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THE 2030 CAROLINE STREET 

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

6-STORY GARAGE 215 SPACES

2 LEVELS BELOW GROUND- 62 SPACES

277 PARKING SPACES TOTAL 

FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE

 OF THE RESIDENTS

28-STORY MIXED 

USE BUILDING- 302 RESIDENTAL UNITS



INTRODUCTION

 THIS PRESENTATION HAS BEEN PREPARED, NOT ONLY TO 

SUPPORT THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S RECOMMENDATION 

TO REFUSE THE DEVELOPER’S APPLICATION, BUT TO 

RECOMMEND THAT ANY FUTURE APPLICATION WITH RESPECT 

TO THIS PROPERTY  SHOULD HAVE TO COMPLY WITH THE 

CURRENT BYLAW. 

 TO UNDERSTAND THE STRONG OBJECTIONS TO THE 

DEVELOPER’S PROPOSAL, YOU NEED TO DELVE INTO THE 

BACKGROUND OF THIS PROPERTY AND THE DEVELOPER’S 

FAILURE TO HONOUR PAST OBLIGATIONS.



BACKGROUND 2009 LAND ASSEMBLY

 IN FEBUARY 2009 COUNCIL APPROVED THE SALE OF THE CITY PARKING 

LOT, (37 SPACES)  LOCATED WITHIN THE BLOCK. 

AS A CONDITION OF THE SALE ANY DEVELOPMENT HAD TO PROVIDE 

60 PUBLIC PARKING SPOTS.



THE CURRENT BYLAW ENACTED 2010

AN 8 STORY MEDICAL 

BLDG

GROUND FLR 

COMMERCIAL

A 6-STORY 

GARAGE

201 PARKING 

SPACES

A 17-STORY MIXED 

USE BLDG. – 16 

FLOORS 

RESIDENTIAL 

GROUND FLOOR 

COMMERCIAL 



COMMUNITY BENEFITS

PER PB-15-10

1 A MINIMUM OF 269 ADDITIONAL PARKING SPACES 60 OF WHICH 

WERE TO BE PUBLICLY ACCESSABLE

2 THE APARTMENTS WERE TO BE CONSTRUCTED TO LEED CERTIFIED 

STANDARDS

3 PARKING GARAGE TO CONTAIN A GREEN ROOF DESIGN 

4     A  MINIMUM OF 70% AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS

THE 2010 AMENDMENT INCREASED THE PERMITTED HEIGHT FROM 8 STOREYS TO 

17 STOREYS. IN EXCHANGE, THE CITY WAS TO RECEIVE THE FOLLOWING 

COMMUNITY BENEFITS:

THE COMMUNITY BENEFITS WERE VALUED AT $6 TO $7 MILLION



THE MEDICAL CENTER

 ALTHOUGH A MEDICAL CENTER WAS NOT LISTED  AS A “COMMUNITY 

BENEFIT” WITHIN THE CITY’S DOCUMENTS, THE DEVELOPER CLAIMED:

1.   

THE COMPLEX WOULD CREATE 200 JOBS

THERE WOULD BE DOCTORS, SPECIALISTS, OPTOMETRIST, 

DERMATOLOGIST, CARDIAC DIAGNOSTICS, NUCLEAR IMAGING, BLOOD 

LAB, HEARING LAB, PHARMACY AND LASER EYE, ANTI-AGING AND 

WALK-IN CLINICS 

 A PROJECT COUNCIL WOULD WANT – AND IT DID



BYLAW SUBJECT OF A HOLD DESIGNATION

1. COMPLETION OF PARKING LOT PURCHASE

2. AGREE TO PAY FOR AND COMPLETE ALL 

WORK ASSOCIATED WITH BURYING HYDRO 

AJACENT TO PROPERTY

3. COMPLETE AND SUBMIT A RECORD OF 

SITE CONDITION TO THE MINISTRY OF THE 

ENVIRONMENT

4. ISSUANCE TO BUILDING PERMITS FOR THE 

MEDICAL BUILDING AND THE PARKING 

GARAGE

CONDITIONS:



THE 2013 FIASCO

ALL DOCUMENTS WERE TO BE SIGNED WITHIN 18 MONTHS, BUT THE 

DEVELOPER HAD NOT SIGNED  THEM, NOR  HAD HE PAID THE REZONING FEES 

   COUNCIL GRANTED AN 18 MONTH EXTENSION 

NEXT, THE DEVELOPER  ARGUED HE WASN’T BOUND BY THE 2010 SECTION 37 

“COMMUNITY BENEFITS” BECAUSE HE HADN’T SIGNED THE AGREEMENTS. 

FURTHER, HE ARGUED THAT THE $6-$7 MILLION DOLLARS OF COMMUNITY 

BENEFITS WERE RELATED TO THE ADDITIONAL PARKING AND HAD NOTHING 

TO D0  WITH THE NON-MONETARY BENEFITS I.E. AFFORDABLE HOUSING OR 

THE LEED CERTIFICATION

THE STAFF REPORT RECOMMENDED TO COUNCIL THAT THE CITY SOLICITOR 

BE DIRECTED TO RE-WORK THE SECTION 37 AGREEMENT AND HAVE IT 

CONFORM TO WHAT THE DEVELOPER WANTED AND HE DID



2013 AMENDED SECTION 37 COMMUNITY BENEFITS

 1  A MINIMUM OF 269 CHANGED TO 201  

  ADDITIONAL PARKING SPACES

2 THE APARTMENTS WERE TO BE CONSTRUCTED 
 TO LEED CERTIFIED STANDARDS ADDED (OR 

  LEED EQUIVALENT)

3    PARKING GARAGE TO CONTAIN A GREEN  

  ROOF DESIGN 

4     A  MINIMUM OF 70% CHANGED TO 27%  

AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS

COMPLETED

x

x

x

x

YES NO



STATUS OF CONDITIONS SUBJECT OF A HOLD 

DESIGNATION IN 2013 

1. COMPLETION OF PARKING LOT PURCHASE

2. AGREE TO PAY FOR AND COMPLETE ALL 

WORK ASSOCIATED WITH BURYING HYDRO 

AJACENT TO PROPERTY

3. COMPLETE AND SUBMIT A RECORD OF 

SITE CONDITION TO THE MINISTRY OF THE 

ENVIRONMENT

4. ISSUANCE TO BUILDING PERMITS FOR THE 

MEDICAL BUILDING AND THE PARKING 

GARAGE

COMPLETED

YES NO

x

x

x

x



THE 2017 SITE PLAN AGREEMENT

COMPLETED

x

YES NO

• PAY THE CITY $300,000 AND

• LANDSCAPE THE PROPERTY FOR PUBLIC 

ACCESS

IF THE MEDICAL BUILDING AND THE PARKING GARAGE WERE NOT 

BUILT BY MARCH 2020, THE DEVELOPER WOULD BE REQUIRED TO:

x

IN 2017, FOLLOWING PROVISION WAS ADDED THE SITE PLAN 

AGREEMENT



BROKEN PROMISES TO BERKELEY OWNERS

THE 

BERELEY

MEDICAL 

BUILDING

PARKING 

GARAGE

HONOURED

YES NO

1. APARTMENTS BUILT TO LEED 

CERTIFIED STANDARDS

2. GUEST PARKING,

5. UNOBSTRUCTED VIEWS TO 

THE NORTH
 

3. ACCESS TO THE ROOF TOP 

GREEN SPACE

4. A MEDICAL BUILDING WITHIN 

WALKING DISTANCE

x

x

x
x
x

THE 

BERKELEY



WHY A CHANGE NOW?

 1. THE DEVELOPER CLAIMS HE HAS, AFTER 8 YEARS OF TRYING, 

BEEN UNABLE TO PRELEASE THE MEDICAL BUILDING

TWO POSSIBILITIES:

 2. A CHANGE IN ZONING FROM 8-STOREYS COMMERCIAL TO ONE 

STOREY COMMERCIAL AND 27 STOREYS RESIDENTIAL WOULD 

INCREASE THE VALUE OF THE LAND BY AN ESTIMATED $14 MILLION 

BUT PROVIDED NO PROOF THAT THE MEDICAL 

BUILDING WAS ACTUALLY MARKETED AND TODAY 

WE ARE IN THE MIDST OF A HEALTH CARE CRISIS

WHICH DO YOU THINK IS THE REAL REASON FOR THE 

CHANGE?



THE RESULTANT PROPOSAL   

 

28-STORY MIXED 

USE BUILDING 

A 6-STORY 

GARAGE

215 PARKING 

SPACES

THE 17-STORY 

MIXED USE BLDG. 

BUILT



OBJECTION - THERE ARE NO COMMUNITY BENEFITS

THE DEVELOPER HAS FAILED TO PROVIDE THE COMMUNITY 

BENEFITS UNDER PREVIOUS AGREEMENTS VALUED AT $6 TO $7 

MILLION. 

THE DEVELOPER PREVIOUSLY STATED THE $6 TO $7 MILLION 

VALUATION RELATED TO THE ADDITIONAL PARKING PROVIDED.

IF THE PARKING IS NOT TO BE PROVIDED, IT SEEMS LOGICAL 

THAT THE DEVELOPER OWES THE CITY $6 OR $7 MILLION

THERE ARE NO COMMUNITY BENEFITS UNDER THE CURRENT 

PROPOSAL ALTHOUGH THE DEVELOPER DOES PROMISE TO PAY 

DEVELOPMENT CHARGES AND FUTURE OWNERS WOULD PAY 

PROPERTY TAXES!



OBJECTION - A 28-STOREY BUILDING IS OUT 

OF SCALE WITH THE NEIGHBOURHOOD



OBJECTION  TO BOTH HEIGHT AND DENSITY

 THE DEVELOPER’S CONSULTANTS ARGUE THE CITY NEEDS TO 

APPROVE HIGH DENSITY PROJECTS TO COMPLY WITH 

PROVINCE’S DENSITY DIRECTIVES BUT: 

 THE DOWNTOWN IS NO LONGER CONSIDERED AN URBAN GROWTH 

CENTER BUT RATHER, A SECONDARY REGIONAL NODE AND 

PROVINCIAL DENSITIES’ TARGETS NO LONGER APPLY

 FURTHER, THE PROVINCIAL PLANNING STATEMENT (2024) GIVES THE 

DECISION AUTHORITY BACK TO THE CITY, PROVIDED IT MEETS THE 

PROVINCE’S BROAD GENERAL GUIDELINES.



OBJECTION – INSUFFICENT PARKING

DESPITE THE NEED FOR DOWNTOWN PARKING:

 THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT FOR PARKING RE: COMMERCIAL

60 PUBLIC PARKING SPOTS REQUIRED UNDER THE SALE OF THE 

CITY PARKING LOT.  - NOT PROVIDED

THE PREVIOUS AGREEMENT REQUIRE 201 ADDITIONAL PARKING 

SPOTS PURSUANT TO THE SECTION 37 AGREEMENT – NOT 

PROVIDED

1.25 SPACES PER RESIDENTIAL UNIT UNDER THE CURRENT BYLAW – 

NOT PROVIDED

THE DEVELOPMENT WOULD ELIMINATE AT LEAST FIVE PUBLIC 

ROADSIDE SPACES. 

THE CURRENT TEMPORARY PARKING LOT ( HALF PAID FOR BY THE 

CITY) - ONLY CONTAINS 29 SPACES OF WHICH, 5 ARE RESERVED FOR 

THE DEVELOPER’S PRIVATE USE. 



OBJECTION - TRAFFIC CONCERNS
THE CITY RECOGNIZES THAT DURING PEAK HOURS THERE IS TRAFFIC GRIDLOCK IN THE 

DOWNTOWN CORE AND INCREASED GROWTH WILL TRANSLATE INTO INCREASED TRAFFIC. 



OBJECTION  - THE CONSULTANT’S STUDY AREA

THE STUDY AREA IS TOO 

SMALL TO PREDICT THE 

IMPACT OF DOWNTOWN 

DEVELOPMENTS ON TRAFFIC.



OBJECTION - THE CONSULTANT’S 

GROWTH ASSUMPTION

 ACCORDING TO THE DEVELOPER’S CONSULTANT, ONE FREQUENTLY USED APPROACH 

TO ESTIMATE FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES IS TO ESTIMATE AN ANNUAL PERCENTAGE 

INCREASE IN TRAFFIC GROWTH AND APPLY THAT INCREASE TO THE STUDY AREA 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES.



THIS APPROACH MAY HAVE SOME MERIT IF THE “ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASE” IS 

REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ACTUAL POPULATION GROWTH IN THE DOWNTOWN CORE.

THE CONSULTANT USED A 1% GROWTH RATE WHICH CERTAINLY DOES NOT 

REPRESENT THE DOWNTOWN GROWTH OVER THE PAST DECADE OR THE 

ANTICIPATED FUTURE GROWTH.. 



TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY BACKGROUND GROWTH

 THE SECOND APPROACH 

IDENTIFIED MAJOR PROJECTS IN 

THE STUDY AREA TO IDENTIFY 

ESTIMATED TRAFFIC GENERATED 

BY THESE DEVELOPMENTS THAT 

WOULD BE EXPECTED TO AFFECT 

THE PROJECT STUDY AREA 

ROADWAYS.

 ONLY FOUR PROJECTS WERE 

IDENTIFIED SINCE THE STUDY 

AREA IS TOO SMALL. ALL 

DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENTS 

SHOULD HAVE BEEN TAKEN INTO 

ACCOUNT.

 THIS STUDY IS GROSSLY 

MISLEADING AND BEARS NO 

RELATIONSHIP TO CURRENT 

REALITY.



IN FACT, GROWTH & TRAFFIC – SHOULD CONSIDER ALL 

DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

OF MAJOR CONCERN IS THE 

LAKESHORE GRIDLOCK WHEN 

TRYING TO GET THROUGH 

DOWNTOWN DURING PEAK 

HOURS.

WHEN THIS OCCURS, EAST 

WEST TRAFFIC, FIRST TRIES 

NEW STREET THAN DURY LANE 

TO CAROLINE AND ACROSS TO 

MAPLE.

NOT TAKING ALL THE MAJOR 

DOWNTOWN PROJECTS  INTO 

ACCOUNT DISCREDITS THE 

CONSULTANT’S REPORT

. 



535-551 Brant St. 

Approved a 27-storey, 259 

units

• 688-698 Brant St. Approved

• 11-storey 305 residential units ground 

floor retail. 12 2-storey townhouse units

CONSIDER



774 Brant & Ghent - Under Review a mixed-use 

development comprised of a 25-storey tower and an 

18-storey tower (with ground floor commercial area) 

and 444 residential units

CONSIDER

2107 Old Lakeshore Rd.

Approved 196 units mixed-use



2069 Lakeshore Rd. and 383 Pearl St

Under Construction

291 residential units

CONSIDER

2090 James Street & 374 Martha Street 

Under Construction

240 residential units



CONSIDER- ONE OF CITY HALL’S FAVOURITES

The Gallery, 421 Brant, Just Completed - 22 storeys, 161 

suites Ground floor commercial



CONSIDER

• The Burleau 

• 2072 Lakeshore Rd.

• Pre Application 

• 27 storey mixed-use 

building, 276 

residential units 

Lakeshore Road and 

Old Lakeshore Road.

•2093, Old Lakeshore Road, 2100 Lakeshore Road 

Approved

• 27-storey, 310 unit mixed use building with 

commercial at grade and residential units 

above.



CONSIDER

 407 Martha St. Appealed 

 11-storey residential building consisting of 130 units,



CONSIDER

789 – 795 Brant,  Approved 

31-storey mixed use building

356 residential units

409 Brant Approved
24-story mixed-use high-rise 
building 227 Residential Units

Across from City Hall

409 Brant Street Development Rendering

https://www.burlington.ca/en/news/resources/Current-Development-Projects/Ward-2/409-Brant-St/409-brant.jpeg


SCARIER YET, 2020 LAKESHORE

OLT REJECTION

35 storeys (west tower) and 30 storeys (east tower) Rejected but expect a 

modified application



OBJECTION - PEDESTRIAN WIND STUDY

THE Pedestrian Wind Study was based on 

climate wind data from Hamilton Airport, 

(32km – driving distance away) which 

would have been the best available at the 

time.

Our location experiences very significant 

winds which may not be reflected from 

that far away.

Wind gauge monitoring by a former 

resident indicated winds averaging 35 

km/h daily and often exceeds 55 km/h. A 

one time reading in excess of 89 km/h was 

recorded

Suggest monitoring be setup on 2025 Maria Street over as long a time as possible to get 

more local data in inform a revised study.



OBJECTION - PEDESTRIAN WIND STUDY CON’T

Open balconies with high 

winds pose a severe safety 

hazard

Many objects have flown off 

balconies onto the ground 

below.

Currently, many residents 

have found that balconies are 

so windy they are unusable 

much of the time

Residents have taken to tying 

down or securing furniture, 

planters etc. in order to 

prevent them blowing away.



OBJECTION - PEDESTRIAN WIND STUDY CON’T

Based on resident measurements, 

it is believed that winds in excess 

of 30 km/h are present on an all too 

frequent basis. 

The study states “ The directions 

from which stronger winds (eg.30 

km/h) approach are also of interest 

as they have the highest potential 

of creating problematic wind 

conditions….”

Resident’s readings were above 30 

km/h much of the time.



OBJECTION - PEDESTRIAN WIND STUDY CON’T

The study designates wind speeds above 

20 km/h more than 20% of the time 

“uncomfortable”.

The study primarily concentrates on 

pedestrian levels however the balconies 

would also be classified as 

“uncomfortable” and possibly dangerous.

Items falling from or flying off balconies 

are very much a concern.

What parties will be considered liable 

when a pedestrian is injured or worse?



OBJECTION - PEDESTRIAN WIND STUDY CON’T

The study classifies pedestrian conditions along Maria 

Street north of the existing Berkeley on Elizabeth Street 

as “uncomfortable”

The study results in this being only a winter condition. We believe an amended study will 

reflect that the windy conditions are year-round. Elderly people walking along Elizabeth cand 

be overpowered by very strong winds.

Mitigation methods are indeed required even for the existing conditions.



OBJECTION - PEDESTRIAN WIND STUDY CON’T

The study confirms that Level 7 would 

be “uncomfortable” throughout the year.

4.2 Outdoor Amenity Terraces Wind conditions on the 

7th floor outdoor amenity terrace are generally 

uncomfortable throughout the year The exception is on 

the southwest corner of the terrace

 where wind conditions in the summer are conducive to 

fast walking.

The strong wind flows that occur on the 7th floor terrace 

are partially due to the down washing of the prevailing 

winds off the proposed and adjacent towers. These wind 

flows are then channel between the towers, creating 

local accelerations.

To improve wind conditions on the 7th floor terrace, the 

design team should consider mitigation options 

including, but not limited to:

 • Wind screens on the north and south edges of 

  the space.

 • Pergolas and/or trellises over passive activity 

  areas.

 • Local wind screens throughout the space, to the 

  north and south of passive activity areas.

June 21, 2024



OBJECTION - PEDESTRIAN WIND STUDY CON’T

Balconies are so windy, they become unusable most days.

Residents have to tie down furniture to prevent movement

Cushions, rugs, furniture on the ground after high winds

The strongest gusts seem to come from the south west, 

flow around the north west and south west corners at 

increased speed.

Hoarding blew down 4-5 times at NE corner of 2025 Maria.

Garage door at rear unit of 509 Elizabeth by flying debris 

required replacement.

Signs blown down or away – real estate signage 

frequently found in creek

Debris found in 509 Elizabeth service court

Winds so severe at south corner of 509 Elizabeth that a tree 

and landscaping plants destroyed and had to be replaced 

with decorative grass



OBJECTION - PEDESTRIAN WIND STUDY CON’T

Wind event 

observations from 509 

Elizabeth

Cushion

Garage Door

Rug

Hoarding



OBJECTION - PEDESTRIAN WIND STUDY CON’T

WIND SAFETY:

The balconies would 

also exceed the wind 

safety criteria

Due to the very strong 

winds, no open 

balconies should be 

permitted

Recessed balconies 

would be safer

Open balconies + high 

wind + tall buildings =

DANGER



OBJECTION – SHADOW ANALYSIS

Criterion 4.3 includes a requirement that the Sun Access Factor on a private 

outdoor amenity space be a minimum of 0.22 in all cases Shadowing of the 

townhouses on the east side of Elizabeth is of considerable concern with the 

potential proximity of a 28-storey mass directly in front of it. 



OBJECTION – SHADOW ANALYSIS



OBJECTION – SHADOW ANALYSIS

Almost total shade along Elizabeth townhouses on March 21 at 5:00 pm and 6:00 pm



OBJECTION – SHADOW ANALYSIS

Sun Access Factors (SAF)

tabulated

Amenity areas listed are not correct

The amenity areas shown vary 

between 45 and 48 square 

metres while the actual area of 

each unit is about 60 square 

metres



OBJECTION – SHADOW ANALYSIS

The planning department relied on SAF data presented, which was 

incorrect and these corrected numbers due not satisfy the 0.22 

requirement..



OBJECTION – TO BE BUILT ON A FLOOD PLAIN

Analysis was 

thoroughly reviewed 

by Conservation 

Halton

Conservation Halton 

not able to support 

approval of proposal 

“likely to create 

conditions which might 

jeopardize the health 

and safety of persons”



OBJECTION – SUSTAINABILITY

The proposal does include a draft 

“Sustainable Building and Development 

Guideline but does not indicate if LEED 

Certification will be pursued and 

obtained. The developer was to obtain 

LEED certification Phase 1 but did not 

do so.

If the proposal was approved, it does not 

appear the developer intends to obtain 

LEED certification



OBJECTION – CITY PROPERTY?

The triangular piece of land at the 

north west corner of Caroline and 

Elizabeth is in close proximity to a 

buried portion of Rambo Creek. Since 

2010 this land was shown as outside 

the scope of the Carriage Gate 

development. The latest proposal 

includes this land. It is understood 

that a transfer of this parcel to the 

developer is not complete.

The area is about 40 square metres. 

Based on a 10:1 residential density, 

this land may have a value of over 

$300,000.

The fact that this property is still in the City’s name may create some leverage when dealing 

with the developer, no matter what development is eventually approved. 



OBJECTION – PHASE 1 INCOMPLETE

The developer has never completed 

the area around the transformer vault 

and the parking ramp. 

The exposed insulation has not even 

been covered with an appropriate 

covering material(s).

This has been reviewed in person on 

several occasions with a 

representative of the City. 

Notwithstanding, the developer has 

not attended to this issue even though 

2025 has been occupied for about five 

years.



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER

IN 2010, THE CITY HAD THE VISION AND THE FORESIGHT TO CHANGE THE 

EXISTING BYLAW FOR THE PROPERTY  (NOW) AT 2030 CAROLINE STREET AND 

2025 MARIA STREET TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE BERKELEY MEDICA 

ONE PROJECT

THE PUBLIC IS NOT IN FAVOUR OF THIS NEW PROPOSAL OF A 28-STOREY 

CONDO BUILDING, THREE PETITIONS WITH SIGNATURES TOTALLING 331 

NAMES INCLUDING COUNTLESS LETTERS OBJECTING TO THIS PROPOSAL

WE CURRENTLY HAVE A MEDICAL CRISIS. 22% OF CANADIANS DO NOT HAVE 

ACCESS TO A FAMILY MEDICAL DOCTOR. AS A RESULT, DOUG FORD HAS 

APPOINTED DR. JANE PHILPOTT TO PRESEENT FINDINGS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS

CANADA/ ONTARIO IS FAR BEHIND THE REST OF THE WORLD WHEN IT COMES 

TO PROVIDING THEIR CITIZENS WITH THE PROPER HEALTH CARE.



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER

ON BEHALF OF ALL THE PEOPLE WHO HAVE SINGED PETITIONS AND SENT 

LETTERS,  I PLEAD TO CITY COUNCIL  TO CONTINUE TO DO THE RIGHT THING, 

MAKE THE RIGHT DECISION, CONTINUE TO BE VISIONARY LEADERS AND 

DENY /  REJECT THIS NEW APPLICATION.

INSTEAD, KEEP THE CURRENT BYLAW, WORK WITH A VERY ENTHUSIASTIC 

PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT, THE PUBLIC AND OTHER PARTNERS WHO ARE 

DESPERATELY LOOKING FOR SOLUTIONS TO SOLVE TODAY’S HEALTH CARE 

CRISIS.

The City of Burlington can continue to be VISIONARY LEADERS and instrumental 

in helping to solve this HEALTH CARE CRISIS problem at a time when the 

population is increasing at such a rapid rate. Hospitals don’t have the capacity 

and are not designed to fix this crisis.



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER

SOURCE:

GLOBAL NEWS

 NETWORK



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER

SOURCE:

CBC..CA



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



OBJECTION – LOSS OF THE MEDICAL CENTER



CONCLUSION…

REASONS TO DENY THIS APPLICATION

GIVEN THAT THERE IS NO PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR 

THIS 28-STOREY CONDO DUE TO THE LOSS OF AN 

APPROVED AND URGENTLY NEEDED MEDICAL 

BUILDING, AND COUNTLESS OTHER REASONS 

IDENTIFIED IN THIS PRESENTATION, WE IMPLORE 

CITY COUNCIL TO REJECT / DENY THIS APPLICATION.
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