
December 4, 2017 

Planning and Development Committee 
City of Burlington 
426 Brant Street, Box 5013 
Burlington, ON 
L7R 3Z6 

Attention: Amber LaPointe, Committee Clerk: 

RE: City of Burlington Go Station Mobility Hubs Preferred Concepts (PB-76-17) 
Emshih Developments- 901 Guelph Line, Burlington 
OUR FILE: 1583D 

As you know, MHBC is retained by Emshih Developments in relation to their lands located at 901 Guelph 
Line (the Subject Lands). Our client has continued to request that the Subject Lands be removed from 
the City’s employment area and included with the City’s Burlington GO Mobility Hub Boundary in order 
to allow for the comprehensive development of the site as a Special Policy Area. The inclusion of the 
Subject Lands within the Burlington GO Mobility Hub Boundary will enable the redevelopment of a 
unique mixed use community that includes residential, retail commercial and employment uses. 

As noted in our last submission to the City on the Draft Official Plan, Emshih has been actively involved in 
the City’s Official Plan Review process since 2012. Since that time they have undertaken considerable 
work, providing the City with a justified rationale supporting the request that the Subject Lands be 
removed from the City’s Employment Land inventory through the City’s employment land conversion 
review process and Municipal Comprehensive Review. Emshih has continued to rationalize that request 
through recent presentations and submissions to Council and staff related to the Official Plan Review 
process.  A detailed chronology of presentations, meetings and submissions by Emshih related to the 
Subject Lands was set out in the June 29th letter. Additionally, we have appeared before Council to speak 
with respect to our client’s request through the City’s Official Plan Process at the Committee of the Whole 
workshop Meeting on April 6, 2017 and again at the Statutory Public Meeting on November 30, 2017. A 
copy of our most recent submission regarding the Official Plan is attached to this letter, for your 
information. 

During our past meetings with planning staff we have illustrated that the Subject Lands and lands along 
Fairview Street between the current boundary of the Mobility Hub and the Subject Lands should be 
added to the Burlington GO Mobility Hub Area to reflect a linear hub. This additional land can add a 
single owned, large contiguous parcel at a gateway location with limited impacts and constraints for 
redevelopment. The analysis of the current land areas within the Mobility Hub to determine actual 
redevelopment yields appears to be based on limited assumptions and it is difficult to understand from 
the very brief summary documents, the actual assumptions and analysis that were utilized. From our 
review, there appear to be numerous constraints to achieving the growth targets within the existing 
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mobility hub area due to a number of factors including the significant fragmentation of land parcels and 
multiple ownerships of small parcels and the number of viable existing land uses and businesses that are 
highly unlikely to vacate or redevelop in the next ten years.  

The Subject Lands are approximately 1200 metres from the actual Burlington GO station. Other sites 
proposed to be redeveloped within the current boundary are less distant but are also located at major 
intersection locations along Fairview (Fairview and Brant) and Plains Road (Plains Road and Brant) and 
require street crossings at these intersections to reach the station. Heights and densities are proposed at 
these locations from 19 storeys and up and these areas are adjacent to low density residential areas. The 
lands located at Brant and Prospect are proposed for significant redevelopment of up to 25 storeys and 
are also located over 1,000 metres from Burlington GO station and at least 1,600 metres from the 
Downtown Transit Station. The Subject Lands are well within a reasonable distance to the station and 
comparable to lands within other mobility hubs in relation to distance from the station area.  

We strongly urge the Committee to direct staff to further reconsider the Subject Lands for conversion 
and inclusion within the Burlington GO Mobility Hub.  In addition, we request that staff be directed to 
further consider the recommended policy approach of a Special Policy Area to create opportunities for a 
comprehensive site redevelopment on the Subject Lands that can meet several of the City’s objectives 
rather than constrain the site for the next ten years. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me or Kelly Martel of this office with any question or comments on this 
matter.  

Yours truly, 

MHBC 

Dana Anderson, MCIP, RPP Kelly Martel, M.Pl 
Partner  Planner 

CC: Dr. Michael Shih, Emshih Developments 
Mary Lou Tanner, City of Burlington 
Andrea Smith, City of Burlington 
Rosa Bustamante, City of Burlington 



November 28, 2017 

Amber LaPointe 
Committee Clerk  
Planning and Development Committee 
City of Burlington 
426 Brant Street, Box 5013 
Burlington, ON 
L7R 3Z6 

Dear Ms. LaPointe: 

RE: City of Burlington Draft Official Plan – November 2017 Draft 
Emshih Developments- 901 Guelph Line, Burlington 
OUR FILE: 1583D 

As you know, MHBC is retained by Emshih Developments in relation to their lands located at 901 Guelph 
Line (the Subject Lands). Our client has continued to request that the Subject Lands be removed from 
the City’s employment land designation to allow for the comprehensive development of the site as a 
Special Policy Area to enable the redevelopment of a unique mixed use community that includes 
residential, retail commercial and employment uses. 

Previous Submissions and Comments to the City 
As noted in our last submission to the City on the April Draft Official Plan, Emshih has been actively 
involved in the City’s Official Plan Review process since 2012. Since that time they have undertaken 
considerable work, providing the City with a justified rationale supporting the request that the Subject 
Lands be removed from the City’s Employment Land inventory through the City’s employment land 
conversion review process and Municipal Comprehensive Review. Emshih has continued to rationalize 
that request through recent presentations and submissions to Council and staff related to the Official 
Plan Review process.  A detailed chronology of presentations, meetings and submissions by Emshih 
related to the Subject Lands was set out in the June 29th letter.  

As you know, on April 6, 2017, a detailed presentation was made at the Committee of the Whole 
Workshop meeting, with the following key points being expressed related to the Subject Lands: 

• There are considerable transportation constraints as documented by the Ministry of
Transportation, with regard to development of the site solely for office uses;

• Considerable effort has been made into creating a vision for the redevelopment of the site with
the input of City staff, key stakeholders and residents;

• The Subject Lands’ context lends itself to a redevelopment that has the potential to provide a
unique opportunity for a new “modern” district with employment, residential, retail and

204-442 BRANT STREET / BURLINGTON / ONTARIO / L7R 2G4 / T 905 639 8686 / F 905 761 5589 / WWW.MHBCPLAN.COM  

KITCHENER 
WOODBRIDGE 
LONDON 
KINGSTON 
BARRIE 
BURLINGTON 



2 

commercial uses, that will provide a higher ratio of jobs than what currently exists on the  site 
and serve as a key gateway to the City;  

• The April 2017 and now updated November 2017 Official Plan framework, which retains these
lands for employment only uses [removing high-rise office development through the revisions 
to the site specific policy 8.2.4(3)(h)(i)], creates a restrictive framework that will stagnate 
development on this unique 6.4 ha (15.8 acre) site for at least a decade.  

As noted in our earlier submission, we provided staff with details about the proposal and rationale for 
consideration of the Subject Lands for conversion. We further provided staff with a policy structure for 
how the opportunity for the site’s inclusion in the mobility hub can and should be addressed. Our 
proposed mapping and policy wording would allow for the future development of the site to ensure a 
minimum amount of employment is incorporated in any future redevelopment and enable several 
key City objectives to be met including sustainability and affordable seniors housing. We have 
received no response from staff on these submissions. We have been further advised by staff that there 
will be no further changes to the draft November 2017 Official Plan without Council direction.  

November 2017 Draft Official Plan 
The updated draft Official Plan framework (November 2017) maintains the site in the Employment 
Growth Area and the Subject Lands are designated as Business Corridor. There have been no 
considerations of any changes to the Burlington GO Mobility Hub boundary as requested in our 
meetings and submissions to staff and Council.  

At this time we wish to strongly reiterate the reasons why the Planning and Development Committee 
should direct staff to provide an alternative policy approach which permits the conversion of the lands 
and allows for an amendment to the Plan subject to a set of performance measures. 

• The subject lands can be readily developed as a gateway site to the City, and as part of the
Burlington GO Mobility Hub,  with a mix of uses (employment, residential, retail) to create a
compact mixed-use site;

• The proposed comprehensive redevelopment of our client’s lands, given their size, offers the
ability to provide a minimum amount of employment uses with other uses which can be set out
as conditions required for the development of the larger site.

• The site offers the opportunity to convey a percentage of units for  seniors housing and
affordable housing and there have been active discussions with the current President of Habitat
for Humanity (Halton Peel) as to how to implement affordable housing through the
redevelopment;

• Burlington Green remains as a strong supporter of the site for a mixed use redevelopment that
can achieve a level of sustainability unmatched by any other site in the City.

• The subject lands should be considered as a “Special Policy Area” within the context of the
Burlington GO Mobility Hub. From our review of the Burlington GO Mobility Hub information,
there appear to be significant constraints to development and we seriously question the ability
to redevelop the lands within the current boundary to meet the minimum growth targets given
the servicing constraints, land fragmentation and existing uses within the area.

We strongly urge the Committee to direct staff to further reconsider the Subject Lands for conversion.  In 
addition, we request that staff be directed to further consider the recommended policy approach to 
create opportunities for a comprehensive site redevelopment on the Subject Lands that can meet 
several of the City’s objectives rather than constrain the site within the restrictive employment policy 
framework currently proposed.  
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Please do not hesitate to contact me or Kelly Martel of this office with any question or comments on this 
matter.  

Yours truly, 

MHBC 

Dana Anderson, MCIP, RPP Kelly Martel, M.Pl 

CC: Dr. Michael Shih, Emshih Developments 
Mary Lou Tanner, City of Burlington 
Andrea Smith, City of Burlington 



November 30, 2017 

City of Burlington 
Planning Committee 
426 Brant Street, PO Box 5013 
Burlington, ON  
L7R 3Z6 

Attn: Mayor and Members of Planning Committee: 

Re: City of Burlington Draft New Official Plan  
Habitat for Humanity Halton-Mississauga Comments 

Habitat for Humanity Halton-Mississauga is pleased to be providing comments on the draft New 
Official Plan (November 2017) for the City of Burlington. As a recognized provider of affordable 
housing in the City of Burlington, we have a vested interest in the future shape of the City, and the 
opportunities for the provision of more affordable housing.  

Habitat for Humanity Halton-Mississauga has completed 23 homes in the City of Burlington within 
the past 16 years.  

Habitat for Humanity Halton-Mississauga’s mandate is the provision of affordable housing for all 
families. We believe that access to safe, decent and affordable housing is a basic human right that 
should be available to all.  

In light of our mandate, we provided our comments to the previous draft Official Plan (April 2017) in 
our June 29, 2017 letter to the City of Burlington. 

We appreciate that staff have acknowledged our comments in the latest draft of the Official Plan 
dated November 2017.  We are pleased that Policy 3.1.1.(2) states “that surplus lands owned by the 
City and other public authorities shall be considered for affordable and assisted housing before using 
them for other land uses.”  This demonstrated commitment to housing affordability will be of great 
benefit to the City’s residents. 

However, we still have concerns with respect to the draft Official Plan being considered at the 
November 30, 2017 Public Meeting.   

This letter provides our comments on the November 2017 draft New Official Plan, specifically related 
to definitions: 
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Definition of “Assisted Housing” 
 

In our June 29th letter, we had expressed a concern with the definition of “Assisted Housing”.  Habitat 

for Humanity requested confirmation that the current and future projects for which we are proponents 

are considered under the definition of “Assisted Housing”.  The Assisted Housing definition reads: 

 

Housing that is available to low and moderate income households for rent or purchase where 

part of the housing cost is subsidized through a government program. 

 

Our concern with the definition is that Habitat for Humanity projects are not always subsidized 
through a government program, they are subsidized through private donations, and the housing 
serves the same function and purpose.  We had requested that the definition of “Assisted Housing: 
be revised to include reference to subsidies other than from government ones would be appropriate 
and more reflective of the true function of assisted housing. 
 
This requested change was not made to the November Draft Official Plan.  On Page 150 of 
Appendix E of the Staff Report PB-50-17, Planning Staff’s response to our request was: “Definition 
maintained.  This is in conformity with the Regional Official Plan.” 
 
Notwithstanding the definition in the Halton Region Official Plan, we ask that Burlington consider 
including non-government supported/funded in the Burlington Official Plan definition of “affordable 
housing”.  Charitable non-profit organizations and institutions can also deliver affordable housing 
and should have the same recognition in the Official Plan.  The goal of providing Assisted Housing is 
in the public and City interest no matter the funding source. 
 
We request the wording of the definition be amended to read: 

 

Housing that is available to low and moderate income households for rent or purchase where 

part of the housing cost is subsidized through a government program or charitable not-for-

profit organization. 

 
 
The importance of the modification to the “Assisted Housing” definition to Habitat for Humanity is due 
to policy references to “assisted housing” in policies throughout the draft Official Plan. 
 
This includes Policy 3.1.4 (2) (e): 
 

e)  The City will recognize the importance of development applications which will provide 
assisted and special needs housing, and further, will give priority to planning approval of 
those receiving funding from senior levels of government. Any development application shall 
be assessed by the relevant policies of this Plan. 

 



 

 

Assisted Housing applications, regardless of whether they receive funding from senior levels of 
government, should be given priority to Planning Approval.  The policies within the Burlington Official 
Plan should be modified to reflect this. 
 
Reference to “assisted housing” is also includes Policy 12.1.1.(3) l) (x) e. which reads: 
 
“l)  Any privately or City-initiated Official Plan Amendment shall be assessed against the following 

criteria to the satisfaction of the City: 
 
 ... 
 

(x)  an Official Plan Amendment in either the Secondary Growth Area or Established 
Neighbourhood Area, as identified on Schedule B-1: Growth Framework, of this Plan, shall 
deliver with any required agreements, and appropriately phase in the case of a major 
comprehensive development, one or more of the following city building objectives consistent 
with the City’s Strategic Plan, to the satisfaction of the City: 
 
a. affordable, rental housing with rents equal to or less than the Local Municipal Average 

Market Rent (AMR) as per the CMHC annual rental report; 
b. diverse, family oriented units with three (3) or more bedrooms; 
c. community space, or the location of public service facilities which includes parks; 
d. additional sustainable building design measures that contribute significantly towards the 

goals of the City’s Strategic Plan and/or the Community Energy Plan; and/or; 
e. assisted or special needs housing.” 

 
There are other references to “assisted housing” throughout the Draft Official Plan.  We believe it is 
in the City’s interest to make the modification to the definition to encourage affordable and assisted 
housing to meet the needs of the residents of Burlington. 
 
We thank you for your consideration of our requests.  In the meantime, we would be pleased to meet 
with City Planning staff to discuss our concerns prior to the new Burlington Official Plan being 
brought forward to Council for adoption. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Roger Broad 
 
 
 
 
 
Director Property Development, Planning and Construction 
Habitat for Humanity Halton-Mississauga 
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Halton District School Board 

June 29, 2017 

Planning and Development 
City of Burlington 
426 Brant St., PO Box 5013 
Burlington ON L7R 3Z6 

Dear Ms. Andrea Smith: 

Subject: Burlington Official Plan - Draft 2017 
HDSB Comments 

Planning Department 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Burlington Official Plan Proposed- November 2017. The Halton 
District School Board (HDSB) represents English public schools in the four municipalities of Halton Region. In the 
2016/17 school year, there were approximately 18 700 Burlington students registered in public elementary and 
secondary schools. 

The Halton District School Board (HDSB) has reviewed the changes between the June and November version 
with the following comments. 

HDSB General Comments were provided and remains relevant for the City of Burlington's 
information. HDSB will continue to be an active agency in Halton Region. No immediate action is 
required. 

5ener I r m 71...nts 
Development In tensification 
HDSB is support ive of development and w ill plan to accommodate students from intensification 
Redeve lopments I or new deve lopments. 

HDSB requests that consideration be given to increase availability of fam ily size units when planning 
areas of intensification. 

Development Application 
HDSB relies on development information as provided by the City of Burlington's Pl anning Department for the 
formation of short-term and long-range enrolment projections . HDSB tracks all development app licatio ns 
circulated by the City of Burlington. It is imperative for the school board to monitor and maintain an up-to-date 
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list of deve lopment appl ications . All development applications circulated by the City of Burlington are included 
in the Board's Long Term Accommodation Plan (LTAP) enro lment projections. 

HDSB believes it is critical to continue the positive working relationship between the City Burlington and 
the Board and between Planning departments. 

HDSB requests to continue to be circulated Official Plan Amendments, Zoning Amendments, Plans of 
Subdivision and Site Plans that contain more them two residential units. 

Area Specific Planning, Precinct Planning and Mobility Hubs 
The Officia l Plan refers to Area Specific Planning, Precinct Planning, Mobil ity Hubs in a number of chapters . For 
these specific areas that include residential development, r·edevelopment or intensification, it is the intention 
of HDSB to include the new units in the long-range projections. As a result, HDSB can identify potential 
accommodation issues, prepare potential solutions, and plan accordingly. 

HDSB will request to be circulated and be included on area specific planning or precinct planning or 
Mobility Hubs with the purpose of providing comments, including residential units in the projections and 
seeking opportunities for partnerships. 

HDSB requests when undergoing area specific planning or precinct planning or Mobility Hubs that the 
City be specif ic with the type and number of new residential un its a being planned. 

Partnerships 
HDSB is look ing to partner w ith community organ izations to share existing and proposed Board fac ilit ies 
through t he Community Plann ing and Partnerships (CPP) process. This is part of HDSB's commitment to work 
w ith community partners to bu ild a strong, vibrant and susta inable public education system benefitting the 
Boa rd, its students and the wide r community. 

Active Transportation 
HDSB supports and pro motes t he use of active tra nsportation for dai ly trips to and from schoo l. By choos ing 
act ive t ransportat ion modes and/or schoo l buses/public trans it, students experience benefits in mental and 
physica l hea lth and we ll -being and improved safety for all members of the schoo l community. It is the intent ion 
to cont inue to support and work with the City of Burli ngton and other agencies to increase act ive 
transportation participation. 

Official Plan Specific Comments 
Chapter 1 - Introduction 
1.4.5 (previously 1.5.4) An Engaging City HDSB supports the princip les of an engaging city. 

HDSB requests to expand this list to include a statement to involve and to seek comments I 
participation from agencies such as schools boards to solidify working partnerships. 

HDSB supports the inclusion of clause d, in the November 2017 revision . 
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Chapter 2 - Sustainable Growth 
2.2.3 Provincial Plan Boundaries and Concepts, Growth Plan for the greater Golden Horseshoe Build 
Boundary d) ii ) 8300 units with in 16 years demonstrates a notable growth with in the Urban Growth Centre. It 
would be beneficial to the HDSB Planning Department to know the approximate unit count by type and 
distr ibution. This information will be included in the Long Term Projections. 

Comments were discussed during a meeting with the City of Burlington. Based on the discussion the 
comments are withdrawn. 

2.3.1 Mixed Use Intensification Areas There are three act ive jun ior elementary schoo l located in this 
designation. Tom Thomson PS is located within the Mobility Hubs area. Central PS and Maplehurst PS are 
located w ithin Mixed Use Nodes and Intensificat ion Corridors. At this time, HDSB plans t he schools w ill 
continue to be an act ive part of the communit ies they serve. All t hree schoo l are prnjected to remain above 
70% capacity. Additional intensification may require support from adjacent community schools located in 

Residential Neighbourhood Area designations. 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

2.3.4 Residential Neighbourhood Area (formerly 2.3.3)With the exception of the previously identified three 
schools, all remaining Burlington schools are within the Residential Neighbourhood Area designation . 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

2.4.2.1 Primary Growth Areas a) HDSB request to add the fo ll owing addition bullet to this sect ions. 

g) shall have regard to the proximity of existing elementary and secondary schools and their 
outdoor play yards when siting proposed new tall buildings shall mitigate impacts on the school 
property. This include but not limited to: 

i) reduction of shadowing effects onto the school property 
Ii} optim ize traffic circulation for pedestrians, active transportation users, cars, busses 
and other forms of transportation. 
ground floor retail uses that are sympathetic to an elementary and/or secondary school 
environments. 

Comments were discussed during a meeting with the City of Burlington. Based on the discussion the 
comments are withdrawn. 

New - 2.4.2.(1) Primary Growth Area d) Comments are similar to Chapter 7 Design Excellence 

Halton DSB recognizes the importance of design to create high quality environments and sustainable 
buildings. Funding for school additions and renovations are provided by the Ministry of Education and 
PODs. Design guidelines should be feasible in order for the HDSB to provide a superior learning 
environment. 

2.4.2.3 Establish Neighbourhoods Areas d) HDSB is concerned w ith the inclusion of this clause for the 
fo llow ing reasons: 

• The term inology of "proposed" is vague and prernatur·e . Is is unclear when a school is proposed to 
close. A school may have a potential to close but not approved by Board. The Board must follow 
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Program and Accommodation policies and that a school(s) can only close with t he Board of Trustee 
Approval. 
The lands are owned by the HDSB. Thus it is HDSB that is responsible for their future use and 
disposit ion, in accordance w ith the Education Act and its associated regulations . 

o HDSB is concerned t hat this clause has the potential to devalue school property. As such reducing the 
ab ility for the Board to rece ive Proceeds of Dispositions (PO Os) from the sa le of these properties. 

PODs are a funding source for the board and are requ ired to be re-invested into Halton schools . HDSB 
on occasion declares that property is not required for t he purposes of the Board as per Section 194(3) 
(a) of the Education Act and may se ll, lease or otherwise dispose of the property as per Ontario 
Regulation 444/98. In the event that a public body listed in the regulation does not acqu ire the 
property, the Board may dispose of the property at fair market value to any other body or to any 
person. 

• Changing the Offici al Plan designation wi ll likely reduce market value for any school properties. 

HDSB is does not support th is clause and requests that it be removed. 

HDSB supports the removal of this clause in the November 2017 revision. 

2.5.2 Development Criteria Policies b) ii) Through circu lat ion of Zoning Amendments and Official Plan 
Amendments HDSB wil l respond with comments t hat wi ll include avai lable pupi l accommodation at the 
school s. In cases where capacity is not avai lable at local schools portables or boundary changes may be 
required. 

Clause deleted comments are withdrawn for the November 2017 revision. 

Chapter 3 - Complete Communities 
3.1.3.(2) (formerly 3.1.2.2) Housing Affordability Policies e) 

HDSB requests to be circulated with a copy of the Mun icipal Housing Statement. 

Clause deleted comments are withdrawn for the November 2017 revision. 

3.2.1 Public Service Facilities Objectives c) HDSB wou ld prefer that publ ic ed ucation facilities remain in public 
ownership. HDSB on occasion declares that property is not requ ired for the purposes of the Board as per 
Section 194(3) (a) of the Education Act and may se ll, lease or otherwise dispose of the property as per Ontario 
Regulat ion 444/98. In the event that a pub lic body listed in the regulat ion does not acquire the property, the 
Board may dispose of the property at fa ir market value to any other body or to any person. 

This objective should not impede the process of selling surplus school lands or devalue school 
board properties. 

HDSB supports the rewording of this clause in the November 2017 revision. 

3.2.2 Public Service Facilities Policies a) HDSB supports public se rvice facilities to be located in all land uses 
with the except ion of Natura l Heritage Systems, Agricultural Area and Mineral Resource Extraction Area 

designations. 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 
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3.2.2 Public Service Facilities Policies c) HDSB will confirm Areas of Employment are not the preferred location 
of traditional K - 12 schools. The HDSB operates Gary Allan High School which is a non-traditional high school 
focused on Adult, Alternative and Continuing Education. It hosts a variety of alternative programs in each 
community of Halton. These programs are distinct, smaller and operate differently from traditional schools. 
Classes may be on-line, self-paced classroom based courses or co-operative education . Students typically take 
public transit. If the need should arise where an additional satellite location is required in Burlington, HDSB 
would prefer not to restrict Gary Allan HS from employment lands. 

HDSB requests to allow Public Alternative Education facilities to be permitted in Employment 
areas. 

Our initial comments remain relevant for the November 2017 revision. 

3.2.2 Public Service Facilities Policies j) HDSB supports the inclusion of identifying pub lic service fac ilities in 
area specific planning. 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

3.2.2 Public Service Facilities Policies k} i) HDSB is concerned th is clause w il l li mit uses on surp lus schoo l board 
properties and wi ll infringe on its abil ity to collect Proceeds of Disposition . 

HDSB requests that consideration be ~iven that the specific zoning category not be to restrictive 
as to impede the HDSB receiving fair market va lue for surplus properties as approved by the 
Board of Trustees. 

It should be clear this initiative of strictly limiting development potential is not applicable to any 
school board's lands. 

HDSB supports the removal of this clause in the November 2017 revision. 

3.2.2 Public Service Facilities Policies I) The HDSB encourages municipalities to strongly consider the 
acqu isit ion of sur·p lus public education faci lities to keep these build ing for pub lic use. HDSB on occasion 
declares that property is not required for t he purposes of the Board as per Section 194(3) (a ) of the Education 
Act and may se ll , lease or otherwise dispose of the property as per Onta rio Regulation 444/98. In the event that 
a public body li sted in the regulat ion does not acquire the property, the Board may dispose of the property at 
fa ir market value to any other body or to any person. 

f-IDSB request to change the term inology "Ministry of Education and Training Procedures" to 
"Ontario Regulation 444/98 - Disposition of Surplus Real Property under the Education Act." 

HDSB supports the rewording of this clause in the November 2017 revision. 

3.2.2 Public Service Facilities Policy m) HOSS will express comments similar to 2.4.2.3 Establish 
Neighbourhoods Areas d) HDSB is concerned that this clause has the potential to devalue school property, thus 
reduce the ability to receive Proceeds of Disposition (PODs). PODs are a funding source for the board are 
requ ired to be re-invested into Halton schools. HOSS is required to receive Fair Market Value for its properties 
once the Trustee have approved the sale of the property. HDSB on occasion dec lar.es that property is not 
required for the purposes of the Board as per Section 194(3) (a) of the Education Act and may sell, lease or 
otherwise dispose of the property as per Ontario Regulation 444/98. In the event that a public body listed in 
the regu lat ion does not acquire the property, the Board may dispose of the property at fair market val ue to any 
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other body or to any person. Changing the Official Plan designation will likely reduce market value for the 
property. 

HDSB will not support any Official Plan Amendment that will reduce the Fair Market Value of its 
property. Any Official Plan Amendment, should occur after HOSB relinquishes the lands. 

It should be clear this initiative of strictly limiting development potential is not applicable to any 
school board's lands. 

HDSB supports the removal of this clause in the November 2017 revision. 

3.2.2 Public Service Facilities Policy I) (formerly n) HDSB is mandated to seeks partnerships in community 
schools and will consider all express ion of interest in compliance with our Community Planning and 
Partnerships (CPP) policies 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

3.2.2 Public Service Facilities Policy n) (formerly p) HDSB operates at approximately six schools on local roads. 
Halton DSB is suppo rtive of this notwithstanding clause. 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

3.2.2 Public Service Facilities Policy q) Any City of Burlington requ irements should align w ith the Early Years 
and Child Care Branch of the Ministry of Education, 

http: //www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/ parents/p lanning and des ign.pdf 

Clause deleted comments are withdrawn for the November 2017 revision. 

3.3.1 Parks, Recreation and Open Space Objective c) HDSB is support ive of this objective and HDSB wi ll remain 
interested in co llaboration with the City of Bur lington in the development of parks, and other recreation and 
leisure faci lities. 

Comments were provide for information, no action is required at this time. 

Chapter 6 - Infrastructure, Transportation and Utilities 
6.2.4.1 Active Transportation Objective f) HDSB would like to express its support for this objective to ensure 
that the design of Area Specific Plans and new subdivisions provides active transportation access to schools etc. 
HDSB considers and encourages active transportation as t he preferred method for students to attend schools. 

Comments were provide for information, no action is required at this time. 

6.2.4.2 Active Transportation Policies f) HDSB encourages the connection to Public Education Facilities 
includ ing schools as a destination. 

HDSB will not encourage school facilities to be part of the trail system as HDSB does not want to 
encourage public access during school operating hours. 

HDSB supports the rewording of this clause in the November 2017 revision. 

Chapter 7 - Design Excellence 
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Halton DSB recognizes the importance of design to create high quality environments and sustainable buildings. 
Funding for school additions and renovations are provided by the Ministry of Education and PODs. Designs 
guidelines should be feasible in order for the HDSB to provide a superior learning environment. 

7.1.1 Urban Design Objectives i) HDSB currently refers to the Design Guidelines for School Site and Adjacent 
Lands Planning, dated May 2011, when reviewing schools sites. 

1-IDSB requests to be circulated on the Design Guidelines and will comment accordingly. 

Clause deleted comments are withdrawn for the November 2017 revision. 

Chapter 8 - land Use Policies - Urban Area 
8.1.1 Urban Centres It is understood that Urban Centres sha ll be pr imary areas for intensification and infi ll. 
There are no HDSB facilit ies w it hin this land use. Several facilities are located in adjacent lands that wou ld 
service t hese areas. 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

8.1.2 Mobility Hubs it is understood t hat this section of t he Official Plan does not provide land use 
des ignations, but w ill se rve as a trans it iona l ro le to guide new development app lications that precede the 
deve lopme nt of Area Spec ific Pla ns in each hub. It appears t hat t here are three schools located in t he Mobility 
Hubs, two are located in the Downtown Mobil ity Hub and one located in the Burlington Go Mobili t y. 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

8.1.2.1 Objectives a) ands) (formerly q) HDSB confirm s it wil l comment and plan w ith regards to the 
accommodation of future population growth for these areas as circulated on Area Specific Plan ning. 

Comments were provide for information, no action is required at this time. 

8.1.3 Mixed Use Nodes and Intensification Corridors It is understood the intent is to provid e a location of 
mixed land uses in a compact urban form with higher intensities while maintaining compat ibi lity with adjacent 
uses. HDSB confirms there are two act ive schools in th is land use, specifica lly the Intens ification Corridor along 
Plains Road and Brant St. 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

8.3 Residential Neighbourhood Areas 
The majority of HDSB schools are located within this des ignation . 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

New - 8.3.10 Daycare Centres 
Any City of Burlington requirements should align with the Early Years and Child Care Branch of the Ministry of 
Education, http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/parents/planning and design.pdf 

8.4.2.1 Major Parks and Open Space Designation c) HDSB confirms its intent t o continue to collaborate with 
the Ci ty of Burlington and other agencies in the planning of parks and other recreation and leisure facilities. 
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HDSB encourages the establishment of partnerships between the HDSB the City of Burlington 
and other agencies in accordance with our Community Planning and Partnerships (CPP) 
procedu res. 

Comments were provide for information, no action is required at this time. 

Chapter 9 - land use Policies - Rural Area 
9.5 Rural Settlement Areas HDSB has one active school located within the Ki lbride Rura l Settlement areas. 

Comments were provide for information, action is not required. 

Chapter 10 - land Use Policies - North Aldershot 
10.5 Sub Area Pol icies HDSB would like to be continue to be notified of the progress ion of planning of these 
areas and expected timing in order ensure facil ities are available and can accommodate students generated 
from new development. 

Comments were provide for information, no action is required at this time. 

Chapter 11 - Public Participation and Engagement 
11.1.1 Public and Agency Participation Objectives HDSB is supportive of the Objectives as listed. More 
specifica lly, : 

a) HDSB is committed to continue to be engaged and to work with the City of Burlington and provide 
input on planning and re lated matters. 
e) HDSB appreciates the City of Burlington's commitment to making data free ly avai lable and 
accessib le. This data is va luab le t o t he HDSB's Planning Department. 

Comments were provide for information, no action is required at this time. 

11.2.1 Public and Agency Participation General Policies a) HDSB supports the provision of the opportunities to 
provide input particular ly in development applicat ions and area specific planning. HDSB will comment 
accordingly on t he impact on accommodation of students at existing school facilities. 

Comments were provide for information, no action is required at this time. 

11.3.1 Public and Agency Participation Procedures a) iv) HDSB requires t he ci rcu lat ion of all res idential 
developments greater tha n two units. 

HDSB requests that Site Plans continue to be included in the Participation Procedures. 

HDSB supports the rewording of this clause in the November 2017 revision. 

Chapter 12 - Implementation and Interpretations 

New -12.1.2.(2.2) Policies c) vi) HDSB will comment on each development. School capacity should not impede 
development as HDSB has methods to address schools over enrolments challenges such as portables, 
boundary reviews, additions, new schools. HDSB will comment on each development 

12.1.4.2 Area Specific Planning Policies f) xv) Ha lton DSB is supportive of phasing methods. Phasing methods 
allows the Halton DSB Planning Department to time to monitor development and adjust planning as 
developments become occupied. 
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Comments were provide for information, no action is required at this time. 

If you have any questions or comment the do not hesitate to contact myself or Michelle D' Aguiar. 

Domenico Renzella 
General Manager of Planning 
cc Lucy Veerman Superintendent of Business Services 
cc Alison Enns, Senior Planner, City of Burlington 
cc Fred Thibeault, Administrator, HCDSB 

U:\Municipal_Regional Planning\BURLINGTON\2017 OP\Nov 2017\FINAL OP comments - Nov 29 EDIT.doc 
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November 13, 2017, Council endorsed the staff recommendations to approve the 
23 storey mixed use development. 

The Draft Official Plan dated November 2017 proposes to include the Reserve 
lands within a new "Brant Main Street Precinct Special Policy Area" designation. 
The policy permissions for this designation appear consistent with the Draft 
Precinct Plan with the exception of a new restriction in building height to a 
maximum of 17 storeys. The 17 storey maximum height restriction is also 
inconsistent with the City's position on the Carriage Gate applications, which are 
governed by the same Brant Main Street Precinct Special Policy Area 
designation. The Special Policy Area identify the Brant Street/James Street 
intersection as a key hub for increased building heights and civic presence. 
However, the proposed height restriction of a maximum of 17 storeys is the same 
as the Downtown Core Precinct designation. Given the hierarchy of designations 
in the Draft Precinct Plan, it makes little sense, especially in light of the Carriage 
Gate decision, that the height permissions within the Brant Main Street Precinct 
Special Policy Area and Downtown Core Precinct are the same. 

Based on the above-noted comments, we are requesting modifications to the 
Official Plan for the Reserve lands that are consistent with both the Draft Precinct 
Plan and the staff recommendations and Council position on the Carriage Gate 
applications. In particular, the Official Plan should be modified to permit a 
building with a similar height and density on the Reserve lands as that approved 
for the Carriage Gate applications. In our opinion, these modifications are in 
keeping with the overall intent of the Official Plan and necessary to ensure 
consistency with the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) and conformity to the 
Growth Plan (2017). We would be happy to further review and discuss our 
concerns with City Planning staff. 

We request further notification of any future meetings and/or Council decisions 
with respect to the ongoing Official Plan Review. We would also request that we 
be forwarded any notice of decision made with respect to the new Official Plan. 

Yours truly, 
WELLINGS PLANNING CONSULTANTS INC. 

v~ 
Glenn Wellings, MCIP, RPP 

c. City of Burlington Planning Department 
Shane Fenton, Reserve Properties Ltd. 
David Bronskill, Goodmans LLP 
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COMMENTS: 

CITY OF BURLINGTON OFFIAL PLAN REVIEW and REGION OF HALTON OFFICAL PLAN REVIEW 

REGARDING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON NORTH ALDERSHOT – December 18, 2017 

There are so many documents and issues that it becomes difficult to keep up with everything and I can imagine that your 

jobs are difficult enough without having to hear from me.  I have assembled some information for your attention so that it 

is on the table for future reference.  It pertains to a section of North Aldershot with which I am very familiar, having lived 

here for over 60 years, and I felt it was worth mentioning to you at this time with all the new updates to the Official Plans. 

Specifically, refer to pgs. 3, 4, 5 & 6 for my detailed information. 

I am not sure as to whom I should send the information to, so I have sent it to many of you in hopes that you might direct it 

to the appropriate personnel, for their files, to keep it on record for future use.  I do appreciate your assistance with this. 

My research information is listed below as referenced from many of your documents.  I do apologize for the amount 

attached but it is difficult to assemble a short point when there is so much to choose from.   

Thank you for your assistance and opportunity to comment on the City of Burlington and Region of Halton Official Plans. 

Example 1: 

Interim Office Consolidation of the Regional Official Plan September 28, 2015 

North Aldershot Policy Area 

137. The objectives of the North Aldershot Policy Area are: 

137(1) To recognize and maintain the distinct and unique character of the North Aldershot area within the context of the 

surrounding built up area.  

137(2) To provide limited amount of development in certain locations while preserving significant natural areas and 

maintaining the predominantly rural and open space character of the landscape. 

138.1 Uses permitted under Section 138 is further subject to a revision to the boundary of the Regional Natural Heritage 

System within and adjacent to the North Aldershot Policy Area, based on the designations and policies of the Greenbelt 

Plan and the concept of a systems approach as described under Section 115.3 of this Plan. Upon such a revision, policies 

of the Regional Natural Heritage System of this Plan and of the Greenbelt Plan shall apply based on the revised 

boundary. Approved 2015-09-28 

139. It is the policy of the Region to: 

139(1) Require the City of Burlington to incorporate in their Official Plan policies to guide any development within the 

North Aldershot Policy Area in accordance with the planning framework set out in North Aldershot Inter-Agency Review 

Final Report (May 1994). 

PB-50-17
505-08
Additional comments

Sumitted by:  Mr. John Hubert
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Example 2: 

Report To: Chair and Members of the Planning and Public Works Committee  
From: Mark G. Meneray, Commissioner, Legislative & Planning Services and Corporate Counsel  
Date: October 5, 2016 Report No. - Re: LPS110-16 - Halton Region Official Plan Review - Phase One: Directions Report 

Directions Report 
5) Additional Studies to address ROPA 38 Settlements

b) North Aldershot Policy Review
• Undertake a background/policy review and develop policy recommendations to update the North Aldershot Policy Area.

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HALTON Regional Official Plan Review – Phase 1 DIRECTIONS REPORT Final - 
Revised October 2016 

C1.8 Documentation and Reporting 

The engagement process must be clearly and accurately documented to ensure feedback received is appropriately 
reported and considered as part of decision-making, as outlined in the Planning Act. 

APPENDIX E. ROPR Work Plan Additional Studies 

North Aldershot Policy Review –The objective of this component is to update the North Aldershot Policy Area. This review 
will be a collaborative effort involving the City of Burlington, the Conservation Authority, the Province, the landowners and 
other stakeholders and interest groups.  

To complete this objective, the following key items are required: 

a) Conduct a background/policy review
b) Conduct Stakeholder interviews
c) Conduct a Stakeholder workshop
d) Develop policy recommendations
e) Prepare Draft Report
f) Review Draft Report with Region staff
g) Refine recommendations in Draft Report
h) Circulate Draft Report to stakeholders
i) Prepare Final Report

Does the proposed new Official Plan include updates to address North Aldershot? 

Updates to the policies and mapping for North Aldershot will be considered through the North Aldershot Policy Review 
related to the Region of Halton's Official Plan Review. More information on the Region of Halton's Official Plan Review 
Process can be found here. 

http://www.halton.ca/cms/one.aspx?portalId=8310&pageId=26760
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Information for your attention regarding revisions that may be needed when updating Sub-Area #9 

Before the original NAIR was initiated, the GSA (Grindstone Settlement Area) group (all members not known) had issued 
a preliminary development drawing showing a new north/south road from Flatt Rd. to Panin Rd. which in their concept 
plan ran through the area of the ravine. The valley, creek and the two ponds were never identified on any GSA drawings. 

Aldershot Landscape created an irrigation pond by damming up the ravine.  During the NAIR, it was discovered that infill 
into the ravine had far exceeded the original permitted amount for the dam and extended down the ravine onto the CAMA 
property.  The natural creek bed had also been straight line dredged on the CAMA property to allow extension of large 
concrete culverts. Had Halton Region Conservation not intervened, the ravine may well have been filled in all the way.  
2 
The recent three storey CAMA LTC facility expansion is now the dominant visual and is no longer set into the landscape. 
3 
This item should be enforced to the highest order when the NAIR is reviewed.  A pond feature nearest Panin Rd. has 
disappeared due to lack of flow from the dam on the ALC property.  The stream bed originally meandered through the 
ravine but was straight dredged for culvert as mentioned above and most of the original flora and fauna have been lost.  
The stream and pond hosted numerous frogs, turtles, salamanders, muskrats, geese, ducks and others.  All have been 
lost from developments collateral damage and the lack of stewardship from the property owners who totally disregarded 
the few natural features still remaining within the few fragmented yet environmentally sensitive areas of North Aldershot. 
4 a & 4 b 
This feature is not identified sufficiently on any of the North Aldershot maps and should not be overlooked.  (See pg. 2) 

1

1 

2

3

4 b

4 a
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South of Flatt Rd 

between M-9 & M-10 

4 a - A wooded ravine and creek 

valley also forms the east edge of 

the Sub-Area 

4 b - The degraded zone in the 

valley to the east shall be restored. 

The degraded central ravine feature 

The degraded central ravine feature 
from  Flatt Rd. continues to Panin Rd. 

Aldershot Landscape 
Irrigation Pond 

Excessive infill for dam and 
large underground culverts 
on the CAMA property  

Aldershot Landscape Dam 
restricting downstream flow 

Meandering stream was straight 
dredged for future culvert 

Former Pond lost from lack of natural flow 

This future Conceptual Road as mentioned in
the excerpt above is not within parameters
to clear the CAMA Woodlands LTC building
corner.  The drawing is out of date and does 
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Excerpt from: 

(July 2015) Burlington Official Plan Part V, Page 24 
PART V – NORTH ALDERSHOT PLANNING AREA 
Future utility corridor b)  
Notwithstanding the above, road access from Flatt Road to Sub-Areas #9 and #10 is constrained by the Utility Corridor. 

Thus, the access and locations of roads within these Sub-Areas as shown on Schedule D-C9 and D-C10 are conceptual in 

nature. Prior to draft subdivision plan approval for any lands in these Sub-Areas, road access and locations southerly to 

Panin Road may be considered without amendments to this Plan. Such road proposals will provide an appropriate level 

of analysis to demonstrate that the policies of the Official Plan are met and that the roads will function in a safe and 

effective manner. Any use of the Utility Corridor is not permitted without the approval of the Ministry of Municipal 

Affairs and Housing or other authorized approving agencies. If any such approval is granted, it will not require an 

amendment to this Plan. 

This future Conceptual Road as mentioned in the 
excerpt above is not within parameters to clear the 
CAMA Woodlands LTC building corner.  The drawing 
is out of date and does not show the new building 
expansion or the Waste Treatment pumping shed. 

New CAMA 3 storey expansion addition. 

Existing paved fire access route and residential access 
laneway does not meet the City roadway standards.  

Existing paved fire access route is extremely 
close to the corner of the CAMA LTC facility 
building. 

Waste Treatment pumping shed. 
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Information for your attention regarding regulations that are often overlooked and often not enforced 

SHOULD and SHALL 

Excerpts From: 

Official Plan 
Approved by the Ontario Municipal Board October 24, 2008 
Text and Maps updated December 2010  

Part VII - Schedules & Tables, Part VIII - Definitions and Part IX - Appendices 

PART VIII – DEFINITIONS 

Should – A convincing reason is required in order not to fully comply with an Official Plan policy. 

Shall – It is mandatory or required to comply with an Official Plan policy  

COMMENT: An Example of Land Use Polices for the North Aldershot Area 

Committee of the Whole - Workshop Meeting Agenda Date: April 6, 2017 
Report Number: PB-01-17 
Chapter 10: Land Use Policies – North Aldershot Area 

http://cms.burlington.ca/AssetFactory.aspx?did=10259
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Barristers & Solicitors 

VIA E-MAIL 

December 6, 2017 

City of Burlington 
426 Brant Street 
PO Box 5013 
Burlington, Ontario 
L7R3Z6 

Attention: Angela Morgan, City Clerk 

Mayor Goldring and Members of Council 

Dear Mayor and Members of Council: 

WeirFouldsLLP 

Denise Baker 
Partner 
T: 905-829-8600 
dbaker@weirfoulds.com 

File 16132.00009 

RE: City of Burlington Proposed New Official Plan (November 2017) and Proposed 
Downtown Mobility Hub Precinct Plan and Proposed Official Plan Policies 

We are solicitors for Adi Development Group Inc. regarding their various properties in the City 

of Burlington, including 374 & 380 Martha Street, IOI Masonry Comi, 4853 Thomas Alton 

Blvd., 4880 Valera Road, and 5451 Lakeshore Road as well as additional properties in which my 

client has an interest. We are providing this written submission to you on behalf of our Client 

after having reviewed the proposed Burlington Official Plan (November 2017 version) and the 

proposed downtown Mobility Hub Precinct Plan and proposed Official Plan policies. We have 

the following overarching comments with respect to these two documents: 

Overarching Concerns 

First, we are concerned with the proposed changes to the Urban Growth Cenh'e Boundaiy. To 

our knowledge, the Urban Growth Cenh'e boundaiy at the Province has not changed as between 

the Growth Plan 2006 and the Growth Plan 2017. The mapping that we have from the Province 

with respect to the Burlington Urban Growth Centre boundary is different from what is being 

proposed in the new Burlington Official Plan. More importantly, there is no background material 

T: 905-829-8600 F: 905-1129-2035 
Suite 10, 1525 Cornwall Road, Oakville, Ontario, Canada. L6J 082 

www.weirfoulds.com 
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available to indicate how or why the City of Burlington is amending the Urban Growth Centi·e 

boundary from that which is shown in the cnnent inforce Official Plan or the Province's 

mapping. Our review indicates that the City is proposing to reduce the overall Provincial Urban 

Growth Centre by approximately 17 hectares. Any information from the Province that is being 

relied upon to justify such a significant amendment to the Urban Growth Centre boundary should 

be made available to the public and to City council for the obvious reason that the boundaries of 

the Urban Growth Centi·e will materially impact all of the policies within the Downtown Urban 

Centre to ensure that a minimmn of 200 persons and jobs per hectare can be achieved, as 

required by the Growth Plan. This is particularly impo11ant because currently the City is not 

achieving the mininnnn 200 persons and jobs per hectare target within the Provincially 

designated Urban Growth Centre in Burlington. 

Our second overarching issue is the fact that none of the background studies suppo11ing the 

proposed policies for the Downtown Urban Centre or the Downtown Mobility Hub have been 

made available either to the public, or Council. With respect, I ask you how can the public make 

infonned submissions, and more importantly how can Conncil make an informed decision on 

any of the policies, when the necessary backgronnd sh1dies pmporting to supporting the policies 

are being withheld? We respectfully request that Council direct staff to produce all backgronnd 

work that has been completed to date to the public prior to any decision being made on the 

Official Plan. 

Finally, we note that we were provided with a very limited timeframe to review the Official Plan 

(November 2017 version) from the time that it was released to the public and the public meeting 

held on November 27th. We submit that it is mU"easonable to request that members of the public 

be given such a limited amount of time to review given the impo11ance of this document in 

guiding land use planning going foiward. We strongly believe that more time is warranted and 

that the intention to bring forward an adoption report in January 2018 is very aggressive, 

especially in the absence of the detailed studies being released to the public. 

2 
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Adi Development Group Specific Concerns 

More specific concerns with respect to my client's properties are identified below. If a specific 

Official Plan policy is not identified below, it should not be considered to be necessarily 

acceptable to my client. Rather below is a preliminary list of policies that need to be discussed 

further with staff prior to this Official Plan coming forward to Council for adoption. As such, for 

the purposes of information in the absence of having the oppo1tunity to meet with staff, the 

policies with which we have concerns, include, but are not limited to, the following: 

Chapter 2- Sustainable Growth 

General Policies 

s. 2.4.2 d) An OPA proposing increase in height, density and/or intensity may be 
determined by the City to be premature where an area-specific plan has been initiated. 

Such a policy is contrary to the Planning Act and to mies of natural justice which require and 

application to be evaluated based on the policies that are in force and effect at the time an 

application is made. 

Secondruy Growth Areas 

s. 2.4.2(2) iv) limits Secondruy Growth Areas to mid-rise tmless otherwise specified in 
the Plan. 

This represents an inappropriate and highly prescriptive limitation on a citywide basis. 

Specifically, my client's site on Thomas Alton Boulevru·d may be adversely impacted by such a 

policy despite staff's supp01t for the site specific Official Plan amendment application and 

Zoning by-law amendment application that are cutTently before the Ontario M1micipal Board. It 

is our position that this site should be carved out of the new Official Plan. 

3 
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Chapter 3- Complete Commuuities 

Under chapter 3, my client has concerns specifically with respect to policies s.3 .1.1 (2) h) and 

S3.1.1(2) i). Additionally my client has concerns with policy 3.1.2(2). These rental housing 

protection policies are lifted directly from the City of Toronto's without any evidence on how 

they would be implemented within the City of Burlington. 

Finally, s. 3.1.2(2) a)-c) cause concern with respect to the overall growth and development of the 

downtown core. 

Chapter 7- Design Excellence 

Introduction 

" ... recognize land use co111patibility tlnough design." 

This conflates two key elements to land use planning that is of no assistance. More precise 

language conveying the intention is needed. 

7 .1.2 Policies 

b) Zoning By-law regulations shall assist in achieving the City's design objectives." 

How such a policy will be implemented in unknown. It is unclear what this policy even means. 

d) Design giddelines may be developed for certain types of building forms, land uses, 
streetscapes, streets and roads or specific areas in the city. Council approved desigi1 
gitidelines shall be utilized in the review and evaluation of development applications or City­
initiated projects. A list of Council-approved design guidelines is included for reference 
purposes in Appendix A: Council approved Design Guidelines, of this Plan." 

The use of the word "shall" in this policy inappropriately elevates design guidelines by 

suggesting that such guidelines would be treated in the same manner as an Official Plan policy. 

If that is the case then the "guidelines" should be included in the policies to allow the public to 

comment on such documents or any changes thereto. 

4 
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7.3 Urban Design and Built Form 

futroduction 

" ... A clear set of expectations is provided for how buildings should be designed in 
different parts of the city." 

Given the definition of "should'', this final sentence is not approp1iate. Urban Design needs a 

flexible approach to achieve the best result on each pruiicular site. 

7 .3 .2 Existing Community Areas 

(viii) implementing measures to minimize adverse impacts of wind channeling, shadowing 
and the intenuption of smilight on the streetscape, neighboming prope1iies, parks and 
open spaces and natural areas; 

The tenn "minimize" is highly subjective. Fmiher the term "adverse impacts" has not been 

defined. Additionally it is not known what the "intenuption of smilight" implies. Is that akin to a 

no new net shadow policy? Significant clruity is required with respect to this policy. The 

background info1mation in suppo1i of this policy would provide this necessruy info1mation. 

7.3.2.(1) Primary And Secondruy Growth Areas 

a) ... Development will be conceived not only in tenns of how the site, building, fa9ades 
and other ru·chitectural athibutes fit within the existing or planned context and i·elate to the 
public realm, but also how they promote and contribute towru·ds achieving urban design and 
architectural excellence." 

While this policy is generally suppmiive, what remains unclear is how the detennination of 

"excellence" is made and by whom. ill the absence of criteria, "architectural excellence" is 

highly subjective. 

i) ... The design of development shall address the policies of Subsection 7.3.2 a) of this 
Plan, where applicable, and additional considerations such as, but not limited to, the 
following: 

5 
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b. providing appropriate transitions in fo1m and intensity of uses to adjacent land 
uses, particularly adjacent to established neighbourhood areas; 

It is not appropriate to use "intensity" in this way. Intensity (which is typically reflected through 

FSI) is not a physical manifestation of a development. 

c. massing new buildings to frame adjacent streets in a way that respects the existing 
and plarmed street width but also providing for a pedestrian-scale environment;" 

It is not clear in what way "respect" is to be measured. As an example, is this a 1: 1 width to 

height ratio everywhere? 

It is our submission that the proposed urban design policies could benefit from further discussion 

with a number of urban design professionals to ensure that the policies are both tmderstandable 

and are capable of being implemented. 

Chapter 8- Land Use Policies- Urban Area 

s.8.1.1 - what is the definition of "focal point" 

s. 8.1.1.(2) e) iii) -Clarity as to what incentives are to be considered needs to be provided 

s. 8.1.1.(2) m) Development proponents may be required by the City to prepare an area 
specific plan prior to the development of Urban Centre areas or blocks, to provide a 
context for co-ordinated development providing greater direction on the mix of uses, 
heights, densities, built form, and design." 

More clarity as to what "development of Urban Centre areas or blocks" means. Does that mean 

eve1y site that is prut of a block in the Downtown Urban Centre has to prepru·e an area specific 

plan? What f01m would such an ru·ea specific plan have to take? 

8.1.1.(2) 1) Height, density and/or intensity permissions stated within all Downtown 
Urban Centre precincts, except for the Bates Precinct and St. Luke's and Emerald 
Neighbourhood Precinct, shall be inclusive of the provision of any and all connmrnity 
benefits which may be required as prut of the approval of a development to the 
satisfaction of the City. The identification of specific community benefits to be provided 
as part of a development shall be based on the needs and objectives of individual 
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precincts and/or the Downtown Urban Centre as a whole, which shall be established by 
the City through the Downtown Area-Specific Plan and which may be implemented 
through agreements and/or development conditions required as part of the approval of a 
development application. 

Clarity is requested with respect to this policy as it seems to suggest that no additional height or 

density can be achieved in the parts of the Urban Growth Centre where the intensification is 

supposed to occur, even through the provision of section 37 benefits, but that additional heights 

and densities can be obtained in the Bates Precinct and St. Luke's and Emerald Neighbourhood 

Precinct. 

m) The full extent of maximum development pennissions stated within all Downtown U1·ban 
Centre precincts may not be achievable on eve1y site within a precinct, due to site­
specific factors including, but not lintited to, compatibility, negative environmental 
impacts, hazardous lands, transp01tation, cultural heritage resources and/or 
inji·astructure capacity, ClllTently under review through the Downtown Area-Specific 
Plan. 

It is unknown what "c1mently nnder review tln·ough the Downtown Area Specific Plan" means. 

It is suggested that if the Official Plan is going to be so prescriptive as to identify heights, then 

the works needs to be completed in support of the identified heights prior to the adoption of the 

Official Plan. 

s. 8.1.1.(3) Downtown Urban Centre-· 

FUlther to our comments throughout, no policies relating to the Downtown Urban Centrn should 

be approved nntil the mobility hub study is fmalized and drnft Official Plan policies are put 

forward for consideration. Also all of the backgronnd studies would need to be released to allow 

the public and Conncil to evaluate the appropriateness of the proposed policies. 

s. 8.1.1.3. le) To establish a precinct system that recognizes areas with a common 
character and/or objective for land uses and built fo1m, which may be inf01med by 
historical development patterns and precedent. 
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For certain areas of the Downtown Urban Centre, this policy is highly inappropriate as it 

essentially aims to reestablish tower in the pruk forms of development within the provincially 

designated Urban Growth Centre, contrruy to the objectives of the Growth Plan, 2017. 

s. 8.1.1.3.ld) To ensure development inc01porates effective transitions with adjacent 
development and surrounding areas. 

This policy is highly problematic as it will negatively impact the redevelopment of the primary 

and secondary intensification ru·eas, by dictating that the struting point for redevelopment is the 

existing development which in many cases pre-dates the provincial policies which identify 

intensification as a first priority. While this policy may be approp1iate for stable residential 

neighbourhoods within the built boundaty, it is not appropriate for intensification areas. Fmiher, 

such a policy is entirely inconsistent with the theme of the Official Plan, being to Grow Bold. 

8.1.1.3.1 o) To concentrate the tallest development in those parts of the Urban Growth 
Centre that have the greatest pedestrian access to higher-order transit and which ru·e 
located away from the Lake Ontruio waterfront, to increase affordability and attract a 
wide range of demographics and income levels to the Downtown. 

What does located "away" from the Lake Ontruio waterfront mean? Does that mean that there 

can be no tall development on the south side of Lakeshore Road, despite staff reports and recent 

evidence at the Ontruio Municipal Board that suggest that the tallest development in the 

downtown should be the Bridgewater site located on the south side of Lakeshore Road. Given 

historical staff interpretations as to where the tallest heights should be found in Burlington, 

significant clruity is needed with respect to this policy. Additionally, it is not known how tallest 

heights "away" from Lake Ontario assist in increasing affordability. 

Brant ]\fain Street Precinct and Brant Main Street Special Planning Area 

It is ve1y difficult to reconcile these policies with staff's recent recommended approval for a 23 

storey building at 421, 425, 427, 429 and 431 Brant Street, further demonstrnting the 

arbitrnriness of the Official Plan as a whole ru1d a need to wait for the completion of the 

Downtown Mobility Hub studies and the backgrom1d work associated with the Official Plan. 
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s.8.1.1.(3.15) a) All buildings within the Downtown Urban Centre, with the exception of low 

rise buildings, and propeities located within the Brant Main Street Precinct or Downtown 

Mid-Rise Residential Special Planning Area, shall incorporate a podium element as part 

of a building's overall built form that: 

(i) is equal in height to the width of the public right-of-way immediately adjacent to the 

fas:ade. Where more than one public right-of-way is immediately adjacent to a 

building fa9ade, the podium may be a consistent height equal to any of the public 

rights-of-way present; and 

(ii) provides a minimum building setback from the remaining po11ions of a building 

above the podium elemeut ofthiee (3) m. 

While this policy may be generally supp01iable in concept, thei-e is insufficient flexibility to 

address situations where the proposed policy objectives result in a built f01m that is either 

tmachievable or undesirable. Eveu a small deviation from the above numbers would require an 

Official Plan Amendment. Use of the language "generally" or "approximately'' should be used to 

avoid the need for an OPA when small deviations from the above are required, either at the 

request of the City or a proponent. 

8.3.5.(2) a) Alton Community: Notwithstanding Subsections 8.3.5.(1) a) & d) of this 
Plan, in the Alton Community, street townhouses and stacked townhouses, attached 
housing and apruiments may be permitted to a maximum height often (10) storeys 

It is our position that our site on Thomas Alton Boulevard should be carved out of the policies of 
the proposed Official Plan. 

Chapter 12 Implementation & Interpretation 

s. 12.Ll.(3)(d)- When an Official Plan Amendment will be accepted should be set out in the 

Official Plan itself to avoid treating different land owners in different ways. The land use 

planning principles which would permit an Official Plan amendment within the 2 yeru· period 

should be established at the time the policy is being proposed. 
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December 7th, 2017 

City of Burlington  
Clerk’s Department  
426 Brant Street,  
Burlington, Ontario L7R 3Z6 

Attention:  Amber La Pointe, Committee Clerk 

Dear Ms. LaPointe 

Re:   New Draft Official Plan and Downtown Mobility Hub 
2093 Old Lakeshore Road, 2097 Old Lakeshore Road,  
2096 Lakeshore Road, 2100 Lakeshore Road, 2101 Lakeshore Road Burlington Ontario, 

Core Development Group (“Core”) is the owner of the above properties (“the subject lands”), 
which are located within the Old Lakeshore Planning Precinct and form part of the Downtown 
Mobility Hub.  These lands are designated Mixed Use Centre, and are located within the 
Downtown Urban Growth Centre as identified in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe.  

The draft Official Plan, which was considered by Committee of the Whole on November 30th, 
2017 and is to be considered by Council on December 11, 2017, while continuing to recognize 
that the subject lands are situated within the Downtown Mobility Hub, does not, in our opinion, 
recognize the important role that they should play in optimizing densities within this key growth 
centre.   

Policy 8.1.1. (3.10) provides that: 

“ The policies of the Old Lakeshore Road Precinct continue to be developed as part of the 
Downtown Area-Specific Plan. Additional policies and/or objectives may be added to this 
section, subject to the outcome of the area-specific plan process and incorporated as a 
part of this Plan and/or through a future amendment to this Plan (our emphasis). The Old 
Lakeshore Road Precinct will provide for mixed-use mid-rise buildings consisting primarily 
of residential uses which are pedestrian-oriented and transit supportive while also 
achieving a high standard of design. Modest tall buildings which transition downward from 
the adjacent Downtown Core Precinct towards the waterfront may be accommodated 
where such development achieves strategic public and city building objectives, including 
the provision of public waterfront access and the creation of new uninterrupted view 
corridors to Lake Ontario, among others.”   

This Section, then goes on to provide very prescriptive heights and urban design 
guidelines by area (A, B, C): some of which continue to be important (protection 
of view corridors), others of which (particularly with respect to the realignment old 
Lakeshore) may no longer be relevant, and still others may be inappropriate 
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given the location of the Precinct.  The policies, in particular, are very prescriptive 
in terms of building heights.   
 
When these “interim” policies are considered in light of Policy 8.1.1. (3.11) j),  
 

“The City will consider undertaking an area-specific plan for lands within the 
Old Lakeshore Road Precinct with respect to the review of existing height and 
density permissions and conditions for development as stated within this Plan, 
as well as other matters as determined by the City. The area-specific plan 
shall undertake such a review in terms of achieving key city building objectives 
including, but not limited to, the following: 
(i) the creation of new public pedestrian connections and park spaces 

along the waterfront including any potential linkages with adjacent 
development as well as areas designated Downtown Parks and 
Promenades within this Plan; 

(ii)  the creation of a new view corridor from Martha Street at Lakeshore 
Road to Lake Ontario including the establishment of any potential 
associated pedestrian connections; and  

(iii) (iii) the undertaking of a detailed shoreline study to assess potential 
impacts on development potential within the precinct, to be 
undertaken in consultation with Conservation Halton.” 
 

it is clear that despite the length of time taken to prepare the revised policies for the Downtown 
Mobility Hub, the proposed policies fail to recognize the opportunity provided by the Old 
Lakeshore Planning Precinct (“OLPP”) to optimize development within the Urban Growth 
Centre.  This is a location where greater heights and greater densities should be encouraged, 
subject to meeting the City’s urban design objectives.  For this reason, in our opinion, the new 
policies for the Mobility Hub as set out in the draft Official Plan, as it is proposed to be presented 
to Council on December 11, 2017, and considered for adoption on January 16, 2018 are not 
supportable. While the owners recognize that planning staff may need some additional time to 
bring forward a specific recommendation for the OLPP, given the amount of work which has 
already been undertaken, it would be reasonable to expect the proposed policies could be 
brought forward in the first quarter of 2018.  This would provide the appropriate policy basis for 
Core to bring forward its applications later in the year.   
  
Therefore, Core looks forward to working with City Staff in the development of policies for the 
OLPP which recognize the important role it should play within the Mobility Hub.  However, until 
such time as these policies are brought forward, we must object to the proposed new Official 
Plan policies for the Downtown Mobility Hub. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
 
Bryan Nykoliation 
President 
Core Development Group 
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