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CITY OF

Burlington

SUBJECT: Recommendation report for official plan and zoning by-law
amendments for 1085 Clearview Ave., 1082, 1086 and 1090
St. Matthew’s Ave.

TO: Planning and Development Committee
FROM: Department of City Building - Planning Building and
Culture

Report Number: PB-31-19

Wards Affected: 1

File Numbers: 520-02/19 and 505-01/19
Date to Committee: July 9, 2019

Date to Council: July 15, 2019

Recommendation:

Refuse the application for official plan and zoning by-law amendments submitted by
MHBC Planning Limited, 442 Brant St. Suite 204, Burlington, ON L7R 2G4, on behalf of
LIV Communities for the properties located at 1085 Clearview Ave., 1082, 1086 and
1090 St. Matthew’s Ave. for the development of a 6-storey, 162-unit residential building.

Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to provide a recommendation to refuse this development
application. The following objectives of Burlington’s Strategic Plan (2015-2040) apply to
the discussion of this application:

A City that Grows:

e Intensification
1.2.b - Mobility hubs are developed near each GO Station and in the downtown.
1.2.e - Older neighbourhoods are important to the character and heritage of
Burlington and intensification will be carefully managed to respect these
neighbourhoods.

The application proposes a 6-storey apartment building with 162 dwelling units in close

proximity to the Aldershot GO Station and an established residential neighbourhood.

e Focused Population Growth
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1.3.a - Burlington is an inclusive and diverse city that has a growing proportion of

youth, newcomers and young families and offers a price range and mix of

housing choices.
The existing neighbourhood surrounding the site includes one, one and a half, and two-
storey detached dwellings. The proposal is located in close proximity to a Higher Order
Transit Station (Aldershot GO Station) and includes a range of unit sizes.

Executive Summary:

The subject lands are located between the Aldershot GO Station to the north, and an
established residential neighbourhood to the south, east and west.

Application has been made to amend the Official Plan Designation of the subject lands
from Residential — Low Density to Residential — High Density and to change the zoning
from the Residential (Low Density) R2.1 zone to the Residential (High Density) RH1
zone with site specific amendments. These amendments are requested in order to
permit the development of a 6 storey residential building with 162 units at a density of
258 units per hectare.

Planning Staff have reviewed the application in the context of Provincial planning
documents. The development is generally consistent with the Provincial Policy
Statement and generally conforms to policies of the A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for
the Greater Golden Horseshoe. However, these provincial policy documents also
acknowledge that local official plans are the most important vehicle for implementation
of provincial policy. The application generally conforms to the Region of Halton’s
policies for development in the Urban Area and Intensification Areas; however, it does
not satisfy the City of Burlington’s policies with regards to housing intensification as
provided in Part Ill, Section 2.5.2 of the Official Plan, and urban design as provided
through the Council approved Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use and Residential Mid-
Rise Buildings. The Zoning By-law amendments requested to facilitate the proposed
development do not provide a compatible transition to the established residential
neighbourhood that surrounds the site.

Technical and public comments received for this application have been considered in
the evaluation of the proposed development.

Planning Staff are supportive of residential intensification in principle on the subject
lands; however, the built form and site design of the proposed development does not
represent an appropriate transition to the established residential neighbourhood and
does not contribute to high quality urban design and an enhanced public realm along
Masonry Court. In consideration of the above, Planning Staff are recommending refusal
of the application for Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment for the
subject lands.
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REPORT FACT SHEET

RECOMMENDATIONS: Refusal Ward No.: 1
APPLICANT: MHBC Planning Ltd.

n .- . .

= OWNER: LIV Communlt_|e§ and Hamilton Meeting

g Rooms Association

S FILE NUMBERS: 505-01/19 and 520-02/19

S TYPE OF APPLICATION: Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law

= Amendment

<c.’:' 6 storey residential apartment building with

PROPOSED USE:

162 units

PROPERTY LOCATION:

East side of Clearview Ave. and west side of
St. Matthew’s Ave. South side of Masonry
Court, west of the Aldershot GO Station.

[%2]

g MUNICIPAL ADDRESSES: 1085 Clearview Aye., and 1082, 1086 and

Q 1090 St. Matthew’s Ave.

% PROPERTY AREA: 0.63 ha

S Place of worship use at 1085 Clearview Ave.

D— b - _
EXISTING USE: and 1082 St. _Matt_hews Ave. Single

detached residential use at 1086 and 1090
St. Matthew’s Ave.

OFFICIAL PLAN Existing: Residential — Low Density

0

S OFFICIAL PLAN Proposed: Residential — High Density

£

> .

< ZONING Existing: Residential (Low Density) R2.1 zone

o
ZONING Proposed: Residential (High Density) RH1- site specific
NEIGHBOURHOOD MEETING: October 29, 2018

[%2]

TE APPLICATION RECEIVED: January 14, 2019

5]

Q STATUTORY DEADLINE: August 12, 2019 (210 days)

(@]

% STATUTORY PUBLIC MEETING: April 2, 2019

n

D Staff have received 23 written comments

053 PUBLIC COMMENTS: from 21 correspondents (Appendix E). 89

households were circulated.
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Background and Discussion:

On January 14, 2019 the Department of City Building received a complete application
for an Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment for 1085 Clearview Ave., 1082,
1086, and 1090 St. Matthew’s Ave (the subject property). The application originally
proposed a 6-storey residential building with 160 units on the subject lands, however
the most recent resubmission dated May 27, 2019 proposes 162 units. The location and
current zoning of the subject lands is illustrated in Appendix A to this report. A detail
sketch of the development proposal is provided in Appendix B. Building elevations of
the proposed development are included as Appendix C.

Site Description:

The subject properties are located on the south side of Masonry Court, bound by
Clearview Ave. to the west and St. Matthew’s Ave. to the east. Currently the subject
properties are developed with a place of worship building at 1085 Clearview Ave., a
building accessory to this use located at 1082 St. Matthew’s Ave., and with detached
dwellings at 1086 and 1090 St. Matthew’s Ave. which have been assembled for the
purposes of this development application. The lands occupied by the place of worship
are currently accessible by driveway entrances from St. Matthew’s Ave., Clearview Ave.
and Masonry Court. The subject lands are rectangular in shape and have a combined
area of approximately 0.63 hectares with approximately 137 metres of frontage along
Masonry Court and a site depth of 45.5 metres.

Surrounding land uses:

e North: Aldershot GO Station parking area, station platforms, and vacant land to
be developed for the transit station. North-west are lands at 101 Masonry Court
which are being developed for high density residential use with a variety of
townhouses and a joined, 6-storey apartment building, known as Station West,
by ADI Development Group.

e South: single detached residential uses

e East: single detached residential uses

e West: single detached residential dwellings on Clearview Ave., and employment
uses further west on Cooke Blvd.

Description of Application:

MHBC Planning Ltd. has made application for Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-
law Amendment on behalf of LIV Communities and the Hamilton Meeting Rooms
Association for the subject lands. The application was received on January 14, 2019
and proposed a mid-rise, 6-storey residential building with 160 dwelling units, resulting
in a density of approximately 255 units per hectare. The application proposes to change
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the Official Plan designation from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential
and proposes to change the zoning from the Low Density Residential R2.1 zone to a
site-specific High Density Residential RH1 zone. A Statutory Public Meeting for this
development application was held on April 2, 2019 and Report PB-28-19 provided
summary of the proposal and comments received to that date from the public and
technical agencies and departments.

On May 27, 2019 the applicant submitted revised documents for the proposed
development in response to comments received from the public and commenting
agencies and departments. The revised plans propose the development of a 6-storey
building with 162 dwelling units, resulting in a density of 258 units per hectare. In the
revised submission the applicant removed one driveway entrance, extended the
building to 113 metres in length, provided additional building stepbacks on the Masonry
Court and Clearview Ave. sides of the building, provided revised architectural
treatments, moved the amenity area to the east side of the rear yard, extended the first
two storeys of the building further into the east yard abutting St. Matthew’s Ave.,
setback the at-grade patios along Masonry Court 1.4 metres from the property line,
increased surface parking by one space resulting in 50 at-grade spaces, and increased
the landscape buffer abutting the R2.1 zone to 2.5 metres.

The proposed residential units range from 1-bedroom units to 2-bedroom units with a
den. The following table illustrates the type and quantity of dwelling units in the original
proposal from January 14, 2019 as compared to the revised proposal received on May
27, 2019:

Type of Unit # of Units # of Units
(January 14, 2019) | (May 27, 2019)

1 bedroom 29 24

1 bedroom + den 95 89

2 bedroom 11 19

2 bedroom + den 25 30

Total Units 160 162

Technical Reports:

The applicant has submitted technical supporting documentation for the development
proposal. All supporting documentation, including revised documents can be accessed
online at: www.burlington.ca/1085Clearview.

The following documentation and plans were received on January 14, 2019 in support
of the application.


http://www.burlington.ca/1085Clearview
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e Planning Justification Report. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated December 2018.

e Urban Design Brief. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated December 2018.

e Site Plan and Architectural Drawings. Kirkor Architects and Planners, dated
December 20, 2018.

e Height Survey of Adjacent Buildings. MHBC Planning Ltd. Dated December
12, 2018.

e Shadow Impact Study. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated December 21, 2018.

e Transportation Impact, Parking, and TDM Study. Paradigm Transportation
Solutions Limited, dated December 2018.

e Arborist Report and Tree Inventory, Protection, and Removals Plan. MHBC
Planning Ltd., dated July 2018.

e Landscape Concept Plan. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated December 13, 2018.

e Functional Servicing & Stormwater Management Report. MTE Consultants
Inc., dated December 20, 2018 (Revised January 11, 2019)

e Existing Conditions Plan. MTE Consultants Inc., dated December 10, 2018.

e Preliminary Site Servicing Plan. MTE Consultants Inc., dated December 11,
2018

e Preliminary Grading Plan. MTE Consultants Inc., dated December 11, 2018.

e Topographic Survey and Existing Site Servicing Plan. J.D. Barnes Ltd., dated
September 27, 2018.

e Geotechnical Report. Soil Mat Engineers and Consultants Ltd., dated
November 10, 2018 (Revised December 20, 2018).

e Noise Assessment. Novus Environmental, dated December 12, 2018

e Phase One Environmental Site Assessment. Soil Mat Engineers and
Consultants Ltd., dated November 14, 2018.

On May 10, 2019 the applicant submitted a revised set of drawings and a cover letter
summarizing the changes to the proposal.

e Revised Architectural Drawing Package. Kirkor Architects and Planners, dated
April 16, 2019.
e Cover Letter. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated May 10, 2019.

On May 27, 2019 the applicant submitted a comprehensive revised submission for
consideration, including a further revised Architectural Drawing Package with minor
changes.

e Revised Architectural Drawing Package. Kirkor Architects and Planners, dated
May 23, 2019.

Revised Landscape Concept Plan. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated May 24, 2019.
Soil Volume Plan. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated May 24, 2019.

Revised Arborist Report. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated May 23, 2019.

Revised Tree Inventory, Protection and Removals Plan. MHBC Planning Ltd.,
dated May 23, 2019.

e Revised Shadow Study. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated May 13, 2019.’



https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/3_PlanningJustificationReport_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/4_Urban-Design-Brief_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/2_SitePlan-ArchitecturalDrawings_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/8_BuildingHeightsSurvey_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/5_Shadow-Impact-Study_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/7_Transportation-Parking-TDM-Study-REPORT_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/10_ArboristReport-July-19-18_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/9_TreeInventory-July-19-2018_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/1_ConceptPlan_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/11_SWM__FSR_Report_2019_01_11.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/12_Existing-Conditions-Plan.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/14_Servicing-Plan.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/13_Grading-Plan.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/15_Existing-Servicing-Plan_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/16_GeotechnicalReport_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/17_NoiseStudy_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/18_PhaseOneESA_12-21-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-10-additions/Revised-Architectural-Drawing-Package-May-10-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/1085-Clearview-Cover-Letter.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Revised-Architectural-Drawing-Package-May-23-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Revised-Landscape-Concept-Plan-May-24-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Soil-Volume-Plan-May-24-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Revised-Arborist-Report-May-23-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/15226M---Tree-Inventory---05-23-19-TI-1.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Revised-Shadow-Study-May-13-2019.pdf
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e Revised Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report. MTE
Consultants Inc., dated May 17, 2019.

e Transportation Impact, Parking, and TDM Study Addendum Letter.
Paradigm Transportation Solutions Limited, dated May 15, 2019.

e Noise Study Addendum Letter. Novus Environmental, dated May 15, 2019.

e Phase One ESA — Revised. Soil Mat Engineers and Consultants Ltd., dated
May 23, 2019.

e Phase Two ESA. Soil Mat Engineers and Consultants Ltd., dated July 24, 2017.

e Phase Two ESA — Supplemental. Soil Mat Engineers and Consultants Ltd.,
dated December 11, 2018.

e Revised Draft Official Plan Amendment. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated May 9,
2019.

e Revised Zoning By-law Amendment. MHBC Planning Ltd., dated May 23,
2019

e Comment Response Matrix. LIV Communities, received May 27, 2019.

Policy Framework:

The application for Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment is subject
to the following policy framework:

PROVINCIAL POLICY FRAMEWORK

Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P.13

The Planning Act requires the council of a municipality to have regard to specific
matters of provincial interest, among other matters, when carrying out their
responsibilities under this Act (Part 1, Section 2). The matters of provincial interest
which are relevant to this development application for Official Plan Amendment and
Zoning By-law Amendment for the subject lands are summarized below. Further
analysis of key matters are discussed throughout the report:

Matters of Provincial Interest | Staff Analysis

The protection of ecological The subject lands are located in an urban setting,
systems, including natural and not located within a regulatory floodplain. The
areas, features and functions development proposes the removal of all trees on

the property and the removal of the majority of the
existing public street trees along Masonry Court.
The application contributes to the removal of tree
canopy in an urban setting.



https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Revised-Stormwater-and-Function-Servicing-Report-May-17-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Transportation-Impact-Parking-and-TDM-Study-Addendum-Letter-May-15-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Noise-Study-Addendum-Letter-May-15-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Phase-One-ESA---Revised-May-23-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Phase-Two-ESA-July-24-2017.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/Phase-Two-ESA---Supplemental-December-11-2018.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/MHBC-Draft-OPA-May-9-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/May-27-Additions/MHBC-Draft-ZBA-May-23-2019.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-you/resources/Planning_and_Development/Current_Development_Projects/Ward_1/1085-Clearview/Comment-Response-Matrix-May-24-2019.pdf
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Matters of Provincial Interest

Staff Analysis

The conservation of features of
significant architectural, cultural,
historical, archaeological or
scientific interest

The subject properties are not listed in the
Municipal Register as either designated or non-
designated properties under the Ontario Heritage
Act. The area is not identified as having
archeological potential as it is already disturbed.

The supply, efficient use and
conservation of energy and
water

The applicant has indicated that efficient fixtures
and appliances will be incorporated in the
development. No detailed information has been
provided at this time about the energy efficiency of
the building shell.

The adequate provision and
efficient use of communication,
transportation, sewage and
water services and waste
management systems

Studies provided by the applicant indicate that the
development can be supported by existing
infrastructure.

The minimization of waste

Waste will be generated by disposal of existing
building materials. No details have been provided
in regard to the disposal of waste related to
construction activities. The development is
proposed to be serviced by Halton Region Waste
collection services.

The orderly development of safe
and healthy communities

The development proposal is located in the urban
area of Burlington and is designated for low-
density residential development according to local
official plan policies. The development is located
within an existing low-density residential
community and is located across the street from a
regional transit station (Aldershot GO Station).
While the development of higher density housing in
proximity to major transit stations within the urban
area of Burlington presents an opportunity to
increase ridership for transit use, the built form of
the current proposal does not represent compatible
intensification within the context of the surrounding
community.

The accessibility for persons
with disabilities to all facilities,
services and matters to which
this Act applies

The development provides barrier free parking
spaces.

The adequate provision of a full
range of housing, including
affordable housing

The proposed apartment building will offer a variety
of unit sizes. 24 one-bedroom units, 89 one-
bedroom plus den units, 19 two-bedroom units,
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Matters of Provincial Interest

Staff Analysis

and 30 two-bedroom plus den units. No information
has been provided to indicate the affordability of
the units.

The resolution of planning
conflicts involving public and
private interests

The City’s Mobility Hub Study for the Aldershot GO
Station area has not been completed, and
therefore the development of this parcel at this
time may affect the direction of future plans for the
area.

The appropriate location of
growth and development

The location of a development with higher
residential densities is appropriate given the
proximity to the Aldershot GO Station. However,
the proposed building length and massing does not
represent a compatible built form transition to the
adjacent low-density residential community to the
south, east and west. The massing and built form
of this development is not appropriate for the
transitional context of the site.

The promotion of development
that is designed to be
sustainable, to support public
transit and to be oriented to
pedestrians

The development is located adjacent to a transit
station and would likely provide additional users of
the public transportation services. However, a
more compatible form of intensification than
currently proposed would also fulfill this Provincial
interest.

The promotion of built form that,
is well-designed, encourages a
sense of place, and provides for
public spaces that are of high
quality, safe, accessible,
attractive and vibrant

The building and site, as proposed, do not provide
a compatible transition to the surrounding low-
density land uses and do not contribute to an
attractive and vibrant public space along Masonry
Court.

The mitigation of greenhouse
gas emissions and adaptation to
a changing climate

The subject lands are located within 250 meters of
the Aldershot GO Station and may contribute to
increased ridership and less reliance on
automobiles for commuting. The large paved
surface at the rear of the property, combined with
the hardscaped at-grade amenity space does not
provide a permeable surface for increased flows of
stormwater.
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Provincial Policy Statement (2014)

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) came into effect on April 30, 2014 and provides
broad policy direction on matters related to land use and development that are of
provincial interest. Local Official Plans are recognized through the PPS as the most
important instrument for implementation of the land use policies stated by the PPS.
Decisions affecting planning matters made on or after April 30, 2014 are required to be
consistent with the PPS.

The PPS requires that settlement areas shall be the focus of growth and development
and the subject lands are located within the settlement area of the City of Burlington.

Within settlement areas, the PPS encourages densities and a mix of land uses which
efficiently use land and resources; are appropriate for, and efficiently use, infrastructure
and public service facilities; minimize negative impacts to air quality and climate change
and promote energy efficiency; support active transportation; are transit-supportive,
where transit is planned, exists or may be developed, and are freight-supportive (PPS,
1.1.3.2). The site is located across the street from the southern entrance to the
Aldershot GO Station which includes GO Train service on the Lakeshore West line, Go
Bus service, as well as local transit stops. The development is proposed to be serviced
by existing roadways, as well as existing water, sanitary and stormwater infrastructure
in the area.

Planning authorities are directed by the PPS to identify appropriate locations for
intensification and redevelopment and to provide development standards which facilitate
this intensification, redevelopment and compact form, while avoiding or mitigating risks
to public health and safety (PPS, 1.1.3.3, 1.1.3.4). The PPS instructs that minimum
targets for intensification and redevelopment shall be established by planning
authorities and based on local conditions. However, in areas where provincial targets
have been set out through provincial plans, the provincial targets shall apply (PPS
1.1.3.5). A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe applies to
the City of Burlington and the minimum intensification targets of this plan shall apply.
The PPS requires that new development in designated growth areas should occur
adjacent to the existing built-up area and shall have a compact built form, a mix of
densities and uses that allow for an efficient use of land, infrastructure and public
service facilities (PPS, 1.1.3.6).

The PPS provides housing policies which direct planning authorities to provide an
appropriate range and mix of housing types and densities to meet projected demands of
current and future residents of the regional market area (PPS, 1.4.3). The need for
housing is to be accommodated by permitting and facilitating all forms of housing and all
forms of residential intensification; directing growth to locations with appropriate
infrastructure and public service facilities; promoting densities that efficiently use land,
resources, infrastructure, public service facilities and support active transportation and
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transit; and by establishing development standards for residential intensification which
minimize the cost of housing and facilitates compact form, while maintaining appropriate
levels of public health and safety.

In determining the compatibility of land uses, the PPS requires that sensitive land uses
such as housing, and major facilities such as transportation infrastructure and corridors,
be planned to ensure that they are appropriately designed, buffered and/or separated
from each other. This ensures that any potential adverse effects from odour, noise and
other contaminants are mitigated to minimize risk to public health and safety, and to
ensure the viability of major facilities in the long-term (PPS, 1.2.6.1, 1.6.8.3).

The PPS directs that municipal sewage services and municipal water services are the
preferred form of servicing for settlement areas, and intensification in settlement areas
on these services should be promoted, wherever feasible (PPS, 1.6.6.2). When
planning for stormwater management, development should maximize the extent of and
function of vegetative and pervious surfaces; and promote stormwater management
best practices including stormwater attenuation and re-use, and low-impact
development (PPS, 1.6.6.7).

The PPS instructs planning authorities to support energy conservation, improved air
quality, reduced greenhouse gas emissions, and climate change adaptation through
land use development patterns which promote compact form and a structure of nodes
and corridors; promote active transportation and transit; and promote design which
maximizes energy efficiency and conservation and considers the mitigating effects of
vegetation and maximizes vegetation in settlement areas (PPS 1.8.1).

The PPS recognizes that the province of Ontario is diverse, and that local context is
important. Policies are outcome-oriented, and some policies provide flexibility in their
implementation provided provincial interests are upheld. The policies of the PPS
represent minimum standards, and planning authorities and decision makers may go
beyond these minimum standards to address matters of importance to a specific
community (PPS, Part Ill). Policy 4.7 of the PPS identifies that the official plans are the
most important mechanism for the implementation of provincial policy and shall
establish appropriate land use designations and policies that direct development to
suitable areas. The City of Burlington’s Official Plan contains development standards to
facilitate housing intensification through specific evaluation criteria. The development
standards from the City’s Official Plan are integrated in the City’s Zoning By-law 2020 in
the form of regulations to inform appropriate development. The City’s Official Plan also
gives consideration to built form in its policies for design and associated Council
approved design guidelines.

Staff Analysis:
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Planning Staff have reviewed the application against the PPS and believe that
increased residential density is appropriate for this site. The subject lands are located
within the settlement area of Burlington and are within 250 metres of the Aldershot GO
Station. Increased residential density will support transit ridership for GO Transit, and
active transportation is supported by way of cycling amenities proposed in the
development and by proximity to local amenities. An increase in residential density will
assist in the achievement of the required intensification targets for the Region of Halton.
The proposed development is capable of being supported with existing water, waste
water, and stormwater infrastructure, and vehicle traffic generated from the site is
capable of being accommodated on the existing road network. The residential
intensification proposed utilizes a compact built form which will assist in proving a mix of
housing options in the area. The use of at-grade residential patios along Masonry Court
will assist in activating the streetscape and provide passive surveillance of the public
realm. The proposed building height of 6 storeys may also be appropriate as a mid-rise
built form can assist in transitioning between high and low intensity uses. Planning Staff
feel that increased residential density for the subject lands is generally consistent with
the PPS.

There are elements of the proposal however, that do not align with certain PPS policy,
specifically:

e Policy 1.2.6.1 and 1.6.8.3 Land Use Compatibility and Transportation and
Infrastructure Corridors as the rail authority (CN Rail) has not been adequately
satisfied that the sound level limits can be achieved on site without mitigative
measures; and Policy 1.8 Energy Conservation, Air quality, and Climate Change
as they relate to design which considers the mitigating effects of vegetation; and,

e Policy 1.6.6 Sewage, Water and Stormwater as they relate to the function of
vegetative and pervious surface for stormwater management.; and,

Policy 4.7 of the PPS identifies that official plans are the most important mechanism for
the implementation of provincial policy and shall establish appropriate land use
designations and policies that direct development to suitable areas. Planning Staff
acknowledge that the current Official Plan designation of the subject lands as
Residential — Low Density is not appropriate given the close proximity to the Aldershot
GO Station. However, the lands are also located within an established low-density
neighbourhood and appropriate transition must be provided through a built form that is
context-sensitive. While Planning Staff support the residential density proposed for the
site, the proposed building and site design do not satisfy local policy with regard to
housing intensification evaluation. Similarly, while a 6-storey built form can assist in
achieving a transition between higher and lower intensity residential uses, the building
has not been designed in accordance with the City’s Council Approved Design
Guidelines for Mixed-Use and Residential Mid-Rise Buildings.
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Conclusion:

Planning Staff feel that an increase in the residential density for the subject lands is
generally consistent with the PPS. In accordance with section 4.7 of the PPS, matters
related to the proposed building and site design are addressed in the Official Plan
section of this report.

A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2019)

A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (Growth Plan) came
into effect on May 16, 2019 as an update to the previous provincial growth plan. The
Growth Plan provides specific growth management policy direction for the Greater
Toronto and Hamilton Area (GTHA) and focuses development in the existing urban
areas through intensification. The guiding principles of the Growth Plan include building
complete communities that are vibrant and compact, and utilizing existing and planned
infrastructure in order to support growth in an efficient and well-designed form.

Forecasted growth will be allocated based on a vast majority of growth being directed to
settlement areas that have a delineated built boundary; that have existing or planned
municipal water and wastewater infrastructure; and that can support the achievement of
complete communities (Growth Plan, 2.2.1.2 a). Complete Communities are defined in
the Growth Plan as:

“Places such as mixed-use neighbourhoods or other areas within cities, towns,
and settlement areas that offer and support opportunities for people of all ages
and abilities to conveniently access most of the necessities for daily living,
including an appropriate mix of jobs, local stores, and services, a full range of
housing, transportation options and public service facilities. Complete
communities are age-friendly and may take different shapes and forms
appropriate to their contexts.”

Based on this definition, complete communities are understood as areas within a city
that offer a variety of conveniently located housing, jobs, daily amenities and transit for
a diverse range of residents in a way that responds to the uniqueness of each area’s
context.

The Growth Plan identifies that, within settlement areas, growth will be focused in
delineated built up areas; strategic growth areas; locations with existing or planned
transit, with a priority on higher order transit where it exists or is planned; and, areas
with existing or planned public service facilities (Growth Plan 2.2.1.2 c¢). Strategic
Growth Areas, within settlement areas, are nodes, corridors, and other areas identified
by the municipalities or the province to be the focus of intensification and higher density
mixed uses in a more compact built form.
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The Growth Plan also requires that by the time the next municipal comprehensive
review is approved and in effect, and for each year thereafter, the minimum
intensification target for Halton requires that a minimum of 50 percent of all residential
development happening annually be within the delineated built boundary (Growth Plan,
2.2.2.1 a). Municipalities are required to develop and implement a strategy, through
their official plan documents, to achieve the stated minimum intensification target.
Policies for growth and intensification are required to identify strategic growth areas to
support the intensification target; identify the appropriate type and scale of development
in these areas and transition of built form to adjacent areas; encourage intensification
throughout the delineated built-up area; and ensure lands are zoned for the
achievement of complete communities (Growth Plan, 2.2.2.3). The City of Burlington
began developing and implementing an intensification strategy to respond to the
objectives of the 2006 Growth Plan by directing a significant amount of population and
employment growth to mixed use intensification corridors and centres in its 2008 Official
Plan. The City is continuing to respond to the objectives of the more recent provincial
growth plan documents for the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area through its review of
the draft policies of the 2018 Council adopted Official Plan and Mobility Hubs studies.

Priority transit corridors are depicted on Schedule 5 of the Growth Plan. Development
will be prioritized for major transit station areas (MTSA) on these priority transit routes
(Growth Plan, 2.2.4.1). MTSAs, among others, are identified as Strategic Growth Areas
in the Growth Plan, and are defined as:

“The area including and around any existing or planned higher order transit
station or stop within a settlement area; or the area including and around a major
bus station in an urban core. Major transit station areas generally are defined as
the area within an approximate 500-800 metre radius of a transit station,
representing about a 10-minute walk.”

Higher Order Transit is defined in the Growth Plan as:

“Transit that generally operates in partially or completely dedicated rights-of-way,
outside of mixed traffic, and therefore can achieve levels of speed and reliability
greater than mixed-traffic transit. Higher order transit can include heavy rail (such
as subways and inter-city rail), light rail, and buses in dedicated rights-of-way.

The Growth Plan requires that planning will be prioritized for MTSAs that are located
along priority transit corridors and a minimum density target of 150 residents and jobs
per hectare will apply (Growth Plan, 2.2.4.3 ¢). The Lakeshore West GO Train line is
shown on Map 5 of the Growth Plan as a priority transit corridor between the Burlington
GO Station and Toronto’s Union Station. The Aldershot GO Station is not located on a
priority transit corridor, and therefore no minimum density target is specified in the
Growth Plan.
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The Growth Plan identifies that within all MTSAs, development will be supported in
appropriate areas by planning for a diverse mix of uses to support existing and planned
transit levels; collaboration between public and private sectors; providing alternative
development standards; and, prohibiting built form and land uses that would adversely
affect the achievement of transit-supportive densities (Growth Plan, 2.2.4.9). The term
“transit-supportive” is defined by the Growth Plan as:

“Relating to development that makes transit viable and improves the quality of
the experience of using transit. It often refers to compact, mixed-use
development that has a high level of employment and residential densities.
Transit supportive development will be consistent with Ontario’s Transit
Supportive Guidelines.”

The Province’s Transit-Supportive Guidelines were released by the Ministry of
Transportation in 2012 and are intended to be a reference document for planning
transit-supportive development as called for in the Growth Plan. The Province’s Transit-
Supportive Guidelines document provides strategies for site and building design to
achieve a built form that is transit-supportive. Buildings should have a positive
relationship to the street and should contribute to a pedestrian friendly public realm.

The Growth Plan requires that municipalities support housing choice through the
achievement of the specified minimum intensification targets prescribed in the plan by
identifying a diverse range and mix of housing options and establishing targets for
affordable housing (Growth Plan, 2.2.6). Further, municipalities will support the
development of complete communities by planning to accommodate forecasted growth
to the planning horizon of the plan; by planning to achieve the minimum intensification
targets; considering the range and mix of housing options and densities of existing
housing stock; and, planning to diversify the overall housing stock across the
municipality (Growth Plan, 2.2.6.2).

The Growth Plan specifies that municipalities, in planning to achieve their mandated
minimum intensification targets, are to develop and implement urban design and site
design policies within their Official Plan and supporting documents that will direct the
development of a high quality public realm and compact built form (Growth Plan,
5.2.5.6). The City of Burlington’s Official Plan contains policies for housing
intensification and includes evaluation criteria for determining appropriate site design
and built form for such developments. The City’s Official Plan also contains policies for
design, including implementation policies which regard any Council approved design
guideline documents as policy. In this regard, the City has approved Design Guidelines
for Mixed-Use and Residential Mid-Rise Buildings which apply to the proposed
development of a mid-rise building on the subject lands.

The Growth Plan notes that the identification of a strategic growth area, such as a
MTSA, does not equate to a land use designation and the delineation does not confer
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any new land use permission or alter any existing land use designation. Development
proposed on lands within these identified areas continues to be subject to the relevant
provincial and municipal land use policies and approval processes (Growth Plan,
5.2.5.8). The lands are designated as Low Density Residential in the City’s Official Plan,
however they are also located within 250 metres of a higher order transit station.
Therefore, the proposed redesignation of the subject lands to High Density Residential
needs to be assessed against all relevant local Official Plan policies for evaluation of
residential intensification.

Staff Analysis:

The Aldershot GO Station is considered a higher order transit station. The subject lands
are located approximately 250 metres from a pedestrian entrance to the Aldershot GO
Station and therefore, the subject lands are located within an area defined by the
province as a MTSA. Planning Staff acknowledge that the subject lands are
appropriately situated to accommodate residential intensification as directed by the
Growth Plan.

Planning Staff have reviewed the application with respect to the policies provided in the
Growth Plan and find that increased residential density is appropriate for the site.
Residential intensification on these lands has the potential to increase ridership of
regional and local transit, and to provide a mix of housing in a compact form on existing
municipal services. Increased residential density on this site will assist in achieving the
Growth Plan’s minimum intensification targets for Halton. Planning Staff feel that the
application generally conforms to the Growth Plan with regard to the appropriate
locations for residential intensification.

However, as noted in policy 5.2.5.6 of the Growth Plan, municipalities are required to
develop and implement urban design and site design official plan policies that direct the
development of a high quality public realm and compact built form.

The lands are identified as Residential — Low Density in the City’s Official Plan, and
therefore, applications for residential intensification are subject to the review of the
housing intensification policies and evaluation criteria. The proposed building and site
design of this development has not satisfied the City’s evaluation criteria for housing
intensification provided in the Official Plan. A detailed analysis of the City’s Official Plan
policies as they relate to housing intensification are provided in this report.

Furthermore, the development proposes a 6-storey, mid-rise building and the Council
approved Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use and Residential Mid-Rise Buildings also
apply. Planning Staff have reviewed the development with regard to these local
guidelines, and have concluded that the building and site design, as proposed, do not
provide a high quality public realm along Masonry Court and do not provide an
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appropriate transition to the existing low-density neighbourhood. More detail in this
regard is provided in the analysis of the Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use and
Residential Mid-Rise Buildings in this report.

Finally, due to close proximity of the proposed development to the Aldershot GO
Station, Planning Staff have reviewed the proposed development against the Province’s
Transit-Supportive Guidelines. Planning Staff acknowledge that increased residential
density on the subject lands will support transit, however the built form must also be
transit-supportive and be consistent with these provincial guidelines. Planning Staff
have concerns that the development, as proposed, is not consistent with these
guidelines and a detailed analysis of Ontario’s Transit-Supportive Guidelines are
provided in a separate section of this report.

The City continues to work to develop land use designations surrounding the Aldershot
GO Station which support transit and also integrate well with the surrounding
community. As stated in Policy 5.2.5.8 of the Growth Plan, the identification of a MTSA
does not confer any new land use permission or alter any existing land use designations
on existing lands. Planning Staff's recommendation of refusal of this application is
premised on the incompatibility of the proposed building and site design with
surrounding residential uses, negative public realm impacts, as well as prematurity to
the finalization of the land use designation review for this area.

Conclusion:

Planning Staff feel that increased residential density for the subject lands conforms with
policy direction in the Growth Plan for intensification around higher order transit stations.
However, Planning Staff are not satisfied that the building and site design, as proposed,
address urban form and site design strategies as provided in Ontario’s Transit
Supportive Guidelines. Furthermore, in accordance with Growth Plan policies 5.2.5.6
and 5.2.5.8, the land use designation change requested to support the residential
intensification of the site is required to be assessed against local official plan policies.
Planning Staff do not feel that the development, as proposed, adequately satisfies local
housing intensification policies and design guidelines for mid-rise buildings. More
detailed analysis with regard to these local matters is provided in the Burlington Official
Plan section of this report.

Metrolinx 2041 Regional Transportation Plan

The 2041 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was released in 2018 by Metrolinx as an
update to the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan entitled The Big Move. The 2041 RTP
supports the policy framework for the Growth Plan, by providing guiding policies for
creating an integrated, multimodal regional transportation system that will serve the
needs of residents, businesses and institutions into the future. Through the 2041 RTP,
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Mobility Hubs and Major Transit Station Areas (MTSA) along Priority Corridors are
identified as being the focal areas for development.

Conclusion:

The Aldershot GO Station is identified as a Major Transit Station Area but is not located
on a Priority Transit Corridor. Referring to the Growth Plan, only MTSAS on priority
transit corridors are required to achieve minimum density targets. All MTSAs are
required to assist in achieving the municipal minimum intensification target. Staff can
support intensification on this site to support the Aldershot GO Station, however the
current built form and site design of the proposed development does not appropriately
transition to the established neighbourhood surrounding the property.

Ontario Transit-Supportive Guidelines

The Province’s Transit-Supportive Guidelines (TSG) are intended to be a reference
document for planning transit-supportive development as called for the PPS and the
Growth Plan. Focusing urban growth within a system of nodes with higher levels of
transit service is fundamental to linking land use and transit (TSG, 1.1.2). Intensification
within nodes should provide an appropriate transition of use, intensity and scale to
surrounding areas (TSG, 1.1.2.9). The TSG also provides guidance on transit-
supportive development within built-up areas, noting that the retrofit of these areas
through intensification can enhance the efficiency of transit service (TSG, 1.1.4). The
following text from section 1.1.4 of the TSG speaks to the importance of integrating
transit-supportive development in existing built-up areas:

“Stable built-up areas are important to the quality of life in our towns and
communities. Preserving the function of built-up areas while encouraging
incremental changes that support transit ridership will help maintain desired
characteristics while supporting more comprehensive community-wide measures
in support of transit.”

Staff Analysis:

Planning Staff believe that the subject lands are an appropriate location for residential
intensification due to the close proximity of the Aldershot GO Station. The proposed
development is situated adjacent to an existing built up area comprised of low density
residential dwellings and careful consideration must be given to compatibility of built
form and site design. Further analysis to this effect is provided in the review of the City’s
Official Plan policies for housing intensification and urban design guidelines for mid-rise
buildings.
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Section 2.4 of the TSG provides direction for the creation of transit-supportive urban
form. Developments which are transit-supportive should support a high level of walking
and cycling and help to strengthen connections between transit facilities and
surrounding areas. Buildings should be designed and situated appropriately to support
an active pedestrian environment through careful consideration of the way they meet
the street. Specifically, Section 2.4.1 of the TSG states:

“The act of locating higher-density development and uses adjacent to a transit
stop does not always equate to transit-supportive development.” [and]

“Buildings can help to support an active pedestrian environment through careful
consideration of the way they meet the street. Architectural variety, including the
creation of prominent architectural features so that buildings can act as
landmarks on the street and the use of clear windows and doors, can help to
create an inviting environment, shortening perceived walking distances, assisting
pedestrians in navigating stations and in turn encouraging higher levels of
pedestrian activity. Through the use of massing and transitions in height and
density, buildings can help to frame and enclose the street giving areas a
stronger sense of identity and helping to integrate higher-density station areas
into surrounding development.”

The TSG document provides strategies for site and building design to achieve a built
form that is transit-supportive. Buildings should have a positive relationship to the street
and should contribute to a pedestrian friendly public realm. This can be achieved by
situating buildings close to the street so they contribute to ground level pedestrian
activity and by designing buildings to have a high level of transparency and active
architectural treatments (TSG, 2.4.1.1).

Staff Analysis:

The proposed building is located 2.5 metres from property line abutting Masonry
Court, with private outdoor patios for ground level units located 1.4 metres from
the property line. Most pedestrian traffic will pass this building frontage to access
the Aldershot GO Station. Due to the proximity of the building frontage this
property line, windows and doors provided at-grade will likely be curtained for
privacy by residents. The glazing at-grade will therefore not provide a high level
of transparency into the building. Furthermore, there is inadequate separation
between the public realm and the private patios to have either user group have a
level of comfort using these spaces. A greater building setback to Masonry Court
to include an increased landscape planting area would offer a more substantial
separator for the public and private realms and would contribute to a more
pedestrian friendly streetscape.
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The TSG provides direction that buildings with active street level uses should
incorporate frequent entrances to increase permeability (TSG, 2.4.1.2), where
permeability is defined in the TSG as “The degree to which pedestrians can see inside
or physically enter buildings or sites. A permeable fagade or site helps create a more
animated and safe environment”.

Staff Analysis:

The building is proposed to have at-grade residential patios along the building
frontage at Masonry Court. The 113 metre long building facade has only one at-
grade common pedestrian entrance along Masonry Court and private windows
and doors at-grade are likely to be curtained due to proximity to the sidewalk.
The building has not been designed to provide enough entrances to increase
permeability for pedestrians walking along the front facade looking to access the
building. A building design which increases the separation and vegetative
landscaping area between the private units and the public realm, and which
clearly demarcates multiple common entry-points to the building along the front
fagcade may address building permeability.

The TSG directs that buildings must be scaled to match their specific context and
transitions in building scale can enable higher-density uses close to transit stations
while integrating with the scale and character of the surrounding community (TSG,
2.4.1.6).

Staff Analysis:

The building addresses the low-rise residential context on the east side by
reducing the building height to 2-storeys. However, the building height on the
west side of the building does not transition to the low-rise residential uses on
Clearview Ave. as terracing is only provided from the 5" and 6" storey. The
overall building length of 113 metres is not representative of, or contextually
appropriate for, the scale of the surrounding residential neighbourhood. A design
that visually separates the building into two distinct buildings over the length of
the city block would provide a building scale which could better relate to the
context on either side street and break up the overall massing.

In the design of parking facilities, the TSG instructs that, for development to be transit
supportive, it is important that the design and location of parking is unobstructive, and
not a detriment to the quality and vitality of surrounding streets and open spaces (TSG,
2.4.2).

Staff Analysis:
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The proposed parking area is screened from the street by placing it behind the
building. However, the total amount of surface parking provided (approx. 25% of
site parking) takes up a substantial amount of the at-grade area. If this surface
parking area was reduced, the applicant would be able to increase the amount
and quality of resident outdoor amenity area and increase the depth of the
landscape areas and buffers to screen the proposed building.

The TSG directs that the design of large areas of surface parking should include a
range of environmental features, such as shade trees, permeable paving and bio-
swales that can absorb and filter surface run-off (TSG, 2.4.2.10).

Staff Analysis:

The extension of the parking area to 0.8 metres from the west property line and
2.5 metres from the south property line does not allow for enough planting area
for shade trees to minimize surface heat and mitigate the urban heat island
effect. No bio-swales or permeable paving in the parking area have been
proposed. Increased landscaping areas achieved through a significant reduction
of surface parking and increased setback of the underground parking structure
from lot lines would assist in providing area for shade trees to mature. Low-
impact development techniques such as permeable paving and bio-swales could
more easily be incorporated in a concept that has a significantly reduced amount
of surface parking.

Conclusion:

Staff have reviewed the development, as proposed, and have concluded that, while
increased residential density on the site may be transit-supportive, the building and site
design proposed are not consistent with Ontario’s Transit-Supportive Guidelines for the
following reasons:

The proposed building length and reduced setback of the at-grade residential
uses does not assist in achieving a high quality public realm along Masonry
Court;

The proposed building wall length and limited common entrances adjacent to
Masonry Court does not provide an adequate sense of building permeability for
pedestrians;

The building does not adequately relate to the scale of the surrounding
neighbourhood character; and,

The surface parking areas and extent of the underground parking structure limit
the ability to provide adequate area for tree maturation and low-impact
development techniques for stormwater management.
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REGIONAL POLICY FRAMEWORK

Halton Region Official Plan

The Region of Halton’s Official Plan (ROP) provides goals, objectives and policies for
land use development in Halton Region. The ROP provides intensification targets for all
local municipalities, including the City of Burlington. The ROP identifies that the City is
expected to meet a minimum intensification target of 8,300 new dwelling units
constructed within the Built Up Area between 2015-2031(ROP, 56, Table 2).

The subject lands are designated as “Urban Area” in accordance with the ROP. The
Urban Area objectives promote growth that is compact and transit supportive. This land
use designation also encourages intensification and increased densities. The ROP
states that permitted uses shall be in accordance with local Official Plans and Zoning
By-laws, and that all development shall be subject to the policies of the ROP (ROP, 76).

The ROP identifies “Intensification Areas” as those areas within the Urban Area that will
be the primary focus for accommodating intensification. The ROP objectives for
intensification areas include the development of an urban form that is complementary to
existing developed areas, the economical use of land, a diverse mix of compatible land
uses, the creation of a vibrant pedestrian oriented environment, support for active
transportation, higher development densities, and appropriate transition of built form to
adjacent areas. The ROP instructs that development with higher densities and mixed
uses will be directed to Intensification areas (ROP, 81(1)). Major Transit Station Area
(MTSA) are acknowledged as Intensification Areas in the ROP, and generally consist of
areas within 500 m of the Major Transit Station (Policy 80 (2)). MTSA objectives include
increased residential and employment densities to support transit, a mix of uses where
appropriate, and multi-modal access to transit facilities (ROP, 78 (11)).

The Urban Services section of the ROP requires that all new development within the
Urban Area be connected to Halton's municipal water and wastewater systems (ROP,
89(3)).

Staff Analysis:

The proposed development generally conforms with the ROP direction to accommodate
intensification within the built boundary. The development can be supported with
existing water and sanitary services which satisfies the ROP servicing policy for new
development.

However, as stated earlier in this section of the report, the ROP requires that permitted
land uses be in accordance with local Official Plans and Zoning By-laws. The location of
the subject lands, in the context of the Aldershot GO Station but also within the context
of an existing residential neighbourhood, requires that any applications for
intensification provide appropriate built form transitions to adjacent areas. Intensification
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is appropriate in MTSAs; however, the ROP objective of creating vibrant, pedestrian
oriented environments in intensification areas is subject to evaluation criteria policy in
the City’s Official Plan and Council approved Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use and Mid-
Rise Residential Buildings. Detailed analysis of these criteria is located in the Burlington
Policy Context section of this report.

Conclusion:

Planning Staff are of the opinion that the development generally conforms to the ROP
policies for the urban area and intensification areas. However, compliance with the
City’s Official Plan with respect to housing intensification policies is required.

CITY OF BURLINGTON POLICY CONTEXT

City of Burlington Official Plan

The subject lands are designated as “Residential — Low Density” on Schedule B —
Comprehensive Land Use Plan — Urban Planning Area of the City’s in-force Official Plan
(OP). The general policies of this designation allow single, semi-detached dwellings,
and other forms of compatible ground-oriented housing, with a density up to 25 units per
hectare. This development application seeks to redesignate the property to the
Residential — High Density designation to allow the development of a 6-storey, 162 unit
apartment building at a density of 258 units per hectare. In the Residential — High
Density designation, either ground or non-ground-oriented housing units with a density
between 51 and 185 units per net hectare are permitted.

Housing Intensification
Intensification is defined in the City’s OP as:

“‘Development or re-development of a property or site within an existing developed area
which is proposed to be undertaken at a higher density or intensity than permitted under
the existing zoning, and which may include re-development, (including the re-use of
brownfield sites), development on vacant and/or underutilized lands, expansion or
conversion of existing buildings, addition of dwelling units, or creation of new lots.”

The City’s OP encourages residential development and residential intensification within
the Urban Planning Area as a means to increasing the availability of a variety of housing
options, while recognizing that the proposed additional housing must be compatible with
existing residential neighbourhoods. Re-development of underutilized residential lands
is encouraged, where appropriate, at the periphery of existing residential
neighbourhoods for non-ground-oriented housing purposes (OP, Part Ill, 2.5.1). This
objective directs intensification to transportation corridors that frame existing residential
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neighbourhoods. The subject lands are located along Masonry Court across the street
from the Aldershot GO Station, and also have frontage at the end of the cul-de-sacs of
Clearview Ave. and St. Matthew’s Ave. Residential intensification on these lands must
provide an appropriate transition between these two contexts.

Applications for housing intensification within established neighbourhoods are evaluated
based on a framework of criteria provided in Part Ill, Section 2.5.2 (a) of the City’s
Official Plan. The City’s Official Plan housing intensification evaluation criteria have
been reviewed by Planning Staff with respect to this proposal:

Policy 2.5.2 a) 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 proposed development of a 6-storey, 162-unit apartment building is proposed to be
serviced by existing water and stormwater infrastructure on Masonry Court. Sanitary
servicing is proposed to connect to existing infrastructure located on Clearview Ave.
The applicant’s Functional Servicing Report identified that there were no servicing
capacity constraints for the proposed development. The Region of Halton has indicated
that the Functional Servicing Report submitted with the application is adequate for the
purposes of the Zoning By-law Amendment and Official Plan Amendment application.

The Halton Catholic District School Board has advised that students generated from the
development would be accommodated at Holy Rosary Catholic Elementary School and
Assumption Catholic secondary school. The Halton District School Board has advised
that students generated from the development would be accommodated at Maplehurst
Public School, Glenview Public School, and Aldershot Public Elementary and High
School.

The subject lands are located approximately 1 km from Aldershot Park and Grove Park
and 1.2km from LaSalle Park. Also, a new neighbourhood park is to be constructed on
the north side of Masonry Court, near Waterdown Road. The distances to these
neighbourhood amenities is walkable from the site and can provide recreational spaces
for residents.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has been met.

Policy 2.5.2 a) ii) — “off-street parking is adequate”

The applicant has proposed an on-site parking rate that is lower than the required
parking rate for apartment units through the City’s Zoning By-law. The City’s Zoning By-
law requires that the development be supplied with 1.25 spaces per one-bedroom unit,
1.5 spaces per two-bedroom unit, and 0.35 visitor parking spaces per unit, resulting in a
requirement of 273 occupant and visitor parking spaces.
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The parking rate requested is 1 space per unit with 0.25 visitor parking spaces per unit.
204 parking spaces for 162 units is proposed. The site in within walking distance of a
major transit station and a parking reduction has been deemed appropriate. This
parking rate is consistent with the minimum parking rates for apartment buildings in the
City of Burlington’s City-Wide Parking Standards Review prepared by 1Bl Group Inc.
and is supported by Transportation Staff.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has been met.

Policy 2.5.2 a) 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”

All vehicular traffic would be directed towards Masonry Court, which is classified as a
local road. The Transportation Impact, Parking and Transportation Demand
Management Study submitted by the applicant concludes that the subject site is
estimated to generate approximately 41 new AM peak hour vehicle trips and
approximately 53 new PM peak hour vehicle trips. No intersection capacity issues are
expected to occur at the proposed site driveway at Masonry Court. Intersections in the
vicinity of the development are forecast to operate with levels of service similar to the
background traffic condition. Traffic control in the form of two-way stop control is
suggested in the study at the intersection of Cooke Blvd. and Masonry Court, however
this is driven in part by the forecasted background traffic levels. The applicant has
demonstrated, to the satisfaction of the City’s Transportation staff that vehicle traffic
generated from the application can be accommodated on the existing road network with
minimal impacts.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has been met.

Policy 2.5.2 a) iv) — “the proposal is in proximity to existing or future transit facilities”

The proposal is located within 250 metres of the nearest Aldershot GO Station
entrance. This transit station is serviced by GO Train service on the Lakeshore West
line, GO Bus service, VIA Rail service and Burlington and Hamilton municipal bus
service.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has been met.

Policy 2.5.2 a) 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”
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The proposed 6-storey apartment building development is immediately surrounded by
an established neighbourhood which contains low density residential uses to the south,
east and west, comprised of single detached dwellings fronting onto Clearview Ave., St.
Matthew’s Ave. and Queen Mary Ave. An approved high-density development is under
construction on the north side of Masonry Court, and is comprised of a 6-storey
apartment building abutting the street and a variety of townhouses. The compatibility
criteria provided by this policy have been reviewed with respect to the proposed
development:

Scale

In the City’s Official Plan “Scale” is defined as “The proportion of a building or building
elements created by the placement and size of the building or element in comparison
with adjacent buildings or building elements and to human dimensions.”

The subject lands currently contain three single detached dwellings and a 1-storey
place of worship building. All of the adjacent properties in the neighbourhood also
contain single detached dwellings. The homes in the established neighbourhood range
between 1 and 2 storeys in height and are surrounded by lawn, mature trees and
hedges. The building widths of these residences range from approximately 6 metres to
20 metres with an average building width of the dwellings closest to the site being
approximately 13 metres.

The applicant has made efforts to integrate the built form of the proposed 6-storey
apartment building to the scale of the residential uses on St. Matthew’s Ave. by
incorporating a 2-storey built form at the base, and terracing at the 5" and 6™ floors.
However, the west side of the proposed building has not received the same treatment to
relate to the scale of the existing residential uses on Clearview Ave. Furthermore, the
east-west profile of proposed 6-storey building is 113 metres which is approximately 8
times the average width of the dwellings in the immediate area surrounding the site.

The proposed building is similar to the overall length of the approved 6-storey apartment
building under construction across the street on Masonry Court. However, the scale of
the proposed building is not in keeping with the scale of this approved building due to
the proposed continuous 113 metre long building wall. The approved 6-storey building
under construction across the street, while 112 metres in overall length, is physically
broken up into two distinct apartment buildings separated by a 2-storey common
amenity area building. This results in a building scale that appropriately frames the
street along Masonry Court.

The proposed continuous building wall results in a building scale that is not compatible
with the existing neighbourhood.
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Massing
In the City’s Official Plan “Massing” is defined as “The overall bulk, size, physical
volume or magnitude of a structure of project”

The overall building massing, notably caused by the significant building length, is not
compatible with the surrounding built form context. The building is proposed to be 113
metres long at grade, and 96 metres long along the roofline. The building is proposed to
be 22 metres in depth. The block length between Clearview Ave. and St. Matthew’s
Ave. is 137 metres, and the proposed building wall of 113 metres represents 82% of the
length of the block. The proposed building massing creates a 6-storey, 113 metre long
wall along the majority of the block which will impact sky views around the property. The
result of the proposed building length when combined with the proposed height is a built
form which does not achieve compatibility with the existing neighbourhood character in
terms of massing, and does not provide an appropriate transition to the established low-
density residential neighbourhood from the Aldershot GO Station.

As noted in the discussion of building scale, the approved 6-storey apartment building
development on the opposite side of Masonry Court has incorporated a physical break
in building length resulting in the appearance of two separate apartment buildings which
reduces the overall building massing. The proposed building on the subject lands does
not incorporate any break in the building length which results in a massive building form
along Masonry Court. The proposed building is therefore not compatible with the future
built form on the north side of Masonry Court in terms of massing.

Height

The low-density residential dwellings in the surrounding context of the site range in
height from 1 to 2 storeys. The current zoning affecting the property and the
surrounding residences is R2.1 which allows for a height of 2 storeys to a maximum of
10 metres for a peaked roof house. The building is proposed to be 6-storeys in height
with a 4 metre tall mechanical penthouse on the roof. The proposed building measures
19.5 metres in height to the roofline and 23.5 metres in height to top of the mechanical
penthouse. The proposed building is more than twice the permitted height compared to
the permissions for the surrounding dwellings and will contain 3 times as many floors
than would be permitted in the current zone. However, the subject lands are located
opposite the Aldershot GO Station and residential intensification and increased building
heights may be appropriate on the site, provided the building form can provide a
compatible transition to the established neighbourhood to the south, east and west. The
6-storey building height, as proposed, fits within a 45-degree angular plane to the rear
lot line abutting the residential properties to the south. The development fronts onto two
low-density residential cul-de-sacs, and the proposed building height must respond
appropriately to the built context on these streets. The proposed 2-storey portion of the
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building on the east side abutting St. Matthew’s Ave. appropriately responds to the
permitted building heights of the dwellings on this street; however, the same treatment
of building height has not been applied to the west side of the building abutting
Clearview Ave. While the proposed development is compatible with the existing
neighbourhood character along St. Matthew’s in terms of height, it is not compatible in
terms of height along the Clearview Ave. side of property.

In terms of height compatibility with the approved 6-storey apartment building on the
north side of Masonry Court, the proposed building replicates the number of storeys but
is proposed to be 3 metres taller in vertical height. While a reduction in building height
would potentially assist in achieving consistency between these two similar building
forms, a physical break in the proposed building length may be more impactful to
achieving compatibility with regard to the overall scale and massing.

Siting

The existing dwellings surrounding the site are generally modest in size and are
situated on lots which allow for landscaping and a sense of privacy. The proposed
building is situated 2.5 metres from Masonry Court in order to have the building height
fit within a 45-degree angular plane to the residential lot line to the south. The building
base is situated 17 metres from Clearview Ave. and 5.9 metres from St. Matthew’s Ave.
The 2 storey building form abutting St. Matthew’s Ave. is situated appropriately since it
replicates the general front yard setback of the existing dwellings on the lot to this
street. The west side of the building abutting Clearview Ave. has been sited to
accommodate the proposed driveway and surface parking areas. The siting of the
driveway and surface parking area is 0.8 metres from the interface of Clearview Ave.
whereas 4.5m is required, and 2.5 metres from the south lot line whereas 6 metres is
required. The driveway and parking areas are situated too close to the adjacent
residential property and the right-of-way for Clearview Ave. Furthermore, the
hardscaped ground level amenity area is located 2.5 metres from the south lot line,
whereas 6 metres is required. The location of these site elements does not allow for
adequate landscape screening to give a sense of privacy and separation between the
site, adjacent residential uses, and the public right-of-way along Clearview Ave. The
proposed development is compatible with the existing neighbourhood character in terms
of siting along St. Matthew’s Ave, but is not compatible with the existing neighbourhood
character in terms of siting along Clearview Ave. and the proximity of site activity
abutting the rear property line.

As mentioned, the proposed building on the subject lands is situated 2.5 metres from
the Masonry Court lot line. The approved 6-storey building across the street will be
situated 5 metres back from the property line abutting Masonry Court and will
accommodate at-grade residential patios in the front yard at a setback of 3 metres. The
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proposed development is similar to the approved building across the street, as at-grade
residential patios are also proposed. However, the applicant has not situated the
proposed building on the property to provide a sufficient privacy and landscaping buffer
between the public realm on Masonry Court and the at-grade residential patios.
Planning Staff feel that the increased separation of the at-grade residential patios in the
approved development across the street results in a positive public and private realm
interface along Masonry Court. The siting the proposed building 2.5 metres from
Masonry Court does not provide enough separation between the public and private
realm. The proposed development is not compatible with the approved apartment
building on the opposite side of Masonry Court in terms of building siting.

Setbacks

The property and surrounding established neighbourhood is zoned R2.1 in the City’s
Zoning By-law which requires an 11 metre front yard setback. The front yard setbacks
of the existing dwellings at the north end of St. Matthew’s Ave. are generally less than
what is required through the Zoning By-law. The front yard setbacks of the existing
dwellings along Clearview Ave. are generally consistent with the required setback. The
proposed building setback along the east side is generally consistent with the existing
front yard setbacks of the residential dwellings immediately to the south along St.
Matthew’s Ave. While no reductions to the required building setback for the RH1 zone
are requested along the east side of the property, the accommodation of the site
driveway and surface parking along this side of the building is not provided in way that
is compatible with the existing neighbourhood character along Clearview Ave. The
building setback to the rear property line allows the building to fit within a 45-degree
angular plane. However, the proposed reduction to the required setbacks of the
underground parking structure, surface parking area and hardscaped amenity area to
the south property line limit the landscaping potential for a densely planted buffer and
limits the ability to appropriately separate the on-site functions of the proposed
development from the neighbouring properties. The underground parking structure is
proposed to have a 1 metre setback to the lot lines adjacent to Clearview Ave. and St.
Matthew’s Ave. and a 3.2 metre setback to the property line shared with the dwellings to
the south. For underground parking structures on lands zoned RH1, the Zoning By-law
requires a 3 metre setback from all property lines and no encroachment into required
landscape buffers (a 6 metre landscape buffer abutting the R2.1 zone is required). The
proposed reduced setbacks for the underground parking structure restricts the
maturation of larger vegetation along the property edges to provide screening and
privacy.

With regard to the compatibility of the proposed building setbacks with the approved
high-density apartment building across the street on Masonry Court, Planning Staff do
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not feel that the proposed front yard setbacks provide the same degree of privacy and
separation between the public and private realm uses at-grade. Discussion to this
effect has been provided in the previous section related to building siting.

The proposed development is not compatible with the existing neighbourhood character
in terms of setbacks.

Coverage

The subject property and surrounding lands in the residential neighbourhood are zoned
R2.1, which permits single detached dwellings on lots which are a minimum 700 m? in
area. The lot areas in the immediate area around the site range in size from 460m? to
1080m?2. The houses are generally modest in size and have significant greenspace and
mature trees surrounding them. The R2.1 zone permits a maximum lot coverage
between 25% to 40% in this area, depending on the number of storeys of a single
detached dwelling. The intent of the lot coverage regulations in the Zoning By-law is to
ensure there is adequate open space to provide a balance between built form and
landscape features on a property. The proposed RH1 zone does not have a lot
coverage requirement; however, lot coverage is controlled by built form regulations like
required setbacks.

The proposed building represents a lot coverage of approximately 40%; however, the
site needs to accommodate an acceptable amount of vehicle parking to support the
number of units proposed. The applicant has provided one level of underground parking
with 154 spaces and has provided 50 surface parking spaces behind the building. The
proposed underground parking structure represents a lot coverage of approximately
87% of the site. The applicant has requested relief from required building setbacks,
landscape areas and landscape buffers in order to develop the site as proposed. The
extent of the underground parking structure to 1 metre from the side lot lines allows
minimal vegetation be planted above it, resulting in an amenity area that is hardscaped.
Aside from the 0.8 metre and 1.4 metre landscape areas on the sides of the property,
the 1.4 metre landscape area in front of the building, and the 2.5 metre landscape buffer
to the south, the property will be completely covered with hard surface. Planning Staff
acknowledge that the existing site at 1085 Clearview Ave. is primarily an asphalt
parking lot; however, this existing situation does not set the standard for what is
acceptable for a redevelopment proposal that contemplates residential use. The
redevelopment of the site should improve on the existing site conditions to enhance the
characteristics of the established neighbourhood. Landscape areas and landscape
buffers which meet the minimum requirements as provided in the Zoning By-law should
be provided to compliment greenspace in the existing neighbourhood and screen the
proposed development. Due to the amount of hardscaped and asphalt surface area
proposed, the development does not achieve compatibility with the existing low-density
residential neighbourhood character in terms of coverage.
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Parking

The parking rate for the site has been provided in accordance with the minimum parking
rate for apartment buildings in the Burlington-City Wide Parking Standards Review
prepared for the City by IBI Group Inc. Transportation Staff has reviewed the proposed
parking rate and is supportive of the parking rate of 1 occupant space per unit and 0.25
visitor parking spaces per unit. The development is proposed to have internal bike
parking on the first level and in the underground parking area which will help to
encourage active transportation. The proposed development does achieve compatibility
with the existing neighbourhood character in terms of parking.

Amenity Area

The existing neighbourhood has been developed at a low density with large
greenspaces around most homes as well as mature trees on private property and public
rights-of-way. All residents have access to private amenity area behind their homes.
The proposed development will have 506 square metre outdoor amenity area at-grade,
and each unit will have access to a private outdoor amenity area in the form of a patio,
balcony or terrace. The total amenity area for the site is proposed to be 2,621 square
metres including the at-grade outdoor amenity area, private balconies and terraces, as
well as indoor amenity space. The required amenity area for the proposed development
is 5,275 square metres as per the City’s Zoning By-law and the proposed amenity area
represents a 50% reduction to this requirement. The limited amenity area for the future
residents is not consistent with the amenity area provided in the existing
neighbourhood. Furthermore, the at-grade, common outdoor amenity area is proposed
to be hardscaped. A hardscaped amenity is not consistent with the landscaped amenity
areas in the surrounding neighbourhood. The reduced landscape buffer along the R2.1
zone boundary limits the ability to provide a deep, densely planted area of trees, shrubs
other landscaping to provide privacy screening between the properties. Due to the
insufficient landscape buffer proposed, the occupants of the rear-facing units of the
proposed building may be able to overlook from their balconies into the rear yard
amenity areas of the adjacent residential properties. The proposed development does
not achieve compatibility with the existing low-density neighbourhood character in terms
of amenity area.

Staff Analysis: In consideration of whether compatibility with the existing
neighbourhood character is achieved in terms of Scale, Massing, Height, Siting,
Setbacks, Coverage, Parking and Amenity Area so that a transition between
existing and proposed buildings is provided, overall this criterion has not been
met.
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Policy 2.5.2 a) 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 surrounding neighbourhood is characterized as having a mature tree canopy both
on private lots and public rights-of-way. The applicant proposes to remove all 25
existing trees on the subject lands and 22 of 25 public trees located along Masonry
Court. The extent of the underground parking structure limits the ability to replace the
removed trees on-site. Any trees planted within the area of the underground parking
structure will need to be removed in the future if maintenance is required to the parking
structure. The removal of mature vegetation and the limited soil volumes of the
landscape areas to plant replacement trees along the property lines does not assist in
maintaining neighbourhood character.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has not been met.

Policy 2.5.2 a) vii) — “significant sun-shadowing for extended periods on adjacent
properties, particularly outdoor amenity areas, is at an acceptable level”

The sun shadow study provided by the applicant has been reviewed by staff within the
context of the established neighbourhood. The shadow study shows shadowing on the
properties directly south of the development on the west side of St. Matthew’s Ave after
6:30pm in June. In March and September sun shadowing is shown on properties
directly south of the subject lands on the west side of St. Matthew’s Ave. and properties
on the east side of St. Matthew’s Ave. from 5:30pm and onwards. In December,
properties on the east side of St. Matthew’s will be impacted by shadow from 2:30pm
onwards. The sun shadow cast by the development on adjacent properties and their
outdoor amenity areas is acceptable.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has been met.

Policy 2.5.2 a) viii) — “accessibility exists to community services and other
neighbourhood conveniences such as community centres, neighbourhood shopping
centres and health care”

The proposed development is in proximity to Plains Road and Waterdown Road, which
is primarily designated as a mixed-use corridor in the City’s Official Plan where
commercial development exists including retail, office, service commercial, and
restaurants. Community gathering spaces such as St. Matthew’s-on-the-Plains Anglican
Church, Aldershot Pool and Aldershot Arena are located within a reasonable distance
from the site.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has been met.
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Policy 2.5.2 a) ix) — “capability exists to provide adequate buffering and other measures
to minimize any identified impacts”

A “landscape buffer” is defined in the City’s Zoning By-law as: “The area of a lot which
serves to provide separation and to partially obstruct the view of adjacent land uses by
means of a dense landscape screen consisting of evergreen trees or a combination of
solid screen fencing with evergreen or deciduous trees, shrubs or berms.” The intention
of requiring a landscape buffer between high and low density uses is to provide a
respectful amount of separation between at-grade uses and to reduce the likelihood of
privacy intrusion through overlook from occupants of taller residential buildings. As
noted earlier in this report, the extent of development proposed on the site has resulted
in a reduced landscape buffer abutting the residential lands to the south. A 6 metre
landscape buffer is required by the City’s Zoning By-law and a 2.5 metre landscape
buffer is proposed. Due to the lack of space remaining for large vegetation such as
trees to mature and provide visual screening, the development’s massing will be highly
visible from the lands located to the south, east, and west. Privacy in rear yard amenity
areas may be compromised by overlook from occupants of the proposed building if a
dense landscape buffer cannot be provided. The development’s at-grade outdoor
amenity area and parking area will also not be adequately separated from adjacent
properties due to this reduced landscape buffer.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has not been met.

Policy 2.5.2 a) 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 applicant has assembled the parcels at 1086 and 1090 St. Matthew’s Avenue, and
therefore the development does not compromise the potential redevelopment of
adjacent lands.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has been met.

Policy 2.5.2 a) xi) — “natural and cultural heritage features and areas of natural hazard
are protected”

There are no identified areas of natural hazard or cultural heritage features on the
subject lands.

Staff Analysis: This criterion is not applicable to the subject lands.

Policy 2.5.2 a) xii) — “where applicable, there is consideration of the policies of Part I,
Subsection 2.11.3, g) and m)”
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Part Il, subsection 2.11.3 g) does not apply to the subject lands as the lands do not
contain part of a regulatory floodplain. Part I, subsection 2.11.3 m) applies to the lands
due to their location in the South Aldershot Planning Area. The applicant’s functional
servicing report has indicated that capacity exists in the existing storm sewer to
accommodate flows from the existing and proposed development. However, Planning
Staff feel that the required landscape areas and buffers should be provided in order to
allow for low-impact development techniques with regard to stormwater management.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has been met.

Policy 2.5.2 a) 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 proposal is located at the periphery of the northern portion of the residential
neighbourhood, having frontage on Masonry Court. However, it can also be considered
located within the existing neighbourhood as it has frontage on the cul-de-sacs of both
Clearview and St. Matthew’s Ave. None of the three street frontages which abut the
property are identified in Schedule J of the City’s OP as either major arterial, minor
arterial or multi-purpose arterial roads, and are therefore considered local roads. The
development is proposed to have one vehicle driveway to Masonry Court, and no
vehicle access to either Clearview Ave. or St. Matthew’s Ave. Masonry Court, while
considered as a local road, provides direct access to the Aldershot GO Station and
must be considered as a roadway that accommodates more than just local traffic.

The situation of the lot in the context of this road network means that significant
consideration must be given to ensure that the built form, scale and profile of any
proposed development is context sensitive and transitions well to the existing residential
neighbourhood. Official Plan policy 2.5.2 a) v) was reviewed earlier in this report, and
Planning Staff determined that the proposed building and site design do not represent a
compatible transition to the existing established neighbourhood. Planning Staff are
therefore not satisfied that the built form, scale, and profile of the development
adequately addresses the context of being located adjacent to these local roads.

Staff Analysis: This criterion has not been met.

Conclusion:

The subject lands are identified as being within an MTSA according to A Place to Grow:
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; therefore, Planning Staff are generally
supportive of intensified residential development on the subject lands. However, the
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built form and site design proposed through this application pose significant
compatibility concerns with respect to the transition to the established residential
neighbourhood located to the south, east, and west. Policy 4.7 of the PPS identifies that
the official plan is the most important mechanism for the implementation of provincial
policy, and Section 5.2.5.6 of the Growth Plan requires that municipalities develop and
implement urban design and site design policies within their Official Plan and supporting
documents that direct the development of a high quality public realm and compact built
form. Planning Staff have reviewed the application in consideration of the City’s OP
policies for housing intensification. The proposed building does not successfully meet
critical housing intensification evaluation criteria provided through these policies and is
therefore not supported by Planning Staff.

Urban Design

With re-development and intensification being the dominant form of development in the
City of Burlington, a thorough review of proposed building design and site designs is
recognized as a critical component of the evaluation of development applications.

Part I, Section 6 of the City’s Official Plan provides specific reference to ensuring that
the design of the built environment strengthens and enhances the character of existing
distinctive locations and neighbourhoods, and that proposals for intensification and infill
within existing neighbourhoods are designed to be compatible and sympathetic to
existing neighbourhood character. The objectives of this section of the OP also include
a commitment to the achievement of high quality design within the public realm.
Consideration of urban design is to be integrated into the full range of decision-making
activities by Planning Staff.

The City has prepared design guidelines that relate to various building typologies. Part
2, Section 6.6 c) states: “...Any City Council-approved design guidelines are considered
City policy and shall be implemented for all public or private development proposals”.
Planning staff refer to design guidelines throughout the development review process in
order to critically examine the design performance of private development proposals in
reference to the design objectives of the OP. Applicants are expected to adhere to the
relevant design guidelines when preparing their development proposals. Burlington City
Council has approved Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use and Mid-Rise Residential
Development, which apply to the proposed development on the subject lands.

The City’s OP Design policies also allow for the establishment of an outside body of
design professionals to advise on issues of design (Part Il, Section 6.6 d). The
Burlington Urban Design Review Panel reviews development applications and provides
urban design advice to Staff for applicants to consider before submitting a formal
application. The proposed development was reviewed by the Burlington Urban Design
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Review Panel prior to the application being submitted and comments from the panel
have been included in the Technical Review section of this report.

Planning staff has completed the following review of the proposed development
application in consideration of the Council approved Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use
and Mid-Rise Residential Development.

City of Burlington Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use and Residential Mid-Rise Buildings

The City’s Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use and Residential Mid-Rise Buildings (herein
after referred to as the “Mid-Rise Guidelines”) were approved by Burlington City Council
on March 5, 2019. The intent of the Mid-Rise Guidelines is to implement the City’s
Official Plan objectives and policies for Design (Part 1l, Section 6), specifically as they
relate to buildings that are 5 to 11-storeys in height. The Mid-Rise Guidelines recognize
that the built form of mid-rise developments can assist in transitioning from lower
density neighbourhoods to more intense communities and create a vibrant public realm
and comfortable pedestrian environment. The proposed development on the subject
lands is a 6-storey residential building, and the Mid-Rise Guidelines shall apply. After
the approval of the Mid-Rise Guidelines in March of 2019, they were discussed with the
applicant, and the revised development proposal for this site was submitted on May 27,
2019.

The Mid-Rise Guidelines are broken down by main the components of a mid-rise
building being the Lower Building and the Upper Building. Together, these components
address all aspects of a building; however, not all guidelines will apply to every building.
Staff has completed a review of the proposed mid-rise residential building regarding the
applicable guidelines for building placement, height and massing, street level design,
site design and built form transitions.

Building Placement

The placement of the building on a site influences the building design and expression,
how the rest of the site functions, and how the building relates to the surrounding
context. The following guidelines relate to building placement for the proposed
development:

2.1.1. In general, buildings should be placed parallel to streets or public open spaces
(within or along the edge of the site) to frame and define these spaces. This will also
increase the amount of private open space behind the building and separation from
neighbouring properties.

The building is placed parallel to Masonry Court to frame this space as the dominant
streetscape leading to the Aldershot GO Station. The location of the building
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predominantly along Masonry court increases the amount of open space behind the
building and provides separation between the proposed building and neighbouring
properties.

2.1.2 Consider the building’s orientation to maximize south-facing walls for optimal
access to sunlight to habitable rooms and other environmental benefits such as energy
conservation, solar access to open spaces or areas for stormwater management and
planting.

The building’s overall length and orientation results in limited solar access for units on
the north side of the building. According to the applicant’s Shadow Study, the building
massing and placement will result in the private patios at the front of the building
experiencing shadow impacts until 1:30pm in June, until 2:30pm in March and
September, and until 3:30pm in December.

The building’s orientation also impacts the solar access of the common outdoor amenity
area at-grade for afternoon and evening users. The common at-grade outdoor amenity
area will be in shadow from 4:30pm and onwards in June, 3:30pm and onwards in
March and September, and from 2:30pm and onwards in December.

2.1.3 Placement should consider existing site conditions and look to retain and
enhance certain features as assets such as mature trees and topography.

The majority of the existing site is asphalt with most mature trees located on the
residential lots along St. Matthew’s Ave. and on the public right-of-way along Masonry
Court. The development is proposed to have an underground parking structure that is
1.1 metres from the north property line, 1.0 metres from the east and west property
lines, and 3.2 metres from the south property line. These extents require the removal of
all 25 on-site trees, and 22 of 25 trees along the Masonry Court right-of-way. A modified
development that retains more mature trees, notably City-owned trees along Masonry
Court, is preferred by Planning Staff.

2.1.6 Where there is no consistent pattern of street setbacks, the building should be set
back to create a boulevard that can accommodate wider sidewalks, street trees,
landscaping, and active uses to establish a more pedestrian oriented relationship
between the building and the sidewalk.

There is no consistent pattern of street setbacks established along the south side of
Masonry Court. The shallow 2.5m building setback along Masonry Court and the narrow
1.4m landscape strip separating the private patios from the public realm does not
provide enough room to create a boulevard that can accommodate wider sidewalks,
street trees, landscaping, and active uses. The proposed building placement close to
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this property line does not assist in achieving a more pedestrian oriented relationship
between the building and the street.

2.1.7 Where a building includes residential uses at grade, they should be differentiated
from any active or non-residential uses through additional setbacks. Front yards should
incorporate landscaping and enclosure to provide privacy to individual units.

The proposed building has only residential uses at grade. While it is therefore not
necessary for there to be a differentiation of uses along the building wall through
additional setbacks, the whole building must be setback adequately to ensure privacy
for the at-grade residential uses. The reduced building setback of 2.5 metres and 1.4
metre setback of the residential at-grade patios to the property line along Masonry Court
does not allow for enough room to incorporate landscaping and enclosures to provide
privacy screening for these units.

2.1.9 All buildings should have a public front (‘face’) and private back. Buildings should
not expose their back onto the front of a neighbouring building to minimize impacts such
as “back of house” activities on adjacent properties

The front of the proposed building is oriented to the public realm of Masonry Court. The
back of the building and property is primarily designated for surface parking, garbage
loading and removal, and common outdoor amenity space for the building occupants.
However, the site is bound by local roads, Clearview Ave. and St. Matthew’s Ave., and
residents of these streets may be exposed to the “back of house” activities on the
property if the development is not appropriately screened with fencing and dense
vegetation. The landscape areas abutting Clearview Ave. and St. Matthew’s Ave. are
too narrow and encumbered by the underground parking structure to provide adequate
room to plant dense vegetation to screen the views and sounds of back of house uses
from the residents of these streets.

Built Form: Height & Massing

The height and massing of a building are critical to determining the impact a building will
have on adjacent properties. Therefore, mid-rise buildings like the one proposed in this
development, must respond with sensitivity to the surrounding context.

2.3.1 When deciding on lower building height and massing consider the following:
e the permitted minimum and maximum heights set out in the Official Plan and Zoning
By-law;
The maximum height for a dwelling in the existing R2.1 zoning is 2 storeys to a
maximum of 10 metres. The proposed RH1 zoning provides a maximum height
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of 6 storeys. The proposal represents a height increase of 3.5 storeys beyond
what is currently permitted.

e the physical character of the surrounding area including the height and scale of
adjacent buildings and the immediate streetscape;

The existing physical character to the south, east, and west of the site is low-rise
residential with building heights ranging from one to two storeys. The proximity of
the Aldershot GO Station and location within a MTSA requires that appropriate
intensification in a compact built form be accommodated in the redevelopment of
the property to encourage transit use. To the north, there is an approved high-
density development at 101 Masonry Court which includes two 6-storey
apartment buildings and a variety of townhouses. While the proposed 6-storey
building height of the proposed development mirrors the height of the approved
high-density development across the street, the proposed building is to be 3
metres taller. The proposed development does not provide a physical separation
in the building to break up the length and massing, whereas this has been
accomplished on the approved development across on the north side of Masonry
Court. The proposed building also does not respond adequately to the existing
low density neighbourhood to the south. While the 2-storey building base on the
east side of the building assists in transitioning the massing to the context of St.
Matthew’s Ave., these height transitions have not been replicated along the west
side of the building to relate to the context of Clearview Ave. The physical scale
of the 6-storey building spans the length of a neighbourhood block and is
significantly greater in massing than the existing low-rise residential uses in the
surrounding context. On the north side of Queen Mary Ave., south of the site,
there exists 7 residential dwellings along the length of the block. There needs to
be a physical separation of the building massing on this site to have the
proposed building better relate to the scale of the surrounding context.

e the views into, out of, and through the site;

The building length of 113 metres does not allow for views into the site from
Masonry Court, except along the sides of the building wall. The building length
limits views out of the site from the rear of the property, and the building height
proposed, when combined with the overall length, does not allow sky views out of
the site or from Masonry Court. Similarly, from adjacent properties to the south,
east, and west, the building height and length proposed limits views through the
site to the north and negatively impacts sky-views in this direction.

¢ the potential shadowing impacts on neighbouring properties and adjacent public
spaces — taller elements should be arranged accordingly;

Shadowing impacts on neighbouring low-density residential properties are
acceptable, however the placement of the 4 metre tall rooftop mechanical
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penthouse close to the rear of the building causes more shadowing than
necessary and impacts could be improved by moving it towards the centre of the
building. The shadowing impacts on the public realm of Masonry Court caused
by the building length of 113 metres, building setbacks, and proposed building
height of 6-storeys are not acceptable. The public realm of Masonry Court, which
will lead pedestrian traffic to the south side of the Aldershot GO Station, will be in
shadow until 1:30pm in March and September, and until 3:30pm in December.
The December shadow impacts are the most significant because the sun
generally sets around 4:45pm which would result in solar access for only 1 hour
and 15 minutes along the Masonry Court frontage at this time of year.

The private outdoor amenity area in the rear of the building is also negatively
impacted by sun shadow cast by the proposed building in the afternoon and
evening hours, notably 4:30pm and later in March and September, and 5:30 and
later in June.

e the micro-climate (particularly impacts created by wind); and

A wind impact study was not required for this development. The micro-climate of
the public realm along Masonry Court will be impacted by the significant sun
shadowing caused by the building length and height as described above.

e the relationship of the building height to building depth and lot width. Use site
characteristics such as width (narrow or wide), depth (deep or shallow) and number
of frontages to inform an appropriate built form.

The proposed building replicates the lot configuration of the subject lands which
are shallow and wide. The proposed building height is 6 storeys and in order to
achieve this height while respecting at 45-degree angular plane to the residential
uses to the south, the building has been pushed towards the Masonry Court
frontage, resulting in an insufficient setback between the public realm and the at-
grade residential units and their outdoor patios. If the upper storeys of the
proposed building were stepped back further on the south side, the building could
be moved back onto the property while still respecting the 45-degree angular
plane.

2.3.2 Design buildings so that the massing reinforces the street edge.

There is no defined street edge along the south side of Masonry Court, however
through this proposal, the applicant is attempting to define this street edge. The
proposed building setback to Masonry Court is not acceptable to define the street
edge since there is not adequate space to provide privacy to the at-grade
residential uses. The existing street edge along St. Matthew’s Ave. has been
reinforced by the 2-storey building height on the east side of the building at a
setback that replicates the residential setbacks on this street. The existing street
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edge for Clearview Ave has not been replicated through the massing on the west
side of the building.

2.3.3 In general, a building’s form should reflect the existing and planned context in
terms of street character (including the planned street function and right-of-way width),
land use, and built form.

The lands are located along Masonry Court close to the Aldershot GO Station,
and therefore, a high priority is placed on accommodating active transportation
uses including walking and cycling. The pedestrian experience along Masonry
Court needs to be carefully considered in this context. The negative impact on
the pedestrian realm from the proposed building’s length and massing has been
discussed above. The uses at-grade along Masonry Court are proposed to be
individual residential units with at-grade patios between the building and the
public realm of Masonry Court. However, private uses such as these should not
be relied upon to animate a street. Rather, the intermediate space between the
public realm sidewalk and the building should be generous enough to
accommodate vegetative plantings and street furniture to enhance the pedestrian
experience, while also providing sufficient area for privacy screening for the
private at-grade uses. The building is proposed to be setback 2.5 metres from
Masonry Court and the associated patios are proposed to be setback 1.4m from
Masonry Court. The proposed building setback of 2.5 metres, including a
landscape strip of 1.4 metres in front of the at-grade patios is too shallow to
adequately separate the public realm from the private residential patios. The
result of these setback deficiencies is that residential users may feel
uncomfortable with the proximity of pedestrian traffic, and public users may feel a
sense of intrusion into private residential spaces. Additionally, a lack multiple of
common building entrances along the front facade does not encourage
pedestrian access or building permeability.

2.3.5 Where a streetwall is not established, the streetwall for new mid-rise buildings
should be limited to a height of 80% of the street width (up to a maximum of 6-storeys)
with additional storeys stepping-back a minimum of 3 metres above the streetwall to
maintain a humanscale and minimize shadowing.

The street width of Masonry Court 20 metres. Eighty percent of the street width
at Masonry Court is therefore 16 metres. The top of the fifth-floor of the propose
building is 16 metres in height. The building is proposed to have a stepback of
2.3 metres to the sixth-floor building wall which, while not providing the
recommended 3 metres, adequately achieves the intent of this guideline in the
context of the proposed building.
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2.3.6 In general, the building should not exceed a length of 60.0 metres apart from L-
shaped building forms. Longer buildings, approaching and exceeding 60.0 metres,
should either be broken up physically or visually using architectural and design
elements that sufficiently differentiate the building mass to appear as separate building
forms. This should include step-backs, colour and material variations, and unique
building articulation. [and]

2.3.7 Pushing (projecting) and pulling (recessing) building volumes from the main
building form is encouraged to help break down the mass of larger buildings.

The metric of the 60 metre building length for mid-rise development is informed
by best practices in urban design to ensure that building massing does not limit
access to sunlight at the street level, that sky views are maintained, and that the
buildings and sites have a high degree of physical permeability and visual
interest for at-grade users in the public realm. The proposed building nearly
doubles the maximum building length indicated by the City’s Mid-Rise
Guidelines. The applicant has indicated that they have incorporated additional
architectural detailing and facade recessions to the building elevations to address
the building length and reduce the overall massing (See Appendix C). However,
the architectural treatments described by this guideline are expected on any mid-
rise building, not just buildings which approach or exceed 60 metres in length.
Planning Staff do not agree that the efforts made by the applicant to address the
building length have mitigated the massing of the proposed building.

The building does not propose adequate pushing and pulling of building volumes
to break down the mass of the building. Architectural technigues such as these
cannot adequately reduce massing along building walls that nearly double the
recommended building length or compensate for the loss of sky views from the
public realm on Masonry Court and the residential neighbourhood to the south.
The applicant has not achieved the intent of this guideline with regard to building
length, and the result is a building with massing that is incompatible with the
surrounding context.

As an example of a preferred massing, the approved development at 101
Masonry Court, north of the subject lands, includes a 6-storey apartment building
form along the street edge which is more in keeping with the intent of this
guideline. The apartment building at 101 Masonry Court is a total of 112 metres
in length, however the building has been physically divided by creating two 46.7
metre long residential buildings separated by a distance of 18.6 metres. Within
the 18.6 metre separation is a 10 metre wide, 2-storey amenity area building with
corridor connections to the adjacent apartment buildings at the first and third
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storeys. This amenity area building is recessed from the front of the apartment
building by 2.7 metres.

2.3.10 Stepping back upper level building volumes is encouraged to assist with
transitions between neighbouring buildings with lower heights.

The east side of the building has been treated to relate to the 2-storey building
heights along St. Matthew’s Ave. A similar treatment has not been applied to the
west side of the building along Clearview Ave. The majority of the rear of the
building has been setback 21.7 metres from the property line abutting the R2.1
zone to the south and the sixth floor is setback 24 metres. The building fits within
the 45-angular plane, however the minor building wall stepback on the sixth floor
along the length of the building does not adequately reduce the overall building
massing perception from the neighbouring residential properties. Building wall
stepbacks combined with building separation would assist in achieving the intent
of this guideline.

2.3.11 A variety of scales, colours and textures should be used to create visual interest
across the building facades.

The applicant has used building material treatments such as a variety of scales,
colours and textures to attempt to break up the massing of the building and
create visual interest along the facades. While these measures do create visual
interest, they are not adequate to break up the large building massing.

2.3.12 The height and massing of the building should ensure a minimum of five hours
of consecutive sunlight on the sidewalk across the street at the spring and fall
equinoxes (approximately March 21 and September 21, respectively).

The proposed building is able to provide 5 hours of sunlight on the north side of
Masonry Court during March and September.

Street Level Design, Facade Articulation & Materials

A positive relationship between the public and private realm adjacent to a mid-rise
building is impacted by how the building addresses the street. The function and design
of the ground floor spaces greatly influences how a building performs in this regard. The
proposed building contemplates residential uses at grade along Masonry Court and a
review of the applicable guidelines as they relate the ground floor residential uses is
provided below:
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2.4.9 Design the main entrance to be clearly distinguishable from other entrances
through its architectural design and treatment, high visibility, wayfinding and direct
pedestrian access [and]

2.4.11 Emphasize grade-related entrances with high quality landscape design [and]

2.4.15 The location of building entrances should consider the location of adjacent
transit stops.

The building is proposed to have one main building entrance from the public
realm of Masonry Court located at the eastern end of the building in close
proximity to the Aldershot GO Station. This main building entrance is not readily
distinguishable in terms of architectural treatment to give it a distinctive look
compared to recessed patios for the residential units at-grade. The applicant has
not provided detailed landscape plans to show how the main entrance would be
enhanced with landscape design, however the reduced building setback
proposed does not leave a sufficient area for enhanced landscaping around the
main entrance.

2.4.13 Where there are residential uses on the ground floor, design their principal
entrance from the street. An elevated grade difference is appropriate to increase privacy
for the building occupants, however, the change in grade from the public sidewalk to the
front entrance should balance between privacy and maintaining an appropriate
relationship to the street. Additionally, privacy should be considered through careful
landscaping such as low fencing/walls, raised planters, railings and lighting to clearly
define the public, semiprivate and private spaces.

The building is proposed to have residential units at-grade. No grade change for
the associated at-grade patios for these units has been depicted. The applicant’s
Soil Volume Plan has calculated soil volume areas for landscaping immediately
in front of the at-grade private patios along Masonry Court by including lands
which are located in the public right-of-way. The inclusion of public lands in the
soil volume calculation for these landscape areas immediately next to the
proposed at-grade residential patios demonstrates that the landscaping proposed
in these areas cannot be supported within the reduced 1.4 metre landscape area
along the Masonry Court frontage. Therefore, the proposed 1.4 metre landscape
area in front of these at-grade patios is not sufficient to provide enhanced privacy
measures such as those listed by this guideline and clear definition of the public
and private realms.

As an example of a preferred relationship to the street, the approved 6-storey
residential building north of the subject lands at 101 Masonry Court also provides
at-grade outdoor patios abutting this street. This building is setback 5 metres
from the front lot line along Masonry Court with the patios setback 3 metres. The
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increased setback of these patios at 101 Masonry Court provides additional
space for privacy screening for the patios and better executes the intent of this
guideline.

Site Design

The design of a site with a mid-rise building is imperative to its ability to fit within the
surrounding area and enhance the public realm. The following guidelines have been
reviewed with regard to the site design elements of the proposed development:

2.5.2 Pedestrian access should always be prioritized for the safety and enjoyment of
residents and visitors. [and]

2.5.3 Reduce the number and width of vehicle access points to avoid conflicts between
pedestrian and vehicle traffic.

In their revised proposal, the applicant has reduced the number of vehicle
entrances from two to one and this represents a positive change to the site
design since it reduces the potential for vehicle and pedestrian interaction. The
building design is proposed to have one pedestrian entrance along the building
frontage of Masonry Court. Multiple common entrances to the building along
Masonry Court would improve pedestrian access to the building.

2.5.9 Most on-site parking should be provided underground. In general underground or
structured parking is encouraged before surface parking. [and]

2.5.10 Underground parking structures should not encroach into required landscape
buffers to ensure the long-term viability of mature trees and vegetation. Where
underground parking structures must unavoidably encroach beyond the building
footprint or into a landscape buffer, provide a minimum depth of 1.0 metre of
uncompacted soil below grade to support opportunities for tree planting and other
landscaping along the streetscape.

The development proposes 154 vehicle parking spaces in one level of
underground parking and 50 surface parking spaces. The majority of the on-site
parking is therefore provided underground. However, the surface parking
provided requires landscape areas and buffers that are reduced from what is
required by the Zoning By-law for the proposed RH1 zone. The reduced setbacks
for the underground parking structure also significantly reduce the soil volumes
for the landscape areas and buffers, and the resulting areas for landscaping such
as mature trees and dense plantings are not sufficient to provide visual
screening.
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2.5.12 Any surface parking areas visible from the street should be buffered and
screened with high quality architectural elements, setbacks or landscaping.

The proposed site design has placed parking along the west side of the property
line visible from Clearview Ave. The setback to this parking area is 0.8m from the
Clearview Ave. right-of-way. This reduced setback is not appropriate because it
results in narrow landscaping area that is not sufficient to provide vegetative
screening to obstruct the view of this parking area from Clearview Ave.

Built Form: Transitions

Buildings should respond to their context to ensure high quality design outcomes. In
situations where there is a transition between low-rise and mid-rise built forms,
transitions should be used to address potential impacts related to building height and
massing such as shadowing and overlook on neighbouring properties. This section of
the Mid-Rise Guidelines is geared to design standards for the upper building. While the
proposed building does not have a definitive upper and lower building, the applicable
guidelines from this section have been reviewed as they relate to the proposed
development. Guidelines 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 have been addressed in earlier analysis for
Guidelines 2.3.1, 2.3.3, and 2.3.5. in this report.

3.1.3 - Where the building is on a site that is transitioning to a low-rise residential
neighbourhood area (including properties designated Residential — Low Density and —
Medium Density, Natural Heritage System, Parks and Open Space) a 45-degree
angular plane should be applied from the shared property line. The building form should
fit entirely within this angular plane and utilize setbacks and step-backs to ensure any
impacts related to the change in height, overlook, and shadowing are mitigated.

The proposed building is situated 2.5 metres from Masonry Court in order to
have the building fit within a 45-degree angular plane to the residential lot line to
the south. However, as noted previously in this report, the front yard setback and
landscape area abutting Masonry Court is not sufficient to separate the at-grade
residential uses from the public realm. If the building were to be moved back on
the site to improve the front yard setbacks, the 45-degree angular plane may be
compromised and additional stepbacks on upper levels may be needed.
Overlook concerns remain, regardless of the success of the 45-degree angular
plane for this site, due to the reduced landscape buffer abutting the low-density
residential zone to the south.

3.1.7 - Building tops and mechanical equipment should be designed to integrate with
the overall architectural expression of the building. [and]
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3.1.10 - Rooftop mechanical equipment should be architecturally screened from public
view to protect or enhance views from other buildings and the public realm. [and]

3.1.12 - Rooftop mechanical equipment should be set back, on all sides, no less than
3.0 metres from the edge of the floor below, and where an angular plane applies, fit
within all angular planes.

While the mechanical penthouse located on the roof of the proposed building
does fit within the 45-degree angular plane, it does not integrate into the overall
architectural expression of the building because it has been treated with a
uniform cladding. The mechanical penthouse is setback to not be visible from the
public realm of Masonry Court, however it is only setback 1.5 metres from the
edge of the floor below and will be highly visible from the surrounding residential
neighbourhood.

Conclusion:

Planning Staff are supportive of residential intensification of this site due to the close
proximity to the Aldershot GO Station, and a mid-rise building may be able to provide an
appropriate transition to the existing low-rise residential neighbourhood and enhance
the streetscape along Masonry Court. As stated previously, Policy 4.7 of the PPS
identifies that the official plans are the most important mechanism for the
implementation of provincial policy, and Section 5.2.5.6 of the Growth Plan requires that
municipalities develop and implement urban design and site design policies within their
Official Plan and supporting documents that direct the development of a high quality
public realm and compact built form. The City’s Official Plan provides implementation
policy for Design which directs that any City Council-approved design guidelines are
considered City policy and shall be implemented for all public or private development
proposals. Therefore, any mid-rise mixed-use or residential building must adequately
address the Council approved Mid-Rise Guidelines. Planning Staff are of the opinion
that the proposed building does not adequately address critical elements of the City’s
Mid-Rise Guidelines and are not supportive of the development as proposed.

City of Burlington Adopted Official Plan, 2018

The City’s proposed New Official Plan was adopted by Council on April 26, 2018 and has
been developed to reflect the opportunities and challenges facing the City as it continues
to evolve. Halton Region has identified areas of non-conformity, and as such, the adopted
Official Plan will be subject to additional review and revision prior to its approval. Further,
City Council has directed a new staff review and public engagement process to consider
potential modifications, including a review of height and density provisions. As a result,
no weight is placed on the policies of the adopted Official Plan in the review of this
application at this time.
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Aldershot GO Station Mobility Hub Area Specific Plan

The subject lands are located within the proposed Aldershot Mobility Hub boundary. A
pre-consultation meeting for the proposed development was held in May 2018 with the
applicant and City staff. At this meeting, the applicants were advised of the draft Mobility
Hub Study for Aldershot and that issues of height, density, and the planned function of
the area were unknown. The pre-consultation notes state that the outstanding issues of
height and density should be settled before site specific applications are considered for
properties in the Mobility Hub.

On July 12, 2018 Mobility Hubs staff presented Report PB-65-18 to the City’s
Committee of the Whole (COW) which set out the draft precinct plans for the GO Station
Hubs (Aldershot, Burlington and Appleby), and to receive Council feedback. The subject
lands, with the exception of 1085 Clearview Ave., were identified as part of the Grove
Park/St. Matthew’s Neighbourhood Precinct which envisioned a low-rise built form. 1085
Clearview Ave. was identified as part of the Mid-Rise Residential Precinct. At the July
12, 2018 COW meeting, a motion was carried to direct staff to include both sides of
Clearview Ave. in the Grove Park/St.Matthew’s Neighbourhood, which would capture
1085 Clearview Ave. in this low-rise land use category. To date, the Mobility Hub Study
and Area Specific Plan for the Aldershot GO Station area have not been completed.

City of Burlington Zoning By-law

The subject property is zoned Low Density Residential (R2.1) in the City of Burlington’s
Zoning By-law No. 2020. The R2.1 zone permits detached dwellings, as well as one
accessory dwelling unit per dwelling subject to certain provisions.

The Zoning By-law Amendment proposes to rezone the property to Residential High
Density (RH1). The RH1 zone permits apartment buildings, stacked and back-to-back
townhouse, street townhouses, retirement homes, community institutions, as well as a
lodge, fraternity, or private club. The applicant has also proposed certain site-specific
zoning regulations to the RH1 zone for the development. The table below details the
zoning requirements and the site-specific modifications to the RH1 zone that have been
requested to facilitate the development, as proposed. Planning Staff have provided
comment on the requested amendments to the RH1 zone.
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Table 1: RH1 Zone Requirements and Proposal

Regulation Requirement of Requested through Amendment
RH1 Zone Revised Proposal Required
Density 50-75 units/ha 258 units/ha Yes

Comment: An increase in density may be appropriate on this site given the location
within a MTSA, but it must be facilitated in a built form that provides a compatible
transition to the adjacent R2.1 zone.

L6: 5m to wall, 3m to
terrace

Height 6 storeys max. 6 storeys No
Lot Width 30m 45.7m No
(shortest side)
Lot Area 0.2ha 0.627 ha No
Yard Abutting:
Masonry Crt. | 7.5m L1-L4:2.5m Yes
L5: 3m

Comment: The reduced setback to Masonry Court does not provide enough
separation between the at-grade residential units and their amenity areas to the
public realm along Masonry Court. This reduction is not supported by Staff.

Clearview Ave.

7.5m

L1-L4: 17m to wall,
15.3m to balconies

L5: 22m to wall, 17m to
terrace

L6: 22 to wall, 20.6 to
balconies

No

St. Matthew’s Ave.

7.5m

L1-L2: 5.9m to wall, 5m
to balconies

L3-L4: 11m to wall, 7m
to L3 terrace

L5: 14.2m to wall, 11m
to terrace

L6: 19.5m to wall, 14.2m
to terrace

Yes

Comment: The reduced setback to the yard abutting St. Matthew’s Ave. for the two
storey portion of the building is appropriate because it replicates established
setbacks for existing dwellings on this side of the street. Balconies above the first
storey are permitted in the front yard for detached residential buildings, and
therefore, Planning Staff can support the request for second level balconies in this
yard. The level 3 terrace setback represents a minor reduction to the required
setback and is acceptable. These reductions are supported by Staff.

R2.1 Zone

15m

L1:13m

Yes




Page 50 of Report PB-31-19

Regulation Requirement of Requested through Amendment
RH1 Zone Revised Proposal Required

L2: 15m to wall, 13m to
balcony

L3: 21.8m to wall, 15m
to terrace

L4-L5: 21.7m

L6: 24m to wall, 21.7m
to balconies

Comment: The requested reduction to the first storey is appropriate since it
facilitates a building height that is compatible with the existing dwellings on St.
Matthew’s Ave. The requested reduction to the rear balcony for level two is not
appropriate because balconies above the first storey are not permitted in the rear
and side yards of detached residential buildings for privacy concerns. This portion of
the building is not context sensitive to the detached residential buildings on St.
Matthew’s Ave. The reduced setback to level one is supported by Staff, but the
reduced setback to the level two balcony is not.

Amenity Area 25m? per bedroom 16.1m? per unit Yes

(113 1bdrm x 25m?) | =2,621m?
+ (49 2bdrm x 25m? x
2)

= 5,275m?2

Comment: The amenity area is proposed to be reduced by 50% from what is
required by the Zoning By-law. Future residents of the proposed development should
be provided with amenity area, notably outdoor amenity area, which is consistent
with and compatible to the amenity areas of the surrounding neighbourhood.
Planning Staff do not support the proposed reduction to the required amenity area.

Landscape Area
Abutting a Street:

Masonry Crt. | 4.5m 1.4m Yes

Comment: The reduction to the required landscape area abutting Masonry Court is
not acceptable as it does not allow for adequate landscape screening and separation
between the public realm along the street and the at-grade units and their respective
private outdoor patios. Planning Staff do not support the reduced landscape area
abutting Masonry Court.

Clearview Ave. | 4.5m 0.8m Yes

Comment: The proposed reduction to the landscape area abutting Clearview Ave. is
not acceptable as this side of the property contains the main driving aisle into and out
of the property, 10 vehicle parking spaces, the exhaust vent for the underground
parking structure, a transformer, and the loading space for garbage trucks and other
service vehicles. Planning Staff do not support the reduction to the landscape area
abutting Clearview Ave.




Page 51 of Report PB-31-19

Regulation Requirement of Requested through Amendment
RH1 Zone Revised Proposal Required
St. Matthew’s Ave. | 4.5m 1.4m Yes

Comment: A reduction in the landscape area abutting St. Matthew’s Ave. may be
acceptable since this side of the building contains passive uses such as unit
entrances and walkways. Planning Staff are prepared to support a reduction to the
landscape area abutting St. Matthew’s Ave. provided that the 1.4m landscape area is
widened to include the amenity area strip east of the private walkway, resulting in
landscape area 4 metres in width. A landscape area of 4 metres on this side of the
property would replicate existing front yard setbacks for residential dwellings on this
side of St. Matthew’s Ave. As currently proposed, the reduced landscape area
abutting St. Matthew’s Ave. is not supported by Planning Staff.

Landscape Buffer
Abutting a R2.1
Zone

6m

2.5m at grade

3.2m to underground
parking structure

Yes

Comment: The landscape buffer abutting the R2.1 zone is a critical component of
ensuring a compatible transition between a higher density residential use on the
subject lands and the low density residential uses in the surrounding established
neighbourhood. The proposed reductions to the landscape buffer do not assist in
providing adequate separation between the at-grade uses of the subject lands and
the adjacent low-density residential properties. The proposed landscape buffer
reductions also do not assist in achieving a dense screening of tall trees and other

vegetation to block views of the proposed building from the surrounding

neighbourhood, and to address privacy concerns due to overlook into adjacent

backyards. Planning Staff do not support the requested reductions to the landscape
buffer at-grade and the location of the underground parking structure at the setback
requested along the rear property line.

Underground
Parking structure
setback to street
lines:

Masonry Crt. | 3m 1.1m Yes
Clearview Ave. | 3m 1.0m Yes
St. Matthew’s Ave. | 3m 1.0m Yes

Comment: The proposed reductions to the setback of the underground parking to
these lot lines impacts the ability to provide landscape areas that could allow the
long-term maturation of trees. Planning Staff do not support the reduced setbacks of
the underground parking structure along Masonry Court, Clearview Ave. and St.

Matthews’s Ave.

Parking

1.25 per 1bdrm

1.5 per 2bdrm
0.35 visitor per unit
1 loading space

1.0 per unit
0.25 per unit — visitor

Yes
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Regulation Requirement of Requested through Amendment
RH1 Zone Revised Proposal Required
1.0 x162 =162
1.25x 113 = 142 Occupant
1.5x 49=74 0.25x 162 = 41 Visitor
Occupant = 216 =203
0.35x 162 =57
Visitor = 57 Total Proposed = 204
Loading = 1 spaces
Total Required =
273 spaces

Comment: The proposed parking rate is acceptable given the location of the
property in close proximity of the Aldershot GO Station and the proposed
Transportation Demand Management measures indicated by the applicant in their
Transportation Impact, Parking, and TDM Study. Transportation Planning Staff are
supportive of the reduced parking rate, therefore Planning Staff can support the
requested parking reduction.

Accessible Parking | 216 x 3% =7 162x3% =5 No
57 x3% =2 41 x 3% =2 (if parking
Required = 9 7 spaces rate is
accessible spaces approved)
Setback from 9m to driveway 3.5m to driveway on Yes

window of habitable | gm to parking space | west side
room on first level
to driveway or
parking space

Comment: The proposed setback of unit windows to the driveway on the west side
of the building is acceptable as the windows will be separated from the driveway by a
landscape area and sidewalk. Planning Staff can support the requested setback
reduction.

Driveway and 6m 2.5m Yes
Parking Spaces
setback from R2.1
zone

Comment: The parking spaces along the south end of the property are proposed
within an area which should be dedicated as a landscape buffer. The proximity of
these parking spaces does not represent a compatible transition to the low-density
residential properties to the south. Planning Staff do not support the requested
setback reduction for parking spaces abutting the R2.1 zone.
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Regulation Requirement of Requested through Amendment
RH1 Zone Revised Proposal Required
Parking lot setback | 4.5m 0.8m Yes

abutting a street —
Clearview Ave.

Comment: The parking spaces proposed along the west side of the property are
proposed within an area that should be dedicated as a landscape area. Staff do not
support the reduction of the landscape area along this property line and therefore do
not support the reduced setback of these parking spaces to Clearview Ave.

Number of 1 1 No
Driveways

Conclusion:

Given the extent of the zoning modifications to the RH1 zone requested to facilitate the
development as proposed, Planning Staff is not in support of the application for Zoning
By-law Amendment for the subject lands.

Technical Review

The supporting documents for the Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment application were circulated for review to internal departments and external
agencies in February 2019 and in late May 2019. The following comments have been
received with respect to this application:

Canada Post

Canada Post has provided no objections to the application and note that the building will
be required to provide centralized, rear-loading mailboxes for delivery.

Halton Catholic District School Board (HCDSB) and Halton District School
Board (HDSB)

The HCDSB and HDSB have provided no objections to the application and have
indicated that students generated from the proposed development may be
accommodated in schools within the catchment area. The HCDSB and HDSB have
provided standard conditions for subsequent agreements such as Site Plan and
Condominium.

Finance
The City’s Finance Department has provided no objections to the application.
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CN Rail

CN Rail has provided comment on the development as the site is located within 300
metres of CN’s principle main line and within 1,000 metres of the Aldershot yard. CN
Rail provided a copy of their development standards for projects in proximity to their rail
lines, which were forwarded to the applicant by City Staff. CN Rail has indicated that
they will require the registration of a development agreement and environmental noise
easement for the development. The noise study submitted by the applicant was
reviewed by CN Rail’s peer reviewer Jade Acoustics. The peer review indicates that,
based on the study submitted, they cannot conclude that the sound level limits are
being achieved for the proposed development without mitigative measures. The peer
review document recommends that the noise study be updated to address the
outstanding comments and concerns.

Ministry of Transportation (MTO)

The Ministry of Transportation has reviewed the application and have indicated that the
subject lands are outside of the Ministry’s permit control area and MTO permits are not
required.

Metrolinx

Metrolinx has commented on the application and requires an update to the noise study
to recognize use of diesel trains for GO Trains. The agency has also provided comment
that the location of the proposed driveway access, Metrolinx access road, and multi-use
path be coordinated between the applicant, the City and Metrolinx. The agency has
required that a warning clause be inserted into all development agreements, offers to
purchase and agreements of Purchase and Sale or Lease of each dwelling unit within
300 metres of the railway right of way.

Metrolinx has requested to review the applicant’s Transportation Impact Study to ensure
that the future access roads to Metrolinx property have been included in the analysis.
The agency has required that the owner grant an environmental easement in favour of
Metrolinx for operational emissions, registered on title against the subject property. The
agency has noted that the subject lands are located within the Primary Mobility Hub
Zone (within 250 metres) of Aldershot GO Station, as per the September 2011 Metrolinx
Mobility Hub Guidelines. Given the proximity, Metrolinx has recommended that
appropriate connections on Clearview Avenue and St. Matthews Avenue are
established to enhance connectivity from the subject lands to Aldershot GO Station.

Halton Region

Halton Region has reviewed the applications within the context of Provincial Planning
documents and the Regional Official Plan. The Region finds that the applications are
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generally consistent with, and conform to, Provincial planning policy documents. Region
Staff note that the lands are located in proximity of the Aldershot MTSA on Map 1 of the
Regional Official Plan; however, the boundary and growth target for the MTSA have not
been established as the Regional Municipal Comprehensive Review has not been
finalized in accordance with the A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe requirements.

Regarding the noise study submitted by the applicant, the Region relies on the
comments from the railway authorities to determine potential impacts and
implementation measures from these agencies. Regional Staff will be satisfied that the
ROP policy with regard to noise impacts from activity on the adjacent railway corridor
has been addressed when the applicant has satisfied all comments and concerns from
the railway authorities. The Region will require an Air Quality Assessment at an
appropriate stage in the development process for these lands. Regional Staff will
require a Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MOECP) approved
Record of Site Condition (RSC) for the subject lands and require that a Holding Zone be
applied to the property until this is received. The Region has indicated that there may be
adequate water and wastewater services to accommodate the development, however
connection to trunk wastewater mains require special review and permission is not
always guaranteed. The Region has provided comment with regard to solid waste
management and encourage the applicant to update their plans to accommodate
Regional Waste collection services.

Halton Region offer no objections to the proposed amendments provided the applicant
addresses the comments from the railway authorities with regard to the potential noise
impacts, and that a Holding Zone be placed on the property until such a time as the
applicant has submitted a MOECP acknowledged RSC to their satisfaction.

Parks and Open Space

The City’s Parks and Open Space staff has reviewed the application and requested that
cash-in-lieu of parkland dedication be applied for this development. Comments received
indicate a preference for sidewalk placement within the municipal boulevard, not
curbface, along Masonry Court. Parks and Open Space staff have commented that they
have concerns that the underground parking structure limits the ability to provide an
adequate buffer to the surrounding neighbours and the streetscape.

Accessibility Coordinator

The City’s Accessibility Coordinator has commented that the applicant must provide the
required number of both “Type A — Van Accessible” and “Type B” Barrier Free parking
spaces as per the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, Design of Public
Spaces Standards. Comment has been provided that the applicant must ensure that
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one of the required accessible spaces is a visitor parking space designed to be a Type
A — Van Accessible space. The accessible parking spaces should be connected to the
main entrance by a continuous walkway. Changes are needed to the parking layout as
the applicant has not shown Type A — Van Accessible spaces, all access aisles are to
be 2 metres in width, and a continuous walkway needs to be provided to the building
entrances from all accessible parking spaces.

Building

The City’s Building Department Staff has reviewed the Building Code requirements as
they relate to the location of the intake and exhaust locations for the underground
parking area. The exhaust vent for the underground structure would be required to have
a distance of 3 metres from any mechanical air intake system, window, door, or other
opening into a residence that requires a natural ventilation system.

Fire
The Fire Department has provided no concerns with respect to the proposed
applications, however detailed drawings of the fire department connection placement

will be needed at the site plan stage to determine the requirements of the fire access
route.

Transportation

Transportation Planning staff have reviewed the Transportation Impact, Parking and
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Study submitted by the applicant. Staff
has provided comment that they are satisfied with the conclusions of the applicant’s
traffic impact analysis and are in support of the TDM initiatives suggested in the study.
Transportation Planning Staff has made suggestions to increase active transportation
use by establishing a pedestrian connection on Clearview Ave. and by providing a
sidewalk connection to the existing sidewalk east of the site on the south side of
Masonry Court. Transportation Planning Staff has recommended that the number of
vehicle accesses be reduced from two to one, and this has been satisfied in the
resubmission from May 27, 2019. Technical review of the submitted building design
documents has resulted in the following comments from Transportation Planning Staff:

e Structural columns to be set back 0.5m on both sides of the driving aisle to
provide for 7.0m clear (face of column to face of column).

e Maximum ramp grade is 12%; ramp grades 8% or more will require heating coils.

e Aflat landing pad area of 6m in length with appropriate transitions is required at
the top of ramps.
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The proposed parking rate for the site of 1 space per unit and 0.25 spaces per unit for
visitor parking has been reviewed by Transportation Staff. The proposed parking rate,
while lower than the required rate in the City’s Zoning By-law, is in line with the findings
of the Burlington-City Wide Parking Standards Review prepared for the City by IBI
Group Inc. Transportation Planning staff agree with the proposed parking rate for this
development.

Site Engineering

Site Engineering staff reviewed the application materials that were circulated and
indicated that the following documents will be required for their review, prior to providing
support for the applications:

e A Construction & Mobility Management Plan, for approval,

e Engineering details of the underground parking structure, for approval,

e An updated Environmental Noise Assessment, for approval;

e An updated P1 Level Parking Plan, for approval;

e An updated Existing Conditions, Removals, and ESC Plan, for approval;
e An updated Preliminary Grading Plan, for approval; and,

e An Updated Preliminary Servicing Plan for approval.

In the resubmission provided on May 27, 2019 the Construction & Mobility Management
Plan, engineering details of the underground parking structure, and updated
Environmental Noise Assessment documents were not provided by the applicant as
requested by Site Engineering staff. As these documents were required by Site
Engineering and not submitted, Site Engineering has not indicated support for the
application at this time.

Urban Forestry and Landscaping

The City’s Urban Forestry and Landscaping staff has reviewed the application. The
applicant proposes to remove 22 out of 25 surveyed city trees along Masonry Court for
the development application. As per the City’s Public Tree By-law 68-2013, the removal
of City trees requires Council approval. Replacement of the public trees based on an
aggregate caliper ratio or cash-in-lieu value determined by the Manager of Urban
Forestry. Urban Forestry and Landscaping staff have commented that the applicant
should consider whether it is possible to save additional trees along Masonry Court.

The applicant proposes the removal of all 25 trees located on the subject property.
Urban Forestry and Landscaping staff have commented that while the City does not
have a definitive requirement for replanting on private property, various City policy
documents and guidelines refer to a 1:1 caliper replacement to maintain and grow the
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urban tree canopy in the city. The approximate adjusted caliper replacement value is

calculated at 350cm for the private trees. Urban Forestry and Landscaping staff have
commented that the applicant should consider whether it is possible to save site trees
close to the property lines.

No trees are permitted to be removed until an application for development has been
approved.

Urban Forestry and Landscaping Staff have identified that thirty cubic metres (30cm3)
of soil per tree is to be provided in a single planting environment, and fifteen cubic
metres (15cm3) in a shared planting environment. Comment has been made that there
is insufficient information available with regard to the proposed landscape plantings to
determine if appropriate landscape buffering and screening can be provided in the
landscape strips shown on the site plan. New tree planting that has the opportunity to
grow to maturity will assist with compatibility with adjacent properties. Comment has
also been made that there should be landscaping on site along Masonry Court to
screen the residential patios and enhance the public realm. Similarly, staff have
commented that the main entrance to the building along Masonry Court should receive
an enhanced landscape treatment. Urban Forestry and Landscaping has requested
updated plans and detailed information prior to providing support for the applications for
Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment.

Burlington Urban Design Review Panel

Prior to the development application being submitted to the City, the applicant was
required to have the proposed building reviewed by the Burlington Urban Design
Review Panel (BUD). The applicant and City Staff attended BUD on September 18,
2018 to hear feedback from the panel. The panel was asked to provide feedback to
Staff on the proposed streetscaping and public realm along Masonry Court, the
proposed site layout and outdoor amenity areas, and the building design as it relates to
the surrounding context. The BUD panel members made the following comments with
regard to the development:

e Area for street tree planting along Masonry Court needs to be accommodated

e The building should have multiple pedestrian entrances from Masonry Court

e The applicant should look at ways to break up the feeling of continuous asphalt
between the rear parking area and the adjacent cul-de-sacs

e The amenity area should be consolidated into one larger outdoor space

e The extent of the underground parking will not allow for large vegetation to
mature

e The east and west sides of the building could stepdown to relate to the nearby
low-rise residential built form
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Ground level units along Masonry Court could be architecturally treated as two-
storey townhouses to have them relate better to the proposed front yard, ground
level patios

Building is long and the panel asked the applicant to consider looking at a two
building proposal or breaking up the building visually with architectural features to
have it read as two buildings. An alternative design to consider would be to
develop the base of the building with single loaded townhomes to address the
built form context of Clearview Ave. and St. Matthews Ave.

The following changes were made to the proposal as a result of the feedback from BUD
(changes provided in the May 27, 2019 submission are provided in italics):

reduction in number of units from 169 to 160 units, with a floor area reduction
from 12,657m?2 to 12,249m?2

(May 27, 2019 submission has 162 units and floor area of 12,013m?)
reduction of surface parking from 51 vehicle spaces to 49 vehicle spaces
(May 27, 2019 submission has 50 surface vehicle parking spaces)

building stepbacks on the east fagcade of the building in an effort to transition to
the low-density residential uses on St. Matthew’s Ave.

(May 27, 2019 submission incorporated additional stepbacks on east side, and
upper level stepbacks on west side)

Consolidated outdoor amenity area in the centre of the rear yard, whereas the
original proposal had a more linear outdoor amenity area alongside the rear of
the building

(May 27, 2019 submission has amenity area consolidated as well but
concentrated on the east side of the property)

Material and facade changes made to the middle of the building to visually break
up the length and massing

(Additional architectural detailing and building material changes in May 27, 2019
submission)

Enhanced shadow study to provide modelling for the shadow cast during the fall
equinox (September 21%)

Additional details from the applicant regarding how the proposal has addressed the
comments from BUD are included in the Urban Design Brief that was submitted with the
original application.
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Planning Staff has reviewed the development proposal in consideration of the
comments received from BUD and do not feel that the proposed building adequately
addresses the comments for the following reasons:

The applicant is proposing to remove street trees along Masonry Court and has
not provided a sufficient landscape area between the front of the building and
patios and the property line to allow for replacement street tree planting on the
property.

The building design does not provide additional entrances from Masonry Court,
as requested by BUD. The building design has multiple entrances at the back
and sides of the building, however these do not address the comments from BUD
with respect to providing pedestrian permeability to the building from the front.
The applicant has provided narrow landscape areas of 1.4 metres, 0.8 metres
and 1.4m on the north, west, and east yards respectively, a large area of surface
parking and a hardscaped at-grade amenity area, which are not sufficient to
assist in breaking up the feeling of continuous asphalt around the site.

The extents of the underground parking structure are proposed to be 1.1 metres,
from the north lot line, 1 metre from the east and west lot lines, and 3.2 metres
from the south lot line, resulting in narrow landscape strips on all sides of the
property. These narrow areas for landscaping do not provide sufficient area for
large vegetation like trees to mature in order to provide adequate screening
between the development and adjacent properties or shade for the at-grade
uses.

While the at-grade amenity area has been consolidated into one larger space on
the property, the applicant has provided a vehicle drop off area within the
amenity area which is not desirable as it creates the potential for hazard for users
of the space.

The applicant has provided a lower building form and terracing to relate to the
low-rise residential uses to the east, however similar treatment has not been
provided on the west side of the building.

The ground level units along Masonry Court have not been treated architecturally
to appear as two storey townhouses, as suggested by BUD, and are not
architecturally distinguishable from the rest of the building.

The applicant has chosen to address the building length concerns from BUD by
using architectural treatments such as material colour changes and recessions of
portions of the building wall. Planning Staff believe that the architectural
treatments proposed by the applicant do not adequately address the building
length concerns raised by BUD, and that the building continues to read as one
continuous building mass, not two buildings as suggested.
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Financial Matters:

In accordance with the Development Application Fee Schedule, all fees determined
have been received.

Public Engagement Matters:

Public Circulation

The application was subject to the standard circulation requirements. A public notice
was circulated in February 2019 to surrounding property owners/tenants. A subsequent
notice regarding the Statutory Public Meeting was circulated in March 2019 to
surrounding property owners/tenants as well as to those who had provided written
comments. A total of 89 households were circulated on the application. Three notice
signs were also posted on the property, along the frontages on Clearview Ave., St.
Matthew’s Ave., and Masonry Court, which depicted the proposed development. All
technical studies and supporting materials were posted on the City’s website at
www.burlington.ca/1085CIearview.

Public Open House

A pre-application neighbourhood open house was held on October 29, 2018 at the
Aldershot Arena, hosted by the applicant. The City circulated notice of the open house
meeting to all property owners located within 120 metres of the subject lands. The open
house was attended by approximately 35 members of the public, the applicant and their
consulting team, City planning staff, as well as the Ward 1 Councillor. The applicant
provided panels showing the proposed site design, internal floor plans, as well as
building cross sections and architectural renderings. A total of 25 comment sheets were
received by the applicant. The applicant has synthesized the comments received on
page 16 of their Planning Justification Report. The highlighted themes of the public
concerns raised include matters of building design, vehicular access, potential traffic
congestion and on-street parking issues, vegetated buffering needed at the rear,
perceived reduction to property value, and the proposed scale of the building not being
in keeping with the built form of the surrounding neighbourhood. Comment sheets were
also received in support of the application, noting the proximity to the Aldershot GO
Station, and a request to reduce parking requirements to encourage use of transit and
reduce traffic.


http://www.burlington.ca/1085Clearview

Page 62 of Report PB-31-19

Burlington Sustainable Development Committee

Burlington’s Sustainable Development Committee (SDC) is a citizen advisory
committee. The SDC has made comments on the development proposal (Appendix D to
this report). While the SDC generally supports the development because of the
proximity to transit and the provision of bicycle storage and facilities, the following
comments have been made with respect to the proposal:

Applicant should conform with the Sustainable Building Guidelines and follow Net
Zero Energy and Carbon approach

Use of recycled building materials to reduce building waste

Larger units should be considered for families, and provide a portion of units
using principles of sustainable design

Provision of affordable housing units

Increase the amenity area provided on the site

Inclusion of rooftop amenity space with green roof, garden and solar panels
Design interior amenity spaces to improve sense of community

Replace surface parking with greenspace with non-turf ground cover

Public parking spaces underground

Enhance Transportation Demand Management measures by having on-site car
sharing, transit passes, and a front lay-by space for pick up and drop off on
Masonry Court

Trees removed from the site are to be adequately replaced on site or in the
community with equivalent caliper trees

The applicant has made changes to their proposal which reflect some of the comments
from the SDC:

Widened landscape strips along the north and south property lines have been
incorporated to increase the amount of greenspace;

The applicant has also stated that they will use energy efficient appliances and
fixtures in the development;

The amenity area for the site has been increased by way of the indoor amenity
area balconies (however the at-grade outdoor amenity area has reduced in size
from the original proposal);

The applicant has indicated they will properly dispose of their construction waste,
and the building will be serviced by the Region of Halton for waste collection and
will have recycling facilities;
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e The applicant has identified that they will be reviewing the Region’s
Comprehensive Housing Strategy and the Sustainable Building Guidelines in
conjunction with the development; and,

e While the applicant has given consideration of a green-roof and rooftop garden,
no design plans have been submitted showing use of the roof area for amenity or
green space.

Planning Staff have considered the comments provided by the SDC in the review of this
application. The extents of the underground parking structure continue to create site
design challenges reflected in the SDC comments. The applicant has indicated that they
will not be removing the surface parking for the site, and due to the underground
parking garage under the majority of the site, they have chosen not to use water-
permeable materials in the parking area and hardscaped amenity area. The reduced
setbacks required to accommodate the underground parking and the surface parking
have not left adequate area to provide functional greenspace and landscaping area.
The impermeable surface to accommodate the parking infrastructure does not leave
enough room for low impact development techniques for alternative treatment of surface
water.

Public Comments

Since the development application was submitted in January 2019, Planning Staff has
received 23 written comments from 21 correspondents with regard to this application
which have been included as Appendix E to this report. A Statutory Public Meeting for
this development application was held on April 2, 2019. At the meeting, six delegations
were made by members of the public. The following table provides a summary of all
public comments that were received and how they were considered by Planning Staff in
the development of this recommendation report.

Public Comment Staff Response

Built Form: The proposed building fits within the 45-
degree angular plane in the current
location. Building stepbacks are proposed
on the third, fifth, and sixth floors on the
east side of the building, and on the fifth
floor of the building on the west. Planning
Staff are of the opinion that the stepbacks
e Preference for low-rise, townhouse on the east side transition well to the low-
development on the subject lands rise built form, but the west side setbacks
do not. The building length does not assist
in transitioning to the low rise
neighbourhood since the continuous wall

e Building height of 6-storeys does not
transition well to the low-density
neighbourhood and needs to be
reduced
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e Proposed density is too high

e Building needs to step-down on both
sides to relate to neighbourhood form

length, when combined with the proposed
height, creates a large building massing
which limits sky views across the city
block.

The lands are located within 250 metres of
the Aldershot GO Station entrance and
are therefore an appropriate location for
intensification, possibly in a mid-rise form,
that is compatible with the surrounding low
rise residential uses.

Site Design:

e Narrow landscape strips will not
support larger vegetation for
screening

e Snow storage overflow onto side
streets

e Underground parking area comes too
close to the lot lines

e Too much paved and hardscaped
surface, and not enough
greenspace/outdoor amenity area

e Tree removal impacts on ecosystem

e Rear drop off area is not capable of
being adequately buffered by the
landscape strips proposed

e Location of exhaust fans from
underground parking area close to
dwelling

e Ground water impacts on proposed
underground parking

e Apartment building should have
greater setbacks and more
landscaping

The landscape areas and buffer are
significantly reduced from the
requirements of the Zoning By-law. Staff
do not support the extent of the reduction
to these landscaping requirements.
Greater landscape areas along the
property lines will assist in providing a
dense landscape planting area in the rear
landscape buffer for privacy, assist in
separating the public and private uses at-
grade along the building frontage along
Masonry Court, and will allow for greater
separation and screening of on-site uses
like parking and drop off areas from the
neighboring properties.

The underground parking structure
setbacks are reduced from the
requirements of the Zoning By-law and
impact the availability of landscaping
around the property perimeter. Staff do not
support the extent of the reduced setbacks
for the underground parking structure.

The applicant has not shown snow
storage areas on their site plan, and long-
term storage on the narrow landscape
areas will not be sufficient. Staff are not
concerned about snow storage overflow
onto the adjacent cul-de-sacs, as fencing
will be required along the property line,
however there is not enough information
about snow storage to determine if it can
be adequately accommodated on site.

The proposed development requires the
removal of 22 City owned street trees, and
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all 25 on-site trees. Some trees are noted
to be in poor health on the arborist’s report
submitted and are proposed to be
removed, however, efforts to retain
additional trees in fair to good condition
should be made to assist in maintenance
of the urban tree canopy. The
underground parking structure extents
should be modified to assist in retention of
on-site trees.

The proposed exhaust vent from the
underground parking structure has been
moved from the south-east corner of the
site to the north-west corner of the site,
therefore Staff do not have concerns with
its proximity to existing residential
buildings.

The proposed underground parking
structure is proposed to be one-storey in
depth, above the high-groundwater level.
Additional levels of underground parking
would enter into the ground water levels,
and would require long-term pumping.

While the majority of the apartment
building is within the required setback
abutting a low-density residential zone,
Level 1 is situated 13 metres from the
zone boundary as well as the balcony for
Level 2, and these require site-specific
amendments to the requested zoning.
Required building setbacks abutting
Clearview Ave. have been met, however
landscaping requirements have not and
this side of the site will be used for parking
and driving. The building is setback 5.9
metres to St. Matthew’s Ave. at Level 1
and 2 and requires site-specific
amendments to the requested zoning,
however, this setback is consistent with
existing building setbacks along this side
of St. Matthew’s Ave.

Neighbourhood Impacts:

e Loss of privacy from over-look into
yards from balconies

The landscape concept plan does not
depict a dense landscape planting area
along the yard abutting the R2.1 zone.
The landscape buffer should support
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e Construction activity spillover onto
adjacent streets (equipment staging,
construction office, worker parking,
street closures)

e Potential noise impacts from
residential and service vehicle
movement in the rear of the property

¢ Not enough local commercial and
retail amenities in the area to support
increased population

¢ Increased vehicle traffic on nearby
streets

e Potential visitor parking overflow on
side streets

e Sun shadow impact on adjacent
properties

e Public realm on adjacent streets will
be negatively affected

dense, mature landscaping to screen uses
on adjacent lands and reduce privacy
concerns from over-look. Insufficient
information has been provided to establish
if a dense planting environment of taller
vegetation like trees can be
accommodated in the 2.5 metre buffer.
Staff do not support this reduced
landscape buffer since it could negatively
impact privacy for adjacent landowners.

The applicant has not supplied a
Construction and Mobility Management
Plan, as requested by Site Engineering
Staff. Staff continue to have concerns
about construction activity spillover onto
adjacent municipal roads due to the
extents of the underground parking
structure.

The applicant has located the service
vehicle loading area on the rear of the
building at the west side and have
reduced the number of vehicle entrances
to one. Noise impacts on adjacent
properties from service vehicles should be
minimal. Noise impacts from resident and
visitor vehicles parking at grade could be
reduced if the rear landscape buffer
requirements were met, resulting in
increased separation of vehicles from the
rear property line.

While west Aldershot may be missing
access to a local grocery store within
walking distance, increased density
permissions on this site will assist in
achieving population figures which may
assist in attracting grocery and other
commercial amenities.

The site is not proposed to have access
from Clearview Ave. or St. Matthew’s Ave.,
and the development has proposed a
parking rate that is acceptable to
Transportation Staff. Planning Staff
believe that there will be minimal impact
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on these streets in terms of parking or
traffic.

Sun shadow on surrounding residential
properties will be limited to after 5:30pm in
March/September, after 6:30pm in June,
and after 2:30pm in December. While the
December shadows are the longest, few
properties are impacted. Planning Staff
believe the sun-shadow impact on these
properties is minimal. More adverse sun
shadow impact is present on Masonry
Court and in the proposed amenity are on
the site.

The applicant has not addressed the
interface of the property with the public
realm along Clearview Ave. and St.
Matthew’s Ave. adequately. Narrow
landscape areas provide limited area for
tree planting adjacent to the cul-de-sacs.
The narrow landscape areas proposed
and lack of information about tree
plantings and beautification does not
satisfy Planning Staff that the public realm
of the cul-de-sacs will be enhanced by this
development, as currently proposed.

Planning Process:

Uncertainty about Aldershot Mobility
Hub planning while the 2018 Council
adopted Official Plan is under review

Amount of development happening in
Aldershot

Concern that the information
provided by the applicant at the
neighbourhood meeting did not
provide enough detailed information
about the proposal for residents to
comment

Preference for Aldershot Mobility hub
not to include these lands

The Aldershot Mobility Hub planning
process is on hold until the Official Plan
Review is completed later this year. The
subject lands continue to be located in an
area recognized as an MTSA by the
Province. Transit supportive densities are
encouraged within MTSAs and may be
appropriate for this property, provided the
form of development is compatible with
surrounding uses.

The future Aldershot Mobility Hub precinct
plan will be required to be consistent with
and conform to all relevant Provincial
policy and plans.

Plains Road in Aldershot is primarily
designated for mixed use, commercial and
some medium density residential
development. The Aldershot GO Station
MTSA is also a driver for development.
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The City’s Official Plan review process will
provide further direction on how and
where development should occur in
Aldershot.

The applicant-led pre-application
neighbourhood meeting involved a series
of conceptual renderings of the
development for public review. When the
concept was finalized, and the application
submitted to the City, all plans and studies
have been posted on the City’s webpage
for the development for public review and
comment. Notice letters in February and
March advised that the materials were
available online for public review.

Conclusion:

The Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment applications submitted for
the lands located at 1085 Clearview Ave., and 1082, 1086, and 1090 St. Matthew’s Ave.
have been reviewed by Planning Staff and are recommended for refusal. While the
application is generally consistent with the PPS and generally conforms to the Growth
Plan, it does not adequately address the City’s Official Plan policies for housing
intensification compatibility and urban design. The proposal has been reviewed and
assessed through the evaluation criteria for housing intensification contained in the
City’s Official Plan and Planning Staff have concluded that it does not meet critical
criteria for compatibility. The proposal has been assessed for consistency with the City’s
Council approved Guidelines for Mixed-Use and Mid-Rise Residential Buildings and
Planning Staff have concluded that the building and site design fail to achieve a high
level of urban design. For these reasons, Planning Staff are recommending refusal of
the application.

Respectfully submitted,

Lauren Vraets MCIP RPP
Planner Il, Development Review
905-335-7600 ext. 7536
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Appendices:

A. Location and Zoning Sketch
Detail Sketch
Building Elevations

Sustainable Development Committee Comments
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Public Comments

Notifications:
Dana Anderson, MHBC Planning Ltd.

danderson@mhbcplan.com

Katherine Rauscher, LIV Development Ltd.

KRauscher@livhere.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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Appendix A: Zoning Sketch
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Sketch No. 1
ZONING SKETCH

Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment to permit the
storey residential building with 162 units and 204 parking spaces.
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Appendix B: Detail Sketch

Sketch No. 2 "
DETAIL SKETCH
Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment to permit development of a mid-rise, 6-storey residential
building with 162 units and 204 parking spaces
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Appendix C: Building Elevations from Applicant’s Architectural Drawing Package,
Submitted May 27, 2019
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Development Committee

DATE: April 17, 2019

TO: Lauren Vraets, Planner, Department of City Building

RE: 1085 Clearview Ave. and 1082, 1086 &1090 St. Matthews Ave.

File Number(s): | 505-01/19 and 520-02/19

Application to amend the Official Plan Designation and Zoning By-law to
permit a 6 storey residential apartment building with 160 units.

Description:

Overall Recommendation: Support with modifications/conditions.
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The SDC reviews development applications in order to provide comments to encourage
sustainable development. Council approved this mandate in 1990. In order to implement
sustainable building and design measures effectively, they should be considered at the
earliest possible stage in the development process to ensure integrated design occurs and to
reduce project costs. In addition, the Committee is empowered to review applications based
on Part Il Section 2.3 policy b) of the 2008 Official Plan which states:

"The City will maintain a citizen’s advisory committee to advise and assist Council and
staff on the implementation of Principles and Objectives of Sustainable Development
(see Appendix E), through the review of development applications and other matters of
interest in accordance with the terms of reference adopted and periodically reviewed by
Council."

In general, the Committee also relies on the following sections of the official plan
in its review of applications:

Part Il Section 2.2 objective d) To use Sustainable Development criteria for review of
applications for development, and to ensure that new development is compatible with
existing end uses,

Part Il Section 2.7.1 Principles a) To the greatest extent possible, proposed
development shall be consistent with the goals and objectives of Sustainable
Development, and other policies in Part Il Section 2.7 of the Official Plan.

Figure 1. Site Plan
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Figure 2: Perspective

Preamble:
Site Description

The subject lands are approximately 0.62 hectares in size and are bounded by Masonry
Court to the north, low density residential uses to the south, Clearview Ave to the west, and
St. Matthews Ave. to the east. The lands are comprised of three parcels which are to be
merged on title to facilitate the development. 1085 Clearview Ave. is developed with a 1
storey place of worship with surface parking, and 1082 St. Matthews Ave. currently contains
a dwelling which is used for the place of worship as an administrative building. The lands
associated with the place of worship are currently accessed by entryways from Masonry
Court, Clearview Ave., and St. Matthews Ave. 1086 and 1090 St. Matthews Ave. are
currently developed with single detached dwellings and have been assembled in order to
facilitate the application as proposed. The lands are located in close proximity to the
Aldershot GO Station and are located within the boundaries of the Aldershot Mobility Hub
Study Area.
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Application Details

The applicant has submitted an application to amend the Official Plan designation and
Zoning By-law for the subject lands in order to permit the development of a 6 storey mid-
rise residential apartment building with 160 units, resulting in a density of 258 units per
hectare. The development is proposed to provide 29 one bedroom, 95 one bedroom plus
den, 11 two bedroom and 25 two bedroom plus den units. The development is proposed to
provide a total of 203 vehicle parking spaces with 154 spaces located in a below-grade
parking structure, and 49 spaces located at grade. Vehicle access to the site is proposed
from two entrances off Masonry Court. The applicant is proposing to provide 2,552 sq.
metres of amenity area in the form of unit balconies, at-grade patios, and common indoor
and outdoor amenity area.

General

The SDC supports higher density development close to transit, retail and community services
that will likely attract transit-oriented, environmentally focused residents and businesses.

While the SDC supports this application in general for these reasons, there are specific concerns
with respect to sustainable construction, green space, and energy efficiency.

The SDC sees opportunity in this development to support Burlington to achieve its goal of being
net carbon neutral. This means all development must strive for Net Zero Energy and Carbon.
The SDC recommends the applicant reviews the current report by the Federation of Canadian
Municipalities on Net Zero developments across southern Ontario which provides a mechanism
for municipalities to implement such development. https://s2etech.com/fcm-gmf/

Additionally, The SDC recommends the applicant incorporates more green space, placemaking,
affordable and accessible housing, a more detailed plan for trees, and construction waste
management.

The quantity of amenity space is low (at ~2,552 m?). Additional amenity space would help
affirm and promote practices that provide a safe and healthy environment, build a sense of
resilience, and enhance quality of life.

The SDC would welcome discussions with the developer to consider how the sustainability of
the building could be enhanced, including at the Site Plan stage. The SDC encourages the
applicant to review the Sustainable Building and Development and seek to implement these as
best practices.

Recommendations:
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Our comments are based on the following Principles and Objectives of Sustainable

Development, as developed by the committee, endorsed by Council and found in Appendix E of

the City’s Official Plan:

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
PRINCIPLES

COMMENTS

1. Recognize the interdependence
of humans and the rest of nature
in a common ecosystem; seek to
prevent and reverse degradation
of the earth, air, water, plants and
animals by human activity.

Use a Low Impact Design approach to storm water
management

Use of sustainable practices to manage construction waste

The SDC is encouraged by the development team’s
incorporation of natural elements on site. In this vein,
efforts to incorporate water-permeable materials for
proposed parking area/surfaces, in addition to replacing the
trees that will be removed as a result of this development
are recommended.

The SDC also recommends increasing the quantity of
proposed green space.

2. Recognize the urgency of
climate change and take measures
to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and to adapt.

The Developer has not provided information on design
elements to encourage the conservation of energy. The
building should be designed and built to help Burlington to
achieve its goal of being net carbon neutral. SDC
recommends:

e Construction of a very efficient building shell

e Incorporation of passive solar design elements

e Reduction in the use of energy through efficient
fixtures and appliances

e utilization of ground/air source heat pump
heating/cooling, and

e Individual energy metering of each unit

The SDC supports the development team’s efforts to
encourage residents to use forms of transportation other
than their automobiles, especially given the proximity to the
Aldershot GO Station. SDC supports:

e Reduced parking spaces

e Providing ample bike storage

e Providing ample electric vehicle charging capacity
e Providing an on-site vehicle sharing program
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
PRINCIPLES

COMMENTS

e Incorporating a “lay-by” area on Clearview in
addition to the drop off at the back

e Providing one-year transit (bus) passes for new
residents

3. Promote conservation,
stewardship and responsible use
of resources. Discourage
processes and practices that result
in natural resources being
consumed at a rate faster than
they can be replenished.

The SDC would like to see reference to:

e Commitment to installation of energy efficient
appliances (if provided)

e Efficient use of water

e capture and reuse of rainwater for irrigation

The SDC shares the concerns of local community members
with respect to sustainable construction practices. The
proposed footprint of the building and underground parking
leave very little to no room for lay down, site management,

and waste sorting areas. The SDC recommends that the
applicant develop plans outlining the sustainable
construction methods and procedures they will use.

4. Discourage the production and
use of persistent and harmful
substances. Reinforce proper
disposal practices for such
substances

5. Affirm and promote practices
that provide a safe and healthy
environment and build resilience,
and engage our community in not
only meeting the economic and
social needs of all citizens but
enhancing quality of life.

The SDC would like to see reference to:

e A small proportion of units (e.g. 10 per cent) built
using principles of universal design to optimize
accessibility and to promote aging in place.

e Utilization of available space for social
purpose/community-based services or supports.

e Common areas that contribute to
community/community building.

e The applicant proposes 27,469 square feet of
amenity area, only slightly more than half that
required by zoning-by-law RH5. SDC recommends
provision of additional amenity space.
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

COMMENTS

a. Leadership: Take a leadership position on
sustainability issue both within and outside
the City of Burlington. Recognize that our
local actions can have global implications.

The SDC recommends the developer
incorporate the guidelines outlined in the
Burlington “Sustainable Building and
Development Guidelines” and incorporate
elements to encourage the conservation of
energy and help Burlington to achieve its goal
of being net carbon neutral.

b. Protection and Enhancement of Natural
Features: Protect and enhance Burlington’s
natural features to ensure that shorelines,
natural water courses, wetlands, flood
plains, woodlands and forestry tracts, as well
as notable landmarks such as the Niagara
Escarpment, are preserved for future
generations. Improve the connectivity of
natural features to enhance the natural
heritage system. Preserve habitat to
maintain and increase biodiversity and
protect species at risk.

The SDC recommends the applicant
incorporate native, non-invasive, biodiverse
species resilient to climate change into its
green space and amenity areas.

The SDC further recommends that the
Developer incorporate bird friendly design.

c. Protection of Natural Resources:
Sustainably manage and protect natural
resources such as water, minerals and fertile
lands. Reverse degradation of natural
resources when feasible.

d. Responsible Use of Natural Resources:
Reduce the consumption of natural
resources and ensure users are responsible
for the full local costs of services such as
water, electricity and sanitary sewers.
Provide educational programs to encourage
conservation of natural resources and
increase awareness of the full costs of
services.

The SDC recommends the applicant
incorporates fixtures and appliances that
encourage conservation of energy and natural
resources like LED lights and low flow water
fixtures. The SDC recommends that units be
individually metered with respect to both
water and electricity and capture and re-use
rain water for irrigation
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

COMMENTS

e. Waste Reduction: Reduce waste

generation and increase resource recovery.

Minimize waste in designing, building,
operating, renovating, demolishing and re-
purposing buildings.

The applicant should consider ways to reduce
resource usage, such as using recycled
building materials. The use of rapidly
renewable building materials that total at
least 5% of the total value of products should
be used in this project. If possible, donate any
usable building materials (windows, kitchen
cabinets, fixtures, etc.) from the existing
buildings to Habitat for Humanity. Properly
recycle demolition materials.

The applicant should ensure that proper
recycling methods and facilities are available.
This must include organic waste through the
green bin program.

The SDC notes that the applicant is expected
to experience space constraints during
construction. The SDC recommends the
applicant prepare a plan for the handling,
separating, and recycling of appropriate
building materials in the space constrained
environment.

f. Greening of the City: Promote the
preservation, management and planting of
trees and other vegetation on private and
public property within the City. Encourage
the use of native, non-invasive and diverse
species.

The SDC is pleased to see the development
team appears to be planting trees although
no landscape plan has been provided. The
Concept Plan shows trees but we find no
commitment to the number and size. 49 out
of 55 existing trees are being destroyed. The
SDC requests compliance with tree
replacement requirements in Section 9.4 of
the Site Plan Application Guidelines for
planting of equivalent caliper diameter at
other sites that will be paid for by the
applicant. The equivalent caliper diameter of
the destroyed trees is 1327 cm. Replacing
these with the typical 5 cm size tree would
require a total of 265 trees which should be
native and diversified species. The Concept
Plan indicates about 46 trees.
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

COMMENTS

g. Natural Features and Green Space:
Ensure natural features and greenspace are
fundamental components of the City
including new developments and
redevelopments.

A green roof/rooftop garden should be
considered.

h. Superior Neighbourhood Design: Make
land-use decisions considering the natural
features, site characteristics and location
relative to employment, transportation and
amenities. Apply an ecosystem approach to
assess the impacts of development and
ensure environmental integrity, diversity and
resiliency. Create vibrant, equitable
communities that are healthy, walkable and
transit supportive.

i. Sense of community: Create sustainable
and appropriate forms of development that
reflect the human scale, promote a sense of
community, and connect and integrate
urban development natural surroundings.

j- Neighbourhood Connectivity: Promote
community development where residents
can easily access necessities and amenities,
such as housing, employment, locally
produced food, retail, green spaces,
education, recreation, and arts and culture
through active transportation or transit.

The applicant should include/consider
building a small proportion of units (e.g. 10
per cent) using principles of universal design
to optimize accessibility and to promote aging
in place.

Space should be made available for social
purpose/community-based services or
supports, and include common areas to foster
community/community-building.

k. Sustainable Transportation System:
Prioritize walking, cycling and transit and
make the best use of the existing road
system for the safe movement of goods and
people. Support multi-modal connectivity
within the City and with neighbouring
municipalities.

The area is very walkable and there is easy
access to public transit.

There should be a lay-by area to allow
taxis/ride sharing businesses to pick up and
drop off residents at the front.

The SDC is glad to see the 88 bicycle storage
lockers and repair area on the ground floor
and the additional space on the P1 level.
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

COMMENTS

SDC supports a reduced number of parking
spaces. There are 203 spaces for 160 units, or
1.3 spaces per unit. Sustainable communities
need to eliminate individually owner vehicles
and move to other options. Eliminating as
many parking spaces as possible for
occupants and providing ones for visitors only
will help greatly. As a minimum, the surface
parking should be removed and replaced with
plant ground cover that does not have turf.

The SDC recommends the applicant provide
for an on-site car-sharing program and
consider the provision of one-year transit
(bus) passes for new residents.

|. Efficient Urban Design: Increase the
efficiency of land use in the urban
community with the goal of reducing
greenhouse gas and other air emissions and
provide efficient, well- connected route for
active transportation and transit. Promote
urban intensification and development
policies, rather than suburban policies that
generate sprawl.

m. Natural Storm Water Management:
Protect water courses in their natural state
and encourage the restoration of water
courses that have been degraded.
Encourage low impact development design
and use of best practices to improve storm
water quality and reduce the quantity storm
water sent to traditional storm water
infrastructure.

SDC recommends:

e Water-permeable materials be used
for parking area/surfaces.

n. Energy Conservation, Efficiency and
Generation: Promote net zero carbon
energy generation and usage. Increase
energy conservation through efficient land
use planning and building design. Encourage
sustainable local thermal and electrical
energy generation and the supporting
distribution network. Adopt low emission

SDC recommends Net Zero Energy and
Carbon design including:

e Construction of a very efficient
building shell

e Incorporation of passive solar design
elements

1085 Clearview Avenue
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES

COMMENTS

forms of transportation. Take all
opportunities to switch from fossil fuel to
renewable and electricity-based
technologies.

e Reduction in the use of energy
through efficient fixtures and
appliances, and

e Individual energy metering of each
unit

e Consideration of the deployment of a
ground/air source heat pump
heating/cooling system

e Following LEED (or similar)
construction principles

The applicant should provide electric vehicle
charging stations for residents and visitors.

0. Agriculture and Food: Promote policies
that improve long-term food security with
sustainable local agriculture in urban and
rural communities. Increase the supply of
local, accessible, affordable, culturally
diverse and nutritious food. Protect
agricultural land from loss and
fragmentation.

The applicant is requested to provide a
rooftop garden facility for residents.

p. Healthy Lifestyles: Promote and support
healthy and active lifestyles through the
development of complete neighborhoods,
active transportation infrastructure,
recreational facilities and parks.

g. Community Engagement: Seek and
encourage public participation and
education, and, consider public input in city
decision-making. The economic,
environmental and social aspects of
proposed developments should be
considered. Decisions should address all
aspects and build consensus among
stakeholders.

The applicant is encouraged to ensure that
the project is supportive of Halton Region’s
Comprehensive Housing Strategy and is in the
alignment with the housing objective 86(26)
of the Halton Region Official Plan: “Seek
development opportunities for Assisted and
Affordable Housing in Intensification Areas
where public transit, retail and other facilities
are readily accessible.”

r. Evaluation of Development: Continuously
monitor and evaluate community
development to assess its sustainability in

1085 Clearview Avenue
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES COMMENTS

relation to social, environmental or
economic impacts.

s. Sustainability Assessment: To assess
progress towards sustainability, the City of
Burlington should prepare a performance
review of the entire municipality at regular
intervals and develop and implement an
action plan based on the findings.

Summary of Above Discussion and Recommendations/Action ltems:

The proposed development has positive components e.g.:

The proximity to transit and walkable streets
88 ground floor bicycle storage lockers and repair room

The proposed development should be further enhanced by addressing issues such as:

Ensuring the overall design is in conformity with the Sustainable Building and
Development Guidelines

The inclusion of some 3-bedroom units that could accommodate families

Outdoor amenity space, garden and solar electric panels on the roof

The provision of a portion of the units as affordable/accessible housing

Design elements to improve the sense of community

Reduced parking, preferably with all surface spaces replaced with turf free plant ground
cover

Providing some public parking underground (reducing the amount of resident parking)
Enhancing TDM measures e.g.:

o Information package available to residents; on site car share provided by the
development; one-year transit (bus) passes provided to residents; creation of a
front side lay-by space to allow for pick up/drop off of residents

Ensuring that trees removed from the site are replaced (with equivalent caliper) on the
site or elsewhere in the community

The applicant has an opportunity to create a building that can set a standard for new
development within the Aldershot community by following the Net Zero Energy and
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Carbon approach promoted by the Federation of Canadian Municipalities by
incorporating sustainable practices and LEED (or similar) level components.

Future Site Plan & Building Permit Considerations:

The City of Burlington has approved the Sustainable Building and Development Guidelines. The
Committee recommends that the applicant consider the Guidelines in this application. Many of
the items identified in the Guidelines are implemented through site plan and/or building permit
approval, after a development proposal has received an Official Plan amendment and/or zoning
by-law amendment, however, to ensure the design of sustainability features can be
incorporated, the SDC recommends these items be given consideration at this stage in the
process. A full copy of the Guidelines can be downloaded at:

https://www.burlington.ca/en/services-for-
you/resources/Planning and Development/Official Plan/Proposed-OP/18-304-PB-
Sustainable-Building-and-Development-Guidelines-WEB April-2018.pdf

The SDC requests a response from the applicant related to the above recommendations. The
Committee would be pleased to meet with the applicant to discuss these comments in further
detail and appreciates the opportunity to provide further review and comments on subsequent
submissions.

This report was reviewed and approved the Sustainable Development Committee’s “Committee
of the Whole” on April 16, 2019

Respectfully Submitted,

Burlington Sustainable Development Committee (SDC)

Cc:

C. Barnes, Chair, Sustainable Development Committee

L. Robichaud, Sr. Sustainability Coordinator, Capital Works Department, City of Burlington
Lauren Vraets, Planner, Policy, Department of City Building, Planning Section, City of Burlington
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Appendix E to PB-31-19

Name, Address Comments
& Date Received

Greg Casson Lauren;

1081 St. Matthews Ave. | reside on St. Matthews Ave and would like some additional
information regarding the application to develop 1085 Clearview

Feb. 19, 2019 Ave. and 1082, 1086 & 1090 St. Matthews Ave.

| have attended a community meeting and reviewed the
supporting documents available online through the City's
website regarding the proposed development.

| have been lead to understand that the "Landscape Strip" (Site
Plan drawing, page Al.1) along the east, south and west

sides of the development are to be just 3 ft / 36™s wide, with no
fencing of any sort and the landscaping itself is to be
determined at a later date. Is this correct?

Regarding the east side driveway into the proposed
development from Masonry Crt....it appears on the Site Plan
drawing, page Al.1, that the driveway is only separated from
the west edge of St. Matthews Ave., by the "Landscape Strip".
How is this permissible? Is there not a set distance (dictated by
the cities or the Region of Halton's bylaws) back from the
roadways (St. Matthews Ave) edge that must be abided by? Is
there no consideration given in the approval process regarding
snow fall in the winter and where and how it will accumulate
during the plowing process? | would suggest that if there is only
3 ft / 36" separating the driveway from St. Matthews Ave., that
during snow plowing, of the driveway (presumably by private
contractors on behalf of the building) and St. Matthews Ave by
the City, that 3 ft / 36" is insufficient and will result in spillage of
snow back and forth between the driveway and the street and
vise versa.

| have the same question and concern regarding the west side
of the proposed development as it related to Clearview Ave.
How is such a small space, "Landscape Strip"”, permissible?

Regarding the shadow(s) that will be cast by the proposed
building....are there no provincial rules or regulations that
pertain to shadows and their effect on existing surrounding
family dwellings?

Lastly, how does the re-examination of the policies of the official
plan impact this proposed development and the proposals time
lines?
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Thank you in advance for responding to my inquires.
| look forward to hear back from you.

Greg Casson

Jill and Greg Casson Lauren:

1081 St. Matthews Ave. Thank you for getting back to me and providing the answers to
my questions / concerns.

Feb. 20, 2019
By way of follow up to the size of the landscape strip area and
buffer, can you directed me to where in the development
application supporting documents the developer provides the
rationale or justification for such a drastic reduction in size, from
the presently required 4.5m to less then 1m, of the buffer area.

To add to the concerns | have previously stated in regards to
the size of the buffer area being less then 1m in width. A 1m's
width buffer area, essentially a sidewalks width, abutting St.
Matthews Ave and Clearview Ave is unsafe and insufficient in
size to grow anything but very minimal, low height vegetation.
Trees, of any sort, to be used to landscape the property edge
and provide some privacy, may survive in the short term but
long term growth is not sustainable in such a small area. Snow
clearing during the winter will further reduce the survivability of
any vegetation planted in such a small area. A 1m width buffer
is not in keeping with the present environmental design of the
neighbourhood.

After having attended community meeting(s) and reviewing the
development application supporting documents, my wife, Jill
and | are strongly opposed to the applicants proposal as it
stands on the following grounds;

- Insufficient buffer area along the east and west side of the
development. We can see no rationale or justification for
reducing the size of the buffer area from the presently required
(Zoning By-Law) 4.5m to less then 1m other then it allows the
developer to have a bigger footprint on the property therefore
increasing the size of the development thus making it more
profitable for the developer to develop the property.

- The development size, six story building with drastically
reduced buffer area to the east and west does not fit into the
neighbourhood.

- A drastically reduced buffer area raises safety and privacy
concerns for the occupants living in homes on St. Matthews Ave
and Clearview Ave and users (vehicles and pedestrians) of both
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streets.

- A six storey building with no viable area to plant trees (that will
survive and thrive in the long term) reduces the privacy
presently afforded the homes located in close proximity to the
development.

- The shadow cast by a six storey building in the winter months
will negatively affect the homes located in close proximity of the
development, raising heating and hydro costs during the winter
months for the home owners.

Peter and Anne-Marie Dear Lauren,
Campbell
This letter would be in response to the developers proposal for
1040 Clearview Ave. a 6 storey residential apartment building at the noted location.
When the property was first purchased by Liv Communities, a
Feb. 25, 2019 new home builder and a division of Lanmark Homes, the area

residents were originally led to believe this would be a
Townhouse infill project, not this, now proposed, high density
condo development. While not ideal, as all homes in this
subdivision are zoned single family residences, it certainly was
a better option to a condo tower. This is a relatively small piece
of property for the area at .6 hectares (1 %2 acres ) , as most of
the properties in this original subdivision were all single family
homes on 1/2 acre lots. This property has wide frontage along
Masonry Crt. but is not very deep. While the prospect of a 6
storey condo is not totally unreasonable , given the properties
location within a couple hundred meters of the Aldershot GO,
the high density and all the proposed bylaw changes are, and
for that reason this build should not be approved as it is
submitted.

In order for this build to happen, the entire property would need
to be excavated, as the underground garage walls extend all
the way to the property lines. This leads to a multitude of issues
in logistics of how this build would be undertaken. | can only
imagine that it will be a mess, much like the Affinity Condos on
Plains Rd. that, required the entire property to be excavated. To
that end, the city closed the sidewalks and boulevard on the
South side of Plains Road in November of 2017 until
completion. This was the quote from Ward 1 councilor at the
time, for the City of Burlington’s actions and appeared in the
Ward 1 newsletter when they had so many complaints : “An
unfortunate but necessary closure of the sidewalk and
boulevard to allow the Condo build to dig the parking because
they do not have enough room on their property for materials “.
Unfortunate yes, necessary no, if the City should not have
allowed this type of build in the first place and the exact same
problems will happen here. Just a few of the issues that come
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to mind would be :

Where would the site offices be located?

No room on the property for large equipment.

Where would the construction personnel park? The overflow
from the Aldershot Go already extends to the entire length of
Masonry Court. There is absolutely no additional parking.
Excavation and shoring on the South side are immediately
adjacent to private residence structures.

How would materials be delivered to, and stored at, this site.
This build is over intensification, no greenspace, only a very
minimal amenity area, entire surface area of the property is a
very long and skinny building and all asphalt. The drop off area
is at the back of the building adjacent to two residential
properties, 1077 Clearview Ave and 1078 St. Matthews Ave. ,
with a lot of above ground parking and only a sliver of
landscape divide. Totally unacceptable.

This application and all the requests for variances needs to be
REJECTED in it's present form in order to maintain the integrity
of the established R2-1 zoned single family neighbourhood.
Front setback reduction from 7.5m to 2m . - NO

Increase density from 75units /hectare to 257 units /hectare. -

NO
Reduction of amenity area, ie. green space, from 4660 m2 to
2458 m2. - NO

Reduction in landscape width along Clearview, Masonry And
ST. Matthews from 4.5 m to 1m, Om & 1.5m respectively. - NO
Reduction of landscape buffers abutting R2 zone from 6m to
1.5m. - NO

Extension of below grade parking structure. - NO

Reduction of 259 parking spaces to 202. — NO and actually ALL
parking to be underground, ie., no surface parking allowed.

Best Regards,

Peter and Anne-Marie Campbell
1040 Clearview Ave.

Sharron Hughes Dear Ms Vraets,

1084 Clearview Ave. I would like to state that I’'m against the rezoning of the above
properties to allow a 6 storey residential apartment building to

February 26, 2019 be developed.

When my husband and | moved to 1084 Clearview Ave in 2011
it was because of the appeal of a quiet dead-end street across
from a church and to-date the community has been just that.
Family friend, quiet neighborhood.
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| understand that Aldershot is growing. | can see the
extensive development happening all along Plains Road and
Masonry Court but | question the value in adding even more
development in an area of single-family homes. You don’t
even know what the effect will be on the neighborhood and
traffic when the development at Masonry Court is complete.
Right now, | often find it a challenge to enter and exit my

street. | can’timagine what it would be like adding at least a
203 vehicles but I'm going to go with nightmare. My nightmare.

This proposed development will be directly across from us.

The literature provided states that “the proposal will enhance
the public realm and streetscape along Masonry Court by
creating ground level residential patios which serve to provide
street-level activity and natural surveillance”. It's ugly, huge
and in NO way will enhance Clearview’s public realm or
streetscape. Our streetscape is lovely. | think the residences
of St. Matthews Ave would agree. | don’t know why improving
Masonry Court — across from undeveloped land should be more
of a concern that the existing residences.

The proposal goes on to say “The proposal can be adequately
serviced and does not create any impacts to the surrounding
area. The proposal is keeping with the character of the
neighbourhood”.  This will create an immense impact and is
not at all in character on the neighbourhood. To say that it
won'’t is ignorant and poorly researched. There are so many
issues that have not been addressed. Developers will say
anything to get their buildings up with no consideration for the
consequences.

Please do not destroy our neighbourhood. Please reject the
proposed re-zoning change.

If you need to contact me — | can be reached at ###-###-#H###
or 1084 Clearview Ave, Burlinton ON L7T 2J1

Yours truly,

Sharron Hughes

Dina Knight Attention: Lauren Vraets

1079 St. Matthews Ave. | am writing to oppose the new development application in Ward
1 on St.Matthews Ave and Clearview. There are many concerns

Feb. 26, 2019 I have regarding this new proposal including its size, especially

the height, density, location to existing single dwelling homes,
noise, privacy, traffic, overall design and materials used,
landscaping buffers and finally that this small piece of land
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needs to be removed from the mobility hub designation and
stay low density.

The Official Plan for this property should remain residential low
density with single dwelling homes or as a alternative design
stacked town homes. The transition from the existing homes to
the new development proposal in the area on both streets
needs to be considered. As a resident | would like to see a
gradual transition and not a 6 storey tower. In review, areas on
Plains Rd have had new development with town homes or even
condos of 4 storeys at the new ADI development beside the GO
Train and are in a busier traffic area, so why is this not being
considered for these small single dwelling court locations.

We specifically purchased a home in this area for the small,
quiet court location without traffic or noise and enjoy our quiet
single dwelling home with mature landscape in the area. The
new development would take all of that away. A 6 storey
building would mean greater noise from the 160 units with
balconies and outdoor terraces, loading spaces which would
mean garbage removal, moving trucks just outside our door as
well as drop off and outdoor parking areas with 203 cars in and
out daily. As well as mature landscape would be lost.

The proposed building would take away existing privacy and
create shadows on existing properties as well as roadways. The
height of the building as well as the balconies and terraces
proposed in the new development would allow for residents to
lose their privacy because the residents would be able to see
into windows of the existing homes as well as rear yards and
pools. The height of the building needs to be reduced to a
maximum of 4 stories or replaced altogether by designing town
homes.

The design and landscape of the building does not coincide
with existing homes. It's modern facade and lack of design
needs to drastically change so that it transitions with the area.
The use materials like stone, brick and wood as well as having
the building location setback further from the existing homes
and courts would allow a better transition into the area.
Currently the planning sketch only allows for a few meters of
landscape buffers before the structure leaving very little
transition, instead towers and greater shadowing.

| accept that development needs to take place in our city yet
Mayor Meed strongly agreed with residents that proposals into
existing low density areas be given greater attention. Residents
should not have to feel bullied by developers looking for
greatest financial gains. City councillors and planning staff have
a responsibility to hear existing residents views and to make
sure all parties benefit from new developments that are
proposed. At this time, the development proposed offers no
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benefits to the existing residents of this area. There are areas of
the city that are blank slates, allowing for higher density and far
from existing developments yet this area is not one of them and
should be considered to remain low density for the future. |
therefore recommend the planning department should not
amend the existing zoning to allow the condominium to be built.

James McKenna Attention: Lauren Vraets

1077 St. Matthews Ave. Our beautiful neighbourhood should remain zoned as
residential low density intended for single family homes. |

Feb. 27, 2019 moved to Burlington in 1968 and since that time | have lived in

six different neighbourhoods encompassing most corners of our
city One thing each of these neighbourhoods had in common
was that owners could rest assured nothing major would be
done to change or destroy the unique features of the locale.
Everything that contributed to making the area residential each
resident knew was steadfast.

When | purchased in Aldershot in 2003,l was excited about
being part of the oldest most established part of Burlington. |
knew from the beginning that just as each person on the street
kept their property in pristine condition, that the City would not
allow anything to violate or change the aesthetics of the area.

aldermen decided it may be a good idea to cluster people
around Go train stations and maximize those that could live
there by changing long standing zoning regulations and building
upward. Apparently little consideration was given to the existing
residents. If they eventually would look out onto someone
staring back from their balcony or, worse yet ,look out a window
to see someone looking into their house or back yard from an
upper level balcony, that now seemed OK. If there was noise
from cars and trucks and daily activities of the proposed multi
family development, that now seemed OK. If there was an
erosion of privacy due to multi level buildings right across the
street, that now seemed OK. This isn’t the Aldershot | proudly

| understand the land in question has been purchased by a
private developer and he wants to maximize his profits. That
doesn’t necessarily have to be at odds with the neighbouring
landscape. Why not consider upscale townhomes or a 2 storey
condo building with balconies facing the street which houses
the very Go train station the City wants the new residents to be
near.
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My recommendation and preference is that the zoning remain
exactly as it is and that City council pay more attention to the
desires of existing residents than to maximizing profits for
developers or maximizing population density at the expense of
everything “Burlington “.

| hope that our new mayor, who campaigned on minimizing
change to existing residential neighbourhoods, and our newly
elected council, whom | trust has the best interests of existing
residents in mind, puts a stop to the proposed changes and
allows us to continue to enjoy and be proud of our corner of
Aldershot.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion and | assure
you | speak for most in the area

Ruth, Diane & Deborah
Roberts

1019 Clearview Ave.

Feb. 27, 2019

Hello Lauren,

Please find the attachment regarding our concerns re the
application to change the Official Plan in our neighbourhood of
Clearview Avenue. | have also copied our concerns to our
Councillor Kelvin Galbraith

Ruth Roberts
<<LETTER>>

NEW DEVELOPMENT ON CLEARVIEW

As longtime residents of Clearview Avenue we have seen a few
changes take place in our neighbourhood. Most of these new
developments have added to the character of this area.
However.....

The new proposal for the property located at 1085 Clearview
and 1082, 1086 and 1090 St. Matthews will certainly be a
negative impact on this single family residential area.

The proposed change from the Official Plan designation to
Residential — High Density and to change the zoning to High
Density Residential RH1 is not in keeping with our ideas of what
this original Official Plan indicated.

We do understand that new development is coming but the
density (with a high-rise 6 storey building is certainly not
compatible with the surrounding single family homes. The site
specific zoning requests re setbacks, landscaping and buffers,
amenity area, and required parking, as well as increased site
density, and permission for placement of patios in the front yard
and a second driveway are certainly areas of our concern.
Although it is assumed that most of the occupants will use the
Go Station for their main means of transportation mostly to and
from Toronto, it is obvious to all that the major mode of
movement in Aldershot is the automobile. Bus transportation to
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shopping areas, theatres, and the downtown — even City Hall is
neither convenient nor timely. Having 160 units in the building
will certainly generate more traffic and increase not only
pollution but also traffic congestion on Plains Road.

We heartily oppose the construction of a 6 storey highrise
development in this area. Perhaps a small community of
townhouses should be considered. This would enable the
property in question to be developed with a somewhat
increased residential component but have a less damaging
impact on our neighbourhood and traffic.

Garry Dalley Lauren,

1043 Clearview Ave. This is building is clearly excessive for this area for which my
family and many others reside. There is no reasonable way to

Feb. 27, 2019 deal with the overflow of traffic that will result from this build.

It will turn Clearview Ave. into an extension of the problems we
already face with Plains Rd. during busy times.

| am 100% against this size of build, and will be looking forward
to the first meeting.

Nancy McKenna Attention: Lauren Vraets

1077 St. Matthews Ave. | am a long-term resident of St Matthews Ave who is very
opposed to the new plan proposed for my neighbourhood.

Feb. 27, 2019 St. Matthews Ave. is a quiet dead end street. The landscape is

mature. Huge trees line the street, making a beautiful canopy
enveloping the homes and street. The houses are immaculate
single dwellings. There are no sidewalks, children play safely
on the street... and hydro lines are still prevalent. This is true
old Aldershot.

Recently a developer has decided to upheave our pleasant
neighbourhood with a proposed multi-storey building.

This is an invasion of the privacy | purchased when | moved
here!

Do | want high rise residents peering down into my home and
backyard? NO!

Do | want the noise from an additional 160 units' occupants and
vehicles in this small space? NO!

Do | want increased traffic and delivery trucks en route to a high
rise? NO!

Do | consider a parking lot an acceptable trade for mature trees
and blooming landscape? NO!

Does the modern fascade in the proposed drawings reflect the
character of this neighbourhood? NO!
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Do | feel bullied by this impending high-rise developer? YES!

Are there other areas of Burlington available for development?
YES!

Did Mayor Meed promise to protect existing low-density
residential housing? YES!

Do | expect our Town Council to protect its existing low-density
residential housing constituents? YES!

I am respectfully requesting rejection of this proposal and
continued maintenance of St. Matthews Ave classification as
low-density residential.

10.

Nadine Martin
1050 Clearview Ave.

Feb. 27, 2019

Dear Ms. Vraets:

With respect to the Planning Application submitted by MHBC
Planning Ltd. which we received via mail from the City of
Burlington, | wish to make the following comments.

| am greatly disappointed with the City of Burlington Planners
that they would even entertain such an application for this
dramatic zoning change.

We are a cloister of homes on three streets that form a
community not unlike the White Oaks Community that the city
deemed would be omitted from hub development. It goes
beyond reason why one street over would not be granted the
same courtesy. We are not any different than White Oaks.
You are asking to change our zoning from Low density to High
density. Not only would this result in a shockingly drastic
change to our neighbourhood, it shows all the signs of you
having made a promise to a developer in advance.

My house has been on this street since 1942. It is part of a
community. We are happy being part of this community but you
somehow think it is acceptable to go into this community and try
to dictate a new way of life for us. A zoning change to high
density would bring commotion, noise pollution and of people to
an area that has historically been tranquil and reality free from a
lot of traffic. This would be just the beginning of you stealing
from us the peace and green space that we all chose when we
moved to this area. You do not have the right to do this to us.

| vehemently oppose this application.

Respectfully submitted,

Nadine Martin
1050 Clearview Avenue, Burlington
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11.

Dawn Kurmey
1060 Clearview Ave.

Feb. 28, 2019

Ms. Vraets,

I’'m writing to highlight my concerns for the proposed
development of 1085 Clearview avenue and surrounding lots.

The Clearview/St. Matthews neighbourhood has been under a
lot of scrutiny over the last few years as we were targeted as a
location for the Mobility Hub, for the same reasons our
community banded together to protect our neighbourhood from
Mobility Hub developments, amending the zoning to
accommodate a high rise development would be tragic.

Looking at the letter distributed two weeks ago asking for
comment/feedback | have numerous concerns;

1) Opening up roadways at Clearview and St. Matthews
avenue onto Masonry court would destroy our community which
is comprised of young families (our children play in the roads)
and senior citizens who regularly walk the streets (that don’t
have sidewalks) each night after supper. Into a freeway of cars
rushing to & from the Aldershot go station. It is crucial to the
essence of our neighbourhood that these roadways are not
opened up for vehicle traffic. Opening up these roads would be
a danger to the existing residents within the community

2) The proposal submitted does not appear to have
adequate parking for the number of units that the developers
current plan on constructing. Masonry court and the Aldershot
Go Station already has a shortage of parking and often vehicles
line the streets during the week to accommodate commuter
traffic.

3) The lack of park space proposed in this development is
also concerning considering the number of residents within the
building and the fact the Station West development across the
road was allowed to consider a storm water collection basin as
park space in their development approval — there is not
adequate park space in the area for the number of families.

When you factor in the already congested roadways, the
number of new units in this proposal and the continued
intensification of developments proposed within this community
and surrounding around area there is not enough infrastructure
to support these developments. Our community is also in
conflict as our Ward counsellor Kalvin Galbraith is unable to
represent us as there is a conflict of interest as his home backs
onto the proposed development.

Marianne Mead kicked of her campaigned at the top of
Clearview Avenue gaining the trust of the community that she
would support us in preventing over-development and
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intensification. | hope that our newly elected counsellors
continue on this mission to protect existing established
neighbourhoods and work with the community and developers
for reasonable projects that enhance existing neighbourhoods
inside of exploit them for profit.

Thank you for hearing and listening to my concerns.

12.

Gaetano Fanelli
1060 Clearview Ave.

Feb. 28, 2019

Lauren,

I live at 1060 Clearview Ave with my wife and a newborn baby. |
not only speak for us but for the neighborhood as a whole when
we say have a huge issue with this proposed re-zoning.

There is absolutely no benefit to our community if a 6 storey
apartement is built there, | will outline the main issues that will
adversely affect of daily lives:

1. Putting a 6 storey building into a residential only area will cast
major shadows over the existing homes

2. It will have an increased traffic and congestion issue that
already exists on masonry that already has the go station and
has not even closed a single unit in the large development
currently being built

3. It's not safe to open up the dead end streets of Clearview and
St Matthews as we do not have sidewalks or curbs. How are
our roads supposed to safely take on the increased traffic for
this proposed development, the one currently being built on
masonry, the vast amount of GO train traffic and don't forget the
proposed (2) 11 storey buildings at Clearview and plains on the
solid gold site. Plains road is one of the most congested roads
in the entire city during rush hour, we need to wait for a break in
traffic just to turn down Clearview as it is today.

The developers were also bold enough to tell us residents not
to worry about both the dead end roads being opened up at the
town hall dissicusion that was held at aldershot arena a few
months ago which was obviously a lie.

We are not opposed to change and development in our area or
in our city but this proposal can not be looked at in a vacuum, it
will have adverse effects on the functionality and safety of our
neighborhood in conjuction with all the development happening
in this small area at once.

We hope the city of Burlington agrees with the residents of this
neighborhood and sticks with the zoning laid out in the city's
OP epically since our new mayor campaigned and won on the
promise to end over development in the city of burlington.




Appendix E to PB-31-19

We hope the city will do the right thing and not approve a
zoning change and preserve our neighborhood.

Thank you for your time,

Gaetano Fanelli

13.

Steve and Marina
Favalaro

1073 St. Matthews Ave.

Feb. 28, 2019

Hi Lauren, | am writing to voice our objections to the proposed
development on Clearview and St. Matthews Ave. | had
originally intended on attending the open house, but when |
went to the original one, it had been cancelled and | did not
receive notice of the new date. | have reviewed all the
documentation on the City’s website regarding this proposal
and while | am all for development, in this case | need to voice
our objection.

In my view, the proposed development is completely out of
character with the surrounding neighborhood, and unless the
City is going to rezone all of St Matthews and Clearview to allow
for this type of development, the proposed building will stick out
like a sore thumb for years to come. All the buildings around it
are low density. In addition | also note that from the shadowing
plan, after about 5:30 pm our property will be completely
shadowed by the new building. This does not comply with the
Mobility Hub area plans and in my opinion the properties in
question should not be removed from this study area.

It is my opinion that allowing this development to proceed with
greatly impact the character of St. Matthews Ave, not only from
the height aspect but also the overall design (modern which
does not match the character), reduce our property values and
set a precedence for more development like this in Aldershot
that negatively impacts the low density residential aspects of
our neighborhoods. If there is going to be more development in
our area | would more than support town homes than 3-6 storey
condos. With all due respect | think the City needs to stop
bending to developers and listen to the people that live in the
impacted areas. Aldershot is being over run with condo’s, traffic
with limited to no major commercial development — we do not
need anymore nail salons lining the streets of Aldershot

Thanks
Steve and Marina Favalaro
1073 St. Matthews Ave

14.

D. Seeley

1032 Clearview Ave.

Being a homeowner on Clearview my concerns are how drastic
the changes to setbacks buffers etc. Going from low density to
high density is a major impact on the neighborhood. Traffic is a
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Feb. 28, 2019

big concern and | don't know how this will be handled.
Construction causes traffic hassles and with the Go commuters
it is amplified. The whole picture has to be taken into
consideration. Each application with extra changes to zoning is
going to cause more and more concerns regarding traffic and
parking.

| am glad the access for the proposal is on Masonry Crt. The
developer has shown consideration .l know this is a prime area
for development but our roadways cannot handle traffic at the
best of time.

15.

John Knight
1079 St. Matthews Ave.

Feb. 28, 2019

| have been a Burlington resident for 47 years, | have lived in all
ends of Burlington in the east,north ,south and now the west
end of Burlington for the last 8 years. After looking at many
homes with my wife and 2 young children we stumbled across
this beautiful home on St.Matthews Ave with mature landscape,
huge trees, and a quiet street that ends in a court. My children
enjoy playing in the court, riding their bikes and setting up nets
for hockey games and basketball. But now a developer wants to
change that not just for the residents of St Matthews, but also
Queen Mary and Clearview. If this multi-storey condominium
was originally there in the first place | wouldn't be writing this
letter because there is no way we would of chosen a house
directly across the street from it. | oppose this proposal to
amend the zoning in this area. It needs to remain low density
residential.Why you ask?

The proposal of a condominium development on this property
would mean:

1- Absolutely no privacy, we would have to keep our blinds
closed at all times,someone watching you sitting out
front,cutting the grass,playing with your kids etc. When you
have eyes watching you from the many units and balconies
right across the street
2-We receive the afternoon sun which is needed for my garden
and to heat our house in the cooler months, that condominium
at 6 storeys high will cast a shadow causing our heating bills to
go up in the winter
3-The area has been zoned for low density and needs to be
kept as low density residential with single dwelling homes or
town homes. The height of the building proposed is too high.
4- NOISE,NOISE,NOISE, cars coming and going from the drop
off turn around, 49 cars starting/parking at all hours of the day
and night ,noise of residents on balconies surrounding the
building, terraces and patios and most concerning is the loading
docks for moving trucks and garbage disposal located right
outside my front door.

5- No green space what so ever between St Matthews and the
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structure of the condo unit. The plans do not allow for
vegetation/trees on the land left in this small strip of grass
barely a few meters wide

Overall there's been a lot of new condos going up in Aldershot
in the last few years, they all seem to be right on Plains road
which is great but why come into our lovely neighborhood and
build this large building a stones throw away from my doorstep
and other single homes. It doesn't make sense, would you
Lauren or the Developer like this situation if it was across from
your homes? The location of this condo would be better suited
along Waterdown rd or Plains rd. Personally why not get rid of
all these run down buildings eye sores on Plains like the run
down motels and build your condo structures there. That would
make Aldershot a more updated area of Burlington. The
condominium being proposed for the area does not transition
into the existing neighborhood.

Mayor Meed Ward assured the residents of this area during her
campaign that she would help maintain this area as low density
residential. She stood outside our home as we discussed what
was happening and she agreed that this area was to remain a
quiet court location with single homes. She agreed with
residents that a proposal like this should never be allowed to
change this existing mature area.

16.

Beth and Aaron Boag
1045 Clearview Ave.

Feb. 28, 2019

Hi Lauren,

As residents of Clearview Ave we are writing to provide
feedback on the proposed planning application.

We voted for Marianne on the understanding that our
neighbourhood would be unchanged, after being so supportive
and petitioning for this neighbourhood to remain dedicated to
two-story buildings. After everything with the mobility hub, we
were led to believe it was decided that this site address would
support residential townhouses on the site. We were quite
surprised to see that a proposal for a 6 storey building has
come through.

Although we see that access will not be available through
Clearview Avenue (which we are thankful for), the idea of a
moderately high rise building so close to our quiet cul-de-sac is
disheartening. It impedes on our sightlines, and eliminates the
guiet charm of this Aldershot community.

We have only lived in this neighbourhood for four short years.
Many of our neighbours have been here for decades. This is an
area where families live with their children, everyone who lives
here chose this area for being stable, friendly, lovely, and a
caring community. The addition of a 6 story high rise would be a
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severe detriment to this community.

| should also mention there are not enough amenities in this
area to appease the drastic population increase Burlington is
planning for. Keep with the charm of the area and make smart
development decisions by keeping a limit on the height of the
building and number of units... and please start planning for
more groceries, restaurants, gas stations and retail to keep up
with this growing area!

17.

Lowell Crane
111 Queen Mary Ave.

Feb. 28, 2019

Good Evening, please accept this email as my comments on
the proposed change to the Official Plan and Zoning for the
properties located at 1085 Clearview Ave, and 1082-1086 1090
St Mathews Ave.

Just as an introduction, | have lived in Burlington since 1985. |
purchased my home on Queen Mary Avenue in 1996 fresh out
of university. My home is located within the Clearview/St
Mathew Ave subdivision. Like everyone in Aldershot, a
conscious decision was made to live in a lesser/older home in
order to have the more spacious atmosphere Aldershot
provided. Larger lots, less housing density, the village feel as
opposed to a larger new home in North Burlington with more
population and house density.

The proposed development threatens exactly that. The essence
of Aldershot.

Here are my concerns:

1. This developer, like any good developer purchased a
piece of property on pure speculation based on trends to
intensify areas around Go Train Stations. Mobility Hubs. He
originally proposed a 11 storey building. When success of that
variance seemed unlikely, he reduced the size of the building
and added window dressing to support his proposal. Driveways
off Masonry court, Terraced Upper Floors, and Greenspace are
just developer smoke screens to achieve to check the boxes on
the Planning Departments checklist for development. Let’s be
clear. This is about building height. This developer gambled on
an investment and lost and is now pulling out all the tricks to get
his new down sized proposal pushed through.

Is the idea of the planning process to allow developers to keep
submitting proposals until one sticks? Along with the primary
land he purchased, this developer has purchased residential
properties in the neighborhood which has already lead to the
disintegration of the neighborhoods character. Always dark,
non-maintained properties for the surrounding neighbors to look
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at. Very nice.

If this area is re-zoned it only a matter of time before developers
follow the lead and purchase up homes as they become
available, primarily from long term residents who have passed
on and slowly lower property values of current residents. The
City needs to protect current residents from that approach from
outside developers. It's happened in this case. It will continue
until residents are basically forced out.

| don’t believe the City, or the residents have any obligation to
meet this developer half way, no obligation to help get him out
of a speculation that went wrong. They knew what the zoning
and designation was before purchasing. Buyer beware.

With that said, | think residents see the need for intensification,
see the logic in the plans for creating mobility hubs. No one is
saying these properties do not need to be developed. Where is
the proposal that shows what can be achieved by maximizing
the current zoning which designates this precinct as low
density, and allows only single-family homes, semi-detached
and street townhouses. | see 3 storey townhouse developments
on Plains Road, that would fit nicely on this property. Achieving
the intensification requirement but not drastically changing the
character of the neighborhood. It seems to me that the ask of
the developer is to far removed from the current designation.
Let him come back with something that maximizes the current
zoning or stretches it to a reasonable level. No need to blow the
current zoning out of the water.

2. Before any proposal is agreed to, the intensification
targets for Aldershot should be reviewed and confirmed to
determine what is needed to reach targets. It’s too late once all
the buildings are constructed to backtrack and find out that you
have far exceeded the targets. If you're a resident of Aldershot,
you have seen building after building go up without confidence
there is anything guiding the process other than the deep
pockets of developers and a property tax hungry city. | don’t
want to read in 5 years that Aldershot is in fact over intensified
and that traffic, parking are chronic problems. The character
once so craved, gone forever just to meet the needs of
developers with no concern other than their bottom line. There
are 3-4 buildings currently slated for Plains Road currently
within a 2-minute walk of the proposed property. There is a
large development currently under construction next to the Go
Station, within view of this property. The long-term plan is to
have 20 plus story buildings off Waterdown Road and other
areas surrounding the GoStation. Is this 6 storey building in
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fact needed to meet the Aldershot Target? Should
intensification even be a criterion for consideration in this
proposal?

3. Aldershot is facing a traffic and parking nightmare when
all these building are built. Is there a plan in place to deal with
that? Parking from the Go Train is already spilling over and
doesn’t even account for the new populations coming to
Aldershot, Waterdown and Hamilton which will continue to grow
and grow. How does this proposed building help that situation?

4. One of the greatest features of Aldershot is the mature
tree canopy which are the homes to a diverse ecosystem of
birds and various other wildlife. Having been here for the 20
plus years, it's a pleasure to see the uptick in the hawk
population in recent years where once they were few and far
between not to mention the robins, blue jays, cardinals etc. Has
any consideration been given to how all these proposed
buildings will impact this ecos system?

To Summarize, | think Aldershot residents have had no choice
but to accept the ongoing intensification of the Plains Road
Corridor. As much as we like to see things stay the way they
were, progress is inevitable. However, let common sense
prevail. Let’s listen to the residents. Before existing
neighborhoods are impacted Let’s see the plan for the Plains
Road Corridor play out. Intensify existing neighborhoods by
infilling with townhouses or building on double or triple lot to
preserve the character of the neighborhoods. This proposed 6
storey building will a square peg in a round hole in this
neighborhood. Let’s not be fooled by token gestures of site
features that are just smoke screen to real issue.

It pains me to figure out why the current development under
construction next to the go station which does not impact any
neighborhoods is not being constructed to this building height.
Where was foresight to see this requirement for intensification
was coming.

Appreciate the forum to submit a long-term residents concerns.

Lowell Crane

18.

Lianne Dalley
1043 Clearview Ave.

March 1, 2019

Lauren

| am writing to you to express my concerns regarding the re-
zoning of 1085/1082/1086 Clearview and 1090 St. Matthews
Avenue.
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| have sat in on a few different town hall meetings with regards
to re-zoning plans in Aldershot, with particular interest in the
development plans for the Solid Gold property. | was a little
taken back to see further re-zoning and development of 1085
Clearview Ave. My biggest concern with all of these
developments is that there is not a proper infrastructure in place
to support these plans. With the Solid Gold property
development, it is my understanding that the traffic assessment
results were not favourable. Has this been a consideration for
this new development? Do we have the infrastructure in place
on Plains Road and subsequent side streets to accommodate
these developments? On a good day, the traffic is so backed
up on Plains Road. | anticipate that this is going to get even
worse with this property development. Our neighborhood is a
quiet area where | feel safe for my kids to play outside. This
new development will substantially increase the flow of traffic
which is concerning for my kids. And my last concern is the
development of a block apartment building right in the middle of
a single home neighbourhood? | can’t see this as been a
positive addition to our neigbourhood. The only one benefiting
is the owner of the new building.

| hope these comments are taking in to consideration for the
approval of the re-zoning.

19.

Michael Moore

1065 St. Matthews Ave.

March 2, 2019

| live on St. Matthews Avenue. | am 100% against this change
to the official plan and zoning change for 1085 Clearview Ave,
1082, 1086 and 1090 St. Matthews Avenue.

Putting a building this large and high in an established
neighbourhood of single family homes is a colossal mistake and
asinine. ltis truly ponderous as to why the City came up with
this official plan...nevermind asking for comments on our
feelings on how you want to destroy a neighbourhood.

20.

Lisa and Ryan Browne

1074 St. Matthews Ave.

March 5, 2019

Hi Lauren,

We are writing to you to oppose the new development
application in Ward 1 on Saint Matthew's Ave. We live at 1074
Saint Matthew's Ave we have a few concerns.

First of all the height | feel it should remain low density
residential if feel like 6 stories is not a reasonable transition
from our home which is two stories. When we purchased our
home a year and a half ago the real selling feature was the
guiet court without traffic and noise. It would take away the
privacy we enjoy. The hight needs to be reduced to at the most
4 stories to make for a reasonable transition. Second concern
we have is the added traffic to our beautiful quiet
neighbourhood.
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We hope you take our concerns into consideration.

Sincerely,
Lisa and Ryan Browne

21.

Tom Muir
70 Townsend Ave.

March 3, 2019 with
additional emails
documentation provided
on March 4, 2019,

April 6, 2019,

Hi,

It is my intention to submit some written comments on this
application, however, | have been on an extended absence
from home and will not be able to submit these by the March 1
suggested date.

| would appreciate an extension to this date, and intend to
submit my comments by March 12 2019.
| hope that this meets with your approval.

Further to this application, | did have several correspondences
on this file at the time of the neighborhood meeting on this
project, so there should be a file on this with Roz Minaji who |
copied all correspondence. This file | wish to be part of the
record of my interest in this application and gives a sense of my
concerns and criticism.

Thank you,

Tom Muir

70 Townsend Ave.,
Burlington.

L7T 1Y7

<<<Correspondence>>>

To: gtchisler <gtchisler@mhbcplan.com>
From: "Tom Betty.muir"
Date: October 29, 2018 at 7:08 PM

Hi,

I met you at the open house tonight, early, we spoke a bit about
my concerns and advice, and | asked you for a copy of all the
boards that were on display.

You told me to email you to give you my address, so here it is.

| also ask for a copy of the OP and zoning compliance
comparisons - existing OP versus your requested amendments.
| need these boards and information in order to comment
intelligently on your proposal.

Thanks,
Tom Muir
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From: "Tom Betty.muir"

To: gtchisler <gtchisler@mhbcplan.com>

Cc: Minaji Rosalind <rosalind.minaji@burlington.ca>
Date: November 4, 2018 at 9:15 PM

Subject: Re: Clearview proposal open house.

Hi,

This is my second request, and | phone called you and left a
message last Friday.

I have not had any reply or acknowledgement.

Do you have a problem?

Tom Muir

From: Gerry Tchisler <gtchisler@mhbcplan.com>
Date: November 5, 2018 at 3:36 PM

Hi Tom,

Thanks for your patience. | was waiting for a response from the
owner regarding the display boards since we do not normally
distribute draft materials to the public prior to finalizing a design
and formally submitting an application to the City. The owner
does not wish to distribute the concept plans at this time (see
email below). If you would like, | can still send the other display
boards. Let me know.

Regards,
Gerry

From: Katherine Rauscher
[mailto:KRauscher@livhere.ca]

Sent: November-05-18 3:27 PM

To: Gerry Tchisler <gtchisler@mhbcplan.com>
Subject: Clearview Materials

Hi Gerry,

At this time we would like to hold back on sharing our
elevations and floorplates, as they are not yet finalized.
We are currently reviewing the comments received from
the comment cards and are making revisions to the
proposal. We would be happy to share materials related
to surrounding developments/amenities and the current
Official Plan and Mobility Hub designations. Once our
official application is made all our materials will become
public documents and available for review. | believe the
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City of Burlington will also post the materials on their
website at that time.

Regards,
Katherine Rauscher | Project Manager

LIV Communities | Loyalty. Integrity. Vision.

1005 Skyview Road Suite 301, Burlington, Ontario L7P
5B1

T. 289.245.1300 x 520 | C. 289.208.4391 | F.
289.245.1301

From: Tom Betty.muir

Sent: November-05-18 3:50 PM
To: Gerry Tchisler <gtchisler@mhbcplan.com>
Subject: Re: FW: Clearview Materials

Hi,

Please send me whatever boards you can. Concepts, designs,
and floorplates were not my main interest. | wanted the written
planning related information boards, including the shadow
study, the data on the unit numbers and configurations, the
amendments needed, and such.

Thanks,
Tom Muir

From: Gerry Tchisler <gtchisler@mhbcplan.com>
Date: November 6, 2018 at 12:05 PM

Hi Tom,
Attached are the open house boards that were displayed last
week. Not included in this set are the boards that show the

concept plans and related information, as per the emails below.

Regards,
Gerry

From: Tom Betty.muir
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 6:14 PM
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To: Gerry Tchisler
Cc: Minaji, Rosalind
Subject: RE: FW: Clearview Materials

Hi,

Thank you for this, but it is much less than was shown to
residents at the open house.

In this information here you say nothing about what is being
proposed - no height, no unit numbers, no parking, no amenity
and so on, in terms of the OP amendment and particularly the
zoning bylaw standards existing now, and what the proposal is
requesting in the way of amendments.

The time available at the open house was far from what is
needed to provide intelligent comment. This is not satisfactory
or acceptable to refuse the provision of all the information
presented there so residents can have a basis on which to
know what you have in mind.

Ask your client to reconsider providing what they proposed at
the Open House. They asked for comments and it's only fair
that they provide the information they are asking for comments
on.

Do you really expect people to remember everything you had
there? You gave until Nov.12, so how does that work when you
won't provide the information needed? | had no problem with
the timeline at first, but | don't have enough to comment on fully.

For Roz, if this is what the new developer neighborhood
meeting process is all about in terms of information provided to
enable intelligent comment over a reasonable period, then it
needs an overhaul. This developer looks to be providing a
quicky peep show.

Better bring a camera is good advice for the future.
Tom Muir

From: Gerry Tchisler <gtchisler@mhbcplan.com>
Date: November 8, 2019 at 8:15 AM
RE: FW: Clearview Materials

Tom,

The boards that | have sent were the same set of boards there
were shown at the open house minus the boards which are
related to the design, as we had discussed. The board showing
the official plan and zoning information if the same board that
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was shown at the open house.

Please note that, unlike some other consultations, this one is
occurring PRIOR TO a formal application submission. This is
why there is limited information available, much of which is still
in draft form. Once the design has been refined and an
application is made to the City, you will get further opportunities
to review all the material in detail and comment on the proposal.
At that point, all of our drawings, reports and studies will be
publicly available through the City for everyone to review.

The intent of the open house is to provide people with
preliminary information and gather feedback at the meeting. We
provide a period of time for people to submit comments after the
meeting as a courtesy in case they don’t have enough time to
write something at the meeting.

Regards,
Gerry

From: "Tom Betty.muir"

To: Gerry Tchisler <gtchisler@mhbcplan.com>

Cc: Minaji Rosalind <rosalind.minaji@burlington.ca>
Date: November 8, 2018 at 11:06 AM

Subject: RE: FW: Clearview Materials

Hi,
| know the boards you sent were among those shown at the
Open House.

The problem is that there is basically no information on which to
judge the actual build that is being proposed, or the actual
amendments that are needed to permit it.

There is nothing that enables an observer to judge the siting,
scale, density, massing, shadowing, height, setbacks, gross
evidence of compatibility, zoning compliance, parking, and so
on. I'm not a competitor looking for design tips.

For all | care, you can just put up a cube with the right shape,
and provide the numerical details and zoning standards
compliance, and that would give me a sense. Put a car or a
person in front of it so | can see the scale. There are simple
things that can provide a perspective and sense of variances
from permissions.
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| don't need to see multiple pictures of the location and the
conceptual draft mobility hub. I want to comment on the build
and there is nothing much here to enable me to do that.

The OP and zoning information provided | recall from the Open
House, but it doesn't tell me what amendments are needed,
from which | can get some little impressions and basis to
comment.

And including the adopted but not approved and so not legally
existing OP and non-existent Mobility Hub, as part of what can
be seen as a justification for the proposal, that is not presently
permitted, is not something that you are allowed to do under the
rules.

| told you at the meeting that 6 floors and all that massing and
needed amendments are not permitted under any OP, or under
the Mobility Hub draft designation for Clearview, and yet here
we have just such a proposal, but you leave out the only
significant details to judge and comment on.

As well, the information on existing activity is not accurate. 92
Plains is for 6 floors not 4, and has been appealed to the OMB
since last April or so. Since you guys - MHBC Planning and
planner David McKay - are representing this developer | would
expect that you would be accurate.

Overall, you are still not providing needed and sufficient
information to enable anything much in the way of comment
because there is little about the actual build proposal to
comment about.

You can and should do better.

Tom Muir

22.

Tom Muir
70 Townsend Ave.

March 13, 2019

Hi,

As | wrote previously on March 3, | am on an extended leave
from home and unable to submit anything but an abbreviated
set of comments and concerns. Please accept this
correspondence in short form, as a record of my interest in this
application, and for inclusion in the record of the proceedings.

1. As an initial reaction | found that the Planning Justification did
not include a written record of my comments on the inadequacy
of the information provided at the neighborhood meeting, that |
sent to you earlier this month. There was no mention of this
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concern | expressed. The consultant actually stated that any
added time to comment after the meeting was a matter of
courtesy, and additional information was not provided.
Comments were restricted to sticky tabs at the meeting.

In the zoning compliance tables and discussion there were
numerous apparently inaccurate or incorrect statements of
permissions, or in force existing OP and ZBL permissions, such
that it seemed to be deliberately misleading and false. What is
being compared to what would need for me to check every
instance and/or statement of comparison.

It seems to me that the consultant is using a mix of existing OP,
adopted OP, and draft only studies with no force, and such
things and | wound up not being able to believe any of it. It
appears that the planning justification was written with the draft
and then adopted OP that is not approved, and the consultant
failed to rewrite it to take account of the factual non-compliance
and refusal with a revision to get the report to the factual state
of accuracy.

This willingness to be inaccurate and misleading, using false
information, is similar to what | found in the reports of the same
consultant for 92 Plains Rd E, and | noted this in my comments
submitted on the public review process for that application. |
think this is lacking in professional ethics and shows a
willingness to cheat.

Public comments actually printed were biased and incomplete,
and did not reflect what | saw and heard. Public concerns
including what | expressed about the application being
overdevelopment and not in compliance with the in force OP
and ZBL, and not compatible with the zoned low rise residential
neighborhood it is proposed to be located in, was omitted.

This zoning is in the existing OP, and was in fact retained in the
adopted OP now under revision. This zoning allowed 25 units
per hectare, but the application asks for 250 upha, a 10 times
increase in density. Permitted is 1 1/2 story limit, asked is 6
story; permitted is low density residential, but asked is high
density. The permitted height is stated as 6 stories but this is
incorrect, but stated as in compliance.

The expressed intention of Council and the mayor and direction
to staff, is that the entire Clearview neighborhood be excluded
from the Mobility Hub and to retain the low density zoning. The
developer was informed of this, however, at the neighborhood
meeting this was concealed from the residents in attendance.
Instead residents were told the application was based on a non-
existent Mobility Hub.

The developer and consultant was informed of this situation but
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chose to ignore this and to submit their application anyways. |
suggested that other built forms including towns and semis
were permitted and could provide a project with some increased
density by right. This was not included in the public comments.

2. There are a large number of other amendments to zoning
that are wanted to enable the over-development application to
proceed, and these too are not permitted in the OP, and are
added dimensions of the incompatible built form. These include
amenity area, landscape aear, landscape buffer, front yard,
driveway widths, parking, and others. | do not support any of
these.

The apparent intent of the exceptions asked for in this
application is to fit the land parcel configuration and zoning
standards to the design of the building proposed, and not the
design and fit the building to the land parcel and zoning
standards.

3. At this stage of the application process | am really telling you
things you already know about the application. | am basically
telling you that | am opposed to this project for the few major
non-compliant and incompatibility reasons stated.

| can provide a more thorough submission when the city has a
Statutory public Meeting inviting more comments, and then
further at the time of the staff recommendation report.

| object to the project and its misleading and inaccurate
presentation in the planning justification, and | recommend that
staff refuse the application at the first opportunity.

| apologize that | have been unable to provide a more
substantive set of comments at this time. The purpose is to get
my key concerns on the record at a very preliminary time in the
process.

Thank you,
Tom Muir

23.

Peter and Anne Marie
Campbell

1040 Clearview Ave.

April 3, 2019

Good Morning All,

| listened with intent at last evening’s meeting regarding the Liv
Communities site proposal and inclusive of the comments that
were received by Lauren, the speakers made it obvious one
thing is clear, this is definitely not the right build for this site.
This must NOT be approved in any way shape or form and that
town homes would be the right fit, actually the ‘only’ fit for this
site.

The developers smoke and mirrors propaganda about the build
and the proximity to GO Station aside, the representative
indicated they never considered town homes, even though this
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is contrary to what we were told was going to happen at the
site. There is a build you may want to check out in progress at
the Clarkson Go by Haven Developments. This build is
obviously the result of an excellent collaboration between the
neighbourhood, Mississauga Council and the Developer, to
build units that acceptable and appropriate and not throw up
just another condo tower because it is close to the GO. This is
something Burlington must strive for to succeed and yet protect
our established neighbourhoods. Please have a look at Haven
Development’s website.

This a new stacked townhouse complex under construction at
the Clarkson Go, aptly named the ‘Clarkson Urban Towns’ by
Haven Developments and is the perfect and only solution for
the Liv Communities site that would be acceptable. This
Clarkson site is an enclave of approximately 60, back to back s
and 2 and 4storey towns, with the 4th storey being an individual
rooftop amenity. It is composed of 5 separated builds and each
complex has it's own specific underground parking for both the
condo units and visitors below the units. There is absolutely no
above ground parking.

My daughter moved out of her condo tower and purchased a
brand new townhouse in a development in Scarborough,
Toronto, that sold out in days from pre construction plans only.
Their complex is almost identical in nature to the above and
was the perfect solution for that area it is located within. This is
what millennials want if that is the developers target market as
indicated.

This proposal obviously has a long way to go as it is totally
unacceptable as it stands, so let’s take the time and get it right.

Best Regards,

Peter and Anne Marie Campbell
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