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SUBJECT: Burlington Seniors’ Advisory Committee’s 2015 Annual 

Report and 2016 Workplan 

TO: Community and Corporate Services Committee 

FROM: Clerks Department 

Report Number: CL-14-16 

Wards Affected: All 

File Numbers: 130-01 

Date to Committee: July 11, 2016 

Date to Council: July 18, 2016 

Recommendation: 

Receive and file clerks department report CL-14-16 providing the Burlington Seniors’ 

Advisory Committee 2015 annual report and 2016 workplan. 

Purpose: 

To present the Burlington Seniors’ Advisory Committee’s 2015 annual report and 2016 

workplan for information. 

 

Background and Discussion: 

A senior’s advisory committee was established to raise awareness of seniors’ needs, to 

provide Burlington seniors with a voice about current issues and emerging concerns 

and to promote and improve the quality of life for seniors living in Burlington. Past 

projects have included; involvement in senior’s roundtables, the Burlington roundtable 

report for an age-friendly city, empowering seniors events (educational events focused 

on protecting seniors from scams and informing them of their legal rights), and the 

annual seniors’ brown bag picnic. 

Attached is a copy of the 2015 annual report for the Burlington Seniors’ Advisory 

Committee as well as the 2016 workplan.  The committee developed their goals for 

2016 and approved the document at their monthly meeting. 
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Financial Matters: 

All activities undertaken and planned by the Burlington Seniors’ Advisory Committee are 

within their current approved operating budget. 

 

Connections: 

Not applicable 

 

Public Engagement Matters: 

The Burlington Seniors’ Advisory Committee will work with the clerks department and 

necessary staff in all communication matters required to support the work of the 

committee. 

 

Conclusion: 

The Burlington Seniors’ Advisory Committee members are proud to present their 2015 

annual report and 2016 workplan.  The volunteer citizens of this committee are 

committed, engaged and passionate about carrying out the role given to them by 

Council. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Jo-Anne Rudy 

Committee Clerk 

905-335-7600, ext. 7413 

Appendices: (if none delete section) 

A. Burlington Seniors’ Advisory Committee 2015 annual report and 2016 workplan 
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Notifications: (if none delete section) 

Jim Thurston, Chair, BSAC 

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, Director of Finance 

and Director of Legal.  Final approval is by the City Manager.   

3



CL-14-16  Appendix A 

Burlington Seniors’ Advisory Committee (BSAC) 
2015 Annual Report and 2016 Workplan 

 
The Burlington Seniors’ Advisory Committee (BSAC) had a highly motivated and engaged 
committee membership in 2015. A brief description of the progress the committee achieved in 
2015 includes: 
 

 Organized outreach into the community through information gained from 2014 survey.  
 

 Developed a database of private stakeholder for seniors, i.e. older adult centers.  
 

 Developed a PowerPoint presentation about BSAC to use for outreach purposes. 
 

 Represented Burlington seniors’ perspectives and gathered information on relevant 
initiatives and activities through active participation on other Burlington/Halton citizen 
committees: 
  - Burlington Accessibility Advisory Committee 
  - Burlington Inclusivity Advisory Committee 
- Burlington Integrated Transportation Advisory Committee 
- Halton Region’s Older Adult Advisory Committee. 

 

 Gathered information on seniors' needs by involvement with seniors in the community 
through: 
o active participation in seniors related ward activities with representatives in wards 3, 

5 and 6, 
o partnership with seniors related organizations including CARP, Age Friendly Senior 

Council, Age Friendly Community Council, Burlington Seniors' Center and Halton 
Region. 
 

 Increased community awareness and participation through attendance at community 
events including: 
o National Seniors' Day at Burlington Seniors' Centre 
o Health and Wellness Show at Burlington Seniors' Centre 
o Burlington Volunteer Open House at Burlington City Hall 
o PowerPoint presentation at Martha's Landing 

 

 Provided input at Burlington Strategic Planning Workshops. 
 

 Provided input on the formation of the Burlington Age Friendly Community Action Plan. 
 

 Reduced the number of subcommittees to better align with goals for 2016. 
 

 Advocated for the Burlington Active Aging project and will participate on the team moving 
forward. 

 

 Researched senior transit fare proposal. 
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2016 Workplan for the Burlington Seniors’ Advisory Committee (BSAC)  
 
With the renewed focus and the re-energized, dedicated committee members we will utilize 
two sub-committees to achieve our goals – Advocacy and Communication & Awareness.  Sub-
committee chairs will be encouraged to invite non-BSAC members to participate in sub-
committee activities. The supplementary benefit of utilizing non-BSAC members at the sub-
committee level is that it allows us to build bench strength and continuity with respect to future 
formal committee recruitment activities as BSAC members fulfill their term limits. 
 
 

BSAC Advocacy Sub-Committee 
 

1) Establishment of seniors hubs throughout the City 
 

2) Seniors Transit (more universal and inclusive approach) 
 

3) Emergency Preparedness for Seniors 
 

4) Review sub-committee budget needs and present to full  committee 
 

 

BSAC Communications & Awareness Sub-Committee 
 

1) Update and clarify Database 
 

2) Create awareness of seniors’ activities in Burlington 
 

3) Create awareness of BSAC by presenting in the community 
 

4) Review sub-committee budget needs and present to full committee 
 

5) Discuss the possibility of a seniors summit in Burlington in 2017 
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To:  Chair & Members of the Community & Corporate Services Committee 

From:  Councillor Marianne Meed Ward, City/Regional Councillor, Ward 2 

Date:  July 11, 2016 

Re: One-time funding for Moonglade 

 
The following motion is being presented to C&CS for consideration: 
 

“Provide $4,000 in one-time funding to No Vacancy from the tax rate stabiilzation fund 
for the contemporary arts and cultural festival Moonglade, Sept. 16, 2016.” 
 

No Vacancy is a non profit charitable agency whose mission is to bring contemporary art and 
culture to Burlington. They have previously sponsored two other art events: Cirque (2014) and 
Super Nova (2015). Council provided one-time funding support for SuperNova, alongside Car-
Free Street festivals and Janes’ Walk.  
 
Funding was not sought during this year’s budget for Moonglade, in the hope that funding 
would be available under the new Community Investment Fund. However, the fund is for new 
events. Moonglade is new in the sense that it is a different location and theme, although still 
run at the same time of year by the same organization. As such, the event doesn’t neatly fit the 
existing criteria of the CIF. 
 
However, this is an event and an organization we want to support until such time as criteria are 
developed for ongoing community-delivered events. Currently, staff are working on a revised 
festivals and events strategy. The issue of ongoing event funding will no doubt be a topic of 
discussion, given the city currently does fund some existing events year over year (eg Sound of 
Music), and has funded Car Free Festivals again this year. 
 
Until such time as criteria are developed, we want to support this event, one of the few in our 
city that focus on contemporary art and culture in Burlington. The event aligns well with 
Burlington’s new Strategic Plan, the direction of an Engaging City, and the progress indicators of 
“number of annual events and performances,” and “annual attendance at cultural and civic 
events.” Organizers have aligned additional partners for the event, including the Art Gallery of 
Burlington and the Burlington Downtown Business Association. The city can also be a partner. 
 
As such, I respectfully request C&CS endorsement of one-time funding for this event. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Marianne Meed Ward 
City & Regional Councillor, Ward 2 
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SUBJECT: Group Benefits Plan Service Provider 

TO: Community and Corporate Services Committee 

FROM: Human Resources Department 

Report Number: HR-02-16 

Wards Affected: All 

File Numbers: 330-02 

Date to Committee: July 11, 2016 

Date to Council: July 18, 2016 

Recommendation: 

Retain Manulife Financial as the service provider for the Major Medical, Hospital, Dental 

LTD and Life Insurance plans for the July 1, 2016 to June 30, 2017 policy year.  

Purpose: 

Delete those statements that are n/a and then click and type here to describe your choices.  

An Engaging City 

 Good Governance 

 

Background and Discussion: 

Our benefits plan currently covers 1123 employees, retirees and surviving dependents.  
The original contract with Standard Life was issued November 1, 2003 and on January 
20, 2015 Standard Life became part of Manulife.  On March 1, 2016 the City of 
Burlington transferred its plan to the Manulife system. 
 
Over the past nine years The City of Burlington has experienced very favourable 
premium renewals.   
 

2007 -5.80% 

2008 3.20% 

2009 -2.40% 

2010 0.50% 

2011 -0.10% 
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2012 1.80% 

2013 3.90% 

2014 2.84% 

2015 2.30% 

 
 
There have been a number of factors that have contributed to the above results. 
Specifically there has been: 
 

1) A number of high priced name brand drugs which have come off patent between 
2009 and 2013; and 

2) Aggressive, experience based renewal discussions each conducted by AON 
Hewitt, our benefits consultant, on our behalf. 

 

Strategy/process 

The five year average for premium increases has been 3.8%.  For the benefit year July 
1, 2016 to June 30, 2017, AON has negotiated an 8.2% increase in overall premium, 
which is an additional premium cost of $484,762 annually.  While recognizing this is a 
significantly higher than previous years, AON has recommended acceptance of the 
renewal.  The Retention and Administration Charges were not increased for 2016. 
 
To understand and therefore focus on the main drivers of the increase, the renewal 
rates are distributed as follows: 
 

 Percentage 
Change 

Premium Cost 
Increase 

Life Insurance 0% $0 

Long Term 
Disability 

0% $0 

Health Care 13.6% $450,863 

Dental 2.0% $33,900 

   

Total Annual 
Premium 
Differential 

8.2% 
 

$484,762 
 

 
Recognizing that the Health Care benefit is the main cost driver, a review of service 
areas/benefit levels was undertaken. The Health Care plan is a combination of several 
different types of benefit coverage such as drugs, paramedical services, and vision 
care.  Following is a breakdown of the premium increase, by service/benefit, within the 
Health Care Benefit: 
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Drugs $249,778 

Paramedical $132,554 

Vision $31,560 

Hospital $7,665 

Other $29,306 

Total Additional 
Health Care 
Premium 

 
$450,863 

 

 
 
Drugs:  While drugs represent over 50% of the health care premium increase, our drug 
utilization is within what would be expected for a group of our size.   Within the drug 
plan, there are options to be considered which would assist in future premium 
reductions/containment. 
 
Paramedical:  Within the paramedical category several services are offered.  After a 

review, it was determined that physiotherapy was the main cost driver.  Charges to the 

plan for physiotherapy have increased by 45.1% since 2015.  In the current plan design, 

physiotherapy has unlimited coverage however, a doctor’s recommendation, outlining 

the medical need for the treatment must be submitted with the first claim. It is not 

uncommon to find a yearly maximum applied to this type of benefit with most 

employers. 

Options considered 

Several options are being considered for implementation in the 2017 premium year and 
can be found in Confidential Appendix A, attached. 

 

Financial Matters: 

Funding was included in the 2016 operating budget for employee benefits and the 
increased premium will be contained in the proposed 2017 budget.  

Total Financial Impact 

From July 2016 to June 30, 2017 $484,762. 

Source of Funding 

Operating budget 
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Connections: 

Not applicable 

 

Public Engagement Matters: 

Not applicable 

 

Conclusion: 

Staff recommends the renewal of the Manulife benefit plan and rates effective July 1, 

2016. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Laura Boyd 

Director of Human Resources 

905-335-7600 ext 7631 

Appendices: (if none delete section) 

a. Confidential Appendix A 

b.  

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, Director of Finance 

and Director of Legal.  Final approval is by the City Manager.   
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SUBJECT: Home Adaptation Assessment Program  

TO: Community and Corporate Services Committee 

FROM: Capital Works 

Report Number: CW-04-16 

Wards Affected: All 

File Numbers: 155-08-2 

Date to Committee: July 11, 2016 

Date to Council: July 18, 2016 

Recommendation: 

Approve the funding of $50,000 from “SD0113 – Climate Change & Flood Mitigation 

Measures”, to support the promotion, delivery, evaluation and progress report 

associated with the implementation of a 2016 “Home Adaptation Assessment Program” 

(HAAP) Pilot; and 

 

Authorize the Mayor and Clerk to sign a Funding Contribution Agreement and any 

related documents with the Intact Centre on Climate Adaptation, subject to the 

satisfaction of the City Solicitor and Executive Director of Capital Works. 

 

Purpose: 

Provide a simplified home evaluation tool intended to convey non-binding information to 

homeowners on measures they can undertake to reduce flooding risk on their property.   

 

Background and Discussion: 

Report CW-09-15 entitled “August 4, 2014 Flood Vulnerability, Prioritization and 

Mitigation Study Report – Update” was presented to the Development & Infrastructure 

Committee on July 6, 2015.   

The report provided a status update of the Flood Vulnerability, Prioritization and 

Mitigation Study being undertaken by Amec Foster Wheeler, and a presentation of 
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preliminary recommendations for stormwater infrastructure capital improvements, flood 

mitigation projects and staffing requirements. 

One of the recommendations referred to in this report was the potential development 

and implementation of a standardized assessment tool to be used by residents as a 

Flood Prevention Home Check-Up (FPHCU).  Report CW-04-16 provides an update on 

the development of this program. 

Strategy/process 

The development and implementation of a standardized assessment tool to be used by 

residents as a Flood Prevention Home Check-Up (FPHCU) program was proposed to 

be undertaken in 2016.  The FPHCU was to be a simplified home evaluation intended to 

convey non-binding information to homeowners on measures they can undertake to 

reduce flooding risk on their property.   

 

In early 2016, the city was approached by the University of Waterloo’s “Intact Centre on 

Climate Adaptation” (ICCA) regarding the development of a similar program, the “Home 

Adaptation Assessment Program” (HAAP).  HAAP is intended to help homeowners 

reduce the risk of basement flooding by providing a customized site assessment and 

prioritized action plan consistent with best practices.  As a result, Capital Works is 

looking at reallocating city resources from the FPHCU program to assist ICCA in the 

development of the HAAP.   

 

The city is currently working with ICCA to develop this program and coordinating with 

Halton Region to ensure that the program does not conflict with their Basement 

Flooding Prevention Subsidy Program and the Voluntary Downspout Disconnection 

Program.  ICCA is proposing to undertake a pilot program in Burlington which would 

include the assessments of approximately 500 homes.  ICCA would administer the 

program as a third party, separate entity.  Proposed funding for the program would 

include funding from the ICCA, homeowners, the Province of Ontario and City of 

Burlington.  The pilot program would take place from August-November 2016.  The 

intent of the pilot is to assess the application of the HAAP under diverse home and 

homeowner circumstances and to ultimately make this program available both 

provincially and nationally.   
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Requested Support from City of Burlington for 2016 Pilot Program 

The following support is being requested by ICCA from the City of Burlington to support 

the rollout of the 2016 HAAP Pilot for 500 homes in various neighbourhoods. 

1. Provide in-kind promotional support of the HAAP by integrating communication 

about the HAAP into Burlington’s planned 2016 “Flood Prevention Home Check-

Up Program”. 

2. Provide $50,000 to support the promotion, delivery, evaluation and progress 

report associated with the implementation of a 2016 HAAP Pilot which will 

provide 500 Home Adaptation Assessments from August-November 2016 in 

neighbourhoods identified by the City of Burlington. 

 

Identification of Neighbourhoods for 2016 Pilot Program 

 

The 2016 pilot program is proposed to be undertaken in various neighbourhoods across 

the city which include a wide variety of house construction eras.  These neighbourhoods 

include Aldershot, Brant Hills, Headon Forest, Millcroft and Orchard.   

Capital Works will determine the locations to be included. 

Adding Value to City of Burlington’s Flood Prevention Home Check-

Up Program 

 

The following basement flood risk reduction campaign objectives were identified by the 

city previously for the “Flood Prevention Home Check-Up Program”: 

1. Increase homeowner awareness to the risk of basement flood damage, 

2. Educate homeowners on potential ways a basement can flood, 

3. Provide tools/methodology for homeowners to assess their risk to basement 

flood damage, 

4. Provide information/resources/contacts to promote action by homeowners to 

reduce their risk of flood damages. 

 

Supporting Existing Objectives 

All of the objectives outlined above are supported by the web based materials which 

would be provided by the HAAP, at no cost to the city, to utilize and distribute to 

homeowners. 
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1. Free Online Resources for Homeowners 
 
The HAAP directly supports the program objectives stated above by providing a 

wealth of free online resources for residents that can easily be linked to City 

websites, used in City social media campaigns, included on printed 

pamphlets/advertising and mentioned in face-to-face conversations and 

community presentations by City staff.   

 
The free online resources include: 

Background Information 

 What does home insurance typically cover and not cover? 

 How is your home attached to the storm and sanitary sewers? 

 Common flood risks of homes of different eras and how to address them 

 Local subsidies available to help you take action 

 How to select a contractor to help you 

 Flood-resistant materials for basement finishing 

 Flood reduction checklists for inside and outside your home 

 Seasonal maintenance checklists to reduce your flood risk 

 Mould: actions to reduce risk, signs of mould damage, cleanup. 

 

Outside the Home  

 Tree installation and maintenance 

 Rain garden installation and maintenance 

 Bioswale installation and maintenance 

 Foundation walls: different types, problem solving and maintenance 

 Basement Windows: repair and maintenance 

 Window wells: repair and maintenance  

 Window well covers: installation and maintenance  

 Doors below grade: repair and maintenance 

 Eaves troughs: repair and maintenance 

 Downspouts: installation, repair and maintenance  

 Lot grading within 6 feet of home: repair and maintenance 

 Rain barrels/ above ground cisterns: installation, repair and maintenance 

 Below ground cisterns: installation, repair and maintenance 

 Infiltration gallery: installation, repair and maintenance 
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 Permeable Paving (pervious concrete and asphalt, permeable interlocking 

concrete pavers, plastic grid pavers): installation, repair and maintenance. 

 

Inside Your Basement 

 Basement Windows: repair and maintenance 

 Unfinished walls: repair and maintenance 

 Finished walls: water resistant construction materials 

 Finished floors: water resistant construction materials 

 Unfinished floors: repair and maintenance 

 Floor drain: maintenance 

 Backwater valve: installation and maintenance 

 Sump pit: installation and maintenance 

 Sump pump: installation and maintenance  

 Back-up sump pump: installation and maintenance 

 Back-up power source for sump pump: different types, installation and 

maintenance 

 Electrical panel: flood resistant location  

 Mechanical systems: flood resistant location 

 Protecting electronics from flood 

 Protecting stored items from flood 

 

Supporting Enhanced Objectives 

The following details provide information about how supporting the rollout of the HAAP 

will enhance the objectives of the Burlington’s “Flood Prevention Home Check-Up 

Program” and will increase the overall uptake of homeowner actions to reduce 

basement flood risk. 

1. One-on-One Support for Homeowners 
 
In select neighbourhoods identified by the City of Burlington, for a small fee 

(average $125 per home), homeowners will participate in a Home Adaptation 

Assessment. This allows them to access customized, one-on-one support for 

taking simple and cost effective actions to reduce their risk of basement flooding 

and minimize damage if flooding occurs.  With a certified HAAP Assessor, 

trained by ICCA, homeowners examine a total of 50 points inside and outside the 

home, to assess the risk of water entering their basement (City employees will 
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not be participating as HAAP Assessors).Together they prioritize a list of short 

term and long term actions. An easy-to-read report summarizes the results of the 

assessment and provides subsidy, how-to and contractor information to support 

action. A customer help-line, follow-ups at regular intervals and seasonal 

maintenance reminders provide ongoing customer support to reduce basement 

flood risk.  

The recommendations of the HAAP will be provided directly from ICCA, not the 

city.  The intent of the recommendations is to provide a list of suggestions for 

possible flood risk reduction works that could be done.  The final determination of 

the works to be done will be the decision of the homeowner. 

 
2. Increasing Uptake of Actions in Target Neighbourhoods 

 

Neighbourhood Level Engagement: The HAAP educational campaigns will be 

developed in consultation with Burlington staff as well as neighbourhood leaders 

to customize engagement strategies to match the unique needs of 

neighbourhoods.  Highlighting successful local action also motivates neighbours 

to follow the examples of their peers. Examples include:  

 Neighbourhood Case Studies: With permission, stories will be collected 

and posted online, from residents in each neighbourhood who have 

experienced flood-related challenges, have taken specific action and have 

benefitted from the results. Showcasing success stories greatly enhances 

the likelihood of neighbours taking action. 

 Yard Signs: Giving residents the opportunity to demonstrate their pride in 

taking action to reduce flood risk by posting a yard sign greatly increases 

participation and encourages neighbours to help each other take action. 

 
3. Generating Support from Local Suppliers and Contractors 

 
Burlington residents often reach out to local hardware stores, garden centre staff 

and local contractors for help to reduce basement flood risk. 

 Engaging Local Hardware Stores and Garden Centres: Direct 

opportunities to educate staff and place educational posters at key 

locations will reinforce program messages for residents and encourage 

action.  

 Engaging Local Contractors: Direct opportunities to educate plumbing, 

landscaping and basement waterproofing contractors and to provide them 

with information pamphlets will reinforce program messages for residents 

and encourage action. 
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4. Raising the Profile of Basement Flood Risk Reduction 
 
Burlington will be a test case for HAAP delivery across the province of Ontario 

and across Canada. The local, provincial and national media and social media 

coverage that will be generated as part of HAAP delivery will increase the 

awareness of Burlington residents about the value of taking practical action to 

reduce flood risk and will increase uptake of action. 

It is very important that this program be strategically coordinated with Halton Region’s 

current Basement Flooding Prevention Subsidy Program as well as their Voluntary 

Downspout Disconnection Program.   

 

The details and the planned implementation of the HAAP are currently being discussed.  

If the pilot program approval is provided, staff would proceed with the program in late 

summer 2016 and report back to committee in the spring of 2017 with a status update 

and possible recommendations for the expansion of the program to other areas of the 

city. 

 

Indemnity and Insurance 

The ICCA has agreed that they will indemnify and hold harmless the City of Burlington 

from and against any and all liability, in any way arising out of or in connection with the 

HAAP.   

The ICCA will name the City of Burlington as an Additional Insured on their liability 

insurance policy with a minimum coverage of $5M.  This policy will also include a cross-

liability clause, contractual liability coverage and a 30 day written notice of cancellation. 

A Funding Contribution Agreement will be prepared and executed between the city and 

ICCA.  This agreement will include the requirement for ICCA to provide indemnity and 

insurance requirements and certificates of insurance to the city. 

 

17



Page 8 of Report CW-04-16 

 

Financial Matters: 

Total Financial Impact 

ICCA has requested the City of Burlington provide $50,000 to support the promotion, 

delivery, evaluation and progress report associated with the implementation of a 2016 

HAAP Pilot which will include 500 Home Adaptation Assessments from August-

November 2016 in neighbourhoods identified by the City of Burlington. 

 

Source of Funding 

The funding source of the $50,000 is proposed to be “SD0113 – Climate Change & 

Flood Mitigation Measures”. 

 

Other Resource Impacts 

Not applicable. 

 

Connections: 

Environmental Matters: 

Climate Change adaptation is a major concern for municipalities and homeowners.   

Council’s July 2015 approval of additional stormwater capital funding and staff 

resources has provided added capabilities to help address these needs.   

The combined efforts and resources of the province of Ontario, University of Waterloo’s 

“Intact Centre on Climate Adaptation”, City of Burlington and homeowners to implement 

a 2016 HAAP Pilot has the capability to provide homeowners with educational 

information and practical recommendations to reduce the risk of home flooding.   
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Public Engagement Matters: 

The initiation of the HAAP would involve a media campaign to provide program 

objectives, details and potential benefits to homeowners.  This campaign would include 

advertisements in newspaper, on the city website, on social media and an Open House.  

As the program progresses, various engagement methods described in the 

“Background and Discussion” section above would be initiated. 

 

Conclusion: 

Staff recommend approval of the 2016 HAAP Pilot. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Cary Clark, P.Eng, 

Manager of Development & Stormwater Engineering 

(905) 335-7600 x7672 

 

Notifications:  

Jim Harnum – Halton Region    

jim.harnum@halton.ca 

Kathy Menyes – Conservation Halton 

kmenyes@hrca.on.ca 

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, Director of Finance 

and Director of Legal.  Final approval is by the City Manager.   
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SUBJECT: LaSalle Park Marina Business Case Review 

TO: Community and Corporate Services Committee 

FROM: Finance Department 

Report Number: F-28-16 

Wards Affected: 1 

File Numbers: 945-10 

Date to Committee: July 11, 2016 

Date to Council: July 18, 2016 

Recommendation: 

Receive and file Finance department report F-28-16 reviewing the business case for 

LaSalle Park Marina. 

Purpose: 

Services offered by LaSalle Park Marina, provide recreational activities for residents of 

the City of Burlington, contributing to healthy lifestyles. 

A Healthy and Greener City 

 Healthy Lifestyles 

 

Background and Discussion: 

LaSalle Park Marina (LPMA) is a non-profit organization that was created in 1981 and 

provides a venue for recreational boating at the Marina. LPMA operates the marina 

under the terms of a joint venture agreement with the City of Burlington.  The joint 

venture agreement provides LPMA with the authority to utilize the marina and outlines 

their responsibilities related to maintenance, operation and capital renewal.  The current 

Marina operation has 219 slips and is protected by a floating wave break. 

At the Community and Corporate Services committee meeting held on April 18, 2016, 

Parks & Recreation staff brought forward report PR-01-16, which provided an update on 

the LaSalle Park Marina Wave Break project.  There were also a number of delegates 

at the meeting both in support of and against the project.  At this meeting, Council 
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requested Finance staff to review the most recent business case for their Vision 2012 

Safe Harbour Project and 2015 financial statements submitted by LPMA.  

Vision 2012 Safe Harbour Project 

The following provides a summary of facts surrounding the permanent wave break and 

expanded marina project, based on the January 2016 business case; 

 Environmental assessment is complete 

 Recreation and Boating Feasibility study complete (phase 1- 2014) 

 Project cost for permanent wave break and expanded marina estimated at 

$14 million, includes 30% contingency  

 Estimated 3 year project length (construction scheduled for off-season) 

 Expanded marina with 340 slips (including transient slips) 

 Detailed design has not been initiated, estimated cost of $350,000 to be 

funded by LPMA  

 Financing for the proposed project cost (no financing commitments to date); 

o Senior levels of government grants $9.4 million  

o Joint Venture Loan $4.6 million 

o LPMA preferred repayment terms 25 years+ 

Strategy/process 

Finance staff have thoroughly examined LPMA’s financial statements from 2011-2015 

and their revenue and cost projections based on an expanded marina with a permanent 

wave break. Staff noted the following; 

Revenue  

Financial Statements 

 Revenues have been steadily declining each year, experiencing a total decrease 

of 8% from 2011. 

 LPMA has indicated that their occupancy rate declined in that time frame from 

96% to approximately 84% in 2015. 

 In 2015, 89% of slip rental revenue came from boats 30ft. and under 
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LPMA Financial Projection 

 Assumes a conservative 80% occupancy rate 

 Based on an expanded marina with 320 slips and 20 transient slips for a total of 

340 slips 

 Revenue distribution of slip rentals assumed to remain consistent throughout the 

forecast period at 56% from boats 30ft. and under and 44% from boats in excess 

of 30ft.  

 Rental rates (based on length of boat) reflect an increase in the range of 3.5% to 

11.5% in year one of the forecast 

 Member rates project an increase of 30% 

 The above assumptions result in an overall revenue increase of 92% (46% due 

to increased slips, and the remaining 46% due to rates and distribution) in the 

first year of forecast 

There are two areas of concern regarding forecasted revenue as follows; 

 Revenue Distribution Mix: LPMA is modeling a significant change in the types of 

rentals they receive in year one of the forecast period and going forward.  The 

assumption is that LPMA will be able to accommodate larger boats (up to 40ft.)  

with the new slips.  At this point, they are able to accommodate boats up to 37.5 

ft., and currently only have 1 slip rented out at this size.  The revenue forecast 

assumes 19% of the total rentable slips (219) will be rented out to 40ft. boats, at 

a much higher rate.  As a result, approximately 70% of the new slips would be 

allocated to large boats, representing an increase of 6 times their current 

portfolio.  As per the Boating Feasibility and Capacity study, the number of larger 

boats has increased over the past several years and this trend is expected to 

continue, at a declining rate.  Though larger boats may continue to increase their 

share of the boat market, those boats less than 26ft. will continue to dominate the 

market in Halton Region and Ontario as a whole.   

 

 Rates & Fees:  As per the Boating and Feasibility study completed in June 2014, 

annual rate increases of 3-4% are typical given the competitive nature of the 

market and one-time increases above this range for capital improvements do 

occur.  Based on LPMA’s current and forecasted rate structure, they are 

proposing an increase to rental rates ranging from 3.6% to 11.5%, as well as a 

member rate increase of 30%.  Comparing LPMA proposed rates to the current 

rates of three neighboring marinas, LPMA rates are generally higher.  Rental 

rates for 40ft. boats are 22% higher than the average. LPMA will need to have a 
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communication plan to members in order to justify rate increases relative to 

amenities offered versus comparable marinas. 

It should be noted that, the Boating and Feasibility study indicated there is a wait list in 

the Halton region for 470 boaters and that this has the possibility of offsetting some of 

the revenue concerns above. 

Expenses 

Financial Statements 

 Operating cost as a % of revenues have fluctuated significantly year over year, 

most likely attributed to replacement of main docks and finger docks 

 General/ Administrative expenses average 30% of revenues  

 Do not consider any costs for detailed design 

LPMA Financial Projection 

 Removed $60,000 in annual operating expenses to account for maintenance of 

the current temporary wave break that would no longer be required with a new 

permanent structure 

 Total expenses increase annually by 1.06% 

 No annual provision for renewal of major infrastructure 

Historically, LPMA’s general and administrative expenses average approximately 30% 

of their revenue.  In the forecast, LPMA has only assumed 1.06% year over year growth 

in their expense projection and a nominal increase in year one taking into consideration 

an expanded marina and a permanent wave break.  The changes in expenses seem 

disproportionate to the increase in revenue. Also, debt repayment over 25 years will 

account for approximately 50% of their revenues. Any negative revenue fluctuations 

and/or increase in expenditures will have an impact on LPMA’s ability to repay the debt. 

Furthermore, areas of concerns are places of omission. LPMA financial projections 

exclude lifecycle costing, costs for detailed design and the down payment requirement 

for loans under the existing joint venture policy. Estimates for lifecycle costing and 

further information can be found in the next section of this report.  

 

Infrastructure Renewal 

The financial projections provided by LPMA do not include any lifecycle costing for 

major capital renewal. Asset Management is a critical component of managing 

infrastructure as a long term investment in a cost effective manner.  Since the 

permanent wave break is a unique structure, it is difficult to determine exactly what life 
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cycle or maintenance costs are reasonable.  With that said, staff was able to find some 

external data that assisted in extrapolating a reasonable number. 

Major Infrastructure (Floating Docks, Launch Ramps) 

 The Boating Feasibility and Capacity study suggests that marina operators 

should include in their budgets an annual reserve of 10-12% of gross revenue 

when possible to cover major capital improvements within the 20-25 year life 

cycle of major infrastructure features.  This would suggest that LPMA budget for 

a cost in the range of $30,000-$50,000 annually based on their current 

experience and revenue projections of $500,000 in year one.  

 A generally accepted best practice is 2% of replacement costs to determine an 

annual maintenance cost.  As per the city’s facility condition data, La Salle Park 

Marina major infrastructure has an estimated replacement value of $3.2 million 

(includes an estimate for expanded marina), suggesting an annual maintenance 

cost of $64,000.  

 As per report PR-03-16, LPMA has now replaced all in-water infrastructure with 

an expected life cycle of 25 years.  The assumption would be that by 2041, 

LPMA would need a minimum of $3.2 million (excludes inflation) to replace 

docks.  This would imply that LPMA would need to begin to reserve 

approximately $128,000 annually to meet this need. 

Permanent Wave Break 

 At an August 2012 Public Information Centre for the Class EA process, LPMA 

suggested that maintenance costs for a fixed wave break could vary between 

0.5%, to 1% of the capital cost on an annual basis.  Based on a capital cost of 

$14 million, removing 30% contingency, this could range from $54,000 to 

$108,000 annually.  

LPMA has not included annual maintenance/ renewal for their assets (permanent wave 

break and finger docks).  Staff would anticipate at minimum annual costs of $258,000 

for a maintenance/ renewal component. ($50,000 dock maintenance, future dock 

replacement of $128,000, $80,000 for the maintenance/ rehabilitation of the permanent 

wave break).  As per the EA study, it is normal practice for docks to remain in the water 

during the winter when protected by a permanent wave break.  However, the ability for 

docks to withstand the ice cannot be fully assessed or guaranteed.  The study further 

states that shifting ice has been known to cause more problems in LaSalle Park than 

any other area in Burlington Bay. 
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Loan Request 

LPMA’s funding model for the capital project suggests one-third of project funding 

comes from the Infrastructure Ontario Loan and/or the City.  One-third of total project 

funding ($14 million) is equivalent to approximately $4.6 million, with a LPMA-preferred 

repayment term of 25 years or more.  The city must rely on the Region of Halton for any 

debt financing. The Region issues debt annually on behalf of local municipalities and 

based on market conditions and needs. 

Infrastructure Ontario (IO) Loan 

IO provides long term financing to public sector clients (municipalities, sports & 

recreation organizations, universities and colleges, hospices) to renew infrastructure.  

Finance staff met with our IO loan representative regarding LPMA’s ability to apply for a 

loan under the Sports & Recreation program. Unfortunately, LPMA is not affiliated with 

any member organizations under the Sports and Recreations category and would not 

qualify for a loan under this program. 

The City of Burlington has the option to apply for the IO loan on behalf of LPMA, 

through the Region of Halton.  The main advantage of the IO program is favorable 

lending rates.  However, the IO representative indicated that when terms are of this 

length (25 years +), the lending rates under the program are not much different than if 

the Region issued debt through their regular process, therefore, losing the main 

advantage of applying under this program. The following are the current lending rates 

for municipalities (June 8, 2016) posted by IO and the corresponding repayment. 

Table 1: Repayment Scenarios $4.6 million loan (IO rates) 

Term Rate Annual Repayment Total 

20 years 2.95% $308,000 $6.2 million 

25 years 3.14% $268,000 $6.7 million 

30 years 3.25% $242,000 $7.3 million 

 

Whether the City/Region applied for the loan under the IO program or through the 

annual Regional debt issue, the city would be fully responsible for repayment of this 

debt if LPMA defaults on all or part of their loan obligation.  

Joint Venture (JV) Loan 

Since LPMA does not qualify for a loan under the IO program, they would need to enter 

into a Joint Venture Loan Agreement with the city.  As per the city’s JV policy, a down 

payment of 10% of the project cost is required in support of the loan.  This would equate 
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to a down payment of $1.4 million.  As per LPMA’s financial statements, they do not 

have the funds to support this. 

Furthermore, it is part of our JV policy that debt has a repayment term of 10 years.  

Issuing debt beyond our policy may set a precedent for future requests. 

City’s Debt Limit 

Currently, the city’s debt limit is at 11.6%, as per the March 2016 Financial status report.  

A $4.6 million loan, over a term of 25 years or greater would have a long term impact on 

the city’s debt limit.  The city maximizes its debt capacity when issuing debt in ten year 

terms.  Longer term debt shrinks available capacity as the available room is tied up for a 

greater period of time.   

As per the debt workshop to Committee of the Whole in March 2016, Council 

unanimously indicated they would not be in support of a longer repayment period for JV 

loans.  The city’s Joint Venture policy as mentioned above states a debt repayment 

term of ten years, which aligns with the debt issuances of other city debt.  Issuing debt 

with a repayment term of 25 years or greater for a quantum of $4.6 million may also 

pose challenges as there would need to be an appetite in the market for such a product 

or alternatively it would need to be combined with other debt issuances of the same 

term, again this may be unlikely considering the term, and since the Region typically 

goes to market once a year.  It would be possible to request an IO loan through the 

Region. 

Taxpayer Implications 

Further to the actual loan request of $4.6 million, the remainder of the project cost ($9.4 

million) would require cash flow financing.  Generally, senior government funding is 

received upon proof of significant project completion.  Therefore, the city would need to 

cash flow the $9.4 million over a 3-4 month construction period.  Cash flowing $9.4 

million from the city’s short and long term holdings even over a short period of time is a 

significant obligation and is representative of a taxpayer contribution.  The interest 

earned ($~140,000) on the $9.4 million is forgone and this decrease in investment 

income would need to be supplemented by the tax base.   
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Financial Matters: 

Table 2: Revised Staff Financial Projection (‘000s) 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

Revenue (LPMA figures) $500 $510 $520 $531 $541 

      

Operating Expense (City figures) 

Maintenance Permanent 
Wave break 

$80 $80 $80 $80 $80 

Maintenance Docks $50 $50 $50 $50 $50 

Total Operating Expenses $130 $130 $130 $130 $130 

General Expenses (City figure) $150 $153 $156 $159 $162 

Debt Repayment      

Existing JV Loan – Docks  $28 $28 $28 $28 $28 

$4.6M Loan (25 years) $268 $268 $268 $268 $268 

Total Debt Repayment $296 $296 $296 $296 $296 

Infrastructure Reserve – 
Finger Docks (City figure) 

$128 $128 $128 $128 $128 

Deficit ($204) ($197) ($190) ($182) ($175) 

 

The above financial projection assumes the following; 

 Revenues as provided by LPMA’s business case, however noting the revenue 

concerns above 

 Operating expenses include annual maintenance costs based on an expanded 

marina and estimations of on-going annual maintenance requirements of a 

permanent wave break (no inflation adjustment applied). 

 General and administrative expenses are projected at 30% of revenues. This is 

based on LPMA historical financial statements 

 Debt repayment includes current ten year (2016) JV loan with the City for the 

replacement of 60 finger docks, and assumed debt repayment for a 25 year $4.6 

million loan, based on IO published rates 

 Annual reserve provision of $128,000 for the future replacement of docks. 

The forecast does not include 10% down payment requirement of a JV loan ($1.4 

million) or the expense of $350,000 for the detailed design. It is possible for LPMA to 
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use the LPMA held new wave break replacement fund for this cost.  Currently there is 

$356,372 in the fund; use of these funds for the detailed design would deplete this fund.  

It should be noted, if LPMA does not set aside funds for maintenance and/or future 

renewal of their assets they would have sufficient funds to repay the debt assuming 

their revenue forecasting model.  However, they would not earn enough annually to set 

aside for current or future preventative maintenance. If LPMA does not practice sound 

asset management principles, their assets will not operate nor be maintained in a cost 

effective manner, deteriorating their condition and impacting levels of service.  The 

permanent wave break has a design life of 50 years (EA study) at which point one could 

expect the wave break may require some major rehabilitation as a result of winter 

conditions and regular wear if periodic and regular maintenance and inspections are not 

occurring.   

Source of Funding 

The City of Burlington has provided the following funding to the LPMA; 

 1999, $220,000 for floating wave break (JV loan) 

 2011, $150,000 Environmental Assessment 

 2013, $6,754 Recreational Boating Feasibility and Capacity Study (Phase 1) 

 2016, $250,000 for purchase of finger docks (JV loan) 

Other Resource Impacts 

LPMA has the following funds to draw upon; 

 Wave Break replacement fund $356,372 

 Dock Replacement fund $16,247 

 Floating Wave break cleaning fund $0. 

As mentioned above, use of the wave break replacement fund for detailed design would 

deplete this fund, leaving a balance of approximately $22,000 in reserves. Based on the 

above scenario (Table 2), there would be insufficient funds available for replenishing the 

above reserves. 

 

Public Engagement Matters: 

N/A 
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Conclusion: 

Finance staff has thoroughly reviewed information provided by LaSalle Park Marina.  

Staff has reviewed the information in order to evaluate risks, performance, financial 

health and future prospects of the organization. Understanding that staff are not experts 

in the boating market, we have to the best of our knowledge provided facts and 

assessed financial information based on the data available. There is inherent variability 

to financial health and market assumptions that impact future sustainability for LPMA 

which staff, based on reasonable expectations, have attempted to capture above. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Reena Bajwa  

Coordinator of Financial Strategies & Business Consulting  

905-335-7600 x7896 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, Director of Finance 

and Director of Legal.  Final approval is by the City Manager.   
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SUBJECT: On Street Residential Pay Parking Program 

TO: Community and Corporate Services Committee 

FROM: Transportation Services 

Report Number: TS-04-16 

Wards Affected: All 

File Numbers: 745 

Date to Committee: July 11, 2016 

Date to Council: July 18, 2016 

Recommendation: 

Approve an On-street Residential Pay Parking Permit Program as outlined in transportation 

services department report TS-4-16. 

Purpose: 

To respond to staff direction SD-38-14. 

Direct the Director of Transportation Services to develop a permit parking system, in 

consultation with the community, giving consideration to all the past feedback and piloted 

changes, to address the needs of residents who have more vehicles than they can park 

on their own property, and to report the results to Council in September 2015. 

 

Background and Discussion: 

In 2014, Council directed staff to develop a permit parking system in consultation with 

the community to address the needs of residents who, for various reasons, find that 

they have more vehicles than they can park on their own property.  This was one of a 

number of staff directions aimed at alleviating the parking issues being experienced in a 

number of neighbourhoods throughout the city.  

Report TS-2-16 was deferred at the January 12, 2016 Development and Infrastructure 

Committee Meeting in order for staff to report back taking into consideration the 

following comments from Council and the public:  
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o Keep Neighbourhood On-Street Parking Program (NOSPP) for existing streets 

o Communicate this plan to the Orchard Community, Uptown Community and 

Thomas Alton Boulevard residents  

o Additional time for public communication   

o Permit price of $500 per year was thought to be too high 

o Consideration for permits to be issued by designated zones 

o Consideration to compel permit holders to park in front of their house 

o Consider allowing street residents to determine if a permit should be issued to an 

individual  

o Residents should be allowed to park in City Park Lots.   

 

Public Engagement and Results 

April 23 & 30, 2015 - Burlington Post City Update promoting Insight Burlington 
Parking Survey and public meeting information. 

April 24 - May 7, 2015 - Insight Burlington Survey posted online  

May 6, 2015 - Public meeting at Tansley Woods Community Centre 

December 15, 2015 

 
 

June 6, 2016 

- Notification letter mailed to each owner/occupant who 
lives on a street that has the Neighbourhood On-Street 
Parking Program (NOSPP) designation. 

- Mail a notification letter to each owner/occupant who live 
on NOSPP street including the Orchard and Uptown 
communities 2-weeks prior to the July 11, 2016 
Community and Corporate Services Committee date. 

 
Staff Recommendation 

Staff have considered all the Council comments in formulating a pay permit parking 

system.  The majority of the suggested modifications have been accommodated with 

the exception of the following:  

 

Allow street residents to determine the validity of the parking permit request: 

The primary reason for considering a pay parking permit system, as indicated previously, 

is to provide choices for residents who find themselves, for one reason or another, 

unable to accommodate their parking demand on site.  Allowing residents living on a 

particular street the ability to determine the parking need of any one individual will 
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undermine the intended purpose of the proposed system.  For this reason, staff do not 

support moving forward with this restriction. 

 

Compel permit holders to park in front of their properties: 

In order for this rule to be enforced, vehicle plates will need to be cross referenced with 

addresses which can only be done through a request to the province.  This is a very time 

consuming process and in most cases unnecessary if there is ample room on the street 

to accommodate the parking demand.   At this time, staff do not recommend going 

forward with this suggestion, however, it can be examined in the future if the need arises.   

Staff recommends the residential on-street permit program consist of the following: 

1. Free On-Street Exemption Program (15-Days): 

Continue with existing parking exemption program, 15-days per plate per 

calendar year. 

2. Implement On-Street Pay Parking Program: 

 Qualification Criteria 

o permit is for passenger vehicles only in a residential area (excludes the rural 

area) 

o resident must demonstrate to staff that the extra vehicle cannot be 

accommodated on their driveway and/or garage   

o resident must provide proof that all vehicles are registered to their address    

o one vehicle may be registered per permit 

o additional vehicle permit requests from the same residence will be considered 

on an individual basis. 

Permit Fees  

o $30 per month per vehicle (includes hst) 

o $350 per year per vehicle (includes hst)  

 

Existing NOSPP Streets   

All NOSPP programs will be grandfathered which means that people who live 

on the NOSPP streets will be provided a free permit until such time that there is 

a change of ownership.  At that point, the new homeowners will have to apply 

through the new process. 
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Exclusion     

Free permit does NOT apply to NOSPP streets in the Orchard Community, Uptown 

Community and Thomas Alton Boulevard lay-bys as these were pilot projects 

approved under DID-2-13 by Council on December 9, 2013.   

 

Permit Allows: 

o parking on any residential street parallel to the curb-line  

o vehicles to park on any street within their ward boundary 

o vehicles to park 24/7 on streets that do NOT have parking restrictions    

o vehicles to park during snow removal, which will be monitored initially and if 

any issues arise, further restrictions may be imposed 

o vehicles to park in Orchard Community Park & Lampman Park: 

 April - October from 11pm - 7am, and  

 November - March at any time 

 requests to park in other park lots will be reviewed with Roads & Parks 
Maintenance Staff to determine suitability.  

 

Permit Rules / Exclusions 

o permit does not allow vehicle to park on downtown streets, lots or garage 

during pay parking days and times  

o permit is not for a large vehicle, recreational vehicle, school bus, trailer, etc.  

o permit does not allow an inoperable vehicle to park on the street  

o permit may be cancelled for misuse and a pro-rated fee will be refunded  

o permit does not allow a vehicle to be parked on the street in the same location 

for more than 48-hours. 

 

3. Existing Program:   

o Cancel Temporary Parking Program that allowed vehicles to park:  

 perpendicular in lay-by areas  

 on the paved apron (area between the sidewalk and the curb line) 

and to overhang 2’ onto the roadway from the curb line.  

o Effective September 1, 2016. 
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Timing/Implementation: 

 Changes to be effective September 1, 2016 to update the software program 

and to make the necessary by-law changes.   

 Honour the NOSPP program on existing streets until August 31, 2016.  A 

letter will be mailed to each resident informing them of the changes 

immediately after Council approval.  

 

 

Financial Matters: 

The estimated costs to implement the recommended pay parking program are:    

 $1,000 for advertising the pay parking permit program 

 Additional costs for snow clearing to be determined. 

Source of Funding 

Staff anticipates that the annual revenue will offset the costs of the permit software and 

the potential additional snow removal expenses.    

Other Resource Impacts 

Fire, Roads & Parks Maintenance and Parks & Recreation Departments were consulted 

during the preparation of this report and expressed support for the recommended 

approach.   

 

Public Engagement Matters: 

Extensive communication will be provided to residents through various methods:  

 Updates on the City and Parking Services websites and City Talk magazine  

 Advertise in the Burlington Post - City Update section 

 Social Media (Twitter, FaceBook and You Tube) 

 Direct mail to the residents who live on NOSPP streets and/or community.  
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Conclusion: 

Most Burlington residents can accommodate all of their vehicles in a garage, driveway 

or completely on the paved apron (area between the sidewalk and the curb line) without 

overhanging onto the roadway.  

The proposed pay parking permit program is intended to strike a balance between 

meeting residents’ needs with a reasonable solution.  This program offers choices for 

residents who accommodate extra vehicles on their property or have experienced 

changes with their family dynamics, such as children returning home from university, 

elderly parents living in the same home, etc.  

Therefore, staff recommends the implementation of a pay permit program on residential 

streets and that the Parking & Idling By-law and the Administrative Monetary Penalties 

By-law be repealed and replaced with new by-laws which will be placed on the Council 

Agenda for July 18, 2016 that reflect the recommended changes.   

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Rita Hardy  

Supervisor of Parking Services 

905-335-7600, ext. 7692 

 

Notifications:  

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, Director of Finance 

and Director of Legal.  Final approval is by the City Manager.   
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SUBJECT: Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment Applications 

for 4853 Thomas Alton Boulevard 

TO: Community and Corporate Services Committee 

FROM: Planning and Building Department 

Report Number: PB-63-16 

Wards Affected: 6 

File Numbers: 505-05/15 and 520-08/15 

Date to Committee: July 11, 2016 

Date to Council: July 18, 2016 

Recommendation: 

Direct the Director of Planning and Building to prepare an Official Plan Amendment 

for consideration by Committee and Council at a future meeting in accordance with 

the modifications proposed by Planning staff to the application submitted by Adi 

Development Group to amend the City of Burlington Official Plan from Residential-

High Density to Residential-High Density - Site Specific Policy to permit a residential 

development consisting of traditional townhouses, stacked townhouses, and 

apartments as outlined in Report PB-63-16; and 

Direct the Director of Planning and Building to prepare a Zoning By-law Amendment 

for consideration by Committee and Council at a future meeting in accordance with 

the modifications proposed by Planning staff to the application submitted by Adi 

Development Group to rezone the lands at 4853 Thomas Alton Boulevard from 

“RAL4-331” to “RAL4-Exception” to permit 19 storey apartment building, traditional 

townhouse, and stacked townhouse units, and subject to Section 37 negotiations, as 

outlined in Report PB-63-16; and 

Direct staff to hold discussions with the applicant to secure community benefits in 

accordance with Section 37 of the Planning Act and to return to Committee and 

Council with a report outlining the recommended community benefits. 

 

Purpose: 
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The purpose of this report is to advise Council of Planning staff’s recommendation to 
approve Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments that differ from the amendments 
sought by the applications to permit additional residential development at 4853 Thomas 
Alton Boulevard. Further, the purpose is to also seek direction from Council to prepare 
Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments for Council’s consideration that reflect the 
modifications proposed by Planning staff. The applications for amendments as sought 
by the Applicant, along with the Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments proposed 
by Planning staff, if so directed, will be brought forward for Committee and Council’s 
consideration and decision at a future meeting. 

Approval of the applications, or a modified Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
recommended by Planning staff would permit residential intensification of a vacant site 
within 120 m of Appleby Line and about equal distance to Highway 407 and Dundas 
Street (approximately 500 m), and within walking distance to community services and 
other neighbourhood conveniences. The development proposal aligns with the following 
objectives in Burlington’s Strategic Plan 2015-2040: 

A City that Grows 

 Intensification 

 Focused Population Growth 

A Healthy and Greener City 

 Healthy Lifestyles 
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REPORT FACT SHEET 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  Staff Direction Ward No.:         6 
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 APPLICANT/OWNER:  
Adi Development Group/Adi Morgan 

Development (Thomas Alton) Inc. 

FILE NUMBER: 505-05/15 and 520-08/15 

TYPE OF APPLICATION: Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments 

PROPOSED USE: 
Residential development proposal consisting 

of 685 dwelling units 

P
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 PROPERTY LOCATION: 

between Thomas Alton Boulevard and 

Palladium Way, east of Appleby Line 

MUNICIPAL ADDRESSES: 4853 Thomas Alton Boulevard 

PROPERTY AREA: 2.02 ha / 4.99 acres  

EXISTING USE: Vacant Land 

D
o

cu
m

en
ts

 

OFFICIAL PLAN Existing: Residential – High Density 

OFFICIAL PLAN Proposed: 
Site-specific policies to increase max. density 

and height 

ZONING Existing: RAL4-331 

ZONING Proposed: Modified RAL4 – Exception (TBD) 

P
ro

ce
ss

in
g

 D
et

a
ils

 

KEY ISSUES: Traffic impacts, built form compatibility 

NEIGHBOURHOOD MEETING: December 1, 2015 

STATUTORY  MEETING: February 16, 2016 

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

40 emails, 2 neighbourhood meeting 

comment sheets, 2 letters, and a petition 

with 511 signatures 
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PROCESSING TIME: 

8 months from date of complete applications 

(8 weeks following submission of revised 

plans) 

 

Background and Discussion: 

Site Description 
 
The site is approximately 2.02 hectares and is located west of Appleby Line within 
the Alton (Central East) Planning Community (see Appendix 1: Location Sketch). It 
has frontage on the north side of Thomas Alton Boulevard of approximately 180 m 
and frontage on the south side of Palladium Way of 100 m. Both Thomas Alton 
Boulevard and Palladium have a planned right-of-way width of 26 m. 
 
The site is currently vacant. 
 
The surrounding land uses include: 
 
North: Palladium Way and then vacant employment lands; 
 
East: two 2 storey multi-unit mixed-use buildings; 
 
South: Thomas Alton Boulevard and then 2 storey townhouses; and 
 
West: 3 storey townhouses and then 2 storey townhouses and single-detached 
dwellings.  
 
Site History 
 
The site has previously been the subject of several planning applications (File Nos. 
SP 535-018/12 (Phase 1), A049/2013, SP 5353-004/14 (Phase 2), and A111/2013) 
for a phased 234 unit residential development, consisting of three 4 storey 
apartment buildings and a 2 storey shared private amenity recreational building. 
Draft Site Plan Approval was issued for the Phase 1 development consisting of a 78 
unit apartment building. However, the site plan applications were subsequently 
withdrawn and closed, upon the written request of the previous owner (Emery 
Homes).  
 
The subject applications to amend the Official Plan and Zoning By-law were deemed 
complete on October 21, 2015. 
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A public meeting was held by the Community and Corporate Services Committee on 
February 16, 2016, at which time a Planning and Building Department Report (PB-
27-16) was presented and received for information. 
 
The Information Report is available at: http://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-
you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_6/
Thomas_Alton/Staff-Report-PB-27-16.pdf 
 
Applications Details:  
 
Applications for an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment (Rezoning) 
initially seeking approval for a 691 residential unit development consisting of 12 back-to-
back townhouse units, 21 traditional townhouse units, 160 stacked townhouse units, 
and 498 apartment units were submitted in September 2015. A number of issues were 
raised at the statutory public meeting in February, including concerns respecting 
density, traffic impacts, building height, and adequacy of private amenity area, servicing 
infrastructure and school capacity. 
 
In light of these issues, staff engaged an urban design consultant (Brook McIlroy) and 
held an Urban Design Workshop with the applicant and their design consultants on 
March 15, 2016. The key considerations for discussion included: 

 

 distribution of density – opportunities to reduce the height of the towers through a 
more mid-rise character; 
 

 creating a stronger frontage on Thomas Alton Boulevard – realigning townhouse 
units at the west edge to frame Thomas Alton Boulevard as well as potential for a 
mid-rise building form on the east block; 
 

 Increase the size of the shared private outdoor amenity area (common open 
space), reconsider its shape to be uniform and regular,  and locate it such that it 
is framed by adjacent buildings and accessible to all within the community; 
 

 creating a more efficient internal circulation network, providing appropriate 
separation distances between buildings as well as increased setbacks from 
adjacent properties.  

 
In response to concerns raised with the initial development proposal at both the 
Statutory Public Meeting and through consultation at the Urban Design Workshop, the 
applicant has made several modifications to the proposed concept plan. The proposal 
considered in this report was submitted on April 26, 2016, and includes the following 
changes: 
 

 Decreasing the total number of residential units from 691 to 685; 
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 Decreasing the number of apartment units from 498 to 494; 
 

 Increasing the height of the connecting podium of the two towers from 5 to 6 
storeys; 
 

 replacing the block of 12 back-to-back townhouse units with a 1,700 m2 shared 
private outdoor amenity area (common open space); 
 

 Increasing the number of stacked townhouse units from 160 to 170; 
 

 replacing the four internal blocks of 70 stacked townhouse units with four blocks 
of 80 units; 
 

 Additional changes and modifications have been made to the siting of the 
proposed apartment towers, internal circulation, and layout of the stacked 
townhouse units adjacent to Thomas Alton Boulevard and internal to the site.  

 
The overall development would have a gross floor area of approximately 51,227 m2 and 
a floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.54:1. 
 
The revised plan proposes 832 parking spaces provided above and below grade. One 
level of below grade parking is proposed for the stacked townhouse units. A separate 
four levels of below grade parking is proposed for the apartment units. All visitor parking 
spaces would be provided below grade. The only above grade parking is 2 spaces per 
traditional townhouse unit for a total of 42 residential parking spaces. Thus, 790 parking 
spaces would be provided below grade between two separate underground parking 
garages.  
 
A total of 380 bicycle parking spaces are proposed within the underground garages. An 
additional 227 m2 of shared private outdoor amenity space is proposed on the sixth floor 
of the connecting podium. 

Discussion: 

POLICY FRAMEWORK 

The applications are subject to the following policy framework: the Provincial Policy 
Statement (PPS), the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (the “Growth 
Plan”), the Halton Region Official Plan (ROP), the City of Burlington Official Plan (OP), 
and the City of Burlington Zoning By-law 2020. Staff’s analysis of the planning merits of 
the applications within this planning framework is discussed in the following sections. 
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Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
 
The PPS is intended to promote a provincial policy-led planning system, which 
recognizes there are complex interrelationships among environmental, economic and 
social factors in land use planning. The PPS focuses growth and development within 
urban and rural settlement areas and recognizes that the wise management of land use 
change may involve directing, promoting or sustaining development. Land use must be 
carefully managed to accommodate appropriate development to meet the full range of 
current and future needs, while achieving efficient land use and development patterns. 
Efficient development patterns optimize the use of land, resources and public 
investment in infrastructure and public service facilities. The PPS recognizes areas like 
Burlington are facing challenges related to accommodating and managing the 
development and population growth which is occurring, while protecting important 
resources and the quality of the natural environment.  
 
Pursuant to Section 3 of the Planning Act, City Council’s planning decisions “shall be 
consistent with the” PPS. 
 
The PPS states that “planning authorities shall identify and promote opportunities for 
intensification and redevelopment where this can be accommodated” and “new 
development taking place in designated growth areas should occur adjacent to the 
existing built-up area and shall have a compact form, mix of uses and densities that 
allow for the efficient use of land, infrastructure and public service facilities.”  
 
Staff finds the development proposal is consistent with the policies of the PPS as it 
efficiently uses land, supports a compact form and adds to the range of housing options 
in this area of the city, and is located in an area with appropriate levels of infrastructure. 
 
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 
 
The Growth Plan provides a framework for implementing the Province’s vision for 
building stronger, prosperous communities by better managing growth. The Growth 
Plan directs growth to built-up areas through intensification where development 
proposals can efficiently use existing transportation and servicing infrastructure. 
 
Pursuant to Section 3 of the Planning Act, a decision of the council of a City Council’s 
planning decisions “shall conform with…or shall not conflict with” the Growth Plan.  
 
The subject property falls within a designated greenfield area, which is defined as “the 
area within a settlement area that is not built-up area”. Staff finds the subject 
applications conform to the Growth Plan as they support a more compact and efficient 
form within a designated greenfield area. 
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Halton Region Official Plan (2009) 
 
Regional staff have confirmed that the subject property is designated Urban Area 
(Settlement Area), as shown on Map 1 of the ROP. The Urban Area consists of areas 
where urban services (municipal water and/or wastewater systems or components 
thereof) are or will be made available to accommodate existing and future urban 
development and amenities. 
 
The subject property falls outside of the Built Boundary, and is neither within an 
Employment Area nor Urban Growth Centre. 
 
The Regional Structure also sets out targets for intensification and development density 
in designated greenfield areas. Table 2A of the 2009 ROP directs that a minimum 
development density in designated greenfield areas for Burlington is 45 residents and 
jobs combined per gross hectare. 
 
Section 76 of the 2009 ROP establishes that the range of permitted uses and the 
creation of new lots within the Urban Area will be in accordance with the applicable 
Local Official Plan and Zoning By-laws. All development, however, shall be subject to 
the ROP policies in effect. 
 
Section 89 (3) requires that all new development in the Urban Area be on the basis of 
connections to Regional Servicing.  
 
Regional staff noted with respect to the original proposal that a number of technical 
matters remain outstanding and should be addressed prior to a recommendation being 
provided on these applications. 
 
Regional staff were circulated with the revised plans and technical studies. At the time 
of writing this report City staff have yet to receive a formal response. The technical 
issues will be resolved over the coming weeks and will be reported on when Planning 
staff bring forward a report containing recommended Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
amendments, if so directed by Council. 
 
Official Plan 
 
The City of Burlington’s Official Plan (OP) identifies the subject property on two 
schedules, as follows: 
 

1. Residential Areas on Schedule A – Settlement Pattern; and 
 

2. Residential-High Density on Schedule B – Comprehensive Land Use Plan – 
Urban Planning Area. 
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Residential Areas provide for housing and other land uses that are part of a residential 
environment. Housing may take many forms ranging from detached homes to high-rise 
apartment buildings. To provide opportunities for the broad range of residential uses 
that will satisfy the City's housing requirements, and provide for compatibility issues to 
be suitably addressed; three categories of residential land use have been identified on 
Schedule B of the OP (i.e. Residential-Low Density, -Medium Density, and -High 
Density). These categories are based on the function, permitted uses, location, density 
and scale of development. 
 
A number of principles, general objectives, and policies provide a framework that will 
guide future development decisions for residential areas. 
 
Part III, Section 2.2.1 a) states: 

 
“To encourage new residential development and residential intensification within 
the Urban Planning Area in accordance with Provincial growth management 
objectives, while recognizing that the amount and form of intensification must be 
balanced with other planning considerations, such as infrastructure capacity, 
compatibility and integration with existing residential neighbourhoods.”; and 

 
Part III, Section 2.2.1 c) states: 

 
“To provide housing opportunities that encourage usage of public transit, 
pedestrian and bicycle transportation networks and decrease dependence on the 
car.” 
 

As noted above, the subject property is designated “Residential-High Density”. The 
general policies for this designation permit a range of building forms including street 
townhouses and stacked townhouses, back to back townhouses, attached housing and 
apartments (ground or non-ground oriented housing units) with a density ranging 
between 51 and 185 units per net hectare (uph). Moreover, the following site specific 
policy in Part III, Subsection 2.2.3 f) (iii) is relevant to the proposed development: 

 
“Notwithstanding the policies of Part III, Subsection 2.2.2 a) to g) of this Plan, 
residential development in Alton Community shall be subject to the following 
additional policies:… 
 

(iii) in Residential-High Density designations, housing forms include street 
townhouses and stacked townhouses, attached housing and apartments 
to a maximum height of 10 storeys.” 

 
The Official Plan Amendment requests an increase in the maximum permitted density to 
335 uph from 185 uph and maximum permitted height to 19 storeys from 10 storeys. 
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Part III, Section 2.5 of the City’s OP sets out the objectives and general policies related 
to housing intensification. A list of criteria that must be considered when evaluating 
proposals for housing intensification within established neighbourhoods is provided in 
Part III, Subsection 2.5.2 a). Staff has reviewed each evaluation criterion carefully with 
respect to the subject applications and provided our analysis below: 

 
(i) adequate municipal services to accommodate the increased 

demands are provided, including such services as water, wastewater 
and storm sewers, school accommodation and parkland; 
 
The development applications were circulated for comment to Halton 
Region, the City’s Capital Works Department, the School Boards and the 
City’s Parks and Open Space Department and no objections or servicing 
constraints were raised. 
 
Halton Region advise there are no capacity related concerns respecting 
water and wastewater services at this time to accommodate the 
development proposal. Specific conditions related to water/wastewater 
capacity and availability of that capacity will be addressed at the site plan 
stage. They further advise that servicing capacity will be re-assessed at 
the servicing permit stage and that formal allocation of capacity occurs 
with the issuance of a Regional Services Permit or execution of a 
Development Agreement. 
 
Capital Works (Site Engineering) responded with typical conditions to be 
addressed at the site plan stage, including provision of stormwater 
quantity and quality control requirements, submission of a geotechnical 
study, site servicing and grading plans, road restoration details, execution 
of legal agreements registered on title, and an updated environmental 
noise assessment. 
 
Parks and Open Space staff advise adequate parkland is available to 
accommodate this development given Doug Wright Park is located within 
the 0.8 km distance for a neighbourhood park and Norton Community 
Park is within the 2.4 km distance for a community park of the subject 
property. Cash-in-lieu of parkland dedication is therefore recommended 
for this development. 
 
School Board staff submitted standard signage and warning clause 
conditions. 
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(ii) off-street parking is adequate; 

 
The applications request a reduction from the parking rates established in 
Zoning By-law 2020 and included a parking study prepared by Paradigm 
Transportation Solutions Limited in support of this request. Transportation 
Services staff have reviewed this report, together with parking demand 
studies conducted by City staff, and have had regard for recently accepted 
parking standards for other applications, in order to determine the number 
of parking spaces for this development. The goal is to provide an 
appropriate number of spaces for residents and visitors, to encourage 
alternate modes of travel and maximize the amount of green space on the 
site. Key considerations in this parking review are listed below: 
 

 Under Zoning By-law 2020 a total of 1176 parking spaces would be 
required for the proposed 685 residential dwelling units. Of which 
932 parking spaces are required for the proposed unit mix, with an 
additional 244 parking spaces required for visitors. This is based on 
the following regulations: 

 

Dwelling Type 
Parking Rate 
(space/unit) 

Visitor Parking 
Rate (space/unit) 

Traditional 
Townhouse 

2 0.50 

Stacked 
Townhouse 
(1-Bedroom) 

1.25 0.35 

Stacked 
Townhouse 
(2-Bedroom) 

1.50 0.35 

Apartment 
(1-Bedroom) 

1.25 0.35 

Apartment 
(2-Bedroom) 

1.50 0.35 

 

 The City is in the midst of a parking study to update parking 
standards in the Zoning By-law. Staff is aware existing standards 
do not align with current development requirements and in many 
cases are higher than rates in comparable municipalities; 
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 The applicant’s revised plan proposes 832 parking spaces 
(including visitor parking) for 685 dwelling units, a combined rate of 
approximately 1.21 spaces/unit; 
 

 The site is well located in terms of accessibility to Burlington Transit 
Routes 11, 15A/15B, and 51, with stops located adjacent to the site 
along Thomas Alton Boulevard. Route 11 provides connection 
between the Appleby GO Station and Burlington Carpool Lot at 
Dundas Street and Highway 407. 

 
Taking into account the matters discussed above, staff recommend 
support of an amendment to Zoning By-law 2020 that provides for a 
combined resident/visitor parking rate for this site of 1.25 spaces/unit or 
853 parking spaces. The applicant’s proposal for 832 parking spaces 
results in a deficit of 21 parking spaces. It is not feasible to assume that 
this parking shortfall can be accommodated off-site. Accordingly, if Council 
eventually considered and approved the Zoning By-law amendment 
recommended by staff would require as a condition of re-zoning the 
submission of a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) plan outlining mitigation measures to lessen on-site and off-site 
impacts with respect to this deficit.  
 

(iii) the capacity of the municipal transportation system can 
accommodate any increased traffic flows, and the orientation of 
ingress and egress and potential increased traffic volumes to multi-
purpose, minor and major arterial roads and collector streets rather 
than local residential streets; 
 
Access to the site is to be provided by way of two separate private roads, 
one accessing Palladium Way and one accessing Thomas Alton 
Boulevard. Both Palladium Way and Thomas Alton Boulevard are 
classified as collector streets in the City’s OP. In this regard the 
ingress/egress criterion above is satisfied. 
 
The applicant’s traffic impact study provides an estimate of trip generation 
based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation 
Manual, 8th edition as follows: 
 

 AM peak hour – 0.91 & 0.98 trips/unit – 290 trips generated 
 

 PM peak hour – 0.78 & 0.99 trips/unit – 332 trips generated 
 
Transportation Services staff have reviewed the revised traffic impact 
study and are in agreement with the conclusions that the proposed 
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development can be accommodated and that traffic impacts are 
acceptable as proposed. However, Transportation Services staff have 
identified a concern with respect to the location of the proposed Driveway 
‘A’ access to Thomas Alton Boulevard. Staff prefer that this access 
driveway align with Columbus Drive. The reasons for this is twofold: (1) it 
would provide more available queue storage for vehicles exiting from the 
underground parking garage, which provides exclusive use to residents 
and visitors of the stacked townhouse units; and (2) reduces interference 
with eastbound traffic on Thomas Alton Boulevard, which is anticipated to 
operate near capacity at the AM peak hour in the future. Staff strongly 
recommends that the parking garages be interconnected in addition to 
relocating Driveway ‘A’. This would permit vehicles allocated to the 
stacked townhouse garages can exit the site through the apartment 
underground parking garage to the proposed Driveway ‘B’ access to 
Palladium when queuing occurs at the stacked garage ramp as a result of 
vehicles exiting the site through Driveway ‘A’ to Thomas Alton Boulevard. 
  
Appleby Line and Dundas Street are identified as a Major Arterials on 
Schedule J – Classification of Transportation Facilities of the OP. Highway 
407 is identified as a Provincial Freeway. Highway 407 and Dundas are 
identified as Higher Order Transit Corridors on Map 3 – Functional Plan of 
Major Transportation Facilities of the ROP. 
 
This proposal would include lifting of a 3 m reserve to provide access to 
Palladium Way. 
 

(iv) the proposal is in proximity to existing or future transit facilities; 
 
As noted above, the site is well located in terms of accessibility to 
Burlington Transit Routes 11, 15A/15B, and 51, with stops located 
adjacent to the site along Thomas Alton Boulevard. Route 11 provides 
connection between the Appleby GO Station and Burlington Carpool Lot at 
Dundas Street and Highway 407. 
 

(v) compatibility is achieved with the existing neighbourhood character 
in terms of scale, massing, height, siting, setbacks, coverage, 
parking and amenity area so that a transition between existing and 
proposed buildings is provided; 
 
Staff have assessed the compatibility of the proposed development in 
terms of scale, massing, height, siting, setbacks, coverage, parking and 
amenity area and its overall urban design merits. As proposed, staff is of 
the opinion that the site is over congested and the apartment towers are 
too bulky. Staff would not recommend approval of the Official Plan and 
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Zoning By-law amendment applications as submitted. However, staff are 
of the opinion that these impacts can be addressed through a modified 
design. Accordingly, staff present a number of design principles and 
recommendations below (see “Design Approach” section), as 
modifications or minimum measures to mitigate or reduce the adverse 
impacts to acceptable levels. 
 
Collectively, separation, setbacks, and step backs between buildings and 
building elements that align with the below recommendations will assist in 
achieving a higher degree of compatibility and in creating desirable 
public/private spaces on the development site and appropriate transitions 
to the adjacent properties. 

 
(vi) effects on existing vegetation are minimized, and appropriate 

compensation is provided for significant loss of vegetation, if 
necessary to assist in maintaining neighbourhood character; 
 
The soil conditions on the vacant site are currently disturbed. There is no 
existing vegetation on-site. Staff note that a detailed landscape plan, 
including the provision for street trees and a high standard of landscaping 
for the proposed open space and any stand-alone underground parking 
facilities, will be a requirement of site plan approval. 
 

(vii) significant sun-shadowing for extended periods on adjacent 
properties, particularly outdoor amenity areas, is at an acceptable 
level; 
 
The applicant submitted a sun-shadow study to assess the impacts of the 
revised proposal on adjacent properties. The study demonstrates that the 
shadows from the proposed development will have negligible impacts to 
the existing and proposed residential uses west and south of the subject 
property, namely, due to the placement and orientation of the proposed 
tall building elements. These impacts are considered acceptable. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, staff note that significant shadowing occurs to 
the north and northeast of the subject property during the winter solstice 
(December 21) and spring equinox (March 21), particularly at 3:30 pm. 
The shadow impacts are on employment and commercial lands. Staff note 
that the recommendations set out below in the Design Approach section of 
this report should reduce these impacts.  
 

(viii) accessibility exists to community services and other neighbourhood 
conveniences such as community centres, neighbourhood shopping 
centres and health care; 
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The subject property abuts a mixed use employment site and is within 500 
m of a major retail area at the intersection of Dundas Street and Appleby 
Line. The following community amenities are within walking distance: St. 
Anne Catholic School Elementary Doug Wright Park, and St. Georges 
Anglican Church. Other area schools include Dr. Frank J. Hayden 
Secondary School and Alton Village Public Elementary. While Norton 
Community Park (Splash Pad, Skateboard Park), Palladium Park, Haber 
Recreation Centre, and the Alton Branch Library are also easily accessible 
from the subject property.  
 

(ix) capability exists to provide adequate buffering and other measures 
to minimize any identified impacts; 
 
Staff note that the apartment building (which consists of a north tower, 
connecting podium, and south tower) and stacked townhouses (blocks 8-
12) are generally sited to frame the adjacent public streets – Palladium 
Way and Thomas Alton Boulevard, respectively. Moreover, staff 
acknowledge that the proposed high-rise components are well located at 
the northeast corner of the site and that the placement of the proposed 3 
storey traditional townhouses and addition of the larger central open 
space area help to provide a better transition from the tall buildings down 
to the adjacent low-scale residential neighbourhood than the original 
proposal. 
 

(x) where intensification potential exists on more than one adjacent 
property, any re-development proposals on an individual property 
shall demonstrate that future re-development on adjacent properties 
will not be compromised, and this may require the submission of a 
tertiary plan, where appropriate; 
 
The lands to the west and south have recently developed for low-rise 
residential purposes and are not anticipated to re-develop in the near 
future. Lands to the north and east may re-develop in the shorter-term. 
Staff are satisfied with the proposed 6 m setback to the east property line 
and consider this setback having had regard for the future re-development 
of adjacent properties, namely, 4903 Thomas Alton Boulevard. If feasible, 
staff have encouraged the applicant to step back the south tower, incl. 
balconies, from the base building (podium) of at least 3 m. This would 
create a minimum tower setback from the east side property line of 9 m, 
which would help to mitigate a scenario where the adjacent property’s 
access to sunlight, sky views, privacy and day lighting, is restricted by the 
subject development. This has been achieved in a recent proposed 
revision by the applicant. 
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(xi) natural and cultural heritage features and areas of natural hazard are 
protected; 
 
No features or areas have been identified on site therefore this policy is 
not relevant. 
 

(xii) where applicable, there is consideration of the policies of Part II, 
Subsection 2.11.3, g) and m); and 
 
These policies are only relevant if the site were to contain a regulatory 
floodplain or watercourse or be located within the South Aldershot 
Planning Area. This is not the case and therefore these policies are not 
relevant. 
 

(xiii) proposals for non-ground oriented housing intensification shall be 
permitted only at the periphery of existing residential 
neighbourhoods on properties abutting, and having direct vehicular 
access to, major arterial, minor arterial or multi-purpose arterial 
roads and only provided that the built form, scale and profile of 
development is well integrated with the existing neighbourhood so 
that a transition between existing and proposed residential buildings 
is provided 
 
The subject property is located at the periphery of the Alton Community, 
one property removed from direct vehicular access to a major arterial road 
(Appleby Line). It abuts a mixed use corridor, and provides convenient 
vehicular access to Appleby Line via two collector roads. The site currently 
permits high-density residential development, and given its location at the 
periphery of the existing residential neighbourhood, is an appropriate site 
for additional height. Staff have recommended a number of design 
parametres that will help to ensure the built form, scale, and profile of the 
development respects the existing and planned context. 

 
Alton Central East Urban Design Study and Guidelines 
 
The portion of the subject property abutting Thomas Alton Boulevard is identified as 
containing Priority Lots in the Design Study. Priority Lots are recognized as visually 
prominent locations within the community and within the streetscape. These lots should 
receive a higher level of design articulation. Additionally, both Thomas Alton Boulevard 
and Palladium Way are identified as Character Streets in the Design Study. These 
streets should be developed with combined consideration for the site planning and built 
form in the abutting private lands and the design of the elements within the street zone. 
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The Design Study also sets out the following objectives for High Density Residential 
Areas: 
 

1. To ensure the siting of built form along the street edge is balanced between 
forming a strong edge to the street and providing a visual foreground to the 
structure; 
 

2. To design built form that creates a consistent and attractive edge to the street. 
 

3. To design interfaces between high density residential areas and adjacent land 
uses which are visually attractive; 
 

4. To minimize the visual impact of parking, garbage storage and equipment 
storage areas on the streetscape; 
 

5. To encourage variety and alternatives in the design of built form; and 
 

6. To ensure that the design of private outdoor amenity areas are visually attractive 
from the street. 

 
These objectives establish a context for coordinated development and should be used 
as a tool to ensure appropriate built form that is consistent with the OP and area specific 
zoning. As noted above, the guidelines include specific policies with regards to the 
subject site. The vision for the subject property is a low- to mid-rise built form that 
relates to the street and creates a strong and consistent edge. The servicing and 
parking for this site should be screened from the street. Staff’s recommended 
modifications to the development will create these street edges. 
 
Staff has considered the OP objectives and policies for residential areas and the 
evaluation criteria for housing intensification discussed above, together with the 
objectives and design guidelines set out in the Alton Central East Urban Design Study 
and Guidelines. Staff finds that the proposal, when modified in accordance with staff 
recommendations, would satisfy residential objectives “to provide, where compatible, 
housing opportunities in proximity to employment areas and residential support uses 
such as shopping and recreation areas to create opportunities to reduce travel times”, to 
encourage the integration of a diverse range of housing types, including housing which 
is affordable and accessible for all residents, and “to require residential development to 
be compatible with surrounding properties”. It is staff’s opinion that the applications for 
Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments when modified as recommended by Staff, 
would represent an appropriate form of development and thus conform to the overall 
intent of the OP. 
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Design Approach 
 
It is important to understand, first, the important design principles for this site as it helps 
frame the design recommendations described below. 
 

 Principle 1 – Achieve compatibility in terms of height and density with the 
adjacent townhouses to the west of the site. This is achieved with the row of 
traditional townhouses at the west edge of the site and the driveway/access road 
to these townhouses. 
 

 Principle 2 – Provide an urban form of development along Thomas Alton 
Boulevard. This is achieved through the stacked townhouses that reflect the 
height and scale of development on the south side of Thomas Alton Boulevard. 
 

 Principle 3 – Provide open space on the site. This is achieved through the large 
open space area at the north/central portion of the site. 
 

 Principle 4 – Use the podium of the higher density housing to frame the open 
space on the site. This is achieved. 
 

 Principle 5 – Implement tall building best practices. The modified design 
recommendations from staff (below) achieve this principle. 
 

 Principle 6 – Provide appropriate transitions between buildings. This is achieved 
with the modified design recommendations. 
 

 Principle 7 – Provide access points to Palladium Way and Thomas Alton 
Boulevard. This is achieved. 
 

The comments and recommendations below are based on staff’s review of infill 
development, site design, and best practices in tall building design including the City of 
Mississauga Downtown Core Built Form Standards (2013), City of Toronto Tall Building 
Design Guidelines (2013), Town of Richmond Hill Urban Design Guidelines (2013), City 
of Mississauga Port Credit Built Form Guide (2014), and the City of Hamilton DRAFT 
Tall Buildings Guidelines (2016). The tower design guidelines are especially important 
to the design on this site. In order to provide an appropriate transition in scale from the 
proposed tall buildings down to the lower scale residential buildings – both on- and off-
site, staff have assessed the proposal against the above design guidelines as the City 
currently does not have tall building design guidelines. 
 
It is important to acknowledge that the revised submission in support of the applications 
addressed a number of key points to improve the site and building design. These 
include: 
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 Framing the design of the site to include a significant open space area within the 
site. It is also noted that the open space area has a distinct and definite shape 
and is easily accessed by walking in and around the development; 
 

 A strong internal grid street pattern supporting walkability within the development 
and to the Alton Community; 
 

 A floor area ratio that is at transit supportive densities; 
 

 Improved design of the towers. Of note, the external balcony treatment is highly 
distinctive and creates a strong architectural interest; 
 

 A strong cycling infrastructure component; 
 

 Improvements to the parking and circulation plan; and 
 

 Properly achieving most of the design principles articulated above. 
 
1. Integration of Open Space and Transition on the Site 
 
Staff acknowledge that the proposed high-rise components are well located at the 
northeast corner of the site. The placement of the proposed 3 storey traditional 
townhouses at the west end of the site and addition of the large open space area helps 
to provide a transition from the tall buildings down to the adjacent low-scale residential 
neighbourhood. 
 

Recommendations: 
 

i. Design the base building (podium) to better frame the open space area through 
the creation of built form edge (e.g. re-orient the podium to enclose this amenity 
area). Through conversations with the developer, revised drawings create a 
stronger presence through windows and architectural design. Staff note that the 
traditional townhouses and stacked townhouses front on single-loaded internal 
roads that wrap the open space, which emphasizes passive security or “eyes on 
the” open space; and 
 

ii. With respect to the north building, where the podium fronts on Palladium Way, 
consider a creative street wall treatment that responds to the curvature of 
Palladium Way (i.e. a wall built parallel to Palladium Way). Palladium Way is 
identified as a Character Street in accordance with the Alton Central East Urban 
Design Guidelines, and this is a way to bring a high level of design articulation to 
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the street. Staff is of the opinion that this curve is a unique site characteristic that 
can be explored through an appropriate design expression. 

 
2. Framing the Public Realm and Public Streets 
 
The apartment building (north tower and the north side of the connecting podium) and 
stacked townhouses (blocks 8-12) are generally sited to frame the adjacent public 
streets – Palladium Way and Thomas Alton Boulevard, respectively. 
 

Recommendations: 
 

i. The first choice is to replace the traditional townhouses at the south west corner 
of the site with a block of stacked townhouse units (to a minimum side yard 
setback of 7.5 m) in order to complete the framing of Thomas Alton Boulevard. 
This will form a stronger, consistent, and attractive edge to the street along 
Thomas Alton Boulevard rather than a side elevation and rear yard condition. It 
will also effectively hide views of the proposed traditional townhouses, their 
driveways, and the proposed private road from Thomas Alton Boulevard.  
 
However, the servicing for the traditional townhouses will be on this driveway 
which eliminates the opportunity for the stacked townhouses to be extended on 
Thomas Alton Boulevard. The alternative is an exterior side elevation with a 
design treatment that includes the main entry door and massing in terms of 
height that appropriately transitions from the existing 3 storey townhouses, to the 
proposed 3 ½ storey stacked townhouses. This is similar to what has been 
achieved in the Millcroft Community. 

 
3. Tall Building Design 
 

Recommendations: 
 

i. Floor Plate (size and shape) 
 

a) Size: The applicant proposed 781 m2 as the floor plate on each floor 
above the podium (floors 7-19). The tower floor plates should be 750 m2 or 
less per floor. This is consistent with the tower guidelines for other 
municipalities. The size and shape of a tower’s floor plate work together 
with the height and placement of the tower to determine a building’s 
overall three-dimensional massing. Towers with smaller floor plates and 
regular shape perform better with respect to shadow impacts, access to 
sky view, wind conditions, and overall impressions of whether the building 
is too massive or more slim and less imposing.  
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b) Shape: Towers should be designed to be as square as possible as larger 
or elongated building lengths draw attention to a building’s overall massing 
and bulk, and consequently creates greater physical and visual impacts. 
Best practices identify the maximum length of a tower wall, including 
balconies, should be 30 m for buildings over 16 storeys. The applicant 
proposed 40 m. At a reduced length of 30 m as the widest dimension of 
the tower, the floor plates would be approximately 630 m2. This approach 
is intended to achieve a point tower form rather than a slab tower typical of 
1960s and 1970s building design (e.g. Burlington Square or Upper 
Canada Place). Staff also recognize that the City of Mississauga uses a 
maximum length of 35 m and this could be supported. This leads to a floor 
plate of 735 m2 which is appropriate for this site. 

 
ii. Tower Separation 

 
For sites that are large enough to accommodate more than one tower, adequate 
tower separation distances between towers maintains protection of sky view, 
access to natural light, reduces the overall massing of the two towers, reduces 
wind impacts, and provides for privacy. Best practices in tall building design 
require a minimum separation distance between towers of 25 m. The applicant 
proposed 21.5 m separation based on 780 m2 floor plates. If the placement of the 
towers remains static, however, the widest dimension of the proposed towers 
(approximately 40 m) were shortened by 5 m to 35 m (taking 5 m off the eastern 
extent of the north tower and 5 m off the northern extent of the south tower), then 
the separation between the two towers is increased to greater than 27.5 m. This 
dimension is recommended; 
 

iii. Tower Placement 
 
Provide tower step backs, including balconies, from the base building (podium) of 
at least 3 m. By placing the tower away from the building base adjacent to 
Palladium Way, the proposed open space, traditional townhouses, stacked 
townhouses, and neighbouring properties, physical and visual impacts are 
reduced. To this end, towers, especially larger or elongated floor plates, which 
meet the ground directly, can generate uncomfortable wind conditions, such as 
those identified by the submitted Pedestrian Wind Assessment. Tower step 
backs, together with appropriate floor plate size and shape, improve these wind 
conditions as well as create an appropriate sense of pedestrian (human) scale at 
ground level. The applicant proposed a 7 m step back from the podium to north 
tower adjacent to the traditional townhouses and internal north-south driveway 
access to Palladium Way. In addition, staff are recommending a step back from 
the podium adjacent to Palladium Way, the proposed open space, and stacked 
townhouses internal to the site of 3 m; 
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iv. Podium Height and Scale 
 
Require the building design to clearly differentiate between the base, middle, and 
top of each tower. This will help to achieve an appropriate transition between the 
tall building elements down to the adjacent low-scale neighbourhood. The role of 
the base building (podium) is to help a tall building fit harmoniously within the 
existing or planned context of a neighbourhood, generally achieved through a 
height to street width ratio of 1:1. However, the height of the podium should also 
relate directly to an established streetwall context (or height and setback of 
adjacent buildings). This helps to frame the public realm and create an urban 
living room. Thus, the height of the podium must relate directly to the planned 
right-of-way width of Palladium Way (26 m) to the north and the height of the 
existing (and proposed) townhouses to the west and proposed stacked 
townhouses to the south. The applicant proposed a 3 storey podium 
(approximately 9.15 m in linear height) at the west of the north tower that 
transitions to a 5 storey podium (approximately 15 m in linear height) at the 
northeast corner of the site, a height that is approximately 60% of the adjacent 
Palladium Way right-of-way. Additionally, the design of the top of the buildings 
should be unique and highlight the character of the skyline. These approaches by 
the applicant can be supported; and 
 
Provide a minimum separation distance of 15 m where the podium of the 
proposed apartment building is adjacent to the proposed townhouse and stacked 
townhouse units. Moreover, with tower step backs incorporated into the overall 
design, a greater degree of separation will be achieved between the proposed 
towers and proposed townhouse and stacked townhouse units. The applicant 
proposed a 13 m separation distance between the face of the south tower and 
the faces of the stacked townhouse units in block 7. With the 3 m podium 
setback in addition to the 13 m separation distance this distance of 13 m can be 
supported. 
 

v. Further design considerations 
 
Materials – Provide high quality materials that respond to the physical and 
cultural surroundings (e.g. the Niagara Escarpment). Materials should be used to 
break-up the massing and scale of the proposed towers, staff are of the opinion 
that the proposed colour scheme, as shown on the proposed elevations (see 
Appendices 5a and 5b) should be inverted such that the darker (heavier) colours 
are used at the ground and the lighter colours used as the buildings rise; and 
  
Tower Top – Enclose and integrate all rooftop mechanical penthouse equipment, 
units, or telecommunications into the design and massing of the building. These 
enclosures should be further step backed from the tower shaft.     
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4. Stacked Townhouse Building Design 
 

Recommendations: 
 

i. Provide a minimum separation distance between the faces of the stacked 
townhouse blocks of 15 m. This design principle ensures sunlight and sky views, 
particularly for the below-grade units and private outdoor amenity areas, and 
reduces overlook conditions. The applicant proposed 15.15 m; and 

 
ii. Provide a minimum building separation of 2.4 m between stacked townhouse 

blocks. Staff would prefer that the side walks be removed between the stacked 
townhouse blocks, and appropriately landscaped, in favour of a single mid-site 
pedestrian connection. The proposed sidewalks would be narrow, long and dark.  
It is better to have the single connection, which will also be safer. 

 
5. Amenity Area 
 
Amenity area for the apartment building includes private balconies and a shared 
outdoor space (terrace) on the 6th floor of the connecting podium. While privacy area for 
the traditional townhouse units include a balcony, deck, and backyard. The privacy 
areas for the stacked townhouse units include patios, terraces, and rooftop 
deck/terrace. Staff note that privacy areas may be counted toward the site’s total 
amenity area. Notwithstanding, and including the proposed 1,700 m2 shared private 
outdoor amenity area (common open space), the requested amendment seeks 
approximately a 63% reduction in amenity area for the site. By way of comparison, the 
proposed amenity area is less than half of what would be required in the downtown. 
Notwithstanding, staff acknowledge that the existing zoning standards do not align with 
current development requirements, and given the intense nature of the proposal are 
supportive of an alternative urban rather than traditional suburban standard. 
Accordingly, staff would support a minimum amenity area requirement a rate of 18.5 m2 
per dwelling unit. This rate is based on a recent Amenity Area Review Study prepared 
by Dillon Consulting for the City of Kingston. 
 

Recommendation: 
 

i. Provide Amenity Area at a rate of 18.5 m2 per dwelling unit. At this recommended 
rate, the current proposal would require approximately 2,000 m2 of additional 
amenity area. This may be achieved with internal amenity area – the details of 
the internal amenity area (exercise rooms are an example) need to be confirmed. 
The standard of 18.5 m2 per unit is appropriate. 
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6. Access, Loading, Parking and Site Servicing 
 
Access to the site is proposed from both Palladium Way and Thomas Alton Boulevard 
by private condominium roads. Access to the underground (u/g) parking garages, for 
the proposed apartment and stacked townhouse units, is provided on-site by two 
separate freestanding vehicle ramps and access stairs. All visitor parking, and 
presumably carshare parking, spaces are to be provided within the u/g garages. 
 

Recommendations: 
 

i. Integrate the u/g parking ramps within the buildings. If not feasible, then they 
should be located to limit negative impacts on the safety, comfort, and quality of 
the private/public realm, including screening of all freestanding u/g parking ramps 
using high-quality architectural elements and landscape design. Careful design is 
required to ensure safe, comfortable, and attractive environments for residents 
and will also help to mitigate noise and air quality concerns. This has been 
largely achieved with the applicant’s recent revisions and can be supported; 
 

ii. Consider shared servicing infrastructure for vehicular access (e.g. u/g garage 
ramps) and to promote an efficient site layout. The proposal maintains two 
ramps; revisions recently proposed minimize the impact of the ramps and can be 
supported; and 
 

iii. A portion of the required accessible, visitor, and carshare parking spaces should 
be highly-visible and available at grade (as surface parking). This has been 
achieved in a recent proposed revision by the applicant. 

 
City of Burlington Zoning By-law 2020 
 
The subject property is zoned RAL4-331 (Alton Community Residential) under Zoning 
By-law 2020, as amended (see Appendix 2: Location/Zoning Sketch). The site-specific 
exception 331 limits the built form or building type permitted on the subject property to 
apartment building and sets minimum and maximum ranges with respect to density 
(min. 100 units per hectare; max. 185 units per hectare) and height (min. 4 storeys; 
max. 10 storeys). 
  
The proposed Zoning By-law Amendment seeks to further amend the property’s RAL4-
331 zone to a modified RAL4 zone that would expand upon the permitted building forms 
(building types) to include varying low-rise, townhouse forms and high-rise apartment 
buildings, increase the maximum allowable density and floor area, and introduce site-
specific performance standards for each of the proposed building forms (e.g. reduced 
amenity area, parking, and yard requirements). Table 1 below, lists the current RAL4-
331 zone regulations, the applicant’s proposed requirement, identifies compliance/non-
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compliance, and provides a staff comment where the proposed requirement is non-
compliant. 
 
Table1: Proposed Site-Specific Zoning Amendments  

Zoning Provision 
RAL4-331 Zone 

Regulations 
Proposed Complies Staff Comment 

Lot Width: 

Palladium Way: 95 m 
 

Thomas Alton Blvd.: 
175 m 

Palladium 
Way: 97 m 

 
Thomas 

Alton Blvd.: 
182 m 

 Complies. 

Lot Area: 2 ha 2.02 ha  Complies. 

Density: 

Minimum 100 units per 
hectare 

 
Maximum 185 units 

per hectare 

Minimum 
100 units 

per hectare 
 

Maximum 
355 units 

per hectare 

 

Support amendment 
with modification: 
Staff recommends a 
number of 
modifications to the 
proposal. As a result 
density is subject to 
change. Staff 
anticipates the density 
will decrease in 
response to design 
changes. 

Building Height: 

Apartment 
Building 

4 storeys minimum; 
 

10 storeys maximum 

3 storeys 
minimum; 

 
19 storeys 
maximum 

 

Support amendment 
with modification: 
Staff recommends a 
number of 
modifications to the 
proposed apartment 
buildings to optimize 
building placement and 
ensure an appropriate 
fit and transition in 
scale. 

Stacked 
Townhouse* 

(Flat Roof 
Dwellings) 

Maximum: 3 storeys to 
10 m 

Maximum: 
4 storeys 
to 14 m 

 

Support amendment: 
The proposed building 
type conforms to the 
OP. Staff is supportive 
of this form of dwelling 
configuration subject to 
certain performance 
and design standards 
outlined above. 

Townhouse** Maximum: 3 storeys to Maximum:  Support amendment: 
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Zoning Provision 
RAL4-331 Zone 

Regulations 
Proposed Complies Staff Comment 

(Flat Roof 
Dwellings) 

10 m 3 storeys 
to  10 m 

 

See note above. 

Yard abutting 
Palladium Way: 

7.5 m minimum (at 
grade) 

 
12 m minimum (at 

grade) 
 

For each storey above 
6 storeys, an 

additional 3 m is 
required from the 
minimum setback 

4.5 m  

Support amendment 
with modification: 
The proposal aligns 
with OP policies and 
Alton Community 
Design Guidelines to 
create a strong street 
edge. Modification is 
required to ensure an 
appropriate interface. 
Staff propose to modify 
the requirements as 
applied to the 
proposed apartment 
building to include a 
provision that would 
require a min. 3 m 
tower step back from 
the podium. Moreover, 
staff support a further 
reduction to a min. 
setback for the podium 
of 3 m in order to 
achieve a design that 
mimics the curve of 
Palladium Way and 
facilitates a shift in the 
north tower easterly 
while at the same time 
allowing for a min. 25 
m tower separation to 
be maintained between 
the north and south 
towers.    

Yard abutting 
Thomas Alton 
Blvd.: 

7.5 m minimum (at 
grade) 

 
12 m minimum (at 

grade) 
 

For each storey above 
6 storeys, an 

additional 3 m is 

6 m  

Support amendment: 
The proposal aligns 
with OP policies and 
Alton Community 
Design Guidelines to 
create a strong street 
edge.  
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Zoning Provision 
RAL4-331 Zone 

Regulations 
Proposed Complies Staff Comment 

required from the 
minimum setback 

Yard abutting a 
pipeline 
easement: 

10 m 6 m  

Support amendment 
with modification: 
However, modification 
is required to ensure 
an appropriate 
interface. Staff propose 
to modify the 
requirements as 
applied to the 
proposed apartment 
building to include a 
provision that would 
require a min. 3 m 
tower step back from 
the podium at a 6 m 
setback. 

Yard abutting RAL3 zone : 

Apartment building 
Buildings up to 6 

storeys 
Buildings over 6 

storeys 
(building wall 30 

m or less in 
length) 

15 m 
 

15 m plus 1 m for each 
storey over 6 storeys 

36 m  Complies. 

Stacked 
Townhouse* 

12 m 6 m  

Support amendment 
with modification: 
The proposal aligns 
with OP policies and 
Alton Community 
design guidelines to 
create a strong street 
edge. Modification is 
required continuing the 
block of stacked 
townhouse units 
toward the west 
property line (to a 
minimum side yard 
setback of 7.5 m) in 
order to complete the 
framing of Thomas 
Alton Boulevard. 

Townhouse** 6 m 6 m  Complies. 
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Zoning Provision 
RAL4-331 Zone 

Regulations 
Proposed Complies Staff Comment 

(Rear Yard) 

Floor Area Ratio: 1:1 2.54:1  

Support amendment 
with modification: 
staff recommends a 
number of 
modifications to the 
proposal. As a result 
Floor Area Ratio is 
subject to change. 
Staff anticipates the 
ratio to decrease. 

Amenity Area: 

Apartment 
Building 

25 m2 per bedroom; 
 

15 m2 per efficiency 
4,101 m2  

Support amendment 
with modification: 
staff recommends a 
minimum amenity area 
of 18.5 m2 per dwelling 
unit. 

Shared private 
outdoor amenity 

area (common 
open space) 

n/a 1,700 m2  

Stacked Townhouse* 

Unit 1 25 m2 for each 
bedroom in a unit 

 
15 m2 for each 
efficiency unit 

2.8 m2  

Unit 2 5 m2  

Unit 3 3.4 m2  

Unit 4 38 m2  

Unit 5 24 m2  

Privacy Area: 

Stacked Townhouse* Support amendment: 
The requested amenity 
areas are appropriate 
as the amenity space 
for some of the units 
far exceeds that 
standard and provides 
an overall balance of 
amenity area. 

Unit 1 

10 m2 per unit 

2.8 m2  

Unit 2 5 m2  

Unit 3 3.4 m2  

Unit 4 38 m2  

Unit 5 24 m2  

Townhouse** 20 m2 per unit 

Ranging 
from 36 m2 

to 62 m2 

per unit 

 Complies. 

Below grade 
enclosed 
occupant 
parking: 

75% 95%  Complies. 

Landscape Area: 

Abutting Palladium 6 m 4.5 m  Support amendment: 
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Zoning Provision 
RAL4-331 Zone 

Regulations 
Proposed Complies Staff Comment 

Way This is the only area on 
the site where a minor 
reduction to the 
landscape area is 
proposed. Staff finds 
this reduction to be 
minor and helps to 
reinforce the intent to 
create a strong street 
edge with an 
appropriate podium 
placement.  

Abutting Thomas 
Alton Blvd. 

6 m 6 m  Complies. 

Abutting a 
residential zone 

6 m 6 m  Complies. 

Abutting a MXE 
zone 

3 m 6 m  Complies. 

Built Form: 

Balconies facing 
Palladium Way 

 

Not permitted 
 

Permitted 
 

 
 

Support amendment 
with modification: 
Staff recommends that 
balconies are only 
permitted on the tower 
elements and subject 
to the same 
setbacks/step backs as 
the tower. In this 
regard, impacts on 
privacy and massing 
will be mitigated.  

Balconies facing 
Thomas Alton 

Blvd. 
 

Not permitted 
 

Permitted 
 

 
 

Vehicle access to 
Palladium Way 

Permitted Permitted  Complies. 

Townhouse** 

The number of 
townhouse units per 

block shall not exceed 
8 

Max. 8  Complies. 

Parking: 

Apartment 
Building 

1.25 + 0.35 visitor/1 
bedroom unit 

 
1.50 + 0.35 visitor/2 

bedroom unit 

 
1.00 + 0.18 
visitor/unit 

 

 

Support amendment 
with modification: 
Staff is able to support 
the proposal for 832 
parking spaces based 
on the parking surveys 
for other sites, the 

Stacked 
Townhouse* 

1.25 + 0.35 visitor/2 
bedroom unit 

1.00 + 0.18 
visitor/unit 

 
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Zoning Provision 
RAL4-331 Zone 

Regulations 
Proposed Complies Staff Comment 

 
1.50 + 0.35 visitor/2 

bedroom unit 

specific attributes of 
this development 
proposal and the 
applicant’s 
commitment to a TDM 
plan as outlined above. 
The amending by-law 
will require a min. of 
142 visitor parking 
spaces and no 
deviation will be 
supported for changes 
to the accessible 
parking requirements. 

Townhouse** 2 + 0. 50 visitor/ unit 2/unit  

The following regulations apply to Townhouse only 

Encroachments: 

a) Covered 
porches are 
permitted to 
encroach a 
maximum 

distance of 1.5 
m into the front 
yard and side 

yard abutting a 
street. 

 
 

b) Where the side 
yard is less 

than 1.2 m, the 
encroachment 

shall be no 
closer than 

60cm to the lot 
line. 

Not 

specified in 

application 
unknown 

No changes 
requested 

Driveways and 
Garages: 

The maximum 
driveway width shall 

be 3 m 

Not 

specified in 

application 

unknown No changes 
requested 

* Building Type is not permitted under the current RAL4-331 zone regulations. Staff has reviewed the 

proposal in accordance with the RAL4 zone regulations, subject to RM3 zone regulations. 

** Building Type is not permitted under the current RAL4-331 zone regulations. Staff has reviewed the 

proposal in accordance with the RAL4 zone regulations, subject to RAL3 zone regulations. 

Technical Review 
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The Official Plan Amendment, Rezoning application, and supporting documents were 
circulated to internal departments and external agencies for review. Written responses 
to the technical circulation have been received from Burlington Hydro Inc., Halton 
District School Board, Halton Catholic District School Board and Canada Post. No 
objections have been identified by these agencies and requested agency conditions will 
be included in a Residential Development Agreement. 
 
Formal comments on the revised proposal have not yet been received from Halton 
Region. 
 
Responses received have been used to assist in evaluating the applications.  

 

Financial Matters: 

The applications were processed under the standard development application fees. 
 
Part VI, Section 2.3 of the OP allows the City to approve height and/or density increases 
greater than permitted by the zoning by-law pursuant to Section 37 of the Planning Act 
in return for the provision of facilities, services or other matters as indicated in the OP. 
The proposal qualifies. The recommendation contained in this report request Council to 
direct staff to initiate discussions with the applicant to secure community benefits and to 
return to Council with a Section 37 report prior to enactment of the zoning by-law. 

 

Public Engagement Matters: 

Public Circulation 
 
The applications were subject to the standard notification requirements. A public 
meeting and request for comments were circulated in November 2015 to all landowners 
within 120m of the subject property. Notice signs were also posted on the property. A 
further notice will be distributed in June 2016 advising individuals of the date committee 
will consider this recommendation report. 
 
Neighbourhood Meeting 
 
On December 1, 2015, a neighbourhood meeting was held at Corpus Christi Secondary 
School and was attended by approximately 40 members of the public. 
 
Statutory Public Meeting 
 
A statutory public meeting was held on February 16, 2016. Nine delegates expressed 
concerns with the proposal at this meeting. 
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Public Comments 
 
Beginning in November 2015, staff began receiving correspondence from members of 
the public regarding the proposed development. To date, staff has received 40 emails, 2 
neighbourhood meeting comment sheets, and 2 letters (44 total). A neighbourhood 
petition with 511 signatures has also been received. The public comments received to 
date and a copy of the petition were included in Appendices III and IV, respectively, of 
the Information Report to Council. 
 
Generally the public are opposed to the proposal and have raised a number of 
concerns. 
 

Comment 

The proposed building height of 19 storeys and increase in density is a concern 
with residents commenting that they are too high and not appropriate. Questions 
were asked with regards to privacy impacts. 
 
Response 

The applicant submitted a shadow study that indicates acceptable levels of 
impact on adjacent residential properties. The City’s OP and Zoning By-law 
provide criteria and regulations to be considered when higher density 
development is proposed adjacent to existing low-density residential dwellings 
including size (bulk/height), type, and placement of buildings. Furthermore, staff 
are of the opinion that a modified plan in keeping with staff recommendations will 
provide an adequate transition from the proposed 19 storey high-rise elements 
down to the existing lower-scale neighbourhood as discussed in the Official Plan 
and Design Approach sections of this report above. 
 
Comment 

Concerns with regards to the additional vehicular traffic the development may 
generate and the impacts it would have on the existing street network. The 
residents indicated that traffic is already an issue in the area and that Thomas 
Alton Boulevard is particularly difficult to use and is consistently backed up. The 
introduction of the proposed density, it is felt, would make the situation even 
worse and would not offer any solutions to the existing problem. 
 
Response 

The site is located within a Residential – High Density land use designation, a 
designation intended for concentrated growth. Comments from the City’s 
Transportation Services regarding traffic volume are included in discussion under 
the Official Plan section of this report, specifically with respect to housing 
intensification evaluation criteria (iii). 
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Comment 

Members of the public have raised concerns with respect to the proposed 
parking arrangement as well. Feeling it is inadequate to accommodate residents 
and visitors. Questions were asked about location of visitor parking, why is such 
a large parking reduction being sought? And how many levels of underground 
parking are proposed? Concerns were raised regarding overflow parking spilling 
over onto Thomas Alton Boulevard. 
 
Response 

If approved, as modified, the applicant will be required to provide all parking for 
residents and visitors on-site and in accordance with the City’s Transportation 
Services accepted parking rate of 1.25 spaces/unit. Parking for both residents 
and visitors will be provided above grade within surface parking areas or below 
grade parking in either of the two proposed parking garages (i.e. a one level 
parking garage for the stacked townhouse units or a four level parking garage for 
the apartment units). Staff supports the parking numbers discussed in Table 1 of 
the City of Burlington Zoning By-law 2020 section of this report subject to the 
implementation of a comprehensive Travel Demand Management plan.  
 
Comment 

Lastly, residents raised concerns over capacity at local schools and the municipal 
water/waste water services and adequacy of amenity area (open space). 
Residents are concerned that the local schools may not be able to accommodate 
the increase in population and ask where children will go to school. 
 
Response 

The applications have been reviewed by Halton Region and Capital Works staff 
and no concerns haven bee raised about servicing capacity constraints. 
Servicing details will be addressed at the site plan stage. Also, School Board 
staff have no objections to the subject applications and have provided standard 
signage and warning clause conditions. 

 

Conclusion: 

Staff has worked diligently with the applicant toward a development proposal that will 
achieve a high-quality of urban design. Staff has outlined a number of guiding design 
principles, which we feel promote a development that will fit harmoniously within the 
existing community. Staff has emphasized the creation of a built environment that 
relates and responds to the existing and planned lower-scale buildings and open space, 
and one that will have minimal impact on the proposed private spaces, public realm, 
and pedestrian environments. Despite meeting with the applicant on seven different 
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occasions, staff has not been presented with a proposal that incorporates these 
principles, and therefore, we are not in a position to bring forward a report in support of 
the Applicant’s applications for Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments at this 
time. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, having reviewed the applications in accordance with 
applicable Provincial, Regional, and Municipal planning policies, in principle, staff is of 
the opinion that the proposed Official Plan Amendment and Rezoning, when modified 
as recommended by staff, represent an appropriate form of development that makes 
efficient use of land, supports the construction of compact form, provides a mix of 
housing, and subject to the design modifications outlined above, will be compatible with 
the surrounding lands uses in terms of heights, transitions, site and urban design.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Todd Evershed 

Planner II 

905-335-7600 ext. 7870 

Appendices: 

Appendix 1: Location Sketch 

Appendix 2: Location/Zoning Sketch 

Appendix 3: Detail Sketch – Original Proposal 

Appendix 4: Detail Sketch – Revised Proposal 

Appendix 5a: East & South Elevations 

Appendix 5b: North & West Elevations 

Notifications: 

Lorraine Roberts (lorraine@adidevelopments.com) 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, Director of Finance 

and Director of Legal. Final approval is by the City Manager. 
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