingaptefergnces are not

capable of explaining why some middilass families opt for an urban residential

l ocationo (p. 84); a erestudyinthisarddgatstero(20@9n s t he d

suggests a new urban discourse #wkihowledgeshe family experience in cities, but
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acknowledges it this is just the beginning of including family life in urban discourse
and that more research is needettawing attention to the growing prominence of
families in cities.

The lack of academic research in the area of family life cycle as it applies to
housing and neighbourhood needs is alsokamousgap in the literature. According to
McLeod and Ellis (1982 he family | ife cycle concept 1is
influence on the pattern of holm®d consumptionandearnilgs ( p. 177) ; however
concept does not receive much attention in housing studies (Doling, 1976; M&Leod
Ellis, 1982). The major limitation is that the family life cycle is an antiquated concept for
planning. Accordingto Ritzdorf@8 6 ) , | and aimed atphe @eserviatiory i s
of a o6tradition@p. f2aeé) | iyrmlidchdavednypdntdadthe i ng f
rai si ng ¢pf26)dshhe badigfa simgfamily development. This planning
model is based on the assumption that families consist of a working huslo@naestic
wife, and two kids. This means that those living in cfrde rental units or
condominiums do not have to support facilities for children, like schools, because of
exclusbnary zonina,ssaenditnlpey haeriag i ghts to | i ve
(Ritzdorf, 1986, p. 26). Today, the traditional familgusture isincreasinglynotthe
norm,and the American dream is starting to be replaced by the multitude of other options
(Hinshaw, 2007)the growing numbers of alternative family types require alternative
planning methods. McAuley and Nutty (1982) idgniimitations in the defining
variable of each stage in the family life cycle. It is suggested that a broadened definition
be used fAto include [at | east] such characte

l engt h of ma ré&Nutty,de8d, p. B0 Aswmlelle godernizing the
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definition to include nottraditional and notiamily households is needed to keep pace
with changing demographics (Schaning§ebanko, 1993). Doing so would consider the
Ainet effectso of actecstcor residentiaypreferentes andthe | e char
chances of moving (McAule& Nutty, 1982,). Housing requirements at each stage of
the family life cycle are evolving alongside the very definitdhe family life cycle
stage and planning needs to keep pac
Furthermore, current research in the area tends to be qualitative discourse heavily
grounded in opinion or personal experience. Research design in studies like Sager
(1976), Gale (1979) and Moss (199&)y mostly on descriptive commentary on the estat
of various cities in the United States, with little mention of data cadle¢echniques.
Theperceivedimitations of this research desigirepartly overcome in McAuley and
Nuttyos 1982 study of houscyslginphchef er ences du
methodological gaps in the literature are lessened by the statistical method behind their
survey sampling technique and quantitative analysis. Additionally, Sohmer and Lang
(2001) use a quantitative method in studying 2000 census results in the States
The fact that many of the studies relating to this topic are grounded in qualitative
met hods i s not a(l98vpguatitativeipdicy analysis bribgesisonse @f
the gaps by employing a strong qualitative method. This is further evident in Costello
(2005), where discourse analysis is used with priraad/secondary source analysis.
The use of qualitative urban policyalysis and discourse analysis is discussed by
Maginn (2006) and Jacobs (2006). Magf#006) discusses the lack of critical
discussion on the use of qualitative research methods inurbanstudeesi ggest i ng At h

need for a research methodology that cssisa policymakers develop insightful
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understandings as to oO6what wor ks o-bagsedt hi n

ocC

initiatives situated within culturally diver

Jacobs (2006) suggests that the proliferatibdiscourse analysis in w@ab policy
research is met with an abundance of criticism and its future utility depends on

researchers more clearly justifying its use in urban policy studies because it does have

Aconsi derabl e capachsyghosgence (padBiefispdaani pol a

met hods are substantially justified, Astudi e

analysis will continue to be valued for the insights generated and the lucidity of

ar gument s (p.add.\Gifora (2Od7pdiscusses the methodological limitations to
many studies on housing preference and calls for further research on the subject because
most conclusions drawn can only be done so with a hazard of certainty. Therefore, the
method behind many of the relenatudies is in itself an inherent limitation in the body

of knowledge; however, it is one that can be bridged with further research.

The greatest limitation in the body of knowledge in this area is the lack of current
academic research. However, thisra growing body of literature in popular medigh
asnewspapers and magazines pertaining to families living downtown. Perhaps because
of the immediacy of the topic and its growing presence in popular media discourse, its
absence in the academic reasnonly temporary. Accordingly, the possibility for future
study is large and would certainly help close gaps in an area of mounting importance.
The prospect for exploratory research into the state of downtown condominium
development and the family orietion of such development is bright. This is especially
true for the City of Toronto, where a large downtown residential population, a recently

initiated growth plan, and one of the largest condominium markets in North America
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creates a setting ripe fetudy into how development can be made more accessible to the
growing and diverse population the city prides itself ®his study will attempt to help
close the gap by looking at the issue of farfiilgndly condominium development in the

context of Torato.
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3 METHODOLOGY
This chapter establishes the methodological undertakings of this study and

provides a justification for the use of such research methods.

3.1 Research Approach

This study employs a qualitative research method in order to best address the
research question and objectives. As established in Chaptemptintlaey research
guestion ishow can downtown condominium development be more accommodating to
families? In preparing an answer to this question, four specific research objectives will
be addressed:

1. To understand what policies and strategies are in place to make residential
condominium development more accommodating to households with

children;

2. To determine what strategies can be used to encourage condominium
development to be mofamily-friendly;

3. To provide an updated model of housing requirements undéarttily life
cycle conceptand

4. To make recommendations for the City of Toronto on making condominium
development more family oriented in downtown Toronto

Because the nature of this research is to explore the idea of-faierigly housing and

to seek an explanation ashitowit can be achieved, a qualitative method will be suitably
effective Whether a solely qualitative strategy or mbredthod approacts most
appropriate is determined by the overall intent and objectives of the study (Ritchie,
2003). Additionally, factors relating to the nature of the subject will influence the use of
a qualitative method, such as when an issue lacks clear definmtgameral

understanding (Ritchi e, 2003) . Il n such
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gualitative methods allow the exploration of such issues without advance prescription of
their construction or meaning as a basis for further thinking about olityeory
devel opmento (Ritchie, 2003, p. 32). As t hi
issue that lacks thorouginderstandingqualitative data is pertinent to developing new
conceptions and understanding (Sn&p8pencer, 2003).
Qualitativeresearch is about establishing an understanding and interpretation of a
phenomenon in a natural setting (Babbie, 2004; Cresv$lB)2it is about quality, not
guantityi qualifyingwho, what whyandhow, not quantifyinghow manyMerriam,
2003); and decribing and interpreting, not measuring and predicting (Rosgniallis,
2003). According to Rossman and Rallis (2003), qualitative research:

9 Occurs in a natural setting

1 Employs multiple interactive and humanistic methods

1 Requires a focus on contextrt@intain a holistic, interactive view
1 Is an emergent and evolutionary process

1 Is primarily interpretative in nature

Its purpose, generally speaking, is to describe, compangvast, and forecast (Rossman
& Rallis, 2003). Qualitative research is about depth and detail (Patton, 2002; Rstchie
Lewis, 2003), and the social context surrounding the central focus must be presented
(Neuman, 2004).

Qualitative research methods are not defined in an absolute manner; they are
basedn a multitude of factors, but all ultimately serve the goal of providing a greater
understanding of the social world and thereby enhance theoretical knowledge&Snape
Spencer, 2003). According to Patton (2002), there are three types of qualitative data:
interviews, observations, and documents. In most cases, the researcher is the primary

instrument in data collection. In this study, the focus isatarally occurring datdrom
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a literature review and policy review, agdnerated datérom in-depth inerviews
(Lewis, 2003; Snap& Spencer, 2003).

Creswell (2003) reiterates the notion that qualitative research is largely
exploratory in nature and often utilized when underlying variables and theoretical basis
are unknown. Often there is a theoreticgect to qualitative research, whether it is a
top-down, deductive use of theory to guide research or a batpnmductive
development of theory or generalizations; however, it is not necessary to employ any
explicit theory if a thorough description otantral phenomnon is provided (Creswell,
2003. Patton (2002) emphasizes the exploratory nature of qualitative research and the
idea of inductive analysis and creative synthesis, in which one starts with specific
observations and moves toward estabtighexistent general patterns of a phenomenon.

Qualitative research tends to address four categories of question, generally in
some combination: contextual, diagnostic, evaluative, and strategic (RétSpencer,

2002 i1 see Table 3.1 for description$he research questions and objectives of this
study are considered contextual, evaluative, and strategic. The data generated through
policy review and irdepth interviews will be analyzed in order to establish association,
explain phenomenon, and devekipategies (Rchie& Spencer, 2002
Table 3.1 Objectives of Qualitative Research Questions

Method Objective

Contextual Identify the form and nature of what exists

Diagnostic Examine the reasons for, causes of, what exists

Evaluative Appraise the effectiveness of what exists

Strategic Identify new theories, policies, plans or actions
Note: Adapted fromRitchie & Spence(2002).
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3.2 Research Design and Framework

This study is exploratory in nature and seeks to broaden the understanding of
housing for families within the context of the City of Toronto. As such, a case study
approach is used to focus the context of analysis to the case of Toronto, most specifically
downtown Toronto.

A case study is an approach to research in which a particular case is explored in
detail (Creswell, 2003), providingan indepth description and analysis of a bounded
systemo (Merriam, 2009, 03pcasestd)i.es Amecncerrditneg it
multiplicity of perspectives which are rooted ina speafiont ext 6 (p. 52) and
fivery detailedird e pt h  u n d e r s tTheruskiofra gade s{ugy appma!) is about
Aparticularizationo as eolp9p)dmstresdtudy,dhei gener al i z
specific case study site is Toronto, for which the basis of understanding will be
contextualized; however, a portion of the study will focus on Vancouver, in order to
provide some comparison through the lessons learned feMaihcouver experience.
The value in comparison studies is in providing understanding, not measuring difference
(Lewis, 2003). Like other approaches to qualitative research, case studies are bounded in
the fisearch for meani nagedanmnductivendethodst andi ngo a
culminating in information rich descriptions (Merriam, 2009).

This studyfocuseson the case alowntownToronto, where the issue of family
friendly housing in the central core is gaining prominence in planning discussions
becase of the proposedl Of f i ci al Pl an Amendment to Encour
Units for Hous e (OPA) drsorderitotadequatdlyi condiderepnssible

strategies of accommodating families in the downtown, a small portion of the policy
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review will consider the case of Vancouver; however, the predominant subject is
Toronto, to which the final recommendations will be focused. More detailed information
on the City of Toronto is provided in Chapter 4 to provide a background and justification
of focus.

There is an underlying element of grounded theory involved in this study, though
it is not the dominant approach. Grounded theory is a framework in which one attempts
to generate or expand general theory grounded in the findings from multiple data
colledions methods (Creswell, 2003). Although thwerallgoal of this study is to
address the issue of familsiendly housing in the policy context within the City of
Toronto, one of the underlying objectives is to provide an updated consideration of
housingrequirements under thamily life cycle model. The literature review revealed
that planning tends to promote housing demands of a traditional family life cycle;
however, this model i's increasingly antiquat

concluling section of this study, an updated model will be proposed.

3.3 Data Collection

The research design of this study follows a qualitative method in which data
collection and analysis take place simultaneously. Two research methods are employed:
policy revew and irdepth interviews with two categories of participants, key informants
and parents. This method respectively allows for the concurrent collection and analysis
of secondary and primary source data. Each method is discussed below along with a

justification for the use of each.

61



As this study involves multiple methedf data collection, it employs
triangulationi a technique of employing multiple methods in order to generate a more
comprehensive array of data (Patton, 2002). Some researcherghatdueusing
different types of data collection, research validity is strengthened; however, Ritchie
(2003) argues that the value of triangulation is not necessarily in measaiithity, but
i n proaifddlinlgeri pi cture of phenomenaodo (p. 44)
In this study, from the data collected under these two methodological
undertakings, interpretations will be made, conclusions drawn and answers to the
research questiagnhow can downtown condominium development be more
accommodating to families?will be gererated. This will be done with particular
attention to the research objective of making recommendations to the City of Toronto in
regard to familyfriendly condominium development in downtown Toronto and the

strategies that can be used to encourage it.

3.3.1 Policy Review

The first method used policy review. ltis, in essence, a document revieav
very common qualitative methaddbut because its focus is on planning policy, it is
referred to apolicy reviewin this thesis. Creswell (2003) considersoauiment review
to be a convenient means of undertaking qualitative research because it allows for the
analysis of a text that has been thoughtfully and attentively prepared by knowledgeable
authors. The reason for undertaking the policy review is tolestabthorough reard
and understandingf the planning policies and strategies currently in place and the

possible future changes to such policies. As such, by reviewing planning policy
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documents, Staff and Council reports and meeting minutes, anetiredgiorts, a breadth
of data will be considered and interpretations made.

The policy review portion of this study occurs in three stages. The first phase is
presented in Chapter 5, Sections 2 and 3. In order to address the first research objective,
to understand what policies and strategies are in place to make residential condominium
development more accommodating to households with childmaview and analysis of
the currenfTorontoOfficial Plan and corresponding Secondary Plans was done. The
focus of the policy review is on housing and community development in downtown
Toronto, with the criterion of analysis on the farditiendliness of such policies. By
establishing the value that current planning policies place on accommodating families in
the downtown core, suggestions will be made for future policy. The end result is a
comprehensive record of pertinent planning policy in the City of Toronto

The second portion of the policy review is presented in Chapter 5, Section 4, and
involves a reviewand analysis of the Staff Reports, Council meeting minutesk, a
evidentiary reports related the propose®PA. This proposed policy change could
have a large impact of the concept of fanriiigndly housing in the city core, and as such
is the basis ofliscussion in the key informant interviews. The purpose of this review is
to establish an understanding of the isshew it has taken shape and what it will mean
for planning and development if passedndcontributes to the second research
objective:to determine what strategies can be used to encourage condominium
development to be more familjendly. This review is important to understanding the

issue because it is the primary topic of discussion with the key informants.
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The final segment of policy review is similar to the first, but focuses on the City
of Vancouverods planni ng p-iendlychousisg. and achi eve
Vancouver is globally recognized as the forerunner in attracting families to live in new
dowrtown developments. Therefore, the reason for this review is to elicit comparison
between the two cities and to draw conclusions and establish lessons learned from the
Vancouver experience in order to aid in meetingfoloeth research objectivép make
recommendations for the City of Toronto on making condominium development more
family oriented in downtown Torontd=urthermore, strategies from other cities
pertaining to the accommodation of families in downtowneedly reviewed in order
to allow far some comparison and suggestion. However, these comparisons do not form
the basis of the analysis as it focuses primarily on the City of Toronto context.

In conducting the policy review portion of this study, the research objectives will
be addressed arde data collected will contribute to providing an answeh#ogeneral

research question.

3.3.2 In-depth Interviews
Interviews are one of the mostly widely used qualitative research methods
(Ritchie, 2003yt hey ar e the Ahal |l m&ossmark Rdllis,qual i tati v
2003). Inrdepth interviews allow for exploring sensitive and complex issues, and
gathering detailed accounts and perspectives (Lewis, 2003). The values of interviewing
are summarized by Rossman and Rallis (2003, p. 180):

1 To understanehdividual perspectives
1 To probe or clarify

1 To deepen understanding

1 To generate rich, descriptive data
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fTo gather insights into participants?o
1 To learn more about the context

The key informant interviews take the shape of elite or expert interviditisough
expert informants can be difficult to access because of the position they hold in their
field, time constraints, and scheduling demands heausef their positions that
interviews can offer unique and valuable perspectives (Ros&nfllis, 2003).

In this study, interviews were conducted with two groups of interviewees: (1) key
informants in the planning and development field and (2) parents who curreatiy tr
previously lived in a downtown condominium with at least one child. bHsé&s of
gualitative sampling is Ato find cases that
the process of soci al l'ife i n a specific con
study employs a neprobability, or noarandom, sampling techniguo elicit
participants. The two types of interviews vary in approach and objective, and as such are

discussed as separate research methods below.

3.3.2.1 Key Informant Interviews
Key informant interviews were conducted with five categories of informants in
order to gain insight into the planning and development of Toronto, to generate an idea of
the strategies which could be used takendowntown living more familfriendly, and to
provide expd perspectives on the proposed OPHe five categories of infmants are
urban planne urban developer, politiciamgluding Gty Councillors and staff)school
board planner, and development and marketing consultant. The focus on these five
categories of informants is to gain an i nsid

possible ways of accommodating families living downtown. This generatedatsd
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on expert opinion from individuals who are active and experienced participants in the
planning and development setting and has allowed for a formal discussion of potential
strategies and policies to be employed to make development faimilgly. The data
collected also expands on the knowledge gained in the policy review stages of this study,
andaddress two of the research objectitesietermine what strategies can be used to
encourage condominium development to be more fdrelydly, andto make
recommendations for the City of Toronto on making condominium development more
family oriented in downtown Toronto
All of the interviews were senrstructured with the use of an interview guide and
openended questions pertaining to the issues ofptenand familyfriendly housing in
the downtown corésee Appendix 5 for interview guidep large portion of discussions
focused on the proposed OPA and other possible strategies of encouraging family
friendly housing. The use of opemded questiondlaws for the key informant to
provide indepth explanations and delve into areas outside of what is prescribed by the
interview guide (Rossma% Rallis, 2003; Creswell, 2003 It also allows for a less
structured, more conversational tone; thus allowiginterviewer to followup on
comments and explore topics raised by the participant. Interviews were conducted
between December 2009 and May 2010. They were conducted in person at the
informant s wor kplace and rane.for approxi mat
Informants were selected through a fppobability, purposive sampling method
in order to cover an array of experts active in the planning and development of Toronto.
In some instances, this method led to additional participants through a snowballing

technique as initial informants recommended additional informants. Neuman (2004)
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suggests using purposive sampling for exploratory research because it allows the
researcher to select information rich cases and gaiepth understanding as opposed to
gereralizations of a larger population. According to Patton (260&e logic and power
of probability sampling derive from its purpose: generalization. The logic and power of
purposeful sampling derive from the emphasisedimpt h under s tSamaldi ngo
sample sizes are common in qualitative research because the breadth of data gathered
from such methods as interviews is information rich (Patton, 2002). In this study, eleven
(11) key informants were interviewed.

Potential interview candidates reecontacted via email with an information letter
and request to voluntarily participaee Appendix 2 for sample information and consent
letter). Appointments were then scheduled and participants were sent a consent letter and
interview guide in ordeto prepare for potential topics of discussion. It was requested
that interviews be audio recorded and transcribed to allow for the use of anonymous
guotationg all participants consented in writing and were guaranteed anonymity.
Additionally, they wereagiven a choice of being coded by specific categouyban
planner (PL); politician (PO); urban developer (UD); school board planner (SB); or
development and marketing consultant (DM)r as general key informant (Kl). In total,
eleven (11) interviews we conducted and all were coded by specific category.

Following completion, interviews were transcribed and the findings categorized
and grouped into prominent themes and concepts. The data was then analyzed to address

the research objectives and conit#to providing an answer to the research question.
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3.3.2.2 Parent Interviews

The second group of interviewees included parents. Parent interviews were
conducted with a parent of at least one child who is currently living in or has previously
lived in a downbwn condominium in order to understand the factors that are involved
with the decision of living downtown with children and the perceived pros and cons of
the experience.

The interviews were conductbétween February and Juoie2010over
telephone anthsted approximately 10 minutes on average. In some cases,
correspondence by email occurred prior to the telephone interview, in whichothsen
information and consent letter, aimtierview guideweresent in advance to provide an
idea of the topicsral questions to be coverézkbe Appendices 3 and 6 respectively for
samples) Because interviews did not occur in person, written consent was unobtainable;
however, verbal consent to audio recording and the use of anonymous gaetason
obtained at the start of each interview. Parent participants are coded as PA. Questions
were operended and allowed for an informal twmay, conversational interview. Topics
included such areas as the likes and dislikes of condominium living asiblgo
recommendations to improve the lifestyle, in terms of building features and amenities and
community facilities.

Recruiting parent participants was a major challenge of this study. Several
attempts to recruit parents were utilized with very Igtlecess. Initially, attempts were
made to include recruitment notidgee Appendix 4 for sample) two downtown
community association newsletters and the local ward newsletter asking for volunteers to

partake in the short telephone interviews. The@asons were contacted but responses
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were negative. Following this failed attempt, recruitment messages were posted on
various groups and pages on Facebook, an intbassd social networking site. If an
administrator was listed they were contactedofnmission to post a message; all of

those contacted obliged. Some interest in the study was generated, but response rates
were extremely low. Additionally, downtown daycare and community centres were
contacted with the intention of gaining permissiompost a recruitment notice on the
premises. Responses were negative and only one obkyethtually enough interest
wasestablishe@nd further expanded by a purposeful sampling technique, which
generated a sample of parents primarily through snowpallin total, thirteen (13)

parent interviews were conducted.

Upon completion, interviews were transcribed and the findings categorized and
grouped into prominent themes and concepts. The data was then analyzed to expand the
understanding of the needfsfamilies living in condominiums and their experience in
such housing. These results contribute to addressing the research objectives and help

generate an answer to the research question.

3.4 Ethics Approval

The Office of Research Ethics at the UniversityVaterloo granted full ethics
clearance for this study on March 13, 2009. A modification was submitted and accepted
on April 5, 2010 in order to expand the methods of recruiting candidates for the parent

interviews.
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4 BACKGROUND
4.1 Introduction
This sectio provides a general overviewiafportantinformation relating to the
City of Toronto and thessue of familyfriendly housingn order to establish the context
of the case studyFirstly, it provides a profile of the City of Toronto, themarystudy
site of thisthesis and thent establisheghe issue of famikfriendly housing as itgpears

in localnewsmedia

4.2 Study Site: The City of Toronto

The City of Toronto is the largest city in Canada, and a part of the largest
metropolitan region o€anadd the Greater Toronto Arg&TA), composed of Toronto,
and the four regions of Halton, Peel, York and Durham, as illustrated in Bidurk is
located along the shore of Lake Ontario and is part of the Greater Golden Hoiseshoe
one of the fast& growing metropolitan regions in North Ameri€ngario Ministry of
Public Infrastructure Renewal, 288) i composed of the GTA andexen surrounding
regions. As of 2006, the population of the City of Tororsiarpasse@.5 million, with the
Greater Toonto Area over 5.5 million and the Greater Golden Horseshee8.1

million.

70



Figure 4.1 Greater Toronto Area

United States
of America
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HALDIMAND
D Greater Toronto Area

Note: fromCity of Toronto 2002

I n 2006, t he P PlacegsitorGeoa: Goowth @an foathmeiGredtes
Golden Horseshowas released under the authority of the Places to Grow Act, 2005.
The Plan provides a vision for 2031, with a set of policies to direct where and how the
area should grow. The vision is founded

1 Revitalizing downtowns to become vibrant and
convenient centres
1 Creating completeommunities that offer more tipns
for living, working, shopping and playing
1 Providing greater choice in housing types to meet the
needs of people at all stages of life
1 Curbing sprawl and protecting farmlands and greenspaces
9 Reducing traffic gridlock by improving access to a
greater range of transportation choices
(OntarioMinistry of Public Infrastructre Renewal
2006)
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Under forecasted levels, the population of thea®er Golden Horseshoe is expected to
reach 11.5 million people, with the population of the City of Toronto expected to grow to
3,080,000 people by 2030ONtarioMinistry of Public Infrastructre Renewgl200&,
schedle 3). The Growth Plan designatestaen areas aflrban Growth Centres|In the
City of Toronto, Downtown Toronto and the Yonrgglinton Centre are designated as
such, and will be subject to a minimum density target of 400 residents and jobs combined
per hectare@ntarioMinistry of Publicinfrastrucdre Renewal20060) . Toront o0s
Official Plan delineates areas best suited for accommodating growth, including
Downtown(including the Central Waterfront), a@entreg(including YongeEglinton,
among others). These areas will be the foci oteatrated growth and infrastructure
investment, especially tHi2owntown where the remaining brownfields and waterfront
area are ripe for redevelopment.

The City of Toronto has one of North Amer
with record sales achiegten 2007 (Marr, 2007) and 2010 sales just 3% shy of that
record, at 37,041 units sold (Urbanati@11). The booming condominium market in
Toronto has contributed to population growth, especially in the central city. Since 1965,
the downtown populatiohas grown by 65%, with the largest increase between 2001 and
2006 (City of Toronto, 20Q¥. In large part, this residential building boom is the result
of planning policy to promote residential development in the downtown core that initially
dates backathe 1976 City of Toronto Central Area Plan (City of Toronto, 200This
is further evident in subsequent Official Plans implemented for the growing city.
Acknowledging an increasingly diverse downtown population of 169,000 residents in

2006 (City ofToronto, 2003@), the current Official Plan includes policy to support the
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growing demands of the residential market in the downtown core through intensification
and infill development to provide a broad range of housing opportunities for a socially
and ecaomically diverse population (City of Toronto, 2002).

With evidence that the downtown population of Torontib continue togrow,
the question of what lies ahead for downtown living is critical. In the case of Toronto,
and many other cities, a largerpon of the downtown population is young and childless
(City of Toronto, 2003). Furthermore, recent Canadian census data revealed that
families composed of few or no children are becoming more common (Statistics Canada,
2007b). The traditional nucletamily is on the decline; delays in marriage and
childbearing, commaoitaw partnership, childless couples, lone parent, and single sex
families are on the rise (MilaWézina, & Wells 2009). As well, the total fertility rate of
Canada has decreased iner@cdecadesn 2007 Statistics Canada repeutit to be 1.66
children(Statistics Canada, 200@pnsiderably lower than the 1955 rate of 3.7 children
(United Nations, 2007). Currently, families with children make up just under 10% of
those households/ing downtown (City of Toronto, 20@J. As the population increases
and remaining greenfield lands are developed, the proportion of downtown households
with children could grow. Therefore, it is of increasing importance to consider the
possibility thatwhen a young couple living indowntownone bedroom condominium
have children they may consider upgrading to a two or three bedroom condominium as
opposed to a suburban home.

This consideration is part of the foundation for a recent push by Courfaléon
Vaughan to require a prescribed number of three bedroom units suitable for families in

downtown development, because having children present in downtown neighbourhoods
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is vital to creatinggomplete communitiesnd supporting social infrastructure like
schools, libraries, and community centres. This initiative thefiorm of an Official
Plan Amendment, and will be disceslsin more detail in Chapter Fhis lifestyle choice

of i ving downtown has al so beebangai ni ng

pioneerso foregoing the suburban dream and

The issue as it is presented in such popular media will be highlighted in the following

section.

4.3 Family-Friendly Housing in the Media

The concept of downtowiamily living is increasingly prominent in nesmedia
across Canada and the United States. In Toronto, over recent years as the condominium
market has expanded, the number of articles about families opting for the vertical life has
multiplied, especiallyas Councillor Adam Vaughan urges Citgucil to approve the
proposedOPA that would see a prescribed minimum number of three bedroom units be
built in downtown condominium developments. A plethora of articles have been
published in various Toronto newgas, highlighting families that have opted for
raising families in downtown condos. These accounts help illustrate the growing
awareness of the trend of urban family living. Examples of headlines include:

1 Here come the highise kids(Lorinc, 2007)

9 Downtown baby boon(Bielski, 2007)

11 BR condo, lake vu, no rm 4 KiByers & Gombu, 2007)

fCondo kids Ohave(Lapane 20p@ | se of t he
1 Meet the kidsn the block(Newman, 2008

1 Families seek the high life agajHume, 2008)

1 Buy a condo. Bring thkids (Ireland, 2009)

fWel come to t h(Wallaceg2009) cal o6hood

1 Bringing up babyWeir, 2009)

9 Room in the sk@Winsa, 2010)
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A number of these articles highlight the lifestyle attraction to downtown living
the convenience, the buzz, the walkabilihe amenities, and the secuiitgnd the
Aurban pioneerso of parents opting to raise
2007Db, 2007c; Lorinc, 2007; McMahon, 2011; Mehler Paperny, 2010; Weir, 2009;
Winsa, 2010). Lorinc (2007) discusses the lacknoémities like playgrounds and
schools questioning if they can keep up with a growing demand brought about by
intensification. In September 2007, a major cover story ilCtredossection of the
Toronto Star ran several articles relating to familiesgwilowntown, addressing the lack
of appropriately sized units being a deterrent to staying in the area and the timely need for
a school that the City is committed to building (Laporte, 20@D07§. One article even
highlights the experience of a famtypmeschooling two children, aged 11 and 13, in
their downtown loft (Laporte, 2007b).
An article published in the National Post in October 2007 addresses the growing
trend of families opting for central city living in Britain, suggesting that cities teeed
provide housing opportunities for families in the core to prevent them being forced out of
the centre and consequently creating a city segregated by age (Welcome to the family
flat, 2007). Hum&2008) highlights severairban pioneers the Toronto cotextand
notes that developers are starting to include this market in some amenity features and unit
mix, but the demand is still not significant. However, several industry experts
interviewed suggest in time t hprofaiedmand wi | |

changeo (Ken Greenber g i n Hlonodgourbad patet, p . | D3
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Sybil Wai founder ofThe Parent NetworR, is quoted in Newman (2008a) as saying:
AFive years ago, we were a fringe g@roup in t
kind of foreigner in the vertical condo culturllow we 6r e t he heart of it
growing cohort of wur ba-€odaadomgdnerationparente f er r ed
by Weir (2009).
McMahon (2011) highlights a family who fled the sulsiemd moved into a two
bedroom condo in the downtown core because they preferred the lifestyle, including the
sense of safety and walkability. The article discusses safety concerns in urban and
suburban settings, highlighting higlensity areaashavinglower rates of traffic and
pedestrian fatalities and injuries. A University of Virginia Professor of Planning,
William Lucy, suggests that families with children will be the last to demand downtown

housing, but it will happen (McMahon, 2011). Anothergoédiving in a downtown

Toronto condo is quoted: AWherever youoldre ra
sort of wvigilance. Thereds a sort of artifi
2011, p. A6).

As the fAcondof i c aohtdisrevitalizing thedaeav(Gde02008) T o
i made evident by the booming condo maiketh e fAf ami | yfi cati ono of
occurring as young urban professionals living in the core are choosing to remain there
after having childreii enhanced by the trered women delaying their chitbearing
years (Bielski, 2007). A prominent example of the revitalization taking place in Toronto
is in the Railway Lands West at Concord CityPlace, soon to be home to close to 15,000

residents with a school, park, libragnd multiple daycare centréswvhen built outit

3The ParentNetwork s net wor k of families or fdvertical village
founded bySybil Wa in 2002. The network helthe Urban Family Workshdp June 2008 to discuss with
key players the need to include families in the mix (Newman, 2008b).
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should become a complete community, a concept discussed in several articles. Byers and
Gombu (2007) examine the proposed OPA and the reasons behind trying to

accommodate famitgized housing in the core. time article,l BR condo, lake vu, no rm

4kid the Cityds then Chief Planner, Ted Tyndo
communities:

one of the principles webve held deal

compl et e communities. You canot hav
community ifyou donot have families; you ca
compl ete community if you donoét have

have a collection of people who are&fimethings living in
apartment buildings, but is that a complete community? (in
Byers & Gombu, 2007, p. E2)
CouncillorAdam Vaughan is interviewed in many articles and constangyeshat
families need to be considered in planning. In Ireland (2009), Vaughan discusses the
intent of the proposed OPA as providing opportunities and incentives for young couples
toremaind wnt own after having children. He sugg
builders determining the shape of future communities based on what they can sell today.
The mar ket candét do the planning in Toronto.
2009, p. G4). Part of the real problem is that condosoonsupport young families
when children are infantgas children get oldesr family size grows beyond one child,
is harder for families to stay in the core (Winsa, 2010).
The increasing amount of press that the issue of faimégdly housing is
receiving is significant andhises issues justifyiniirther investigation. Although some
of the claims may be ex ag-gzdcandenhiumsinuheh as ft

Toronto area may prove as ef f eecthiivied ap obliirctyho

(Belford, 2008, p. G14), they nevertheless draw attention to an important issue. The
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abovementioned articles are only a sampling of the kind of material being mmtkd

matter. Similar stories are being published throughout many large North American cities.

4.4 Summary

The purpose of this section has bézprovide an overview of the case study, the
City of Toronto, and a brief summary of the issue of familydnog as it is portrayed in
popular media to set the context for this study. In the following chapter, the issue is
further examined in terms of the planning policies relating to the fanlydly housing

and community development, as well as adeph review of the propose@PA.
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5 TORONTO POLICY REVIEW

5.1 Introduction

In order to provide a thorough understanding of the context of planning within the
City of Toronto, an examination of the policies that guide planning decisions is needed.
This section will look atwo areaf planning policy in the City of Torontand
comprises part of thgolicy review.

First, the current planning policies contained within the City of Toronto Official
Plan and relevant Secondary plans will be revieinedder to address the first research
objective:to understand what policies and strategies are in place to make residential
condominium development more accommodating to families with chilsediscussed
in Chaptei3, the focus of the policyeviewwill be onhousing and community
development idowntown Torontpwith specific attentiomo family friendliness The
end result is aomprehensiveecord of pertinent planning policy in the City of Toronto.

Secondthe proposed policg f t h e PlarO¥mEndmeintdol Encourage the
Devel opment of Units f(ORA)thaDisucarerdtlydefdre wi t h Chii
Councilwill be reviewed This review will address the second research objedtve:
determine what strategies can be used to encourage sondon development to be
more familyfriendly. This review ismportantto understanding the issiiehow it has
taken shape and what it will mean for planning and development if passeduse it is

the primary topic of discussion with the key inforngant

79



5.2 Toronto Official Plan

The Toronto Official Plan was adopted by City Council in November 2002 and
approved, in part, with modifications by the Ontario Municipal Beame 2006 and
September 2007, amdost receny with the October 200€onsolidation(to be referred to
in this section) ThePlan is a statutory document th@bvides @y Council with the
direction needed for decision makjnigrough visions, goals, and policies for the growth
of the city over the next thirty yeamsith an emphasis on sustainability and re
urbanization It is founded orfour principlesdi ver si ty and opportunity
choices are available for all people in thei
3)); beauty; connectivity; andddership and stewardshiphe visionof the Plaris to
create:

An attractive and safe city that evokes pride, passion and a
sense of belonging a city where people of all ages and
abilities can enjoy a good quality of life. A city where:
i vibrant neighbouroods that are part of complete
communities;
i affordable housing choices that meet the needs of
everyone throughout their lif¢p. 1-2)
[The plan lists nine more points to the visishich
are not specificto housing Please refer to Appendix
1 for the complete list]

Chapter2, Shaping the Citygontainsa descriptivesection on downtown and its
position as it hheboonelaiest Downtown, dxlefined inthg o .
Official Plan, are presented in Figusel. The area includes the Financial District and the
Central Waterfront.Section 2.2.1, Policy,lsuggests thah regards to housing,
downtowndeve o p me nt wi | | probiges sfull cahge of hoasing i t

opportunities foDowntownworkers and reduceke demandfortb ound commut i ngo

(p. 29). The plan acknowledges that more people are choosing to live downtown and
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that there is diversity in residential characteristics as well as in housing types, tenures,
and affordability. Howver, over the pasiecade this diversitig seemingly lesgruei
housing types are increasingly limited to small condominium units which are becoming
exponentially more expensive and populgiadharily by young professionals and retired

baby boomers.

Figure 5.1 Boundaries of Downtown Toronto
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Chapter3, Building a Successful Citgelineates how the city can be successfully

built. It contains a section on the human environmeefdrge part of which is housing
policy contained within Section 3.2.1. Housing policy makes no specific concession to
households with children; and the majority of policies relate to rental and affordable
housing. Section 3.2.1, Policy 1, reads:

A full range of housing, in terms of form, tenure and

affordability, across the City and within neighbourhoods,

will be provided and maintained to meet the current and

future needs of residents. A full range of housing includes:

ownership and rental housing,fatable and midange

rental and ownership housing, social housing, shared and/or

congregatdiving housing arrangements, supportive

housing, emergency and transitional housing for homeless

people and atisk groups, housing that meets the needs of

peoplewith physical disabilities and housing that makes

more efficient use of the existing haug stock. pp. 3131

3-14)
Currently, there is a propos@PAt hat woul d see the words fidwe|
households with chitdsefnati nsesektgdoapseéer 1t he
Chapter 7, Site and Area Specific Policy for the Downtown. This proposed amendment
is discussed in detail in Sectiért of this paper.In keeping with the language of
intensification, Section 3.2.1, Policy&ipd at es t hat finew housing su
encouraged through intensificatiormdand infil
Other policies regard the protection of affordable or-ramge rental units and social
housing properties. Policy 9 relat® the provision of affordable housing and
community benefits and, in part b, must be read in accordance to Section 5.1.1 of the
Plan. This is such that community benefits in terms of an affordable housing contribution

will be prioritized when height altor density bonuses are sought by the developer under

Section 37 of th@lanning Act
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Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2 and 3,2a8dressommunity services and facilities, and
parks and open spaces respectivdliie policies focommunity services and facilities
il lustrate the Cityb6s commitment to providin
including community and recreation centres, arenas, community health clinics,
community gardens, and publicly funded schools and lesarSection 3.2.2, Policy 7
stipulatessuch facilitiesmay be encouragetirough development incentives and public
initiatives. As well, Section 3.2.3, Policy lustratesthe parkland dedication
requirement for all development. However, under neitfie Community Services and
Facilities nor the Parks and Open Spaces headinglseaspolicies relating to the
adequate provision of aggpropriate playground equipment, despite a commitment to
providing support to the people of Toronto and despitdeain advancing the principles
laidoutintheTor ont o Ch i |, whickebningsthe@hitadrNatens Convention
on the Rights of the Child to a local le¥el
Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Building New Neighbourhoods, describes the general
guidelinesfo pl anning new nei ghbourhoods, with pol
as communitieso and have fia housing mix that
(p.- 323). This last policy does notearlyspecify thateachneighbourhood should have
afull range of housing, only that tloity as awholeshould; however, this goes against
the general concept oftcemplete communityone where people of all ages and at all
stagef life have access to jobs, services, and housitign the familiar

neighbourhoodOntario Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal, 2006b41). It also

4 The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child is a set of standards and olsligation
established to guide governments in upholding basic human rights to persons under the age of 18 so they
can live life healthily, safely and to their full potential (UNICEF, 2008).
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does not advance the principle of diversi

available for all people in the3d)or communi

Chapter 4, Land Use Designations, describes the policies and land uses that will
direct the growth of the city. There are four land use designations to support the existing
physical character of the citieighbourhoods, Apartment Neighbourhoods kBand
Open Space AreaandUtility Corridors; and four uses to encourage growth in
employment and populatioMixed Use Areas, Employment Areas, Regeneration Areas,
andInstitutional Areas The majority odowntown Toronto is designated aMaed Use
Areaas it will be the locale for commercial, residential, institutional, and open space.
Areas designated &eighbourhoodsare focused on lower scale buildings; residences are
limited to single and semidetached, row and townhouses, duplexsstriplexes, and
walk-up apartments no higher than four storeys; sswlle commercial uses, for
example retail and home offices; and low scale institutions, including, atathgrs,
schools, libraries, and places of worship. No new higher scalereguarbuildings may
be constructed iNeighbourhoodlesignated area®\partment Neighbourhoodsn the
other hand, tend to have already been built out with a higher density and taller buildings.
According to the Plan, these established areas will biatius of amenitymprovement

and selective infill. The foci of new growth will be iMixed Use Areaswherepeople

willbeablet o Al i ve, work, and shop in the same

people an opportunity to depend less on their, @arg create districts along transit routes

t hat are ani mated, attractivepdlf)dTheaf e at

highest densitiixed Use Areavill be theDowntown with lower scale development in

the Centresand alongAvenues Policy for theseMixed Use Areastates that they will
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Ahave access to school s, par ks, Sectomtbuni t vy
Policy 2(g)p. 411); however, there is no mention of providing housing that would
accommodate families witime chidren who would behe obvious users of these

facilitiesi a | | t hat i s mentioned is a fAibal ance of

c e

meets the needs of -120h &hepropose@OPAmakennouni tyo (p.

changes to this policy (see Sectm4 of this papefor more detail).Lastly,
Regeneration Areasill accommodate growth in areas of the city thsno longer
productive because of economic changes, includinGémtral Waterfront. These
areas will accommodate a mix of commercial, residential, live/work, institutional, and
light industrial uses, isharedlocks or buildings. The general policy for this
designation makes no specific mention to housing for households with chidreever,
each area will have its own Secondary Plan to establish how it will be developed
Overall, despite the language of intensificat@o diversityand housing policies to
establish a balanced mix of housing form and tenure, there is no speci$ing
provision for households with children
Chapter 5Implementation: Making Things Happéays out the methods and
tools for implementation as established inBt@nningAct These include:
1 alternative parkland dedication standards
1 height and desity incentives in return for key community
benefits and facilities to accompany development
9 holding provisions to ensure that community
infrastructure is in place prior to development
1 site plan control to ensure that trees and landscaping are

provided and that development is well designed,
functional and integrateidto the urban fabric (p.-B)

15 The Central Waterfronis part of theDowntownarea, as illustrated inidure 5.1, and constitutes
Exhibition Place, Ontario Place, Fort York, the existing Bath8tsichan, Central Bayfront and
Harbourfront neighbourhoods, the East Bayfront, the West Don Lands, Lower Don Lands, and the Port
Lands.
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Section 5.1.1, Height and/or Density Incentives, describes the ways in which the City can
take advantage of Section 37 of Planning Actto secure community befiis by giving
developers more height and/or density than is zoned for. Section 37 community benefits
are capital facilities and/or cash contributions towards facilities. In terms of housing
benefits replacement or protection of rental housing is inetiutthere is no specific

mention of housing suitable for families; however, other local improvements established

in Secondary Plans are included. Section 5.1.7, Development Charges, describes the use
of development charges on new development to séends for capital infrastructut®

needs resulting from citgxpansionso that tax payers are not burdened with the cost of
growt h. The Cityos develbbtep.Ihelowtltic har ges ar e
important to note that development charges are no higher for a three bedroom unit than

they are a two bedroom unit

Table 5.1 Schedule of Development Charges, February 2010 to January 2011

Categoryi Residential (per unit) Feb 1, 2010 to Jan 31, 2011
Single and semidetached dwelling $11,737

Multiple dwelling unit $9,340

Apartment unit' two bedroom and larger $7,613

Apartment unit one bedroom and bachelor unit $4,731

Dwelling room $3,032

Categoryi Non-Residential (per m?)
Industrial use -
All other nonresidential uses* $94.25
Note: from City of Toronto (n.d.)
*The nonresidential charge applies to the A@sidential gross floor area located on the ground floor. only

The Official Plan is the governmbody of work that guides allitg actions, as

established in thBlanning Act Under Section 5.3.1 policies, all municipatlayvs must

18 Capital infrastructure irludeschild care civic improvementsdevelopmentelated studigsemergency
medicalservicesfire, health library, parks and recreatiopedestrian infrastructurpolice roads and
related sanitary sewerSpadina subway extensipstorm watemanagemensubsidized housingransit
andwater(City of Toronto, n.d.)
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conform to theéPlan and all City Council and Staff decisions and actions muist loge

with the Plan. Additionally, under Section 5.3.2, implementation plans, strategies, and
guidelines will be adopted to effectively implement the visions, objectives, and policies
established in the Official Plan. Over time, these will include such plans asrregula
Municipal Housing Statements, urban design guidelines, green design guidelines, cultural
and recreational facility strategies, and a parks acquisition strategy, among many others.
Secondary Plans also play a large role in providing more detailed palisgecific

neighbourhoodghey will be reviewedn Section 5.3

5.2.1 Summary
The overall language and policy direction of the Official Plan is in support of
creating an intensified, diverse city, compl
ample arenities and facilities to fosteomplete communitiesHowever, this really only
applies in a broad manner, across the city as a whidhat is lacking is attention #te
local level, where the goal is to achieve vibréimgble, complete communitiehat can
support residents of all ages aatdall stages of their lives. Furthermore, what constitutes
a nfull rangeo of hoofsterpretationsind mpydaokclean a f ai r
enforceability. Directing the development of chislipportive ifrastructuresuch as
schools and community centrésit notthe housing that can accommodate thisran
issue which could posethreato the longterm vision if certain types and sizes of

housing are neglected.
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5.3 Toronto Official Plan: Secondary Plans

There are currently twentyineapprovedSecondary Plans for the city, including
plans for theDbowntownareas of the Railway Lands (East, West, and Ceinsaé Figure
5.2), King-Spadina, and KingParliament; and thidearly Downtowrt’ areas of Fort York
Neighbourhoodand Garrison Common North. As wehge Central Waterfront Plan has
been partially approved by the Ontario Municipal Boardterprecincts of the East
Bayfront, West Don Landsand the Keating Channel Precinct of the Lower Don Lands.
Theseplans will be reviewed belo with a focus orhousing policyand community

services and facilitie®emphasizingamily-friendly measures.

Figure 5.2 Railway Lands
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Note: from City of Toronto (2004)

YAl't hough not wit hi rDovintown th€yi neighibosDownewrian ara increasimglyo f
popular areas for development because of the accessibility to the core.

88



5.3.1 Railway Lands West

The Railway Lands West is the land area of the Bathurst Spadina Neighbourhood
of downtown Toronto, bounded by Front Streethe north, Lakeshore Avenue to the
south, Bathurst Street to the west, and Spadina Avenue to the east. Compolyeof most
the former Canadian National Railway lands, it is now largely owneclomgord Adex
and is undergoinghassive redevelopment (See Figbirgfor the site boundary and block

division).

Figure 5.3 Railway Lands West Block Division
= e — | !

Rallway Lands West
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Note: from City of Toronto (2004)

The Railway Lands West Secondary Rlaferred to in this sectiomlong with
the correspondingrban design guidelingsstablishes the areaMsed Use with Parks
and Open Space Areasmprising a large portion of the land tract. One of the main
objectivesof redevelopmernis tofitake full advantage of the opportunities presented by

[the siteds] size and central | ocation
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institutorm | , cul tur al , recreati onaNMostblpcksar&k s and op
designated as the Bathurst Spadina Neighbourhdddked Use Aredhat will be
medium and high density residential with local stre¢dted retail and commity
service andacility space while two blocks fronting Spadina Avenaee designated as
Mixed Use Areasuitable for residential and naasidential uses with strong street
related commercial and service use.
The housing policies for the area are based on the gdalsisised in thefficial

Plan, including Policy 4.1, which states that:

Housing will be developed in the Railway Lands West both

to assist in meeting the Cityds housi

that new development has a mixesk character. Housing

in the Railway Lands will be available to a wide range of

households, ages and incomes in aefg of residential

unit sizes(p. 4)
Policy 4.3 requires 25% of total dwelling units in the Bathurst Spadina Neighbourhood be
suitable for households with childremalf of which will be provided on the lands
outlined in Policy 4.4 that have been acquired by the City for the provision of affordable
housingby the Toronto Community Housing Corporatid@HC). There is no mention
as to what type or size dwelling urstsuitable for households with children. The lands
conveyed to TCHC consist of blocks 31, 32, and 36 (see FigBre

Section 5 outlines the required community services and facilities that shall be

provided, including, at minimum: an integrated puldieparate elementary school(s); a
community centre facility; one library; and daycare facilities. Policy 5.6 stipulates that

such facilities and services provided primarily for the residential population of the area

should be within walking distance to hiings containing familyfriendly housing.
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Currently, Block 31 is planned to accommodate an integrated Public and Catholic
Boardelementaryschool, a community centre, and daycare facility, in addition to 325
units of affordable housing (TCH®@.d). Blocks 32 and 36 wilbe developed first as
family-oriented, highdensity housing, and wilouse a public library facilitgnd child
care centreand 650 dwelling unité 60% of which will be affordable housing aimed at
lower income families with childrenyith the remainder as market housing (TCHQ).
According to the Blocks 32 and 36 Public Realm Plan, public sector intervention in
providing family-friendly housing is required because of market constraints (TCHC,
2008). Both Blocks 32 and 36 are currently under construction; however, it appears that
Block 32 will consist of a public library, daycare centre and a point tower of market
condominiums built by a private developer and currently for sale. While Block 36 will
be developed by TCHC and consist of farsiged units, the market condominium on
Block 32 is being marketed with the largest unit as a two bedrowvo bathroom,
888sqft unit, despite sharing a site with such fasfrigndly amenities as a library,
daycae, and park space, and neighbouring a larger park and school site.

Additionally, an eight hectare park was planned for in Sectioitiée Plarand
was opened in early 2010 as Canoe Landing Park. There are also concessions established
in the Plan for amdditional p&k site at the northwest cornefBlock 36 and along the
railway corridor at the north end of the site. Canoe Landing Park is known for the giant
red canoe overlooking the Gardiner Expressway that was designed by Canadian author

and artist @uglas Coupland. The paikalso home to sports fields and a running trail

named the Miracle Mile, in honour of Terry
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playgroundequipmentdespite the vision of the area becoming a complete community

with houholds with children.

5.3.2 Railway Lands Central

The Railway Lands Centrabutlined in Figure 5.Zonsiss of the lands
surrounding the Roger 60s dstobe redevelogedalonger | y t he
with the Railway Lands East and West to connectithventown core to the waterfront.
Like the Railway Lands West, tlsteis aMixed Use Areand will be developed in a
similar manner, with shared urban design guidelines.

The Railway Lands Central Secondary Plan, referred to in this section, contains
houwsing policy for developmenttme et t he Cityo6és housi-ng goal s
use character through the provision of housi
incomes in a variety of residentical uni t si z
policies established in the Railway Lands West, there is no prescription for housing
suitable for households with children. As well, affordable housing obligations will be
met by helping secure land in the Railway Lands West for such use, as outlratyn
4.3.

A full range of @mmunity services and facilities will be provided for through
agreement levieand will include at a minimum, an elementary school, community
centre, one library, and daycaréAs per Policy 5.4, funding for such facilisigvill be
gener at e the paymend af gfixed Amount on a per residential unit and non
residenti al s qu aAdditionallg, brrsemelblacksi nem@siddgngml. 5 ) .

gross floor area may be increased in return for a daycare facility, pursuant to Policy
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10.7.1. As well, over 3.5 hectares of park land and open space will be secured for public
use. Currently there are theeDowntown Montessori child care facilities in the area that
serve children ages®years.Space is very limited as all are running at or very near

capacity

5.3.3 Railway Lands East
The Railway Lands Easbrm the eastern portion of therfoer CanadiaRaciic
Railway lands which border the south side of the financial disa&butlined in Figure
5.2 and iscurrently undergoing major revitalization to integrate the downtown core with
the cityds waterfront, mini morarecreatkea@avithklar ri er
Mixed Use Areaimilar to the Railway Lands Central and West.
The Railway Lands East Secondary Plan, referred to in this semiotains
general housing goalso p r o \a wideeaande @frhougeholds, ages and incomes with
avari ety of r es(p d)eaawell aomeettnhiet CiitzyebssO r equi r e me
inclusion ofaffordable housingnd lowto-moderate income rental housingowever,
there is little detail in the Secondary Plan because it calls for the creation of a Precinct
Plan to contairmmore precise level of policgnd a Concept Plan for each building site.
The Plaralsooutlines the need for a Community Services Badilities Strategy, in
order to facilitate the timely provision of
minimum contributions towards elementary school facilities, community service space,

and daycare facilities.
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5.3.4 King-Spadina

The KingSpadina ares bounded by Queen Street to the north, Fineet to
thesouth, Simcoe Street to the east, and Bathurst Street to theAgesttablished in the
King-Spadina Secondary Plaeferred to in this sectioit,is aRegeneration Arethat is
largely builtout. It is a vital employmerand entertainmerarea in the city core with
strongarchitecturaheritage. The Plan does not contain specific housing goals, but
contains one guideline for residential use in Section 10.1:

To complement Kings p a d irolea @ssa business and
entertainment area, and as an incentive for the retention of
existing buildings, especially those of architectural or
heritage merit, new residential uses, including live/work
units have been introduced into the KiBgadina Area(p.

6)

In terms ofcommunity services anadilities, Policy 7.1 calls for regular
monitoring of the community services and facilities inventory to assess potential need.
As well, the use of Section 37 benefits for the provision of such services alitieici
including daycare centres, is encouraged in Policy Aditionally, there are fouAreas
of Special Identity i ncl udi ng St .,foAwhith denevddevelBpmeanyigr o u n d

t h e &illrespect ihe integrity and the potential forincreaseu s e of t he par ko

There are no specific concessions to promote housing for families or related amenities.

5.3.5 King-Parliament

The KingParliament Secondary Plamferred to in this sectioapplies to the
areas outlined in Figure4. The area contains the West Don Lands, a large tract of
undeveloped land planned for major revitalizatidime area is divided intblixed Use

AreasandRegeneration AreasThe Plan does not contain any specific policy for
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housing and community servicasd facilitieshowever, it does contain concession for
the inclusion ohewresidential units and live/work unigsd the timely provision of

additional community services and facilities as needed with growth.
Figure 5.4 King-Parliament Secondary Plan Area
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Regener at i(West Dok Lands) it dargest area and is made up of
former industrial and underutilized lantfgt will be redeveloped and reintegrated back
into the ciyy as a mixed use neighbourhaagla part of the larger Waterfront Toronto

Revitalization initiatve. As such,he area is part of tHermer City of TorontdCentral
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Waterfront Planand the Wedbon Lands Precinct Plan has been created with a more

detailed level of policy. These will be reviewed in the next section.

5.3.6 Central Waterfront

The Central Waterfront Plan covers 800 hecté2680 acresp f Tor ont o6 s
waterfrontand is currently the laggt urban development project in NDAmerica
(Waterfront Toronto, 2011 In 2001, Waterfront Torontormerly the Toronto
Waterfront Revitalization Corporatiomas created by the Government of Canada, the
Province of Ontario, and the City of Toron®the agent responsible for the
redevelopment project. Funded by three tiers of government, thetpsogapected to
runinto 2025; current policies and development plans will be implemented over time.

The Plan was approved as affial Plan Amendment in ApriR003 but was appealed
to the Ontario Municipal Board. Despite this appeal, as it pertains EagteBayfront,
West Don Landsand Keating Channel Precinct of the Lower Don Lands, it has been
approved.

The Central Waterfront Part lld&, A Ma k i n(@00MVeefereed to in this
section,contains guidelines amblicies to guide development. Itdsntred on four core
principles: removing barriers/making connections; building a network of spectacular
waterfront parks and public s promoting a clean and green environment; and
creating dynamic and diverse new communities. It is the fourth principle that is of
interest to this study because it calls for
diverse community. In ordeo imeet this objective, Policy 3&tablishes that

A mix of housing types, densities and tenures will
accommodate a broad range of household sizes,
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composition, ages and incomes contributing to the vitality

of the Central Waterfront as well as the oppatiuror

residents to remain in their communities throughout their

lives (p. 46).
Additionally, Policy 40 encourages a goal of 25% of all dwelling units be affordable
rental housingat least one quartef which will be twobedroom or largerPolicy 35
calls for community services and facilities to be provided, includirfgll build outof

thewholewaterfront area

1 six to ten elementary schools

1 one secondary school

1 at least one local park per residential community

1 ten totwelve daycare centres

9 one tothree libraries

1 four to six recreation centres

1 one community service/human service space per community

In order to implement these policies and to secure such community services and
facilities, development @rges and Section 37 contributiom$l be cansidered to secure
funding from landowners, with possible height and/or density increases pursuant to
Section 37 of th€lanning Act Additionally, areas designat&kvelopment Areasill
havePrecinct Implementation Strategiesguide developmentith ahigher level of
policy and implementation goalallowing the City to move from Official Plan policy to
Zoning Bylaw provision. At this point plans for East Bayfronthe West Don Lands
and the Keating Channel Precinct of the Lower Don Ldwad® been approved, and
plans for the Port Lands, themainingLower Don Lands, and the existing Central

Waterfront are underway.
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5.3.6.1 West Don Lands

The West Don Lands is an 80 acre parcel of underutilized land at the mouth of the
Don River and is partfahe waterfront revitalization project. Théest Don Lands
Precinct Plarf2005)and the West Don Lands Block Plan and Design Guide{2@36)
were created to guide development of the area as a mixed use neighbpwitroad
emphasis on the public reabnd sustainability

The West Don Lands Precinct PI&D05) referred to in this sectiooutlines the
division of thearea into four neighbourhoods, each to be developed with a range of
housing optionsln total, the housing targets are for the psmn of §000 units; 20%
are to be affordable rental units, and 5% tarbe lowend market housing portion of
which shall be suitable for households with childrétesidential development will be
primarily mid-rise buildings with agrade commerciapace; live/work units; lofts;
townhouses with private courtyards; and a few point towehe River Square
Neighbourhood will be the first to be developed, with the River City development,
complete with familyfriendly townhouses and apartment units uftocurrentlyonly
offeredin the two bedroom plus den rangehere are also two blocks in this area to be
developed by the Toronto Community Housing Corporation (TCHC), which will contain
larger sized familyfriendly affordable units.TheDon River Neighbourhood will contain
mid-rise apartment buildings and townhouse mews with private, interiotyeods, in
or der tsafe familgoartiee niit ed str eets Commdunitypen spaceo
facilities are to include, at buddut, an elematary school, recreation centre and

community facility, multiple daycare facilities, and a library.
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The West Don Lands Block Plan and Design Guidel{@6669, referred to in this
section provide further detail for the implementation of the Precinct.Plastates that:
The West Don Lands is designed to nourish families in all
phases of life. A variety fo housing options and
community services will suit a broad market segment and
enable residents to be comfortably accommodated from
youth to senior yaa. (p. 5)
Inor der t o ac hnasfordabletnixioffhouging &of familiés Avill include 20%
of the total uni ts f @r afivedietyicdanislinelevatern t a | h ou
buil dings will appeal t Grouadretatredtawhhomamdk et s e gn
apartments will provide famitpriented housing choices throughout the River Square and
Don River Neighbourhoods. Affordable rental housing, as discussed in the Precinct Plan,
will be coordinated with the City and ti€HC. Ore of the réated guidelines states that
A A affordable housing for families with children should be groueldted to provide
direct access to the outdoors, as well as dedicated shared play spaces, to the degree
possibbd0 (p. 35)
In neither Fan isthere a policy or guideline for a prescribed amount of market
rate familyoriented housingr adescriptionof an appropriate size for such housing
despite the claim that A[the] West Don Lands
neighbourhoods a commurtly that is people focused, family friendly, environmentally
sustainable and designed forhpdban | ivingo (
In November2009, the City of Toronto won its bid to host the 2015 Pan/Parapan
AmericanGames. The AthlesdVillage ha beendesignated to the West Don Lands,

which will accelerate the development of a large portion of the area, in order to

accommodaté0,000 athletes and officials, along witie necessary facilitiesThe
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At h | ¥iltagesvill be built on the priniples establisheith the Precinct Plan, and will

be converted to housing following the Games.

5.3.6.2 EastBayfront
The East Bayfront is a 55 aaraderutilizedsite originally extending from Jarvis
Street in the west tGherryStreet in the eastakeshoreBoulevardto the north, antlake
Ontarioto the south. The East Bayfront Precinct Ripplies to thevestern portion,
between Jarvis Street and Parlian@tmeet The eastern portion, from Parliament Street
in the west tcCherry Streein the eastis now a part ofthe Lower Don Lands, and has its
own Precinct Plan whitwill be discussed in Section 5.3.@f3this paper The lands are
largely publiclyowned and divided into four parcels: Dockside, Parkside, Bayside, and
Quayside. The remainifdgndportions areprivately owned.
The East Bayfront Precinct Plarferred to in this sectioestablishes the
objective tobe socially, economically, and environmentally sustainable. In order to do
so,itmustb@a Atruly mi xed us e 0oadmangexihuseh@d cat eri ng
different ages, backgrounds, lifestyles, and incomas well as a range of employment,
recreation, entertainment, and cultural usei# in the most sustainable manner
Collaboration from many stakeholders and the publicemaghasized in the creation of
the Plan: one of the key points emphasizedlr ough t hi ssunppadiveregess i s t o
housing mix that accommodat dlEsisffuatneiedbyes as we
Waterfront Too nt o 6 s ¢ o mmi tmargdifferent tgpesatt hbusehalds frofn a
wide range of incomes, particularly families with children, seniors and downtown

wo r k er s drhe(afbordable Gousing targets established in the Plan are consistent
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with those of the Central Waterfront SecondaianPR0% of units are to be affordable

rental housing, and an additional 5% of units are taffedable ownershifpousing.

This means that of thestimated,000newunits in the East Bayfronat least 1200 will

be affordable rental and 300 will bfordable ownershipCommunity services and

facilities will be provided to support the neighbourhood, including an elemesthogp!

site to sipport the projected 900 scheajed children (at completion), at least two

daycares, and a community centRarks and open space will be prominent in the area,

with 25% of the site dedicated as such, with planned feainiest c | ude chi I dr ends
playgroundsn multiple areas.

In September 2@) the East Bayfront Zoning B\aw was passed for the lands
westof Small Street (the landstablished in the Precin&lan) and development has
begun. One key element of this Hgw is a prescription of unit sizes, including that at
least 5% of all ownership dwelling units be basta combination othree bedrooms
unitsin the towerand three bedroom townhouse/stacked townhouse wtithie west
end of the sitethe Dockside parcel is underway wiligar Beacland Sherbourne
Commoni public parlsi and Corus Qualy a midrise office buildingouilt by the City
which is home t€Corus Entertainmeritwhich have been completed. Additionally,
development has been approved forRlagkside andayside parcels. Parkside will be
the first private sector development in the East Bayfront, and has been awarded to Great
Gulf Homes. In keeping with the tenets of the Precinct Plan, the development will be
mixed-use and attractive to a diverse set of residedt®svntown living for families will
be encouragedith the inclusion of an onsite daycare facility and a minimum ob%%

units in the three bedroom plus range (Waterfront Toront@g)2Mevelopment at
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Bayside has been awarded to Hil@srests Limited Partnershign keeping with the
Precinct Fan, it will include 20% affordable rental units, at least 7.5% marketreattal
units, and a target of 5% leendof-market ownership units. It will also include a

provision of family residential units (Hindsterests Limited Partnershig010.

5.3.6.3 Lower Don Lands and Keating Channel

The Lower Don Lands ia 308 acre area located to between the East Bayfront and
the Don Roadway, south of the West Don Lanflise site is planned to be redeveloped
as a mixeeuse communityand urban estuary, with close to 13,000 new homes, major
commercial space, and 130 acoéparkland. Additionallythe mouth of the Don River
is to be redirected and-reaturalized to reduce flood risid restore it to its former
wetland state The Keating Channel will be preserved and the srélaenorth the
Keating ChanneNeighbourlood will be the first of the Lower Don Lands to undergo
development.The Lower Don Lands Framework was created to express the development
goals and objectives for the area, and to provide direction for more specific plans and
studies. In keeping with tle Central Waterfront Secondary Plan, the Lower Don Lands
will provide housing to a broad range of household types, sizes, ages, and incomes; will
provide a minimum of affordable housing; and will includencaunity services and
facilities, includingthreeschoolswith recreation centres, three cultural centres, five child
care facilities, and one library (Waterfront Torari2010).

The Keating Channel Precinct PJaaferred to belowyas created to express the
development ideas outlined in the Lower Dants Framework Plam order to guide

development of the Keating ChaniNgighbourhoogthe first phase of development in
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the Lower Don Lands. For the most part iinikeeping with the Central Waterfront
Secondarylan; however, there are somtiscrepanciepertaining to the regeneration of
the mouth of the Don River, thoughcan be amended as the Central Waterfront
Secondary Plan is still bathe Ontario Municipal BoardOne of theobjectivesof the
Planisb cr eat e di snentessitytand mbohuseamundgiografinincluding a
wide range of residential types and affordable houisithgt will be sufficient to support
a vibrant clémmume ttyla pegpiesfalhstages of lifecandf
involved inawiderange df i el ds o0lf4). lwtotal,khé Keatmg Channel
Neighbourhood will contain approximately 4,700 residential units. In order to meet the
objective of a diverse community, familsiendly housing and necessary daycares and
schools will be provided population projections estimate 330 schagél children and
210 preschootagel children. There is no specifisize or percentagarget for the
provision of suitable familjriendly housing; however, affordable housing targets are

consistent with the €ntral Waterfront Secondary Plan.

5.3.7 Fort York Neighbourhood

The Fort York Neighbourhood is located just west oflllee/ntownboundary,
borders the Railway Lands West, and is within@eatral Waterfronas delineated in
the Official Plan. The Fort YorkNeighbourhood Secondary Plan, referred to in this
section, designatebe aredo be developed witParks and Open Spac&partment
NeighbourhoodaMixed Use andinstitutional Areas In terms of housing policysection
4. 2.1 states tohork Néighlmurlsoodrwil beiavailabléht@ a wide

range of household types, age groups, accessibility levels and income levels in a variety
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of resi dent i2a Therais hotmergion astshow thigomix will bhieged
or even what it will casist of, bugross floor areas, heights, densities, and built form are
all outlined.

There are concessions for the provisiojooffinancial contribution toward
community services and facilities to service the residential and working population of the
neighbourhood, including such possibilities as an elementary school, a community centre,
non-profit daycare and workplace daycare, health services, a library, and community
meeting facilities; however, they may be located outside of the neighbourhoodgbound
Section 6.4uggests that the City and both the Toronto Public and Toronto Catholic
School Boards will collaborate in the planning gfaentialschool site.Section 9
outlines the development strategy for the area, includireguirementhat, prior to
gaining approvaldandowners will be responsible for submitting a Community Services
and Facilities Strategyhichwill include such things as an inventory of existing and
proposed facilities and demand; a profile of the anticipated residentgoakers; an
outline of the proposed amenities and their location; and an implementation plan of how

and when they will be provided.

5.3.8 Garrison Common North

The Garrison Common North is an area just to the west @dhertownborder,
and just north of th Fort York Neighbourhood. It is bounded by Bathurst Street to the
east, Queen Street to the north, Dufferin Street to the west, and the Gardiner Expressway
and CN Railway to the soutiThe Garrison Common North Secondary Plan, referred to

in this sectio, contains an objectiteo Aiprovi de for a range of
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size, type, affordability and tenure, to encage household of all sizes ()p In order
to achievethisPo |l i cy 3. 1 (hdw)devaldpraents will ptovide for afiangie
dwelling types, with an emphasis on grade related units that are suitable for households
wi t h chi | @ameumnidy s€rvices arid facilities will be delivered using Sections
37 and 45 of thélanning Actin order to meet the needs of current &rtdre residents
and workers.

There are five Site and Area SpecHolicies that apply to the area, and
contribute tats truly mixeduse. Area 4 is of most interest to this study because it
comprises the lands of King Liberty Villagavibrant neighbourhood that has been under
development since 1999 after lying vacant forrlyeaventy years.The King Liberty
Urban Design Guidelinewereadoptedn May 2005to guide development of the area.
A large part of the area has been redevelapigh stacked townhouse condominiums,
puraiant t o t he gradereladd unis tlatvare duitablg forthouseholds with
childreno (p. 1), wi tdandaonrstugtianruedgr waydord n g
number of other projectsThe King Liberty Village has beea very successful

undertaking and is one of the notable up and coming neighbourhoods in the city.

5.3.9 Summary

The level of detail contained in the Secondary Plans illustrates a more refined
commitment to creatingomplete communitiesnd creating neighbourhoods that can
accommodate a broader range of residents. As is evident in the laagdayaiciesof
the Plans,this broad range of residents increasingly includ®sseholds witlchildren

espeally in the Catral Waterfront Rins Table 5.2 provides a summary of the housing
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policy of each SecondgPlan, as it relates to famifyiendly and affordable housing.

Although the Plans suggest the city will grow in a manner that will accommodate all ages

and all sages of the life cycle, there is an evident disconnect between vhasented
in thesePlans and what is actually occurring on the grouRdrhaps what is needed is a
more detailed level of policgimilar tothat of the proposed OPAThis idea is disussed

in the next section.

Table 5.2 Summary of Family-Friendly Housing Policy in Secondary Plans
Secondary Plan Family-Friendly Housing Policy
Railway Lands fHo u s i nagvidé range ofihouseholdgyes and incomes ir
West a variety of wunit sizeso (
125% of units suitable for households with children, half to k
provided as affordable housing BZHC (no specification of

size)
Railway Lands ffHo u s i nagvidé range ofihouseholds, ages amdines in
Central a variety of wunit sizeso (

1 No mention of target for households with children
1 Help secure land in Railway Lands West for affordable

housing
Railway Lands East {H o u s i nagvidé range ofihouseholds, ages and income
avarietyofunisi zeso (p. 4)

1 No mention of units for households with children
fGoal to meet Citybés afford
King-Spadina 1 No specific housing goals
King-Parliament 1 No specific housing goals
Central Waterfront  Housingf o a& broad range of househdlizes, composition,
ages and incomeso (p. 46)
1 25% of units to be affordable housing, one quarter of whicl
are to be two bedroom or larger
West Don Lands A range of housing units
125% of units to be a mix of affordable housing, a portion of
which shall besuitable for households with children
9 Family-friendly units to be groundriented for access to
outdoors
1 No specific mention of how much or what size fanfiigndly
units
East Bayfront T Housing for a broad range of ages, backgrounds, lifestyles
incomes, particularly families with children and seniors
1125% of units to be a mix of affordable housing
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1 No specific mention of how much or what size fanfrigndly
units
9 Parkside planned for minimum 5% of units three bedroom
larger
1 Bayside planned faome family units, but no specific target
or size
Lower Don Land$  Housing for a broad range of ages, stages of life, and
Keating Channel employment background, including families with children
Neighbourhood 1125% of units to be affordable housing, one quarter of whict
are to be two bedroom or larger
1 No specific mention oiow manyor what size familyfriendly

units
Fort York fH o u s i nagvidé range ofihousehold types, age groups,
Neighbourhood accessibilityevels and income levels in a variety of residen
unit sizeso (p. 2)

1 No specific mention ofvhatpercentager whatsize family
friendly units
Garrison Common { Housing for a broad range of household types
North 1 Range of dwelling types, includirgroundoriented units for
households with children

5.4 ProposedOfficial Plan Amendmentto Encourage the Development of Units
for Households with Children

In order to address the second research objettivdetermine what strategies
can be used tencourage condominium development to be more fdrelydly, this
section provides an4idepth look at one possible stratetiye OPAwhich has been
proposed to Toronto City Council. This proposed policy change would be a significant
step toward ensuringore housing is built to accommodate families in the downtown
area. The progression of the policy issue is presented Tratiie5.3. The key stages in

its development will be discussed below.
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Table 5.3 Timeline of Actions for the Proposed Official Plan Amendment to
Encourage the Development of Units for Households with Children

Date

Action

August 16, 2007

September 5, 200"

October 4, 2007
November 7, 2007

November 29,
2007

January 10, 2008

August 27, 2008

September 10,
2008

May 14, 2009

June 4, 2009

October 13, 2009

November 4, 2009

Staff Report to Planning and Growth Management Committet

AEncouraging New akRadily-®ir0é & cl

Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting

7 August 16, 2007 Report from Chief Planner and Executive
Director, City Planning presented

1 Request to City Planning to report back on three related is:
by the end 02007

AProfile Toronto Living D

Staff Report to Planning and Growth Management Committet

AUpdate on the Devel opment

Protecting FamihSi zed Uni t so

Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting

9 November 7, 2007 Report from Chief Planner and Executi
Director, City Planning presented

1 Item deferred to January 10, 2008 meeting

Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting

1 November 7, 2007 Report from Chief Planner and Executi
Director, City Planning presented and received by Council

Staff Report to Planning and Growth Management Committet

NfnRequest fi®fficialPlan Arerndnentto Encourag

theDevel opment of Units for H

Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting

1 August 27, 2008 Report from Chief Planner and Executive
Director, City Planning presented

1 Report recommendations amended by Council

Staff Report to Planning and Growth Management Committet

AProposed Official Plan Ame

Development of Units for Households with Children:

Aut horization for Circul at:i

Planning and Growth Management Committeetimg

1 May 14, 2009 Report from Chief Planner and Executive
Director, City Planning presented

1 Report recommendations adopted by Council

Staff Report to Planning and Growth Management Committet

AFi nali Cffieigd Blan Amendment t&ncourage the

Devel opment of Units for Ho

Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting

9 October 13, 2009 Report from Chief Planner and Executive
Director, City Planning presented

1 Item deferred until April 21, 2@ meeting

1 Request for report frorthe Building Industry and Land
Development Association (BILD) on the proposed changes
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and recommendations, and for Staff to report on several is
April 21, 2010 Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting
1 Item deferred until June 16, 2010 meeting

May 2010 BI'LD Report ACity of Toront
Encourage the Development of Units for Households with
Childreno released

May 20, 2010 Staff Report to Planning and Growth Management Committet
i R esediOfficial Plan Amendment to Encourage the
Devel opment of Units for Ho
June 16, 2010 Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting
1 October 13, 2009 and May 20, 2010 Reports from Chief
Planner and Executive Director, CRjanning presented
1 Items referred to Chief planner for further consideration
1 Request for further recommendations to be submitted in 2(
alongside the upcoming Official Plan Review and Living
Downtown Study

The issue of familsized housing dates battk2007 when discussions arose
surrounding the supply of large, fam#yzed housing units, particularly in relation to
protecting existing rental stock and providing additional units in new construction in
order to promote andimai mtnai mMitvlee seidot yned 3 0P «
from discussions on the matter in early 2007, the Chief Planner called for a report on the
issue and possible policy directions to be presented at the September 5, 2007 Planning
and Growth Management Committee megtin A Staff Report, HAENncou
Protecting Existing Familsi zed Unitso, was released August
pertinent information and establishing direction for future discussion on the matter. The
definition of the typical family is changg and what is deemed appropriate or suitable
housing for families is variable; however, the focus ofrtiadteris in the provision of
large family-sized units, and as such is aimed at three bedroom units because it is the
least commonly built unit siZeaveraging roughly one to two percent of all new

condominium units for sale in the City of Toronto since 2@0igy(of Toronto, 2007)
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Thereport addresses three possible actions: prescribing a minmaoentagef three
bedroom units to be built in new development; using krmgdikpanels and flexible
design to allow units to be combined as needed; and protecting large $aadyrental
units through new byaw guidelines. One of the prominent indications of the report is
that although the Official Plan contains general pajjogsfor family-oriented housing,
a brdader based strategy to create faroilignted housing in the City is reconended
in order to I mplement the Off.itheire@dt Pl an hous
c o n c | u diteveuldtéaahallefige to demonstrate at this time in the Toronto market
that intervention to require three bedroom apartments in new developments
appropriateo (p. 1-2Utpaanelsdre gossiale, therlusewauld beh k n o c k
Afextremely |l imitedo (p. 13). This report wa
Management Committee at the September 5, 2007 meeting. By a motion moved by
Couwncillor Adam Vaughan, it was requested that the Chief Planner and Executive
Director, City Planning report back on three issues: creating a strategy to promote more
family-oriented housing; secure kneolat panels in new developments through possible
densty increases; and accommodate the protection of existing famiyg rental units
through the implementation guidelines of the Municipal Code.
In October, 2007, the results of the Living Downtown Survey (conducted in
December 2006) were released. Theveywas completed to provide a morediepth
look at the downtown residential population, in both existing (pre 2001) and new (post
2001) housing. Of particular note is the finding that the period between 2002 and 2007
saw the largest increase in downtopopulation in the last 30 years, with 14,800 new

residents (10% growth) in the cokitly of Toronto, 2007 Of the households in new
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units, 9%werefamilies with children; however, of the 84% who are singles or couples

without children, the vast majty werebetween the ages of B9 (Cityof Toronto,

20079 1 in or entering the childbearing stage of the family life cycle. In terms of unit

size, in existing and new housing, three bedroom and larger are the least common sizes;

this is especially trug new housing, with far fewer of thegarger units built nowadays

(City of Toronto,2007). The report concludes that the majority of downtown residents

are young singles and couples withouc hi | d r e n ,maryndw dwebirigease t hat 0
beingoccu@d by families with children, working &

On November 7, 2007, another Staff Report
Strategy for Encouraging and Protectingiig-Si zed Uni t s.Ohewepst r el ease
acknowledges thdhere is a shortage of famifgiendly housing in the downtown core
and, because it is an essential component of
contends to provide, changes must be made to ensure-fanilglly housing is available
in the shortand longterm.

August27,2008,amorewddl e pt h St aff Report, entitled i
Official Plan Amendment to Encourage the Development of Units for Households with
Childrend, was released. Af tngDowrftowm t her anal
Survey and investigating the strategies used in other cities to accommodate family
housing, the report suggests that a draft Official Plan Amendment be compiled for
consideration, and that discussions be held with the development commurothand
key stakeholders about possible directions. This recommendation is based on a few key
findings. Between 2003 and 2007, development applications show that in Etobicoke

York, North York, and Scarborough three bedroom plus units make up 13.4%, X0%, an
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14.8% of proposed units respectively, while in Toronto and East York the number is only
5.3% (City of Toronto, 2008 In the Downtown and Waterfront area, only 4.1% of units
in the pipeline were three bedroom pl@sty of Toronto, 2008 This discrepacy
illustrates the inherent lack of large, famsdized unitgn the downtown core
Additionally, the 2006 Census results indicate that in the City of Toronto only 9% of
apartment units in buildings of more than five storeys are three bedroom or hatger,
that 62% of these large units are occupied by households with chiCitgro{ Toronto,
2008. The affordability of such units is an issue as three bedroom units are the highest
priced, and tend to bmut of reach fomany families with childrenGity of Toronto,
2008,p. 10). One suggestion is to ueelusionary zoninf as a measure of securing
affordable housing a practice that is used in many other North American cities
including Vancouve(City of Toronto, 2008 It is also suggested that an amendment to
the Official Plan apply to thBowntownarea (not including th€entral Waterfront
because it is subject to its own Secondary Plan) and be focused onda@dyunits in
the three bedroom range, as two bednainits are already commonly bui@ify of
Toronto, 2008p. 14). As well, concessions for related facilities and amenities to attract
families downtown are needed. This report was presented to the Planning and Growth
Management Committee at the Sepbem10, 2008 meeting, where the recommendation
of stakeholder consultation was amended to include school board representatives.

The propose®PAwas drafted and presented to stakeholders for comment. A

summary of comments was compiled in the May 14, Z20% Reportii Pr opos e d

18 Inclusionaryzoning is a regulatory instrument to encourage or require a provision of affordable housing
within market rate development projects.
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Official PlanAmendment to Encourage the Development of Units for Households with

Children: Authorization for Circulationo.

Internal Stakeholders External Stakeholders

1 Affordable Housing Office 1 Building Industry and Land

1 Shelter Support and Housing Development Association (BD)
Administration fFederation of Metro

1 Toronto Building Association

1 Legal Services {l Toronto District School Board

1 Public Health 1 Toronto Catholic District School Board

1 Social Development, Finance and 1 Ratepayers and neighbourhood
Administration associations

fChil drends Ser vi ce TCityParents Network

1 Parks, Forestry and Recreation 1 Home Ownership Alternatives Nen

Profit Corporation
Many comments were received in support and opposition to the proposed policy change
(seeCity of Toronto, 20091or full list of comments). As it was put forth, the proposed
OPAwWoul d see the words Ahousing suitable for
Official Plan Policy 3.2.1.1, to read:

A full range of housing, in terms of form, tenure and
affordability, across the City and within neighbourhoods,
will be provided and maintained to meet the current and
future needs of residents. A full range of hagsincludes:
ownership and rental housing, affordable and -raitge
rental and ownership housing, social housing, shared and/or
congregatdiving housing arrangements, supportive
housing, emergency and transitional housing for homeless
people and atisk groups,housing suitable for households
with children housing that meets the needs of people with
physical disabilities and housing that makes more efficient
use of the existing housing stocfCity of Toronto, 2009b,

p, 13, emphasis on proposed amendment

Additionally, a clause would be added to Policy 2.2.1.4 to be read as:

4(c) requiring, where appropriate, in new developments
with 20 or more dwelling units in the Downtown, that
at least 10% of those units contain three or more
bedrooms suitable for heaholds with children.

(City of Toronto, 2009pp. 13,)
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Following the initial stakeholder consultation, changes were made to the clause added to
Policy 2.2.1.4, as follows:
4(c) requiring in new developments wittD0 or more
dwelling units in theDowntown that at least 10% of
those units be provided as units suitable for households
with children in the following manner:

i) the units be built to contain three or more bedrooms;
or

i) the units be built to contain a lesser number of
bedrooms if requestedy the initial purchaser,
provided that such units retain the ability to be
converted to contain three or more bedrooms
through relatively minor changes to internal
bedroom wall configurations; or

iii) any combination of (i) and (ii) above.

Transitional, supportive or seniors neprofit or co

operative housing that is subject to recognized

government funding programs and municipal housing
agreements is not subject to this requirement.

(City of Toronto, 2009bp. 31, emphasis on changes
to original amendrantproposa)

The recommendations summarized in the report call for: further stakeholder consultation
to gain feedback on the rewording of the proposed changes to Policy 2.2.1.4; a public
consultation meeting; and a statutory public meeting of the Plguamid Growth
Management Committee in November 2009. These recommendations were brought to
the June 4, 2009 Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting and adopted by
Council through a motion moved by Councillor Adam Vaughan.

A community consultatiomeeting was held in September 2009, with comments
from the meeting documented in thé& October

Official Plan Amendment to Encourage the Development of Units for Households with
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Childreno. T émergingieom dathaHe stakéheldereasad community

consultation processes relate to: policy threshold by unit type; exceptions to the policy;
affordability; need for incentives; demand for three bedroom units; amenities and

services; built form and building desigrexible unit design; rental tenure; geographic

area of focus; and applications in process (fonrsaries and full comments, see City of

Toronto, 2009a, 2009b This consultation led tlwrtherchanges to the proposed

amendment. Refinement of the proposkdnge of Policy 3.2.1.1 would see the words
Ahousing suitable for households with childr
households with childreno, meaning Official

A full range of housing, in terms of formerture and
affordability, across the City and within neighbourhoods,
will be provided and maintained to meet the current and
future needs of residents. A full range of housing includes:
ownership and rental housing, affordable and -raitge
rental and ownship housing, social housing, shared and/or
congregatdiving housing arrangements, supportive
housing, emergency and transitional housing for homeless
people and atisk groups, dwelling units suitable for
households with childrerhousing that meets theeeds of
people with physical disabilities and housing that makes
more efficient use of the existing housing stodRity of
Toronto, 2009ap. 8, emphasis on proposed amendment

Furthermore, the proposal to add a clause to Policy 2.2.1.4 woudghllaeed with an
amendment to Chapter 7, Site and Area Specific Policies, through the addition of:

336. Downtown Area
New developments, including infill, containing 100 or
more dwelling units within the area shown, will
ensure at least 10 percent of thew dwelling units
are suitable for households with children in the
following manner:

a) 10 percent of the units to be built in the

development will contain three or more bedrooms;
and
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b) for the purpose of this Policy, a unit will be
deemed to contain tbe or more bedrooms if it is
constructed with a fewer number of bedrooms and
thereafter maintained in a manner that ensures it
can be converted to contain three or more
bedrooms through minor changes to internal wall
configurations.

Transitional, suppdive or seniors norofit or co
operative housing that is subject to recognized
government funding programs and municipal housing
agreements is not subject to this requirement.
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Area Subject to Proposed Policy

(City of Toronto, 2009a, p.1}
The report recommends that the aforementioned changes be made to the ppépysed
and that stylistic and technical changes be made as necessary. The report was presented
at the November 4, 2009 Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting. Based
ona motion moved by Councillor Adam Vaughan, the item was deferred until April 21,
2010 and a request for a meeting with the Building Industry and Land Development
Association (BILD), other stakeholders, and families living in condominiums was put
forth, inorder for a more detailed study (to be funded by BILD) on the proposed changes

and recommendations, as well as for Staff to address the following concerns:
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9 Development size threshold

1 Area of application: citywide or specified school districts
1 Affordability and possible funding strategies

1 Amenity space requirements

1 Knock-out panels between units

1 Exempt rental housing projects

1 Explore zoning options

At the April 21, 2010meeting consideration of the item was once again deferred until
the June 16, 2010 miggg.

On May 20, 2010, Staff Report fARevised Of
t he Devel opment of Units for Househol ds with
release of the BILD Repoi©§i t y of Torontods Official Pl an .
Development of Units for Households with Childrérhe report released by BILD
consists of a review of the propoe®A and a summary of the discussions stemming
from two focus groups held in March of 2010. In total, the focus groups brought together
sevan participants’ and fourteen staff members over the two meeting times. Questions
related to neighbourhood amenities, building amenities, and unit elements. Based on the
results of the focus group discussions and the review of relevant research gicti@eo
BILD report does not recommend the approval of the propO$&l The reasoning
behind this decision is based on the content of existing policies in the Toronto Official
Plan and the Growth Plan forthe Greddeo | den Hor s es bupmtthehat al r ea
intent of the proposed Amendment without adding a new policy ¢ormdit 6 ( BI LD, 20 1
p. 7). In placef anOPA, BILD makes the following recomemdations presented in

Table 5.4.

9 participants were Toronto residents, either current or previous condominium dwellers, typically with an
interes in the matter

2 staff were representatives from the City (Council and Planning divisions), development firms, BILD, and
the Toronto Community Housing Corporation
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Table 5.4 BILD Report Recommendations

Recommendation Description

ProcessBased Planning Use Section 37 Agreements on a proj@giproject
basis to negotiate for fam#sized units

Incentives Use incentives to improve affordability of famigyzed
units, such aseduced development charges and
reallocation of Section 37 funds

Functional Suite Designs  Provide design plans for units that are more function
to the needs of a family, even if they consist of fewer
than three bedrooms

Researching Functional Support further research on how to achieve functioni

Suite Defgns units and how they can adapt to the changing needs
occupants over time

Flexible Suite Designs Support and promote the use of knaxk panels by

(knock-out panels) including them in unit desigand demonstrating to
potential buyers how they may be used

Incentives for Flexible Suite Encourage the City to create development and

Designs consumeibased incentives, such as marketing
campaigns and financial incentives to buyers who
combine two unit$o increase the affordability of such

units
Stronger Market Campaign Partner with the City to promote downtown living as
for Families family-friendly

Note: adapted from BILD (2010)

Although the BILD Report does not support the propd3Bd, it is emphaizedthat they
would like to be involved in future discussion on the matter if the City continues to
pursue the policy change.

The May 20, 2010 Staff Report maintains that the propGseAlis still required
because, despite language to provide a&mge of housing in current policies, larger
units suitable for families are limited and action is reglicestimulate construction. In
response to the BILD Report, the Staff Report suggests attention will be given to: the idea
of knockout panels forléxible design; the issue of affordability; the use of incentives;
and better marketingf downtown living to families. The report also addresses several
concerns raised by the Planning and Growth Management Committee on the proposed

OPA, summarized in Tide 5.5.
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Table 5.5 Concerns Regarding the Proposed Official Plan Amendment Policy

Direction
Concern Proposed Direction
Development Size Continue to apply to buildings with 100 or more units
Threshold as theyare best able to absorb potential design and

Percentages of Units
Required

Area of Policy Application:

City-wide or Specified
School Districts

Affordability and Possible
Financial Incentives
(Funding Strategies)

Amenity Space (and
Community Service)
Requirements

construction related costs of building larger units, an
are better able to provided appropriate amenity spac
including areas specifically designed for children.
Despite the su@ss of negotiating with developers to
provide 10% three bedroom units on a case by case
basis in Ward 20 (Councillor Adam Vaughan), the
policy has been reduced to 5% three bedroom units
recognize industry concerns. The 10% prescription
still applywhere convertible units are provided instee
of actual three bedroom units.

Changes to Policy 3.2.1.1 will apply across the city;
however,Downtownwill be the focus of the Site
Specific Policy 336 because this is where larger unit
are most needed. Ti@entral Waterfronis not
included because its Secondary Plan already contail
policy to provide at least 5% familized units.

The policy will ot be subject only to school districts
with declining enrolment because housing is only on
factori simply having familysized housing does not
guarantee enrolment.

These units are ntikely to be considered adfordable
housing but there are other housing programs in plas
to provide such housing, including affordable family
sized housing. Larger units can be made more
affordable through flexible and convertible design
options.

No financial incentives will be provided because the
policy is not meant to ensure that families occupy th
larger units, only that they are built as an option.
Furthermore, development charges are the same fot
three and four bedrooms units as they arévior
bedroom units, therefore not acting as a disincentive
Policy exists to ensure amenity space is provided in
developments. The City will work with developers tc
ensure adequate family related aibgand facility
space is provided on a per project basis. As well,
flexible design can allow amenity space to be adapte
suit the needs of changing residents.
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Knock-out Panels Between Combinable units have potential to provide suitable

Units options for creating famihgize units so long as they a
well designed and adequately provided.

Exempt Rental Housing All new developments, either rental or ownership

Projects tenure, are subject to the proposed changes in ordel
provide more optiontor families; however,
transitional, supportive or seniors nprofit or co
operative housing is exempt.

Explore Zoning Options Should the policy amendment gain approval, a gene
zoning amendment for the downtown area is
recommended.

Note: alapted fronTCity of Toronto (2010c)

In response to these concerns, and in conjunction with the findings of the BILD Report
and comments from earlier stakeholder and community consultation, further refinements
to the propose®PAwere maden regards to the Chaptér Site and Area Specific

Policies:

336. Downtown Area
New developments, including infill, containing 100 or
more dwelling units, will ensure that a specified
percentage of the new dwelling units are suitable for
households with children in the followimganner:

a) 5 percent of the units to be built in the development
will contain three or more bedrooms; or

b) 10 percent of the units may be built as convertible
units that may initially contain fewer than three
bedrooms, provided that such units retaire th
ability to be converted to contain three or more
bedrooms through relatively minor changes to
internal wall configurations; or

c) 20 percent of the units may be built as combinable
units that may contain fewer than three bedrooms,
provided that such uts may be combined with
adjacent units through the removal of knaak
panels in demising walls to create larger units
consisting of three or more bedrooms; or

d) any combination of (a), (b) and (c) above which
provides the equivalent number of unitgteg rate
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of 1 threebedroom unit being equal to two
convertible units, or 4 combinable units.

Transitional, supportive or seniors nprofit or co
operative housing that is subject to recognized
government funding programs and municipal housing
agreementss not subject to this requirement.

~Davenpont,
o ——————y /
&Ti
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Broadview ~—"

D Area Subject To Proposed Policy

(City of Toronto, 2010cp. 20,emphasis on changes
to previougproposa)

At the June 16, 2010 Planning and Growth Management Committee meeting, the
October 13, 2009 and May 20, 2010 reports were presenteditwiCaith the revised
proposal for the OPAs established in the May 20, 2010 report. By a motion moved by
Councillor Adam Vaughan, the item was referred to the Chief Planner for consideration
and further consultation with stakeholders. Additionallythfer recommendations are
requested to be submitted to the Planning and Growth Management Committee in 2011,

alongside the forthcoming Official Plan Review and Living Downtown Study.
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5.4.1 Summary

The inherent purpose of tippoposedOPA s to guarantee haing options in the
future and prevent the creation of a monolithic subculture of young professionals residing
in one bedroom condominiums downtown. There may not be many families living in
downtown condominiums now, but by not building suitably sizetsunday, there will
not be a choice for families to live there tomorrow.

As the matter stands today, th@posed OPAs still under consideration. If it is
passed, it would be a significant step forward in creating a sustainable, diverse downtown
area with a full range of housing and amenities that can accommodate people at all ages
and at all stages of their liveslowever, it is a contentious issue among many key
players in the planning and development field. The issue will be further explored in the

in-depth key informant iterviews, presented in Chapter 7

5.5 Conclusion

This chapter has provided a comprehensswgew of the planning policies
guiding growth and development in Toronto. It has also presented a significant proposed
policy direction that is at the heart of the matter of farfrigndly housing. Now that a
thorough understanding of how planning@nducted in Toronto, and what might be the
case in the future, has been established, it is important t@tediat is occurring in
other cities. Doing so will provide a better idea of possible strategies that can be
employed, as well as lessons learrisgin various experiences in housing policy.
Vancouver is the most notable example, and will be the basis of exploration in the

following chapter.
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6 VANCOUVER POLICY OVERVIEW

6.1 Introduction

The following section will look avhatvarious North American ciés havalone
through planning policyo encourage residential development in the urban core and to
tackle he issue of famihfriendly housing.The focus is primarilypn Vancouver because

it is considered by many as the foremasample of how a city caencouragéamiliesto

move backtothecordcol | owi ng the detailed evaluati on

initiatives and brownfield redevelopments is an overview of \wwhaéralother cities

have tried. This section forms part of thmolicy reviewand will help address the second
research objectiveéo determine what strategies can be used to encourage condominium
development to be more famihjendly, and contribute to thiurth research objectivao
make recommendations for the City of Torasmamakingcondominium development

more family oriented in downtown Torontbrough the lessons learniedm the

Vancouver experience.

6.2 Vancouver

Vancouver is often touted as one of thesirlivable cities in the worldpr the
last five years it hasanked first{with a score of 98%) in the Global Liveability Report
published by the Economist Intelligence Ur@011) i Toronto rankdourth. What
qualifies the city is the commitment to maintaining livablitily and sustainability while
accommodating rapid growth. rigie the 1970s, the city has grown under the reigns of

Aan environmentally conscious planning

regin

achieve fan urban renai ssance more comprehen
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Americao (Punt er pnt®higl Bhan design Sandards abdepdbiicc a t i
participation throughout the planning process has led to much praise and recognition of

theCi t yd6s pl anni ng omplistmedte (see Puotern2@6ftcourtetat,

2007). TheVancouver Modelbr Vancowerism has become an international

phenomenon in urban planning one t hat theageeatdstaudan expeximdnte d i
since the 1950s0 ( Mo n bejJookacatgs sometiting ® strive . 4 4) .
for, and provides many lessons for otheiesi The planning achievements that have led

to Vancouverod6s success ar & withpatcuwasadtention i n t he
to housing policy.Based on this review, possible strategies can be highlighted for

applicationto Toronto.

6.2.1 Planning AchievementBackground
Vancouver ds Aurban renaissancedo seemingly
reform swept council; discretionary zoning, official plan development, and urban design
review took precedence in planningdalhe Electors Action Moveme(fEAM) was
voted into power in 1972. The election of TEAM was credited to voters who demanded
thatthe growth and development of the city undergo major reconstruction (Punter, 2003),
which it did with a new planning agenda focused on creating a livable@€hanges to
the way planning was conducted were most notable through the creation of the Urban
Design Paneklnd the Development Permit Board and Advisory Panel in the mid 1970s
to assess development proposals. City Council, which is comprisedadfiteads

elected atarge?’, does not regularly intervene in the planning process. By giving power

ZLvancouver is not based on a ward electoral system like the City of Toronto; caiinecllors are
elected to represent the city as a whole.

124



to the panels and the Director of Planning, discretionary review, professionalism and
transparency became the norm in planning (Punter, 2003). Anotloangicshment of
TEAM was the creation of variousficial development plan® guide development in
different areas of the city, under the Vancouver Ch&rtdtalse Creek SoutBhorewas
the first area to have an official development p&dgptedn 19747 an earlyexample of
a successful mixedse development on former industrial lands. Accortinigarcourt,
Cameron, and Rossit€2007 ) , t he defitmiengi oleementy o @Mesi.
In the 1970s it was realized that something had to change in the way Vancouver was
being devel oped t o avoiidnekdedcaomxiofingomasn fiex ec ut
(Harcourtet al, 2007). For urban renewal to woidt fthe whole population, planning
needed to accommodate the whole population. So, in the 1970s, and still in force today,
it became a requirement that developmenCiiy property be inclusive to a variety of
income levels.
In the 1980s, when the NdPatisan Association regained powdre City took on
a prodevelopment stance and loosened some of the planning reform established under
TEAM. However, by 1990 it became clear that thepbeavere not supportive of this:
the debate ragueadloen cpittytdi mag atitmes tiiltihe fAexecu:
was made to restablish the planning reform adopted under TEAM in the 1970s (Punter,
2003). In 1991, the City of Vancouver completed the Central Area Plan. One of the key
housing policies of thispta ( P o | i ¢ geekdppdriunitiesfor Howsingidrsity in
new areas..anchec our age housing for famil Ciggs with cl

of Vancouvey 1991, p. 1) During this time, ways to create safe, livable neighbourhoods

% The Vancouver Charter is the provincial statute governing the City of Vancouver, which is not a part of
the Municipalities Act of British Government.
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were testedwith the rowhouse and apartment model becoming the preference because it
allows for a diversity of households at high densities, while creating a street presence and
the much touted 0eyesMaedonald 2006 k1992 @ounzil ( Punt er
adopted theHigh-Density Housing for Families with Childrébuidelinesto provide
criteria for meeting family housing goal3his set of guidelines is to be used alongside
an official development plan or zoning-tawv for housing designed for families with
children at a density of 75 or more units per hectare, and added=ssests osite,
building, and unit desig(see City of Vancouver, 1982or complete list of guidelines)
Examples of guidelines includgrouping family units together within a buihd;
providing play space for children of all ages; and providing private outdoor open space in
each unit, at a minimum size of 1.8m by 2.(@ity of Vancouver, 1993). As defined in
the guidelines, famihgized housing is considered two or more bedrooms.
In keeping with the idea of livability, Council adopted CityPlan in 1995, a vision
for Vancouverods growth for the next twenty vy
vision for Vancouver is one of a #fAngity of ne
opportunities within theorein order to reduce sprawl (Punter, 2003). Housing goals
would create diversity in housing stock to allow for people of various ages and stages of
life cycle to meet their changing housing needs within their familiar neighbod (City
of Vancouver, 2003a In 1996, the Greater Vancouver Regional District Board adopted
theLivable Region Strategic PlarThe City of Vancouver then created a Regional
Context Statement to explainhowtBet y6s vari ous pdascewgh woul d be
the principles of the regional growth strategy. The regional plan is founded on four key

points:

126



Protect the Green Zone

Build complete communities

Achieve a compact metropolitan region
Increase transportation choice

(Greater Vancouveregional District1996,p. 9)

PwbdPE

A part of this plan designates thtetropolitan Coreof downtown Vancouver to be a
high-density commercial, dtwral, and residential centr&(eater Vancouvdregional
District, 1999 . The noti on o fhe didsenwetmod of devetogngd b ec am
the citybébs core with an emphasis on resident
become the basis of tMancouver Modednd coupled with a more recent focus on

environmental sustainability, continues to be the founddtr planning today.

6.2.2 The Vancouver Model
ThelLiving First strategy is based on a set of planning principles that guide
residential development in Vancouver (Jedble6.1 for a summary). A key component
of the model is thahe developer bears tsest of providing the souglatfter amenities
fithe city avoids burdening the existing taxpayer with the costs of this grojahd
prevents] .. a taxpayerso revol t 6 (Beablay,2008,9. t he doo
2). This commitment from devgbers to provide community benefits has led to the

success of Vancouveros planning.

Table 6.1 Living First Planning Principles

Planning Principle Description
Promote vehicular 9 Limit commuteraccess into downtown
alternatives 1 Prioritize public transit, pedestrianism and cycling
1 Promote the congestion free urban lifestyle
Develop complete 1 Focus on the pedestrian scale
neighbourhoods { Provide mixed, mutually supportive uses and activiti

1 Provide a full rang of amenities, including daycares,
schools, community centres, parks, and playgrounds
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1 Create a local commercial high street and phased
ancillary amenities as needed
f1lnclude Athird placeso
outside of home and work
Create a dierse housing { Offer both market and nemarket housing
mix 1 Provide for a mix of incomes
9 Accommodate a mix of households including familie:
with children
1 Include seniors and special needs housing
9 Supply an array of housing options
Integrate new and old 1 Extend existing city character into new areas

neighbourhoods 1 Integrate public realm and street life
Link parks and open 1 Incorporate a high standard of parks and open spaci
spaces each neighbourhood

1 Include walking and cycling pla systems
i Improve waterfront paths, amenity and access
Note: adapted from Beasley (2000).

Vancouver 6s s uc c eatsespeniallcim hgg@dnsityylgigha | i vabl e
rise development, is due to many reasons. One major contributing factor is the
geographical boundary surrounding the central city, specifically the ocean and mountains,
which limit the physical size of the city. Ather factor is the lack of major highways
connecting core and edge areas, which limits access to the city (Beasley, 2000). The

West End and Downtown are accessible by only three bridges, which severely limit

commuter ship. Vancsuvaared sc opulpy seidc aMi t cho mas tircaoil
integrated strategyo, according to Larry Bea
based on:

1 pushing for housing intensity;

1 insisting on housing diversity;

1 structuring coherent, identifiable, and supportive
neighbairhoods; and

1 fostering suitably domestic urban design and architecture.
(Beasley, 2000, p. 1)
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The City sought to avoid Adifferentiated ghe
strong mix of housing through the livable city concept (Beasley, 20010¢ mix of
housing is quite possibly the most im{aont key to the success of tlancouver Model
because it allogfor theurban lifestyleto be played against tlseiburban lifestyle What
Vancawver sought anattraeticelsurregate fdrvsanglefaiily dwelling
inthesinglef ami | 'y subur b o3)@ilédidsb thrpugh tlRendlwsion op .
rowhouses with streetr i ent ed entrances, often referred
2005), with narrow towers setback above.isfigpeo f hou s i nlgecomewa m has i
cornerstone of Vancouverods strategy to recl a
(City of Varcouver 2003) and is a majocontributor tocreating the urban dream.

Vancouver 6s commit ment ndesigngohlearepmisd | i ¢ r e al
contributing factors. The City works with developers to ensure that an adequate
provision of community amenities is achieved and that the public realm is not neglected.
One of the most significant public realm achievements hastheecreation of the
Seaside Route arBeawaff* with over Dkm of walking and cycling paths along the
shore of central Vancouver (Beasley, 2000). Urban design guidelines are pertinent to the
goals of development and to ensure appropriate height angféderdesign, adequate
provision of streetelated retail, underground parking, sun and view access, and
maximumpedestrian access (Beasley, 2000; Punter, 2003).

Vancouver6s devel opment achievements woul

the cooperatvepin ni ng process that governs the cityd¢

% The Seawall (also known as the Seaside RougBBkm recreational path lining the waterfront,

connecting neighbourhoods, parks, and community centres. For the most part it is divided into a section for

walking and jogging, and a section for cycling and inline skating. Itis a major tourist attrackon d At h e

most popular recreational facility in Vancouvero (Cit
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framework is highly discretionary and based on guidelines and incentives instead of rigid
policy (Beasley, 2000). This approach allows for public and private sector and citizen
involvement, dibogue and cooperation in all planning decisioAs.well, planning is in

the hands of planners not city councillors, which allows {@mm goals to be reached
without the interference of councillor-sdection to get in the way.

Over the years varioudficial development plans and policy statements and
broadsheets have & created for areas of the city undergoing redevelopment. Most
notable are those for former industrial lands on the downtown waterfront, inckalse
Creek South Shor&alse CreelNorth, Coal Harboyrand Southeast False Creek. These
areas represent some of Vancouverds most suc
the primary examples of théancouver Model Theseareas will be discussed in the
following sections with regard to their housing policies, planning achievements, and

relevant evaluations.

6.2.3 False Creek South Shore
Fal se Creek South Shore is the initial ex
residential planmg. Redevelopmenbegan in the 1970s and was largely completed by
the early 1990s. The strategy was to create a socially mixed neighbourhood, both in
terms of incomes, housing types and tenure, with a foundation of comraoretyities
and open park spacagnemphasis on pedestrianisend a particulgpriority on families
with children(City of Vancouver, 20012003). Although the area was an enormous
success as an alternative to the sprawling sifagiely residential suburbs, over time the

low densites proved to be an underutilization of the land area and ultimately led to a
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lower than expected level of sustainable urban living (City of Vanco@08@o). In
addition, although the area is a successful soemiked neighbourhood, according to
the reportFalse Creek South Shore: Evaluation of Social Mix Objectmaslished in
2001,thesocial mix is not at the level that was targeted in the initial planning process.
The report looked at 1996 Census data and determined that although significant, the
social mix did not reach targets and has seen an increasing divergence from the intended
goals however, the area is still more mixed than neighbouring areas. Asheeteport
notes that social circumstances have changed since the policy was established in the
1970s: many householtilsdayhave two income earners; many of the original residents
have aged, including their children, and moved and the area has becomenore
sought after neighbourhood (City of Vameer, 2001). This helps account for the age
and income mix discrepancies over time

Despite the lower than expected social mix, tnedinappropriate densities key
| es s on wansxed  residentmeighbouriloods can be successful living
environments and are, in fact, esGteohti al to
Vancouver, 2008 p.4). These lessons are evident in the policies guiding more recent
redevelopment projects in Vancouverluding False Creek North, Coal Harbour, and

Southeast False Creek.

6.2.4 False Creek North
Fal se Creek North is one of the most pron
in planning and development. The s8€00 acres anldrgely consists of the former

Canadi an Pacific Railway | ands. After playi
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redevelopment in 1988 and is almost entirely built out at this point. The atealeld

into three large tracthat were developed by difiemt firms: Granville Slopes, Concord
Pacific Place (developed by Concord Pagitics the largest areend subject of focus),

and CityGate. In a strong effort of cooperative planning, the redevelopment of the area
as acomplete communiiyncreased the population of downtown Vancouver by one third,
contributed over fifty acres of public parks, three kilometres of seawall, daycares, school
and community facilities. This was achieved through a planning programme for the False
Creek Basineat out in the Fals€reek Policy Broadshee#md the False Creek North

Official Development PlanThese two documents provide a framework for the
development of the area and outline the responsibilities of the developer in providing

public amenities andix of housing (Punter, 2003). They will be reviewed below.

6.2.4.1 False Creek Policy Broadsheet

The False @ek Policy Broadsheet 988, referred to in this sectioestablishes
policies to be used by the City and developers to guide development in th&Fed&
area. It outlines the issues, facts and past policies which influence present policies. Of
particularinterestare the policies relating to housing and the need to accommodate
households with children in order to achieve complete communities.

The primary issue with regard to residential household and income mix was
whether theCity should intervene with the market in order to achieve a desired range of
household types or leave it to market forces and devel{paysof Vancouver, 1988
The City of Vancouver decided on the former and established policies which set out

minimum targets for units suitable for households with children (25%) and units available
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for coreneed househol&§(20%) City of Vancouver, 1988 As established in the
High-Dersity Housing for Familiesvith Children Guidelinesunits of at least two

bedrooms are considered suitable for households with childileese policy targets

were coupled with appropriate densities and provided a guide for the policies established

in theFalse Creek North Official Development Plan.

6.2.4.2 False Creek North Official Development Plan

The False Creek North Official Development P(&890) referred to in this
section establishes planning directiore the area, in accordance witie False Creek
Policy Broadsheet. The plan sets out seven organizing principles, liStaedlen6.2 the
last principle is presented in full and discussed in detail asatesantto housing for

families.

Table 6.2 False Creek North Official Development Plan Organizing Principles
Organizing Principles

Integrate with the city
Build on the setting
Maintain the sense of a substantial water basin
Use streets as an organizing device
Create lively places having strong imageability
Create neighbourhoods
Plan for all age groups with a particular emphasis on children
ATo achieve robust neighbour hoods
residents and to achieve the City objectitf@aacommodating families with
children, planning and designing for the needs of children should be emphas
The following should be considered:

1 safety and security without sanitizing the environment;

1 parks, school, day care and other facilities neaold;

fpublic settings for socializingo
Note: adapted frority of Vancouver(1990c)

B4 B B

#Coreneed Households are defined by tilDewntvntolgerof Vancou:
singles, seniors, disabled and family with children householdso must pay 30 percent or more of their

gross income on shelter, including utilities, for an average market rental unit in the community, adequate

and suitable to their basic needs (City of Vancouver, 1990a).
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In order to achieve the planning goals for the area, land use intentions are
established. Two key elements of the residential land use a@5#hatf total units are
to befamily-sized and roughly 13% are to be affordable, of which 50% are to be family
sized affordableIn addition to the provision of suitable childendly housing, th&lan
establishes a number of cultural, recreational, and institutional uses to lwkegroy the
developer, including:

1 one K-7 community school with community space and gymnasium
1 one K7 school

1 one community centre with gymnasium

1 eight daycare facilities

1 one multipurpose room

1 one library facility

1 one fieldhouse

Because the onus of pramg such facilities was on the developer, they came to fruition
quite sucessfully andimely.

Development of False Creek North followed these plans and what was achieved is
a complete community which incorporates mixed uses and a diverse populatidmavoi
a subculture of young professionals and baby boomers in largely singlaigkeise

neighbourhoods.

6.2.4.3 False Creek North PostOccupancy Evaluation

In 2007, a posbccupancy evaluation of False Creek North was conducted by
graduate students from the School of Community and Regional Planning at the
University of British Columbia. The repottiving in False Creek North: From the
Resi dent s @Wdaran st ple 20@8¢licitethe findings of questionnaires,

workshops and interviews with residents of the area. Although the results indicate a
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positive and successful assessment of the False Creek North development, & present
severarecommendations and areas of improvement for future policy planning. The
findings are broken down into eight topic areas:

1 parks and public open space

1 shops, services and amenities

1 mobility and transportation

1 community safety

1 the residential building

1 theresidential unit

1 sense of comomity
1 perceived sustainabilityf éhe neighbourhood

A general overview of the findings pertinent to this thesis is outlined below.
Among one of the major successes of False Creek North is theesotianic
mix of residend. Rentersywhich make up alut forty percent of householdmd owners
unite as a strong community, in part because buildings of different tenure are
indistinguishable from one another (Wennedral, 2008). The cultural diversity of the
area is valuetdy many residents, as is the mix of households by agéact, it is evident
that seniors in the area highly value living in a neighbourhood with children (Westman
al., 2008).Anot her majomrl sMocdte Blsiukbeu rdolmanl difents e s o0 t ha
find in the area, including the numerous parks arehgpaces, an active yet relaxed
lifestyle, and the presence of schagled children (Wenmaet al, 2008). The provision
of local shops, community space and amenities has been a harbingerctumtiiete
community and sense of belonging that residents feel, and thegmarlopen space in
False CreekeNofthhesné@i ghbour hooddal, stronges
2008, p. 7).
Although the development of False Creek North is seen agoa su@cess, there

are some areas of improvement that residents reveal. Of note is the desire by residents to
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have more space for relaxation, such as benches and chairs; more space for pets, such as
designated offeash runs; and a greater diversity iayground equipment to
accommodate children of different ages. Additionally, the success etibighty living
for families with children in False Creek North has come with one caveat: even with the
new schools and daycares, demand has exceeded spdle agd facilities are running
at capacity Groc, 2007Wenmaret al, 200§. This lack of school spagcalbeit
unfortunatejs of particular interest because it calls attention to the fact that there is a
growing cohort of parents choosing to raise cleitdin an urban environment and they
need to be accommodated with adequate provision of amenities.
The aforementioned caveats to downtown living in Vancouver are incredibly
i mportant | essons for other <cititheys attemptin
resonate soundly with comments made from local Toromenpsliving downtown,
which will be discussed in more detail@iapter 7 of this papetn summarizing the
findings, the False Creek North Pe@tcupancy Evaluation lists five key
recommendationthat should be taken into consideration in any future planning:
1. Articulate more strongly policy guidelines framing
implementation of social infrastructure, such as schools
to ensure that sufficient facilities are available before
the first families move in. Ensure that these facilities
are available within growing nghbourhoods such as
FCN [False Creek North]as the number and
con@ntration of families increases
2. Guide the allocation of space for daycare facilities with
a realistic sense of the demand and projected growth.
Identify and address any loopholes that mig/eaken
such a framework.
3. Design more diverse public spaces catering to the

specific recreation and play needs of older children, as
well as younger children, rather than simply treating
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children as an homogenous group with common play
and recreation regls.

4. Aggressively foster affordable housing schemes
targeting middle and modest income earners to ensure a
diverse  socieconomic mix, an environment
appropriate for families and a strong sense of
community.
5. Target the incorporation of more appropriatada
affordable retail outlets from the early stages of the
development to meet the needs of residents from a
variety of socieeconomic grounds. deus on families,
in particular (Wenmaret al, 2008, p. 25)
These recommendations provide invaludessond or ot h|[Ealse Creek Nogh§ : i
provides for a great source of learning as planners around the world work to make their
downt own cores attractive to heaal2@08,pl ds of a

5).

6.2.5 Coal Harbour
Coal Harbouisafut her exampl e of Vancouverds succ
waterfront redevelopment. Encompassing the northern edge of the Downtown peninsula,
the site, once a major industrial area, has been tramsfat i miked use, high
density neighbourhood of exceptooh | i vabi |l ity and amelmityo (Ci
p. 26) The area is divided into two waterfront areas, the Marathon Coal Lands and the
Bayshore Gardens, and was redevelopednasgaprojectunder a cooperative planning
regimei one that emulated the success of such a programme with the redevelopment of
False Creek North (City of Vancouver, 2003 The guiding framework for the
development of Coal Harbour is established in the relé?alty Statement and Official

Development Plagnwhich are reviewed in the following sections.
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6.2.5.1 Coal Harbour Policy Statement

The Coal Harbour Policy Statemda®90) referred to in this sectigsets out
policies for the development of Coal Harbour, in accocdawith public input, staff
review and Counci |l-mixedresidental commanityofor &llageband ad | vy
incomes... [with] an array of community facilities to serve the residents, workers and
visit o r Gtyoof (ancouvey 199, p. iii). Theissueof residential household and
income mix outlined in th@olicy Satement is whether the area would be suitable for
families with children and if there would be enough children to support the necessary
schools and aycare facilities. Accompanyirtpis issue is whether or not the City should
intervene in the market and set out prescriptions for development to accommodate a mix
of households and incomeSity of Vancouver, 1990b The policies established in the
Policy Statemergupport the notionfa prescribed mix of households and sets targets for

a mix of ages, including children, and the accompanying social infrastructure.

6.2.5.2 Coal Harbour Official Development Plan

The Coal Harbour Official Development PIEk990) referred to in this section
provides a framework for development in the Coal Harbour area under the authority of
the Vancouver Charter and in accordance to the policies established in the Coal Harbour
Policy Statement. Thiglan establishes seven organizing principles to guide
devdopment, listed inTable 6.3 These organizing principles are similar to those set out
in the False Creek North Official Development Pigth only a few differences. The last
organizing principle is defined in full as it is pertinent to the issue @maowdating

families with children.
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Table 6.3 Coal Harbour Official Development Plan Organizing Principles
Organizing Principles
Maintain the sense of a diverse urban waterfront
Build on the setting
Integrate with the city
Use streets as an organizing device
Createdistinctive and lively public places
Create neighbourhoods
Plan for all age groupsnd incomes
ATo achieve robust neighbourhoods
residents antb achieve the City objective of accommodating families with
children, planning and designing for the needs of children should be emphasi
The following should be considered:
a) Safety and securitpeeds should be meithout sanitizing the environment;
b) Parks, school, day care and other facilities nestasild be provided
c¢) Public settings for socializing should be accommodated; and
d) Accommodation suitable for all age groups and income levels should be
provided. 0o
Note: adapted frority of Vancouver (1990a)

N oo~ wniE

Residential development is emphasized in the vision for Coal Harbour, and as
such, various policies have been established to ensure it is achieved in an appropriate
manner. Section 3.2.1 establishes that permitted unit counts and floonagzaek area
arerelianupon Al i vability for various househol d t\
d e v e | opilntheege two criteria are appropriately met, th&al number of units and
floor area allowance will be increased by up to 10% abovethemumfor each area
(City of Vancouver, 1990a This technique of providing a bonus to developers in
exchange for the provision of planning goals has contributed to successful development
in Vancouver. In addition, 25% of the basic residential ursixahce must be
appropriate for families with children, as outlined in Ehigh-Density Housing for
Families with ChildrerGuidelines and 21.61% of the basic residential units allowance
must be provided as affordable housingith an emphasis on cereedhousehold$

half of which are to be desigrat for families with children (City of Vancouver, 1990a
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The emphasis on making the area an inclusive, livable neighbourhood is stressed

throughout the plan. Cultural, recreational, and institutional usgsramoted within the

area to accommodate the mixed residential populataira minimum, there is to be:

1 one full elementary school
1 one community centre

1 four daycare facilities

1 one multipurpose room

These facilities, much like in False Creek North,tarbe provided by the property

owner(City of Vancouver, 1990a

6.2.6 Southeast False Creek

Southeast False Creektishe most recent exampl e
waterfront redevelopment plan®eemed as th@éi tsye8ponse to the United Natson
reportOur Common Futurgit is focused on being a sustainable, catgotommunity
(Montgomery, 2005 Thesite is arB0 acreareaof former industriaknd commercial

lands some privateRowned and som€ity-owned andis divided into three @agor

of

precircts for developmentin 1997 planning for the redevelopment commenced, and in

1999 the Southeast False Creek Policy Statement was approved by Council. Public

consultation was a key component of the planning programme for the area, with goals of

creatinga social, economic, and ecological livable and sustainable neighbowvitbod

an emphasis on residential developreerd family housingCity of Vancouver, 1999

In 2005, the Southeast False Creek Official DevelopriRéam was approved by Council.

Condruction started soon after as the @tyned, former public works lands, were

turned into the Ol ympic Athletesd Vil

the completed buildings are currently being sold and construction on the remaining land

140

Vanc

| age f o



parcels will be completed over the coming years. The planning prescriptions for the area

are discussed below.

6.2.6.1 Southeast False Creek Policy Statement

The Southeast False Cie®olicy Statement1999) referred to in this section
establishes the guiding planning principles for the redevelopment of the area. However,
this Policy Statemenhas gone beyond convention and includes policies to address the
sustainable factor of the development of the site: ecological, social, arahec@spects
of creating a sustainable community are addres$éd.guidelines drivingthar e a 6 s
developmenare:
Implementing sustainability
Stewardship of ecosystem health

Economic viability and vitality
Social and community health

el

ThePolicy Statemetracknowledges that many of the sustainability policies are far
reaching the responsibility ofackivi ng s uch thedevelpped. theeGity, wi t h
landowners, financiers, the public, senior levels of government, and ultimately, SEFC
[Southeast Hae Creekf e s i d etyof \&ancougeg 1999, p.)5 As such:

It S t he devel oper 6s responsi bilit

conventionalthinking by progressingoward as many of

the social and environmentabbjectives identified as

reasonable within the limits @conomicviability. (City of

Vancouver, 1999, p.)5

In terms of housing, the issues relate to the determination of appropriate densities

and heights for the livabilitgnd sustainability of a community composed of mixed

incomes, ages, and household types. Muchtfigeuirrounding eighbourhoods of False

Creek, policy to include a certain amount of farslyitable housing is established;
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however, in specific areas ob&heast False Creek, the prescribed policy goes beyond

~

previous goals: fia minimum of SBmuef the tot
Sshould be suitable for families WwWretions chil dr e
policy statements typidg require 25% of units to be appropriate family housiag)is

suchin other areas of Southeast False Creek. As well, like the policies for other areas,

there is a heavy component of providing low income andgeeel housing, both regular

and familyoriented These guiding policies are reflected in @f#icial Development

Planfor the area, which is discussed in the following section.

6.2.6.2 Southeast False Creek Official Development Plan

The Southeast False Creek Official Development REOO5) referredo in this
sectionfollows the guidelines set out in tpelicy statemenand establishesrban
design and sustainability principles to guide developmentligele6.4). These are the

principles created to govern and guide the development of a sustainable community.

Table 6.4 Southeast False Creek Official Development Plan Urban Design and
Sustainability Principles
Urban Design Principles
Overall basin form legibility
Distinct neighbourhood precincts
Integrated community
Street hierarchy
Connected public open spaces and parks
Integrated transit
Vibrant commercial heart
Waterfront animation
. Clustered communitgervices
10. Heritage recognition
11.Incremental varied development
12. Demonstrated sustainability

B4 B4 B B4
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Sustainability Principles
Implementation of sustainability
Stewardship of ecosystem health
Economic viability and vitality
Priorities
Cultural vitality
Livability
Housing diversity and equity
ADevel opment is to promote opport
groups along with social and physical infrastructure that is accessible to tr
whol e community, especially child
8. Education
9. Participaton
10. Accountability
11. Adaptability
12.Integration
13. Spirit of the place
14.Completecommunity
Note: adapted frority of Vancouver (2005)

B4 B B

In addition to these guiding principles, the Official Development Plan establishes
land use policy to direct the development. With residential land use at the forefront,
Policy 4.3.1lays outvery comprehensiveegulationgo address the needs of families
with children, affordable housing, modest market housing, and market houshey
family housing goals for the site go beyond precedent set in previous development
projects for some areas of Southeast False Creek. The pertinent elenrelity af.3.1
are outlined belovin Table6.5 (see Figuré.1for a map of the Southeast False Creek

areas).
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Figure 6.1 Southeast False Creek Areas

*Areas 1A, 2A and 3A are owned by the City; area 3B is ownetragslink; area 3C is owned
by public and private persons; and areas 1B and 2B are pricataisd.

Note: from City of Vancouver (2005)
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Table 6.5 Southeast False Creek Official Development Plan Policy 4.3.1 Family
Housing Elements
Land Use Policy 4.3.1Residential uses
Development is to be predominantly residential with a diverse housing mix and a
on families with children, and:
(c) inareas:
(ii) 1A, 2A, and 3A combined, at least 20% of the residential units are to be
available for affordable housing,
(i) 1A, 2A, and 3A, integration of individual sites for affordable housing is to
occur throughout the areas, and
(iv) 1A and 3A combind, 33% of the residential units are to be available for
modest market housing;
(k) 25% of the market housing in areas 1A, 2A, and 3A, and 25% of the modest r
housing in areas 1A and 3A, are to be suitable for families with small children; ar
(1) the city encourages housing forms designed with the flexibility to incorporate
defined space for potential rental accommodation within a single dwelling unit in
to contribute to a wider range of housing options.
() with respect to families, 35% of the residential units in areas 1A, 2A, 3A, and @
and 25% of the residential units in areas 1B, 2B, and 3C are to be suitable for far
with small children, in accordance with tHggh-Density Housing for Families viit
Children Guidelinesdopted by Council on March 24, 1992;
(j) with respect to the affordable housing units in areas 1A, 2A, and 3A, priority is
be on family housing, with 50% of the namarket units to be suitable for families wi
small children, ad integration of the units into each residential area;
Note: adapted from City of Vancouver (2005)

In addition to these family housing policies, the Official Development Plan
requires complementary cultural, recreational, and institutional facilitheSoutheast
False Creek, this is to include:

1 one K7 community elementary school
1 one community centre

1 three licensed child care facilities

1 two outof-school care centres

1 eight family dagare centres

1 one interfaith spiritual centre

Requirements for suppiive commercial and retail space, parks and open space, and
improvements to the shoreline and Seaside Route are also specified. As well, all

buildings are to be built to a minimum green standard of LEEdiiver equivalent.
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Building heights and densitiedll be lower than in False Creek North and Coal Harbour,
with an emphasis on midse and grounariented medium densities. The goal is that at

build-out it will be a complete community.

6.2.7 Summary
TheVancouver Modehas gained global recognition for its sucdes®defining
urban living. What was achieved in the False Creek and Coal Harboursaaeas
excellent example of how a city can aptly maximize waterfront redevelommeéntvith
the creation ofuality neidhbourhoodsbring residents back to the downto{Runter,
2003). The planning and development achievements provide lessons for other cities on
the matter, especially in encouraging families to live in fughsity downtown
neighbourhoods.
Some of thdessons were realized through the course of redevelopment and
carried forward The densities of False Creek South Shore were eventually determined to
be too low; subsequent development in the areas of False Creek North, Coal Harbour, and
SoutheasFalseCreek saw much hignlevels of density. The cooperative planning
approach to the redevelopment of False Creek Naftlch included a large amount of
public participation was deemed a huge success and carried forward in the redevelopment
of many areas dhe city, including Coal Harbownd Southeast False Creek
WhatmarksVancouver 6s success in urban redevel
creating livable, complete communities that are suitable and attractive to families. By
incorporating prescriptions ffahe inclusion of familysized units and affordable housing,

as well as embracingwhBtu nt er ( 2h@ Oe® ancoaver vesnadiilar, the
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townhouse and apartmeandt ownhouse peri meter bl ocks
(p. 233), a full range of housy options are said to be provided. However, it is important
to note that as defined in thitgh-Density Housing Families with Aldren Guidelines
family-sized units need only be two bedraomsize. Therefore, although many families
are choosing downtown condominium life, optidaslarger units are minimal. This is
the defining difference between what has occurred in Vancamewhat is proposed in
Torontoi the proposed policy in Tondo is for the requirement of three bedroom units.

Although Vancouver has been lauded by most for its recent residential
development and sustainable, livable neighbourhoods devoted to the public realm, there
are critics. There are people who questiorstnectity of living in highrise condos so
close to downtown; there are people who deem recent development as too formal,
orderly, and sanitizingf theaesthetic and public realm; there aeople who call for
moresocial mix within the newly formed neigburhoods; and there are those that
guestion if the city is actually better off as a wh@enter, 2003Quastel, 2000
Whether these arguments are believed to be true, one cannot deny that these
developments have created a quality of public amenityrdrastructure that was
severely lacking (Punter, 2003); have brought residents back to the city; and fostered a
new definition of urban living.

In a 2008 articleWant a new urban model? Go wddtime proposesvie key
lessons learned from théancouer experiencép. ID3).

1. Shrink city council and create councillemslarge who represent

everyoneds interests
Get rid of the Ontario Municipal Board
Let planning professionals control the approval process

Val ue the natwural worl d. l'tbés irr
Estalbish a detail city planClarity is key

akown
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Whether any of these lessons are put into practice is lidelygashot butthey do
provide startingpoints for discussionThe City of Toronto could stand to follow some of
the |l essons | earned from Vancouver 6s experie
is integral to the success of redevelopméhencouver 6s depoliticized
focused on following estailshed regulations, embedded in public participation,
transparency, and accountabil i tofticizewher eas, a
pl anni n gvheseylev¢lopers afid their hired guns routinely run roughshod over
planning regulations ... [isaljreci pe f or di s,pslD3g mdoroptblu me, 200 8
matters of planning are often guided by politicians thiedOntario Munigdal Board
(OMB). Furthermore, involvingnoredesign review is something that Toronto could
emphagie, although it recentlpas established more of this practice. Unfortunately, the
OMB may counteract the efforts of planners. The creation of urban design guidelines for
family-friendly housing would also help garner success in Toronto; as well as incorporate
streetoriented owhouses in the podiums of taller point towieen idea that is proposed
in plans for the Central Waterfront redevelopment. The use of inclusionary zoning for
both family-friendly and affordable housing is a method that could be explored in
Toronto.

Although Toronto could stand to learn a few things from Vancouver, Toronto is
going one step further in the provision of farvitiendly housing If the propose®PA
is passed to incorporate a minimum 5% of utdtise three bedroosnit would fill a

nichethat has been left relatively vacant in Vancouver.
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6.3 Initiatives from Other Cities

There are other North American cities wrestling with the same issue of
encouraging urban family livingWhile Portland, Seattle, and San Francisco are the most
discusse@xamples of cities taking initiative Bmcourage urban family livingyticles
about families who are choosing to live in downtown condominiumiaralin news
mediathroughouthe United StatesFor example, in downtown Minneapottgere is a
small lut growing number of households with children living in condominiums, lofts and
townhouse§ enough to warrant investment in a | arg
thing local parents said was the miosheed to make the neighbourhood livable
(Tillotson,2 0 1 0 ) . Tillotson suggests the trend 1is
shift: Many millennials and younger Gefers say their American dream is not a big
house and yard in the suburbs. It's walking to work, no lawn mowing, more family play
tmeand culture at their doorstepso (Tillotson
Aur ban upbringingo is still rare, but is dr a
in the downtown takes off (Fiely, 2007). One developer interviewed preditisoting
of the young, urban singles currently living downtown may choose to stay and be young,
urban parents in the future (Fiely, 2007). In Seattle, the topic displayed prominence in
newspaper articles following the success of urban family living in Marezp providing
anecdotal evidence of the new trend. Articles highlight the experiences ob&tirae
Api oneerso of wurban famil vy Ifiendlyangenites uggest i n
like parks and schools are major deterrents Bsg®tto, 2004Cohen, 2006; Dietrich,

2008 Hinshaw, 2008
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The Cities of Portland, Seattle, and San Francisco are the most prominent
examples of cities looking to follow in the footsteps of Vancouver. Policy initiatives in
each city will be briefly reviewed in thelfowing sections to provide further lessons

learned for Toronto.

6.3.1 Portland

The City of Portland, Oregon is one prominent example of a city that is struggling
with keeping families in the urban core. Current planning policy for the city is contained
in its Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 1980 and last amended in 2006. Work is
underway for a new plan, the Portland Plan, to guide the growth of the city for the next
25 years. The 1980 Comprehensive Plan contains general housing policy to create
balanced communitigsunded on diversity in resident mix and housing form, size,
tenureand affordability. I n order to achieve t
city must attract fAa proportionate share of
encourage stabilized neighborhood#gandand a vit
2006, p. 43). Furthermore, Policy 4.10 call foousing diversity hr ough t he ficr ea
of a range of housing types, prices, and rents to 1) create culturally and economically
diverse neighborhoods; and 2) allow those whose housing needs chéindéntsing
that meets their needs within thei#). existing
To meet this goal, one of the objectives (06A
with children by ensuring through public and private acti@availability of housing

that meets their needs throug#fout the cityo
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In 2006, the Portland Development Commission hired Ferrarini & Associates to
examine the potential of building famityriented housing in the cigentre, following
years of anecdotal evidence that young families are struggling to stay in the area because
of a lack of suitable housing. Currently the central area caters to a nharrow mix of
residents, primarily young, childless singles and coupleslaled empty nesteiis
households with children do not factor into the mix. The primary area of study was the
Pearl District, which neighbours the downtown core. The replamiet Assessment for
Family-Oriented Condominiums in Portland, Oreg@udressethe viability of building
family-oriented housing in the core and what the profile of potential buyers is. Based on
expert interviews and a survey of over 200 potential consumers, the results indicate there
is a significant market potential for famityiented housing, particularly larger units of at
least two bedrooms plus den or three bedrsi currently the most unddauilt unit
sizes. The study focuses on those families who have children, or are expecting to have
children, and have the financial nmsato purchase a condo in the city centre. Findings
suggest 121% of this cohort would consider central city condominium living if the
units available are the appropriate size and price. Whetheuttentlack of families
living in downtown condominions is due to a demand or supply issue is commonly asked
throughout thdield. The findings of this study suggest it is a matter of supply; more
precisely, the |l ack of suitable units is a d
potential buyers, bugxisting projects do not contain the right combination of unit types
and prices to attract this demographico (Fer
It is yet to be seen if changes to the development of downtown Portland and the

Pearl District will reflet the findings of the report; however, the findings support the
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intent to encourage a broader mix of housing options in these areas. A study of this kind

could be beneficial to the City of Toronto as it employed a much more thorough and

statistically vald methodology than the BILBeportCi t y of Torontods Of fi
Amendment to Encourage the Development of Units for Households with Children

conducted in March 2010 (see Section 5.4 of thidystar an overview of the BILD

Report). Many othe key nformants interviewed fdahis thesis suggest that the City has

not provided any statistical foundation for requiring three bedroom torbes built; a

study like the Portland market assessment could provide such evidence.

6.3.2 Seattle

The City of Seattle ianother significant example of a city looking to bring
families into the broader mix of downtown residents. Thet y 6s Compr ehensi ve
originally adopted in 1994 with official amendments made in 2004 with the ten year
review, is founded on the creai of livable neighbourhoods with a wide variety of
housing stock and diversity of incomes and h
Seattle to be fa city for familiesodo where ho
and people at all stagesldé can live in their familiar neighbourhood (City of Seattle,
2005). Two housing goals pertain to farditiendly housingfi [ H @dh]eve a mix of
housing types that are attractive and affordable to a diversity of ages, incomes, household
types, household sizes, and cul tur al backgro
children and attract a gwietah echislh@adrenof( €Cihtey
Seattle, 2005, p. 4.5). Housing Policy 13 provides specific attention to farargly

housing: AAccommodate and encourage, where a
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related housing in the city that is attractive and affolabt o0 househol ds wi th

(City of Seattle, 2005, p. 4.5). TEB®wntown Urban Centancludes five urban villages:

the Commercial Core, Belltown, Denny Triangle, Chinatdaternational District, and

Pioneer Square. Overall, the housing policiesHese areas established in the Plan

consist of creating livable neighbourhoods with a wide variety of housing stock and

diversity of incomes and households (City of Seattle, 2005). However, for Chiratown

I nternati onal Di st r ivessify,housing btock tg includesnbrat es fis ee

moderate income and family housingo (City of
Planning for theCenter City which includes the downtown core and nine

neighbouring communities, is underway throughGeater City Seattlstraegy to create

Afa new ur ban iidpgacdwith epornhoosrene®) eemarkbhbée variety and

dramatic potenti al o0;o(nGi ttyomohitted Beraviding e, 2007,

housing in Center City f or yafSedtld00fange of a

3). In 2006, as part of the Center City Seattle project, changes were adopted to

downtown zoning legislation, including an affordable housing contribution requirement,

for which bonusing is one method of implementation. Of natieei<City Housing

Directords authorization to require a prescrtr

in order to include units suitable to households with children (City of Seattle, 2006).

Another element to the Centre City project is the focusaonilies. The~amily-Friendly

Urban Neighborhoods InitiativeFUN!) wasestablished in 2006 with a workbook for

city staff on fAplaces and spaces ahdr familie

provides a foundation for future policy opportunitiesattract and encourage households

with children to live, work, and play in, not just visit, the central area. The FUN!
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ini tiative Iis founded on the belief that T#fthe
necessary component of sustainable and healthynconties, and that the Centre City is

no exceptiono and that AMaking Seattlebds urb
is a socially responsible choice towards bui
of Seattle, 2006, p. 1). The workboptovides numerous reasons to focus on family
friendly wurban |Iiving; notably, it creates
through the avi@gltabebi hguef ndccommatldfigge st i ng t h
people at all life stages creates cavesind stable neighbourhoods (City of Seattle,

2006). Other reasons include achieving a better environment for all, becafrsenkity

spaces are enjoyable by all residents; providing alternatives-ttepandent commuter

lifestyles, thereby promotinghysical activity and reducing childhood obesity; reducing

sprawl; and achieving a more sustainable, diverse, livable city. The workbook also

highlights the places and spaces that can attract and support households with children,

including schools, housg, open spaces, streetscapes and the public realm, interior public
spaces, and programmed activities and Ot empo
description of the opportunities, examples of initiatives, lessons learned from other

precedents, and gstgons for city staff to address. In terms of housing, FUN! suggests

the figreatest challenge is creating housing
middlec | ass and growing familiesd (City of Seat
trend stads, many young families leave the area when children reach sat@alued a

lack of housing stock. Theorkbook addresses the efforts of Vancouver, particularly in

regard to theiHigh-Density Housing for Families with Children Guidelinas well as

similar efforts in San Francisco. Overall, FUN! is a showcase of the potential for
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encouragingfamibf r i endly devel opment in Seattleds ur
specific language at the policy level to accommodate households with childrenawil all

the City to better reach its lorterm planning goals.

6.3.3 San Francisco
San Francisco is also tackling the issue of farfiigndly housing as #nlack of
suitable options isreating an imbalanced mix of residents. This issue resulted in the
2005 regoort entitledGetting Behind the Headlines: Families Leaving San Francisco
released by the Public Research Institute at San Francisco State University at the request
of the Mayorodos Policy Council under the Depa
(DFYC). The report suggests the need for future research into possible policy directives
and other strategies to keep families in the city. In 2006, the Policy Council released a
discussion brief with recommendations on the matter, including a definition by fam
housing defined in terms of bedroom count of at least two bedrandsa suggestion
that a minimum target of 20% of units be developed as @i€MC, 2006). The briefing
also poses possible strategies for encouraging the development offraenitiy
housing, including:
1 Explore amendinghe Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to
close the housing gap for families with children.
i Streamline permitting and planning review for developers
who produce affordable family friendly housing. Put
developers who proade family friendly housing on a
separate Afast track. o
1 Explore strategies for addressing parking requirements as
a barrier to affordable housing development.

fResearch incentives or Adensity bonu
who agree to produce affordable, familyefrdly housing.
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9 Dedicate a high percentage of inclusionanfien fees

generated from private market development to

development of family housing.

(DFYC, 20086, p. 14)
Several of these recommendations could be considered by the City of Toronto, such as
borusing or fast tracking the permit process for projects with an element of family
housing and densifiya tactic that islsoused in Chicago for project®ntaining
affordable familyfriendly housing.

TheCi t yos General Pl an ciesmthedousisg Eleroents i ng r e

The latest updatelrafted in 2009is currently before Council for adoption. The City
suggests fifamilies with children are very mu
(City of San Francisco, 2011, p. 18jd accordigly, general housing objectives relate to
the creation of a br o bkodteriahoosyng stookfthatonedtsithen s, i n
needs of all r e s iCyeofrSansFraacisao,23@1%). Undeise cycl es 0 (
objective is Policy 4.1 D e v e v booising, @and encourage the remodeling of existing
housing, for families wit tepadnhentl2dld, .n®. ( San Fr
Efforts to include 40% familfriendly units of at least two bedrooms have been
implemented in certain projects, asitbuld be continued in the future throughout the city
(San Francisco Planning Department, 20IA)rthermore, th2009 Housing Element
suggests the work of the DFYC, including the definition of family housing and
recommendations for encouraging sticb u s bercaglified into a formal city definition
that can be used to shape housing requirements, and inform housing construction
appr o€ty bf Sam Francisco, 2011, p. 19j.the 2009 Housing Elemeid adopted

as currently drafted, the City of ®S&rancisco will havetrongpoliciesin place to

encourage and accommodate farfifigndly housing.
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6.4 Conclusion
This purpose of thighaptemvas to providean overviewof the strategies
employed by other cities to encourage urban family living. Vancasvke foremost
example of a successful practice of planning for complete commur@iber cities are
starting to take notice and |l ooking to mimic
these cities provide invaluable lessafiiow the Cityof Tororto can work toward
creating more viable, complete communities of its owhe following chapter looks at
this issue in more detail through interviews with key informants and parents in the

Toronto setting.
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7 INTERVIEW FINDINGS

7.1 Introduction

This sectiorwill look at the results of interviews with two sets of participants: key
informants in the planning and development field; and parents who have previously lived
in or currently live in a downtown condominium with at least one child. The findings of
theseinterviews will addresswno of the research objectives. Fitstdetermine what
strategies can be used to encourage condominium development to be more family
friendly. Second, they will be ud¢o make recommentans for the City of Toronto on
making condominium development more family oriented in downtown Tqrooitio of

which will be discussed in Chapter 8.

7.2 Key Informant Interviews

The findings of the key informant interviews are presented in this section. There
are five categories of key infoants and have been coded as such: urban planners (PL);
politicians, including City Councillors and their staff (PO); urban developers (UD);
school board planners (SB); and development and marketing consultants (DM). All key
informants were guaranteed agamty. In total eleven key informant interviews were
conducted; the categories of informants and corresponding codes are presented in Table
7.1. Chapter provides a more detailed account of the methods behind the interviews.
All interviews were condued in person using a general interview guidih semi
structured, operended questiorend lasted, on average, 45 minutes. Discussions were
dominated by the proposéfficial Plan Amendment to Encourage the Development of

Units for Households with Chiteénd(OPA) and provide a diverse perspective on the
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implications of such a policy. However, it is important to note that at the time of the
interviews, the proposed OPA was still drafted to include 10% fasialsd units; the
proposal has since been redd¢o 5%three bedrooms as was discussed in Sectioaf5.4
this paper Regardless of the reduced proposition, the findings still hold merit and are
used to make recommendations in Chatafrthis thesis. The findings of these
interviews are presenteda@rding to category of informant, follogdy a summary of

key themes in Section 7.2.6.

Table 7.1 Key Informant Interviewees

Category Code Informant

Urban Planner PL PL 1and PL_2

Politician (include<City Councillor PO PO _1,PO 2,PO _3,and PO 4
and staff)

Urban Developers ubD UD_1,UD 2,and UD_3
School Board Planners SB SB 1

Development and Marketing DM DM_1

Consultants

7.2.1 Urban Planners

Discussions with the urban planners centred on neighbourhood planning, family
housing, and the proposed OPA. The main points raised by the planners relate to the all
encompassing livable community and affordability. A strong foundation of parks,
accessile community facilities, good transit and connections, a friendly pedestrian
environment, and a mix of housing forms are the key to making neighbourhoods livable

and attractive to families (PL_1). This is especially important in areas that are typically

high-density in natur e: Aj ust because youdre

d €

doesndét mean you then just asé@LM. t hat youodr
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Creating the amenities that families need can be done in a downtown context. One
example raised is the BathwSpadina/Harbourfront neighbourhood where there is a
good park, a combined school and community centre, and a mix of incomes living in
affordable housing and market camiiniums. Creating these mixede communities,
however s an ongoing challenge, and in the end the issue is bigger than just family
housing (PL_2). Market forces are creating neighbourhoods with such high real estate
values that thiss, in itself, creating exclusionary housing practices (PL_2).

PL_1suggest t hat planning often reflects more
liveinhousesmd singl es | ive ifAin haep aretarhda ntys ;f Hh dvee Ve
situation is that families |ive in apartment
so outsideof the core, and it is in these areas where the growth in families will bé seen
places north, east and west of the city that are now more urban than suburban (PL_1).
Demographic changes are playing a large role in planning and development. In the
1960s 670s and 680s, many buil dings went up il
larger two and three bedroom uriitthis reflectel the demographics of the time;
however, the traditional 1970s family formation is not at play anymore: the trend is
towardsmdl er households with fewer chil dren, mea
friendlyo is a concern is shorter (PL_2). T
with childrenliving in downtown condominiums because itisalid choiceo raise a
small family in an apartment setting.

In terms of the proposed OPA to require a minimum number of three bedroom
units, it is generally understood that part of the probletimatf the supply of unit sizes

that families need is not there, they will not be able to live in that community. There is a
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need for longerm understanding p&dnd planning farhealthysustainable communities.
Communities that consist largely of childdesingles and couples start to lose the ability
to support local schools, parks, and community programming, to the detriment of the
families who do live in the area, however small in number, as well as the potential of
attracting families in the future (PR). Although in the Canadian and even larger North
American context there is no real tradition of intervening and telling developers who to
build for, Awith the degree of intensificati
need to accommodateore and more families over time ... in those multiple family
buildingso (PL_2). Having a policy to requi
undoubtedly be met with resistance, but having a specific policy may skirt the
Aenf orceabil it yiocyi stshuaet ocfa lgl esn efroarl ap ofilf ul | ra
the end, the culture of intruding on developers is not prevalent; however, this policy may
be a relatively modest intrusion on developers, albeit far from straightforward (PL_2).
The priority objeawves should be on securing affordable housing and protecting existing
rental stock; however, if there is a gap in the market it needs to be addresskthis is
what the policy will do (PL_2).

The issue of affordability is a predominant theme of tisewdision. PL_1 asserts
Athe supply also has to make sense for the i
city ... i f people who theydre actually bein
failed initiati ve dntofathhbe bedroamhumt pushing amilaioh pr i c e
dollars, families will not be able to afford to live there (PL_1). One possible solution is
raised by PL_2 in the form ofl evdled ifnignitdhhes

make them more affordabiethey do not need to be luxury penthouses, and they do not
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need to be that much more than a two bedroon
[ devel opers] embrace i1it, there are ways they
Inevitably, though, it becoas an issue of the chicken and the egg: without market
demand for larger units, the pressure to produce them is not there (PL_2).
When asked about other strategies that could be used to encourage developers to

build more familyfriendly units, PL_1call§ or fAsomet hing far more su
providing bonuses or reducing development charges. PL_2 asserts that because
development charges are no higher for a three bedroom than they are for two bedrooms,
devel opers are not ilpedroomd. Ramoung disincentives ui | di ng
makes sense, and is appropriate, but offering additional incentives is not:

The problem with incentives is there is a limit to how many

incentives cities can offer given the way they are fiscally

structured and given ¢ical demands on the public purse,

not the least of which is decent transittarly affordable
housing. (PL_2)

7.2.2 Politicians
According to the politicians and staff interviewed, the issue is about good
planning; about creating viable, livable, healtleynenunities. Part of the problem is that
the new residential component in downtown is not diverse enoughpeavelopiiig a
monoculturedo (PO_1) because Athere is too mu

Astructur al di ver si t ytobe fmaintainedi(POg2). An r angement s

insufficient mix in units Acreates unsustain
all ow people to stay within their familiar n
range of options within a community createsggat er soci al cohesiono (
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people who have chosen the downtown lifestyle as childless singles or couples because
they truly prefer the experience, and when it comes time to start a family, not everyone
wants to give it up and move to theébsubs. This is the kind of change in housing trends
that needs to be addressed because right now development is not providing the choices
that would allow these people to remain downtown (PO_2). In turn, declining usership of
the social infrastructure #lis in place, like schools, could lead to closures (PO_1). This
is why attracting families to these neighbourhoods is importdmty are needed to
sustain the exigtg social infrastructure (PO_RO 3 PO_4).
The proposed policy to mandatefamglyy zed units is just a dnafi
bedrooms is the bare minimum, according to PO_1. In terms of the originally proposed
10% number , PO 2 reasons that Athereds no ma
fact that market forces seemtolieclae t o accommodate ito. PO _ 3
they do not know what the right number is. According to PO_2, the policy is needed
because market driven planning will not lead to good cities. There is a strong need to be
cognizant of market forces, but
The trouble is that planning is not about the market forces
t hat are current, theydre about t he
projected and if you let market forces do the planning, you
will build what worked yesterday for tomorrow, as opposed
to what yu need dr tomorrow now. (PO_2)
Although there is no guarantee that families will occupy the larger units, PO_2 states
Awhat | do know is that i f you donét build t
t hereo. 't s about g usinbre to the issheghamuestr k et ( PO _ 2

providing the units; there are other obstacles families wanting to live downtown face, so

they all need to be address&D( 1;PO_2). PO_3 stresses that the proposed policy
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acknowledges the idea that there is a need foilyffasnitable units, but whether
mandating a percentage of units be built as such is questionable because in the end it is a
supply and demand issue, and if the building industry sees the demand is there, they will
provide for it, thus eliminating the neé&at policy. In Vancouver, there was demand and
an environment ripe for providing for families living downtowii t hi s i sndt Vanco
(PO_3). Andin New York, it works because the amenities are all there to support the life
(PO_4). What needs to be dois ensure adequate provision of the amenities needed to
support families (PO_3; PO_4).
Utilizing knock-out panels, according to PO_1, is not entirely practical, because
the affordability factor is a major concern: one needs the neighbouring unit to be
available, and needs to have enough money to purchase the second unit and undertake the
conversion renovation. However, PO_2 proposes that including {owigkanels will
create much needed flexibility in unit sizes in the future. Conversely, PO_3 sutgedst
the combining of units is something that alr
ability to affordoéo, so requiring it is not n
Another part of the problem is that the three bedroom units being built tend to be
configured in such a way that is not usable by families (PO_1). The way condominiums
are being built in the downtown, in terms of size and layout, poses a major challenge to
people wanting to raise families in them (PO_3). Another aspect of the issae is th
families tend to buy what is built, not something that is off spec and a few years away
from completion, so the larger units tend to sell after construction; developers have
voiced concern about this fact and the impact it has on securing financing)(P€sues

like this need to be addressed, and policy needs to be sensitive to it but not driven by it
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(PO_2). Furthermore, the affordability factor is an issue, especially because the
Aiaf f or dfabondoiebtslyodnly apply to smaller units (PO. 1PO_3 questions,
Aican those who are interested afford ito?
up that the City is in anyway subsidizing the units, PO_3 is not supportive of it. PO_4
reiterates the issue of affordability and that #ssentially excluding families from the
core; however, development charges are already low, so retooling them will not make a
difference in the end price. Despite the issues, PO_4 acknowledges that larger units are
needed because they allow people roomrtav, so maybe forcing construction is the
only way to achieve the supply. In discussing the geography of the policy, the
interviewees acknowledge that the downtown is the most in need of action, but PO_3 and
PO_4 question why it will not apply to the teeront redevelopments.

In the end, all of the politicians and staff interviewed support for the idea of

accommodating families downtown; however, PO_3 and PO_4 suggest it is too early to

E

|l egi sl ate anything. Accor doeyongwhatove PO _ 3, At he

basically know now, to what wil!/ be the futu

development now so it is there down the road. But to do this effectively, there needs to
be more dialogue with the building industry and with familieyetter understand the

issues and needs (PO_3). PO_4 considers it to be the right direction, if it will work, but

in the end Athere is only so much the City

has to dictate ito.
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7.2.3 Urban Developers

It is thegeneral perspective of the developers interviewed and DM_1 that the
development industry in Toronto is one of the largest, healthiest and most balanced in
Canada. Any policy that might disrupt this needs to be thoroughly researched and all
possible implkcations understooida matter that needs more work before any policy is
passed (UD_1; UD_2; UD_3).

Developers recognize that typical buyers tend to be young professionals,
primarily single, first time buyers; older retirees downsizing from houses; storge
looking to purchas units to rent out (UD_1; UD_2JD_3). They are people who live in
the city and want to stay in the city because they like the lifestyle, the location, and the
easy commute (UD_1). A significant number of young purchasers aadef¢oD_2).
Another portion of buyers are move up buyers: purchasers who require more space
because they have coupled up or want more space because they can now afford it
(UD_3). Families are not seen as a component of the market.

This being so, therare some families typically new families with one young
child. UD_1 notes that in some of their buildsnifpere are children and mots@&groups
using the party rooms, despite the fact that there are no three bedroom units. This draws
the question: déamilies really need three bedrooms? In the experience of UD_2, several
of their projects contained three bedrodnsome to the tune of 10%, even before the
policy was proposetl but only on a site specific basis, depending on the target market of
eachproject. In one project, within six months of sales none of the three bedroom units
had sold so they were redesigned to be smaller, and subsequently less expensive, and

only then did a few sell, suggesting that
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simplythenumbeo f bedr ooms 0 (atidis that people modadvén e r
children or are planning children tend to not purchasepnstruction because it will be
three or four years before it is available (UD_2). Larger units tend to selll¢essy to
occupancy this is when families might purchase because it is more in line with the

timeline for their housing needs (UD_2). UD_3 has included larger units, mostly two

bedrooms or two plus den, consederefort | y ftaki
|l arger suiteso. T hfgendly laraewites lkevaecmaft roomc | uded c hi
karaoke room, and bowling | anes, fAbut famil:

The developers generally support the intent of the proposed policy, but there are
significant issues with the approach to encouraging fasmgd units, specifically in the
legislating of a prescribed amount of units. Part of the problem is relatechémdge

right now theCity is not ready for policy because:

Il tds not dense enough yet, to cause p
sqguare feet. Webre not New Yor k; we
wedre not San Franci sco; wedre not L
Hong Kong; we 0 r eies wierte tha is|l ot of cit
acceptabl e. Wedbre a |l ong way of f.
shooting to |ive in 950 [square feet]

going to take a generation of people livinghe generation
that is living in condo now, that were living there fromaith
early to mid 20s on, got used to that lifestyle, they got used
to living downtown, they got used to living there maybe as
a couple with their first kid, they got uséalliving in that
environment. | think that their offspring, that generation 20
to 25 years from now, will live in that [condo]. (UD_3)

The generally accepted reason behind the proposed change is if we do not build it now,
we will not have it when we need it down the road. The developers support the idea of
families living downtown andre more than willing to accommodate the family market,

if it existed. The problem is that right now there is little to no demand from families and
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building for a market that isot there does not work (UD_1; UD @D _3). Another
major issueaised withrespect to the propos€@PA relates to a lack of fundamental
research on what families need, whether this policy would address those needs, and what
implications it would have at a broader level. More research needs to be done because at
this point what &milies need is not well enough understood (UD_1). Part of the question
is what constiedbes HAhaMahgouver, a city | au
downt own family | iving, -ftrhiee nddelfyioniinsg fivaatr il aebal
b e dr o ctadished in¢héligh-Density Housing foFamilies with Children
Guidelines This begs the question as to why the focus is on three bedrooms in Toronto
(UD_1; UD_3). ltis also recommended that before mandating the building of family
sized units, research needs to be conducted to see if it will work, because it has not been
done (UD_1; UD_2; UD_3) . Al't is too soon to
doned (UD_3); and the broader policy implica
are positive objectives that the OPA is trying to achieve, but the City needs twible fle
to prevent other planning objectives from being compromised (UD_2).
Another part of the issue is that there is no guarantee that families will choose to
live in the units. One developer suggests that even if they built three bedroom units, it
would be unlikelyt hat f ami | i because ofche ghgices amcetime end selling
priceo (UD_3). Typically, the argument al wa
major factor preventing families from purchasing condos. The price pointticee
bedroom unit downtown is no less than a house, so families are still opting for that dream
(UD_1; UD_3). End selling price is an important piece in the affordability debate,

because to qualify for a mortgage, 50% of the monthly fees are considénedist of
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expenses in the qualification formula, so to qualify for a $600,000 condo, you need more
income than to qualify for a $600,000 house. With average family income in the $70,000
per year range, these units are out of reachost families (UD 3).

Furthermore, there is concern that 10% is an arbitrary number. UD_3 suggests
that this number is too high to start with and that there is no growth target to support it;
however, a smaller percentage could be the base initiative and the largenayed in
over time through a method of review every five years and increasing the target as
demand is proven to be increasing demand grows, the development industry will
keep pace. UD_2 worries that a policy like this could inhibit developmeng icotte
because financing is dependent on@uastruction sales; so if more units are three
bedroom, and three bedrooms sell last and make up a large share of sellable area, more of
the smaller units need to be sold before construction financing canusedsec
Furthermore, in terms of the policy not applying to the Waterfront, UD_2 finds it
Ahypocritical to exclude their properties

Ultimately, encouraging families to live downtown is not only about bedroom
counts; the City nefs to make sure the community is accommodating families through
amenities and services (UD_UD_2; UD_3). A critical issue for families is schools, but
it once again comes down to the chicken and egg argument: communities need schools to
develop, but satols need a community to provide the studérgs, do you build the
school before the student population is there, or do you wait for thenssutd build the
school (UD_1UD_2;UD_3)? Despite having large units and the fardfiligendly
amenities, UD_3ays they are not seeing a lot of families because the last piece of the

puzzle is the school, and it has not been built yet even though the funds are in place,
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collected from a dedicated development levy. Famdissneed parks that are clean,
well mantained, and usable by families as opposed to ornamental (I P). They
need grocery stor@swhich, fortunately, are adapting to the urban market with many
expanding in the core with smfadndly iurbano sto
amenities are tat will attract families to the downtown.
When it comes to providing famityiendly amenities within a buildinghere is

no question that if the demand was there so too would be the amenities. However, UD_2
explains that:

You can create the amenity the first place but it is the

condo corporation that is responsible for maintaining and

running that [amenity]. So if we put in a playroom, for

example, there is nothing thabps the condo corporation

fromchanging it to a yoga studio.
It is also impeotant to note that some amenities, like mplirpose rooms and movie
screeningooms, though often interpreted as adult in nature can be family friendly
(UD_2). UD_2 calls attention to another part of the problem that people need to be
c 0 gni z a metisasdgmentiotthe population that sort of wants to shelter
themselves from children and has no desire to participate in the upbringing or care of
childreno.

In regards to other plausible strategies for encouraging family housing, including

minimumzoning at subway nodes is suggested by UD_1 and UD_3, because

intensification makes sense in these areas and it can likely be accommodated there:

Afamilies probably | ike subway nodes because
right nearasubwayou dondét need a caro (UD_1). ubD_3
devel opment along subway | ines and in areas
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that are under threat of declining retail, declining schools and enrcinpentfamilies

t h er e Implenmestihgtany policy geared to family housing on an area specific basis
allows it to be used as needed, which can help improve the areas that already have the
family-friendly amenities but are lacking in the supportive family population (UD_3).
Anothe suggestion is to promote the lifestyle with a public relations campaign (UD_1);
try to incent people by raising awareness that there are témeihdly amenities. The

use of knoclout panels is conceivable, and may be more accepted than building 10% of
units as three bedroom, but they are not ideal because their utilization depends on the
neighbouring unit being available, which is not likely to be the case when it is needed,
and may require paying a premium to secure the unit (UD_2). UD_3 confirtikeéha

cost of conversion is a problem, but suggests that knatkanels can be utilized.
However, UD_2 has seen kneolat panels included in projects, but suggests there is no
record of use.

When asked about possible incentives to encourage morenguilifamily-sized
units, suggestions relate to eliminating financial disincentives on the developer so the end
price can be lower, because affordability is the main factor. For example, reducing
development charges on three bedroom units, making theleafiteexpensive to build;
giving more height and density for including them; or even speeding up the building
permit process (UD_1). All of the developers say the City has carrots, but is using the
stick approach. Eliminating disincentives will makeasier for developers to comply
and will make the end price more affordable, which is key to attracting families.
Additionally, incentives for the purchaser, if they are households with children, could be

used (UD_2). The developers all state a condenthey will have to absorb the costs of
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