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From: mescanlon mescanlon   
Sent: Saturday, May 28, 2022 5:25 PM 
To: clerk@hamilton.ca; Wilson, Maureen <Maureen.Wilson@hamilton.ca> 
Subject: Re May 31st Planning Ctte Agenda Item 9.1 
 

Attn Hamilton City Clerk's Department re May 31st Planning Cttee Agenda Item 9.1 

I am writing to indicate my support for the recommendations contained in Report 
PED20093(c) with regard to secondary suites. I am of the opinion that the amendments 
and regulations outlined in the report will reduce the concerns and barriers encountered 
in faciliating gentle intensification in Hamilton. We cannot address housing related 
issues in Hamilton unless we shift our focus away from single family home ownership 
and return to an emphasis on housing that meets the needs of the residents. 

I own a home but 35 years ago I rented a suite in a house. I contributed to the life of that 
neighbourhood just as the young renters on my street do now. Some of the comments 
in the media suggest that renters degrade a neighbourhood. On the contrary a 
secondary suite might make it possible for younger people to buy a home with revenue 
from a suite or create a private living space for an older family member.  

A 2017 report indicated that there were 2 million vacant bedrooms in Toronto. How 
many homes in Hamilton are underutilized because an older person has no option for 
downsizing if they wish to access the equity in their home while remaining in familiar 
surroundings close to friends? As I approach my 70s I would appreciate more 
opportunities to downsize and rent without being forced to live in a highrise or a senior's 
enclave on the edge of the urban area.  

The commitment to a firm urban boundary was a bold step for Hamilton. Now it is time 
for us to act like grownups and accept the changes in residential density and form we 
need in order to be a sustainable and equitable community. 

Thank you,  

Mary Ellen Scanlon 
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From: Anka Cassar   
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2022 6:25 PM 
To: clerk@hamilton.ca 
Subject: Modifications and Updates to Existing Secondary Dwelling Units and Secondary Dwelling Unit-
Detached Regulations  
 

To whom it may concern, 
 
Please add my letter to the agenda for the Planning committee meeting dated May 31, 
2022 regarding item 9.1.   
 

I am a resident of Ward 12 and I support the proposed staff changes regarding the rules 
for secondary dwelling units (SDUs) in Hamilton's urban neighbourhoods.  Facilitating 
approval of SDUs is crucial to mitigate the housing crisis and to keep our urban 
boundary firm.  We have seen a drastic increase in the price of homes and SDUs are an 
important option for affordable housing.  Be it a first time home owner who wants to add 
an SDU to collect rent to finance their mortgage; or an elderly citizen who can’t manage 
a single detached home on their own but would like to stay in their neighbourhood or 
close to their family; or even a adult child who can’t afford a home so their parents build 
an SDU allowing them to have their own independent living space.  SDUs will gently 
intensify our neighbourhoods, and with this intensification comes 
advantages.  Intensification supports a more vibrant and prosperous community for 
local businesses, justifies more reliable and frequent public transit and creates more 
inclusive and welcoming neighbourhoods. 
 

The city should also be providing Hamiltonians education on the advantages of SDUs 
and promote them so that citizen feel comfortable and less opposed to them.    
 

Thank you, 
 

Anka Cassar  
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From: fastdogz   
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2022 3:44 PM 
To: clerk@hamilton.ca; Ward 1 Office <ward1@hamilton.ca> 
Subject: May 31 Planning Committee meeting item 
 

To Whom it may concern, 

In regard to the May 31 Planning Committee meeting, specifically 

regarding the  Modifications and Updates to existing Secondary Dwelling 

Unit and Secondary Dwelling Unit – Detached Regulations (PED20093(c)) I 

think it's imperative that Hamiltonians are heard. 
 

Considering the following: 

• we are facing a serious housing supply crisis 

• we are facing a serious housing affordability crisis 

• we are facing a serious environmental crisis that demands we use 

current urban lands better rather than expand into the Green Belt 

• we are facing a serious crisis of infra-structure building and 

maintenance 

• we are facing a serious crisis in elder-care and long-term care 

placements that demands alternatives to long-term care placements 

be found 

• we know most seniors would prefer to age in place - in their homes - 

with adequate support and that housing situations where multi-

generational needs can be met on one property offer very good elder 

support 

We know secondary dwellings address each of these issues. 
 

As a mobility-challenged homeowner, I have no doubt that in order to be 

able to stay in my home as I age, I will need to alter my home to 

accommodate my mobility challenges. The best solution for doing that is 

building a fully accessible secondary dwelling unit rather than trying to 

retrofit my 100+ year old home. Building such a unit would not only enable 

me to gain some modest income in my retirement (and at least partially 

fund 
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 the cost of building the secondary unit), but it will enable me to provide a 

modest rental opportunity for someone willing to do building and grounds 

maintenance when I can no longer do it. In doing this, I will be not only 

providing an opportunity for a new family to move into my neighbourhood, 

but I will be able to continue to enjoy living in the wonderful Strathcona 

neighbourhood with the supportive neighbours I've come to love in my 

almost 20 years of home ownership here. 
 

We are living in a different social and environmental reality than we were 

when many Hamilton homes were built - when the expectation for lot and 

housing size in the city in many neighbourhoods was really quite equal to 

suburban lots now. We need to do better. Secondary dwelling units help us 

do better in so many ways. 
 

As a citizen of Hamilton, a senior who is trying to do best for myself, best 

for my city, and best for the environment, I implore you to do everything 

you can to facilitate the streamlined building of secondary dwelling units, 

including removing barriers to building and finding funding, perhaps in the 

form of forgivable loans, to allow more secondary units to be quickly built. 

Let's truly make Hamilton the best place to raise a child AND age in place! 
 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Vanson, Homeowner, Ward 1, Hamilton 
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From: Suite Additions   
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2022 9:00 AM 
To: clerk@hamilton.ca 
Subject: May 31 Planning Committee meeting item Modifications and Updates to existing Secondary 
Dwelling Unit and Secondary Dwelling Unit – Detached Regulations (PED20093(c)) (City Wide) 
 
Dear Madam/Sir, 
 
As a house designer specifically in the space of densification through second suites and detached SDUs, I 
wholeheartedly support Hamilton's new proposed SDU amendments to existing Secondary Dwelling 
Unit and Secondary Dwelling Unit - Detached Regulation (PED20093(c)). 
 
I have studied and visited similar housing types across North America, and in all cases, these housing 
types do not negatively affect the neighbourhood. Rather they improve it, and provide relatively more 
affordable housing to the community, while reducing the damaging effects of urban sprawl. 
 
SDUs are the most gentle form of densification available within the low rise residential areas within the 
urban boundary of Hamilton, and is a type of development that is accessible by many homeowners 
themselves. 
 
Here are just a few examples of some of the benefits of SDUs: 
 
1. Better use of existing city services and infrastructure 
2. Repopulates areas in decline and creates greater demand for local businesses 
3. Additional security for low-density neighbourhoods 
4. Affordable housing option for young people, small families, seniors and individuals 
5. Great option for seniors to age-in-place in the community they are accustomed to 
6. Creates jobs for the local economy 
7. A great option for multigenerational families to live in proximity and still maintain privacy 
8. Additional financial security for homeowners  
 
I support the changes proposed to reduce parking requirements. Hamilton has invested heavily in public 
transportation and bike lanes. We should encourage residents to use these services. Not requiring 
additional parking for SDUs makes a lot of sense in this regard, and it also reduces water runoff by 
retaining permeable landscaping. 
 
In areas where street parking is allowed, there are many studies to show that street parking actually 
improves safety, by slowing down moving vehicles and creating a safety barrier for pedestrians on the 
sidewalk. See article link cited below*. 
 
Additionally there were 2 concerns brought up by Councillor Danko that I wish to address: 
 
1. An increase of the existing 7.5m separation between the primary house and the SDU detached. This 
distance is already very high compared with many other municipalities in Ontario, and will eliminate 
many properties to be eligible for an SDU detached. Most other cities' are significantly less. For example 
1.5m in Brantford, 4m in Toronto, 0m in Kitchener and many other cities and towns where they can be 
attached as an addition to the unit. As long as amenity space and lot coverage is maintained, the 7.5m 
should actually be reduced in my opinion to allow more properties to qualify. 
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2. A maximum percentage of SDU detached relative to the primary house because of concerns that it 
will be an equal size house . This is redundant since we already have a maximum percentage based on 
lot size, maximum unit size, and that it cannot be larger than the primary house. Implementing a rule 
such as 75% maximum (as Councillor Danko suggests) would effectively make many SDUs not large 
enough to justify the high cost to build a 2 bedroom unit that makes them a viable housing option for a 
large demographic of the population.  
 
I personally have had many clients who are older adults looking to build these units to downsize into 
themselves to age in place and eliminate stairs, stay in their neighbourhood, and allow their grown kids 
to move into the main house or to rent out, and retain financial security. But many of the parking 
restrictions have made them effectively ineligible.  
 
Please don't allow a small group of vocal minorities who are against this inclusive housing option to slow 
down the incredible work that has been done to put this policy in place, and more importantly to make 
the decision for the entire population of Hamilton, the majority of whom support this type of housing.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
*  https://www.cnu.org/publicsquare/2020/01/07/nine-keys-safe-downtown-streets 
 
Andy M. Tran - Suite Additions Inc.  
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From: Daniel Segal   
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2022 2:05 PM 
To: clerk@hamilton.ca 
Subject: RE: May 31 Planning Committee meeting item Modifications and Updates to existing Secondary 
Dwelling Unit and Secondary Dwelling Unit – Detached Regulations (PED20093(c)) 
 
I support intensification. SDUs should be allowed up to 3 per property and parking requirements should 
be waived.  
 
 Appropriate housing is hard to find at an affordable price. Only solution is build more. 
 
Daniel Segal 
 

Page 9 of 291

mailto:clerk@hamilton.ca


From: Jill   
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2022 11:09 AM 
To: clerk@hamilton.ca 
Subject: Item 9.1 on the May 31st Planning Committee meeting agenda 
 

Good morning clerk, and members of the Committee, 
  
I’m writing in support of gentle neighbourhood infill in many forms, but especially via 
Supplementary Dwelling Units (SDUs).  This includes the ‘housekeeping amendments’ which 
have been designed to facilitate the establishment of more SDUs and to minimize the need 
for  property owners to have to go to the Committee of Adjustment with requests for minor 
variances. A few reasons for my enthusiastic support: 
 
1. SDUs can help many people become homeowners. Having a supplementary income from an 
SDU can help pay the mortgage and provides additional security, yard sharing, and help with 
maintenance. 
 
2. SDUs can enable extended families to support each other. A 'granny flat' SDU supports the 
idea being that families can support elders on site with an additional, but separate unit.   This 
helps to provide elders with some independence and enables everyone to have their own living 
space on a family property. This also helps in terms of additional Child Care, after school care, 
and inter-generational living that provides a huge benefit to the health of our communities. 
 
3. SDUs can help increase the availability of rental units in an urban area, which is crucial when 
apartment buildings get converted to condos.    The SDU option also opens the door to enabling 
a renter to live in a neighbourhood - in a house with a yard, etc.  We need a variety of rental 
options, for a varying demographic of renters. 
  
4. SDUs support gentle density, creating a way to increase population levels in existing 
neighbourhoods but not in an extreme manner.  The increased population levels can help to 
support more neighbourhood amenities - more customers for the drug store or grocery store 
around the corner, and more people to justify increased transit frequency, etc.  It will also 
prevent the need for an urban boundary expansion, and sprawling, costly subdivisions. Keeping 
our farmland/wetlands and other natural areas will help with food security, wildlife habitat, and 
begins to address the climate crisis in a real way. 
  
Thanks for listening! 
 

Jill Tonini, 
A concerned citizen 

Dundas, On 
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West End Home Builders’ Association 
1112 Rymal Road East, Hamilton 
Serving members in Hamilton and Halton Region  

May 31, 2022 

To:  
Members of Planning Committee and City Council 
City of Hamilton 
71 Main Street West
 

WE HBA Comments on Secondary Dwelling Units 
 

The West End Home Builders Association (WE HBA) has been a key stakeholder throughout the 
process City Staff undertook to develop the City of Hamilton’s Secondary Dwelling Unit Policies. 
As a provincially required policy, WE HBA was pleased with the work Hamilton City Staff put 
into creating a made in Hamilton policy that encouraged uptake and building of secondary 
units. We appreciated the expressed commitment to revisit the policies to determine what 
changes are necessary to reduce the number of secondary dwelling units that are required to 
seek a minor variance through the Committee of Adjustment. WE HBA supports such a 
permissive approach to reduce additional process and minor variance applications as the 
provincial government requires municipalities to permit secondary units as of right on most 
residential properties. The changes that have been brought forward to Planning Committee by 
City Staff represent a fulfillment of that commitment that was made to stakeholders involved in 
the initial consultation.  

Throughout initial stakeholder consultation, City Staff emphasized the importance of these 
revisions before the Planning Committee, to help with reducing the volume of applications for 
minor variances, as the policies put in place in 2021 were more restrictive than necessary. WE 
HBA would like to reiterate our initial letter of support submitted alongside several other 
Hamilton area stakeholders and share that our organization continues to strongly support a 
flexible and permissive framework for secondary dwelling units as an important housing supply 
option. While secondary units are a small piece to both solving housing affordability challenges 
and achieving Hamilton’s aspirational intensification targets, they do remain a very important 
piece of the puzzle. Secondary Dwelling Units are a small scale and incremental form of 
intensification that should be expressly encouraged City-wide through policies that allow as 
many lots in the City as possible to accommodate them, without onerous setback, size, height, 
and parking restrictions.  

Kind Regards,  

  
Michelle Diplock, RPP, MPl        
Manager of Planning & Government Relations     
West End Home Builders’ Association  
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From: Kris Gadjanski  
Sent: Monday, May 30, 2022 9:35 AM 
To: clerk@hamilton.ca 
Subject: Item 9.1 - May 31st Planning Committee Mtg Agenda 
 
My letter today is in support for gentle density in the City of Hamilton via SDUs. The fear mongering of 
those who claim their neighbourhoods will be “bastardized” by SDUs is based on fear of change rather 
than evidence, let alone common sense. The City needs more homes in all price ranges. To discriminate 
based on what someone can afford is shameful and must be dismissed outright.  
 
Without SDUs, many cannot afford to buy a new home. My two twenty-something children may be able 
to manage buying a home if there is a rental unit to offset the astronomical costs of a home today.  
 
As well, I sincerely hope to be able to live in a home with an SDU someday as I have a brother with a 
significant mental illness who will, in future, require our assistance to remain healthy, and live safely, 
independently and with dignity. Having him live in a unit on our property will save our health care 
system untold amounts of money for his care. It’s a win-win. The same could be said for those who 
would like to have aging parents inhabit an SDU on their property, or adult children who are saving in 
order to purchase their own home.  
 
Hamilton has votes for a firm urban boundary. Now it requires the zoning to match that aspiration. I 
encourage you to remember that in your decision on SDUs.  
 
Many Thanks, 
 
Kris Gadjanski 
 

Page 12 of 291

mailto:clerk@hamilton.ca


From:  
Sent: Sunday, May 29, 2022 12:40 PM 
To: clerk@hamilton.ca 
Subject: File UHOPA-20-012  
 
I’m writing with my objection to Zoning Application ZAC-20-016. 
The text of this is included below as well as in the word file attached. 
 
Reference: File UHOPA-20-012 … Zoning By-Law Amendment (File No. ZAC-20-016) 
 
I am writing to state my opposition to this change 
I will begin with some procedural observations and progress to my detail objections. 
 
Procedural Issues: 
 
My wife and I live at *** … this is only a block from this proposed 15 story mixed use development. 
Why is it that were not included in the distribution of your May 13 notice of public meeting? 
Don’t you think that a development of this size will have an impact on a wider range of the community 
than your standard distribution area? 
 
For this reason, I request that this meeting be postponed so that others in the neighbourhood can be 
informed of the application and have a chance to submit their comments. 
Second, I can find no reference to the items 772 and H75 which are requested in the application … A 
description of these need to be included in the notice so that we can see exactly what is being 
requested. 
 
Detailed Objections: 
 
This proposal – if granted would lead to a development which is completely outside the norms of what is 
considered a residential neighbourhood especially this neighbourhood. 
The combination of this application and the proposed LRT changes needs to be examined to consider 
the impacts on the community. 
For instance, traffic volume and flows on our neighbourhood streets needs to be examined both from a 
volume perspective as well as a safety perspective considering that the Hebrew School and Synagogue 
are present and both generate a lot of foot traffic. 
 
The addition of the number of potential residences in a development of the size proposed would lead to 
major traffic problems. 
As I understand, because of the LRT there would be no left turn from Main onto Cline South or from 
Cline South onto Main … this represents a huge problem for the residential streets in the area … has this 
been studied? 
Also, I believe that mixed use will allow businesses to be included. This will also add to the traffic in the 
area due to the new traffic restrictions. 
 

Therefore, we strongly suggest that you deny this request. 
 

Page 13 of 291

mailto:clerk@hamilton.ca


The current owner of this property purchased it knowing the zoning requirements … and I believe that 
an application was made to construct an eight-story apartment complex … what is the status of that 
request? 
 
Scott and Kathy Warner 
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From: Gavin Barringer   
Sent: Sunday, May 29, 2022 6:46 PM 
To: clerk@hamilton.ca 
Subject: Comments re File: UHOPA-20-012 & ZAC-20-O16. 
 
To whom it may concern. 
 
I am writing to you about the proposed multi-use space tower at Main and Cline.  I was given 
your contact information through Maureen Wilson's office.  
 
While I acknowledge the very real and immediate need to contribute to solving the housing 
crisis, and while multi-storey dwellings are undoubtedly positive in many respects, I do have 
some concerns with the proposed 15 Storey mixed use development to be built on the corner of 
Main St West, between Cline Avenue South and Dow Avenue. We have received Notice of 
Public Meeting of the Planning Committee File: UHOPA-20-012 & ZAC-20-O16.  
 
Specifically, my concerns involve: 

• parking 
• traffic flow 
• sewage 

We live on *** Avenue, one block south of Main and Cline Avenue South, and parking has 
already become a problem, as the single family homes with parking for one or two cars have 
been filled with multiple students with multiple vehicles.  As a result, the streets already have 
cars parked on both sides, all the time.  There is currently one hour parking only, although it is 
not enforced. As a result, there is often traffic congestion on the street due to impassibility 
caused by illegal parking. Moreover, during the winter, snow plows were unable to properly plow 
the street due to all the parked cars.  If this proposed building is undertaken, my concern is that 
there will not be adequate parking, resulting in more congestion and danger. There is a school 
and playground on Cline and Dow (The Hamilton Hebrew Academy), and as a result there are 
small children, and often caregivers in cars dropping off and picking up kids on these streets.  
 
Furthermore, Cline Ave South is the portal of entry for westbound traffic to access much of the 
AinslieWood Neighbourhood. I would hope that this issue, and some proactive remedy to it is 
part of the planning, but if it has not been, I foresee tremendous traffic problems during 
construction.  
 
Currently, I have reason to believe that the sewers in our neighbourhood are having difficulty 
with the capacity of the sewage, based on the smells emanating from them. Consequently, I 
cannot help but be concerned about the effect of adding a high rise building to the 
infrastructure.  Are infrastructure updates part of the plan going forward?    
 
Again, I want to reiterate that I understand the need for increased affordable housing, and I 
believe that this proposed construction could be a good idea in our neighbourhood, as long as 
parking, traffic flow, and infrastructure needs are properly planned for and dealt with.   
 
Thanks so much for your time. 
 
Cheers, 
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Gavin Barringer 
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Mr. Daniel Barnett, 

City of Hamilton, 

Planning and Economic Development Department, 

Development Planning, Heritage and Design – Urban team, 

71 Main Street West, 5th Floor, Hamilton, ON L8P 4Y5 
 

January 28, 2022 
 

Dear Mr. Barnett, 
 

Re:  UHOPA-20-012 and ZAC20-016 

Application by 1107 Main Inc. to amend Official Plan and Zoning By-Law –  1107 Main Street West 
 

I am writing to further our objection to the dangerous scope and over-intensification of the proposed 1107 Main Street 

West development. We have objected in writing previously (April 27, 2020) and find it grossly self-serving when the 

developer puts forward claims of local resident support as if it is somehow unanimous; we live on the same street as this 

proposed development and we object strenuously to any bylaw changes to accommodate this plan. Specifically, with 

regard to violations of the city’s Tree Protection Plan, the developer will be wantonly cutting down and disposing of a 

gorgeous English Oak (whose roots just won’t survive the proposed 3m setback and the proposed underground parking 

excavation) and the beautiful Silver Maple.  
 

And more. The property on Dow Avenue bookended by those two trees was an important garden space providing for 

those in our city with food insecurity. The proposed plan paves paradise and puts up park benches overlooking their 

garbage dump (I know it sounds incredible but it’s true). The green space in the proposal is on upper levels – public 

space? No chance – it will be an outdoor party area for high-rise tower student residents who are at risk for throwing 

bottles onto the streets below – witness headline-grabbing street party destructive outbursts. Did we not learn anything 

from the pandemic about respect for safe distancing and preserving our spaces including our green spaces?  
 

Finally, we are members of the local Adas Israel community, among those who are opposed to the overwhelming size of 

this proposal - in our Jewish tradition, we have just celebrated Tu B’shevat, a holy day which is specifically set aside in 

our calendar to celebrate the vibrant importance of trees in our community lives and our moral environmental 

responsibilities  – it is terribly ironic at a time when we are celebrating such ecological growth that we are told to 

witness instead the destruction of these heritage trees, only to be seen in photo memories or perhaps, as the folk singer 

predicted ‘in a tree museum where we pay a dollar and a half just to see ‘em’.  
 

The developers have an alternative – they can stay within the current city bylaws – they can build a beautiful mixed 

rental-condo building of 6 – 8 stories, preserving the trees and the land and the local neighbourhood community while 

still adding needed residential accommodation to our city. But they are preoccupied with profit at all costs, with what 

appears to be an ecology insensitive and dangerously over-intensive skyscraper that ignores local needs. Please consider 

this in your deliberations on this ugly plan.   
 

Sincerely, 

Joel and Ilana Goldberg 

 

 

 

cc: Maureen Wilson, Councillor, Ward 1 
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Ms. Maureen Wilson,  

Ward 1 City Councillor 

City of Hamilton, 

71 Main Street West, 2nd Floor,  

Hamilton, ON L8P 4Y5 
 

March 8, 2022 
 

Dear Ms. Wilson, 
 

Re:  UHOPA-20-012 and ZAC20-016 

Application by 1107 Main Inc. to amend Official Plan and Zoning By-Law –  1107 Main Street West 
 

We are writing to you as interested residents in your Ward 1 with regard to what we see as the dangerous scope and 

over-intensification of the proposed 1107 Main Street West development, which is adjacent to our Dow Avenue 

property where we have lived for over twenty years. We have written previously on this matter (previous letters, 

January 28, 2022; April 27, 2020).  

 

We kindly request that we be notified in advance of any committee meetings or any City of Hamilton council meetings 

pertinent to this property and specifically, we request for notification of any demolition permit requests (the Grace 

Lutheran Church heritage building). Please send us notification: laniegoldberg@gmail.com 

 

We respectfully ask that you consider that the Design Review Panel Summary of January 2021 acknowledged "the site is 

appropriate for intensification but concluded that the height and mass of the proposed development is overwhelming" 

to the property, and that “the proposed height and massing on Dow Avenue and Cline Avenue South is inappropriate 

based on the low density, low rise context of the surrounding neighbourhood”.  They also pointed out that “angular 

planes next to single detached homes cannot be ignored”.  The panel recommended lowering the building height and 

increasing the setbacks from the lot line.  

There were revisions submitted by the developers, however, in these revisions, there seemed to be little to address the 

issues of height and the over development of the property.  The by laws require setbacks of 6 metres from the lot line 

on the two side streets yet the 1107 Main Inc. developers are proposing a setback of a mere 3 metres and only 1.75 

meters of a setback on Main Street, where the bylaws require 4.5 metres on the front.  The height of the tower has also 

not been reduced as their proposal is for an incredible 15 storey tower, with a two-storey rooftop mechanical 

penthouse, hiking the building up to a massive 17 storeys - far exceeding the bylaws for a mid rise building.   

There are also concerns that there is no room for landscaping on the property which results in serious environmental 

issues that have been identified. Because of the enormous size of the proposed structure, there is just no green space on 

the land; the proposal does not provide for the vital benefits of landscaping on the property, or for the vital ecological 

needs of water and space.   

We are aware that there has been recent refusal by the City of Hamilton to make bylaw changes in Ancaster that had 

been requested by developers due to objections by local residents; we hope that the City of Hamilton will apply 

objections to this similar development proposal in the Westdale neighbourhood. Please reject the zoning application by 

1107 Main Inc. on similar grounds, grounds for rejection that have been clearly identified by the Design Review Panel 

Summary (January 2021) for this application. 

 

Recent opinion pieces in the Hamilton Spectator have provided timely and well-considered rationales for why “giving 

developers free rein won’t fix the housing crisis” (The Spec, Mark Winfield; February 19, 2022). There is specific and 

most relevant commentary on the horrible impact of planners who accede to developer demands to “specifically 

remove limitations on building heights and other elements related to the liveability of the resulting communities.” The 

article warns that a ‘no rules’ approach is “doing little to actually provide affordable housing for families” and that this 

Page 25 of 291



Page 26 of 291



 

 

City of Hamilton 
Design Review Panel  

Meeting Summary – January 14th 2021   
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Meeting Summary  
The Design Review Panel met virtually on Thursday January 14, 2020 via Webex. 

Panel Members Present: 
David Clusiau, Chair  
Dayna Edwards 
Hoda Kameli 
Joey Giaimo 
Jana Kelemen 
Jennifer Mallard 
Jennifer Sisson 
Eldon Theodore 

Staff Present:  
Jason Thorne, General Manager of Planning and Economic Development  
Stephen Robichaud, Director of Planning and Chief Planner 
Anita Fabac, Manager, Development Planning, Heritage and Design 
Victoria Cox, Urban Designer, Urban Team  
Andrea Dear, Senior Planner, Urban Team  

Applicant and Design Team Present: 

Presentation #1 
Residential Development  

1107 Main Street West 

Marc Villemaire, SRM Architects 
David Falletta, Bousfields Inc. 
 

 

 
 

Regrets:  

Ted Watson (Panel member) 
 
Declaration of Interest:  
N/A 
 
 

 
 

Page 27 of 291



 

  

City of Hamilton 
DRP MEETING SUMMARY  

 

January 14, 2021 
Via Webex 

P a g e  | 2  of  4 

Schedule: 
Start 
Time Address Type of Application Applicant/ Agent Development 

Planner 

2:00 p.m. 1107 Main Street West 

Urban Hamilton Official Plan 
Amendment and Zoning By-law 

Amendment 
UHOPA-20-012 and ZAC-20-016 

Owner: 1107 Main Street Inc 
 
Agent and Presentation:  
SRM Architects 

Andrea Dear, 
Senior Planner  

 

Summary of Comments: 
Note: The Design Review Panel is strictly an advisory body and makes recommendations to Planning 
Division staff.  These comments should be reviewed in conjunction with all comments received by 
commenting agencies and should be discussed with Planning Division staff prior to resubmission. 

 
1107 Main Street West 

 
Development Proposal Overview  

The proposal includes the demolition of the existing Grace Lutheran Church and rectory buildings, and the 

development of a new 15 storey mixed use building. The building includes 615.2 square metres of commercial space 

at grade along Main Street West and a total of 327 dwelling units, with seven grade related townhouse units in the 

building’s base fronting Dow Avenue and Cline Avenue South. Parking for the development is proposed to be 

contained within three levels of underground parking. 

 

Key Questions to the Panel from Planning Staff 

1. What is the relationship of the proposal to the existing neighbourhood character? Does it maintain, and 
where possible, enhance and build upon desirable established patterns, built form and landscapes?  

2. Does the proposal respect the existing cultural and natural heritage features of the existing environment by 
re-using, adapting and incorporating existing characteristics?  

3. Does the proposal create comfortable pedestrian environments by: 

a) Locating principal facades and primary building entrances parallel to and as close to the street as 
possible; 

b) Including ample glazing on ground floors to create visibility to and from the public sidewalk; 

c) Including a quality landscape edge along frontages where buildings are set back from the street; and, 

d) Using design techniques, such as building step-backs, to maximize sunlight to pedestrian areas.  
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Panel Comments and Recommendations 

a) Overview and Response to Context (Questions 1 and 2) 

• The panel acknowledged that the site is located on Main Street West, a Primary Corridor, and that an 

appropriate amount of intensification is to be expected along a corridor; however, the panel concluded 

that the height and mass of the proposed development is overwhelming to the context.  

• Many panel members agreed that while the Main Street West frontage is likely able to accommodate 

some height, the proposed height and massing on Dow Avenue and Cline Avenue South is inappropriate 

based on the low density, low rise context of the surrounding neighbourhood. 

• Many panel members expressed concerns about the Dow Avenue and Cline Avenue South sections of 

the building. The conclusion was that the building sections adjacent to Dow Avenue and Cline Avenue 

South should be reduced in height and revised to respect a 45-degree angular plane from the right-of-

way to help step back the building from the street and to better integrate into the surrounding context. 

 

b) Built Form and Character (Questions 1, 2 and 3) 

• The panel noted that the tower volume is too bulky and should be refined. There are concerns with 

overlook and impacts to the surrounding community.  

• The panel agreed that the building sections adjacent to Dow Avenue and Cline Avenue South should be 

reduced in height and revised to respect a 45-degree angular plane to better integrate into the 

surrounding context. The proposed 8 -10 storey height is challenging on a small right-of-way adjacent to 

single detached homes and one panel member stated that angular planes next to single detached 

homes cannot be ignored. The panel recommended lowering the heights and increasing the separation 

distance between these building sections to mitigate negative impacts to the surrounding 

neighbourhood. One panel member noted that a T-shaped building would help to achieve more privacy 

and better light access for the units. 

• The panel suggested simplifying the front façade materials and reducing the number of varied 

components for a sleeker and simpler design. Some panel members recommended removing the 

triangular balconies as they add to the busy composition, while other panel members thought that this 

was not necessary. Some panel members also suggested reducing the size and prominence of the large 

vertical signage on the front façade. 

• Panel members appreciated the active grade related uses and encouraged a more detailed landscape 

strategy along the Main Street West frontage.  
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c) Heritage Resources (Questions 2 and 3) 

• The panel pointed out the Secondary Plan policies regarding the importance of preserving and 

enhancing heritage features. The panel felt that there were better ways to incorporate the salvaged 

entryway heritage feature, not just in a two-dimensional and ancillary way. One panel member noted 

that the connection it has to the ribbon on the building blurs the integrity of that artifact. 

• Many panel members agreed that the heritage feature may be more appropriately integrated into the 

courtyard as it provides more space to experience the feature and better connects to past conditions.  

• The panel noted there is not enough information regarding the repurposed materials.  

 

d) Site Layout and Circulation  

• Some panel members suggested that the courtyard should be redesigned to allow better access to 

sunlight for the outdoor space and the adjacent units. The panel noted that the courtyard could be 

better integrated into the site and connect with the site to the south. 

• The panel noted that bikes should be stored closer to the elevators.  

 

e) Streetscape, The Pedestrian Realm & Landscape Strategy  

• The panel suggested that more work should go into the programming of the streetscape and creating a 
pedestrian oriented environment for safe pedestrian movement. 
 

Summary 

The panel appreciated the detailed presentation and recognized that there is great potential on this site for 

redevelopment. The panel agreed that the Main Street West frontage could accommodate some height but 

recommended reducing the bulkiness of the tower. The panel stated that the proposed building heights and volumes 

along Dow Avenue and Cline Avenue South are not in keeping with the character of the existing neighbourhood and 

require major revisions as stated above. The panel appreciated the desire to preserve some of the cultural heritage 

features from the existing church but were concerned that the proposed location may not be the best way to celebrate 

the heritage resource.  

Meeting was adjourned at 3:12 p.m. 
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October 28, 2021 

 

Bousfields Inc. 

1 Main Street East, Suite 200 

Hamilton, ON L8N 1E7 

 

Attention: Ashley Paton and David Falletta 

 

City of Hamilton Planning Committee 

John-Paul Danko, Chair 

Hamilton City Hall 

71 Main Street West, 2nd Floor 

Hamilton, ON L8P 4Y5 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE:  UHOPA-20-012 and ZAC20-016 

 1107 Main Street West, Hamilton (Ward) 1 

Early determination of issues in dispute on two contested matters arising from the 

Planning Response letter of the Applicant 

 

I wish to thank Bousfields and IN8 Developments for updating the Applicant’s website, but as a 

result of reading the additional material just recently posted on the website and in particular the 

Planning Response Letter dated December 20th 2020, I believe than an early determination of 

two contested matters that are set out in this response letter, would be beneficial to all the parties 

involved in the two applications, and especially the members of the Planning Committee who will 

eventually consider the merit of the applications at a latter formal hearing date. 

 

This is because the contested matters relate to issues of perceived conflict of interest and/or lack 

of declarations of interest in respect of a private meeting held on November 26, 2019 and in relation 

to the “Letters of Support and a Petition” which were filed with the Planning Department. If the 

Applicant were not to rely upon or use the meeting and letters of support and petition as grounds 

or justification for the granting of the two applications, I would not be concerned with these 

matters. But due to the fact that the Planning Response Letter indicates that the Applicant is heavily 

relying on the same, it is my opinion that the contested issues should be dealt with in advance, 

thereby allowing the parties on both sides to concentrate on the planning issues that are at the core 

of both of the above captioned applications.  

 

I therefore believe that it will be beneficial to have either an early determination by a designated 

staff member appointed as an arbitrator by the Planning Committee, or at an “in camera” 

delegation/hearing presented before members of the Planning Committee, as both options would 
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save the committee members’ valuable time on the formal hearing date which has yet to be 

determined, and because it may afford the Planning Committee an opportunity to develop protocols 

respecting all Planning Applications that come before the committee with respect to an Applicant’s 

reliance upon meetings with neighbourhood associations, letters of support and petitions. 

 

I am briefly setting out a summary of the disputed issues, but before that I am firstly setting out a 

minor request to Bousfields regarding the up-dated website and which concerns the Transportation 

Impact Study. 

 

Transportation Impact Study 

 

It appears that there are in fact two Transportation Impact Studies, both of which are dated January 

28, 2020. The original Transportation Impact Study was submitted by Bousfields to the City of 

Hamilton Planning Department in February 2020, however this original report is not on the website 

under the Heading “February 13th, 2020 Submission”. 

 

Rather a revised Transportation Impact Study with the same date of January 28, 2020, which may 

or may not have been subsequently submitted to the City of Hamilton, appears on your website. 

This second report should be clearly identified as the “Revised Report” and the original report 

should now be posted on the website. 

 

The proper identification of the two Transportation Impact Studies is important as some of the 

objection letters refer to statements contained in the original report, but these very statements no 

longer appear in the revised report. Accordingly, to avoid this confusion I respectfully request that 

the original report now also be included in your list of posted submission documents, 

 

Planning Response Letter of Dec. 20. 2020 page 10 and the November 26, 2019 private 

meeting with Neighbourhood Associations 

 

The contested issue with the Neighbourhood Associations relates to a private meeting held on 

November 26, 2019, the characterization of which appears on page 10 of the Planning Response 

letter, which was recently posted, and which is attached. I have objections to the characterization 

in the response letter that it was the people in attendance at the gathering who embraced the 15-

storey height of the building as being appropriate for this particular location and who made the 

financial bargain to add the extra height of two storeys to the building in consideration of a third 

level of underground parking, all on behalf of the two neighbourhood associations which are 

named in the response letter as being the Ainslie Wood Community Association (AWCA) and the 

Ainslie Wood-Westdale Community Association (AWWCA). 

 

The brief summary of my objections are as follows: 
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 Invitees and attendees to the private meeting also consisted of members of Concerned 

Residents of Westdale (CROW) who were vociferously opposed to the McMaster 

Residence Development at the corner of Traymore and Dalewood Avenue, and who were 

particularly upset that only 46 underground parking spots had been provided for the entire 

development. 

 Members of CROW were concerned about student parking issues on their own side streets 

which are lying to the north of Main Street West, while the subject site for the proposed 

development is to the south of Main Street West and which is situate in a totally separate 

neighbourhood than the McMaster project. 

 The equation of a mutual setoff for economic feasibility between an increased height of 2-

storeys in consideration of a third level of underground parking is unenforceable as the 

party who allegedly struck the bargain is unidentified and lacks authorization, and because 

height is a matter that lies under the UHOP amendment, while parking is a matter that lies 

under the Zoning By-Law amendment.  

 The Board of the Ainslie Wood Community Association (AWCA) by its Chair, Mark 

Coakley sent a letter specifically opposing the proposed development. 

 The Ainslie Wood-Westdale Community Association (AWWCA) to the best of my 

knowledge and belief has not submitted or filed any letter in support of the proposed 

development. 

 A member of AWWCA attending the private meeting of November 26, 2019 may have had 

sufficient prior involvement with a member of the Applicant ownership and development 

group and that as such it may have constituted grounds for recusing the member from 

voicing any opinion of support of the proposed development, if in fact any opinion was 

rendered, at the November meeting. 

 Another member of AWWCA who was in attendance at the private meeting of November 

26, 2019 had been reprimanded by the Board of Directors of AWWCA for sending out a 

letter of support for the McMaster University proposed development at the corner of 

Traymore and Dalewood Avenue, at a time when the Board of AWWCA was officially 

opposed to the development. The offending Board member was told that the member could 

only express his opinion as “an individual” and not in any official capacity for AWWCA. 

 The increase in height of the proposed building by two additional storeys should not be 

attributable back to Neighbourhood Associations as they either did not express the view 

that the height should be increased, or if any person in attendance did express such an 

opinion, then it was clearly without authorization and could not possibly be construed as 

the official position of the Neighbourhood Associations.  

 

 

Letters in Support - Paragraph 4.1 (page 4) of the Planning Response Letter of Dec. 20, 2020 

   

The Planning Response letter refers to Letters in Support (on page 4, Paragraph 4.1 which is 

attached) and cites that a total of 17 letters of support were received and that many submissions 
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stated that “as residents that will be most greatly impacted by the development, we feel that 

this will enhance the quality of living in our area’”. The response letter also references a petition 

in support signed by 20 neighbourhood households. My concerns with the letters of support and 

the petition are briefly set out as follows: 

 There are seven (7) resident households which are in the closest immediate proximity to 

the proposed development, and which households are on record as being in opposition to 

the proposed development. 

 If the three (3) houses which are associated or connected with the developers of the 

proposed development are discounted due to a perceived conflict of interest, then 100% of 

the arm’s length households of the remaining first seven houses on Dow Avenue and the 

remaining first three houses on Cline Avenue South are opposed to the proposed 

development. 

 The words “most greatly impacted” must be determined on an objective basis and be 

based on proximity, and not be based on an undefinable subjective viewpoint which can be 

completely misleading. 

 The arm’s length independence of some of the petitioners in support of the proposed 

development is being questioned as to whether any of them are engaged in land 

development and acquisition in the neighbourhood or in respect of properties lying within 

120 metres of the proposed development, or whether they are currently tenants or receiving, 

directly or indirectly, financial remuneration or employment income or rental subsidies 

from any party associated with or connected to the proposed development, or from a 

landowner intending a future intensification of lands within 120 metres of the proposed 

development. 

 A letter was sent to members of the Adas Israel Synagogue stating that a “portion of the 

project’s profit will be donated” back and accordingly it is imperative to know if any of the 

writers of letters of support indicating that the proposed development will “enhance the 

quality of life” and “help preserve the neighbourhood character”, will receive monetary 

donations from the Applicant, or receive, directly or indirectly, financial remuneration or 

employment income, and rental subsidies arising from or paid out of the rental stream and 

profits to be generated by the proposed development. 

   

 

Summary of Recommendations 

 

The members of the Planning Committee must be in a position to focus on the important planning 

issues that arise whenever Applications are being heard or presented at its public meetings, and 

accordingly any issue that could be clarified or resolved in advance of the public meeting, and 

which is entirely between the Applicant and the residents who are objecting to the application, is 

extremely worthwhile. 
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Two issues which I believe have arisen at past committee meetings, and which are of concern to 

many of the residents participating in, or watching the meeting by online video broadcast, relate to 

the role of the Neighbourhood Association and Letters of Support/Petitions relied upon by the 

Applicant. It is therefore my firm belief that any measures that can be enacted by the Planning 

Committee to more quickly and expeditiously resolve these types of disputed facts as set out in the 

above circumstances, would be of immense benefit to not only Planning Staff, but to all Members 

of the Planning Committee and to the citizens of Hamilton. 

 

Accordingly, I am making the following suggestions for your consideration: 

 All Applicants shall be required to provide a written confirmation to the Planning 

Department at the time the Applicant submits any documentation concerning or referring 

to Letters of Support/Petitions, that the Applicant has vetted all letter writers in support of 

the application and petitioners who are signing a supportive petition, and/or participants 

and invitees at any public or private Neighbourhood Association meeting or event and is 

satisfied that there exists no conflicts of interest, or any circumstances which warrants a 

declaration of interest. 

 All Applicants shall be required to file an Undertaking and Acknowledgement in writing 

that at any private meetings hosted by the Applicant with invited representatives from 

Neighbourhood Associations, that comments or private viewpoints made by or attributed 

to any representative at such meeting, shall not be tendered or referred to as evidence or be 

used as grounds for support of any application by the Applicant or in a submission by the 

Applicant’s Planning Consultant, or that any such expressed private viewpoint or comment 

is the official position of the Neighbourhood Association.    

 

It is my sincere belief that enacting the above measures may be of assistance in avoiding future 

disputes of this nature, thereby save the Planning Committee valuable time at the hearing. Most 

importantly it will also afford the public some assurance of impartiality whenever letters of support 

and petitions are being considered by members of the Planning Committee. 

 

The measures, however, do not address the circumstances of the present two applications, or if an 

Applicant fails to properly conduct a full vetting of writers in support or the petitioners in support, 

or if the Applicant is in breach of the Undertaking and Acknowledgment. In these circumstances I 

propose the following: 

 The Applicant and the Applicant’s Planning Consultant shall meet in person or by video 

conference with the Objector(s) who is/are challenging the submissions of the Planning 

Consultant, and at such meeting the Objecting party shall be able to obtain and review all 

records, minutes, names of attendees pertaining to any private meeting with 

Neighbourhood Association representatives, and the Applicant shall further provide to 

the Objecting party the unredacted Letters of Support and Petition with all the names and 

addresses of the signatories, together with the names and interests of all parties connected 

or involved with, or sharing in the profits of the development of the property. 
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 The Objecting party shall have 5 business days to review the challenged documents and 

material and to then provide to the Applicant and the Applicant’ Planning Consultant the 

documentary evidence which the Objecting party considers to be supportive of a prima 

facie finding of a potential conflict of interest or a circumstance which warrants a 

Declaration of Interest. 

 The Applicant and the Applicant’s Planning Consultant and the Objecting party shall 

meet as soon as practical after 5 business days to resolve and remedy the dispute that 

may exist between the parties, and for the Applicant or Applicant’s Planning Consultant 

to either rescind, revise or modify the comments set out in any submission filed by the 

Applicant and which pertains to the involvement of any Neighbourhood Association or 

which relates to any Letter of Support or signatory to any petition. 

 In the event the parties cannot resolve their dispute, or if the Applicant does not believe 

that any conflict of interest exists, or if the Objecting party is not satisfied with the 

proposed remediation to be taken by the Applicant, then either party shall be able apply 

to the Chair of the Planning Committee and request binding arbitration by a staff person 

to be appointed by the Chair. The arbitration shall be based and referenced on the 

material filed by the parties at the prior meetings, and the arbitrator’s decision shall be 

released prior to the delivery of the final Planning Department Staff Recommendation 

Report. 

 

If you require a more detailed letter or the delivery of any supporting documentation which I have 

at this time, please contact me as I would be pleased to provide the same to you. I am also willing 

to meet with Bousfields at any time to review the contents of this letter and to see if a resolution 

can be reached in this matter. 

 

If however, you consider it more appropriate that the issues that I have raised, and the 

recommendations which I hope will be enacted by the Planning Committee, are more appropriate 

for being heard as an “in camera” Delegation at an upcoming meeting of the Planning Committee, 

I kindly ask that you please advise me and Bousfields, in order that a mutually satisfactory date 

can be obtained for both the presentation of my concerns, and for the response from Bousfields. 

 

I thank you for your time and I look forward to your reply. 

 

Yours very truly, 

 

 

John Ross 

 

cc. Maureen Wilson, Councillor Ward 1 

cc. Daniel Barnett, City of Hamilton 

Planning and Economic Development Department 
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Development Planning, Heritage and Design — Urban Team 

71 Main Street West, 5th Floor 

Hamilton, ON L8P 4Y5 

cc.  Lisa Kelsey 

cc.  Stephanie Hilson 
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