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As a born and bred Hamiltonian, as a local historian a heritage preservationist, and as a resident in the 

Durand Neighbourhood, I am totally opposed to the proposed amendments to the Urban Hamilton 

Official Plan UHOPA-17-027 and the Zoning Bylaw-law ZAC-17-063 for the following reasons: 

Durand constitutes arguably the earliest Hamilton "suburb", and its mainly residential nature (much of it 

atop the prehistoric gravel bar extending from Burlington Heights to the Niagara Escarpment) until the 

1970s had historically been a mix of stone and brick low-rise middle and upper class family residences - 

many erected atop the geological gravel bar. Particularly in North Durand, this demographic changed 

after 1970 with the demolition of many single-family homes and the erection of apartment and 

condominium towers, dramatically altering the heritage, demographic, and the vehicular and pedestrian 

traffic patterns of the area – not for the better in my opinion. Now we have a new development 

proposal that will greatly exacerbate the situation there. 

The proposed hi-rise development would sit on a parcel of land that accommodated one of the City of 

Hamilton's earliest "suburban" homes, built literally atop the highest point in the neighbourhood where 

the owner would have had an unimpeded view right down to Burlington Bay. It is fortunate that the 

fabric of this heritage home with its rich history (which I won't go into here) is officially designated under 

the Ontario Heritage Act and will hopefully endure into the next millennium and beyond. However let's 

look at the aesthetics. To erect the proposed twin towers behind this mansion and atop this natural 

elevation would not only dwarf and diminish this heritage building, but would push these two towers far 

too high into, not only the Durand, but also into the whole downtown and cityscapes, and somewhat 

higher, I suspect, than the Niagara Escarpment forming the city's backdrop. 

The zoning changes would permit a huge influx of new owners and tenants into North Durand, which 

already suffers the effects of high-density occupation. To accommodate this proposed number of new 

residents would require may upgrades in water, roads, sewers, and public transit. It is highly unlikely 

that this influx of new residents will be working downtown, or even in the city. 

"If you build it [or allow it to be built in this case], they will come". The financial cost to the city will be 

great, despite the increased tax revenue, and the social and cultural costs to one of Hamilton's oldest 

heritage neighbourhoods will prove inestimable. 

I therefore urge City Council to seriously consider these implications before allowing such an enormous 

development to proceed on such a grand scale. It might work in Toronto, but thankfully this is not 

Toronto, nor is it yet a "bedroom community". Let's keep all development of a type and on a scale that 

respects the culture, the heritage, the history, and the resources of this great city of Hamilton - and of all 

its neighbourhoods. 

Respectfully submitted 
Bill Manson 
303-222 Jackson Street West 
Hamilton ON. 
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Television City Community Meeting 

181 Jackson St W and 95 Hess St S (Vanier Towers) 

Thursday, November 23, 2017 

1:00pm-2:30pm 
 

 

Top Resident Concerns 

 

1) Socio-Economic Impacts to the Community 

 Socio-economic differences between residents of Television City and residents of Vanier 
Towers 

 Need for community benefit, e.g. jobs, green space 

 Psychological and social impacts on residents as the income disparity is significant 

 Lifestyle differences between residents of Television City and residents of Vanier Towers 

 Residents’ safety and potential to be blamed for crime that may occur 

 Increased calls to emergency services from new owners and residents 
 

2) Construction Management Planning 

 Noise 

 Dust 

 Pollution 

 Machines 

 Mental health and anxiety  

 Integrity of consultant reports paid for by the developer  

 Blocking roads 

 Timeline, i.e. speed of development, when work starts and ends each day 

 Timing with LRT construction 
 

3) Securities for Impacts to Municipal Infrastructure, Servicing, and to Surrounding Buildings 

 Impact of construction on existing neighbouring structures due to close proximity   

 Preserving the integrity of the heritage building 

 Maintaining the structure’s integrity in poor weather conditions 

 Impact on Vanier Towers’ underground parking if something happened at the new build 
(e.g. flood) 

 Structural integrity of the new buildings’ underground parking because of their size and 
weight 
 

4) Lack of Public Outreach/Engagement 

 Developer is not sharing enough information about the approval process 

 Developer has misleading advertising and marketing as no formal approvals have been 
given 

 Need for open and ongoing communication about the development process, updates, 
etc.; rumours have started in the community 
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 Need for a policy calling for developers to have community meetings within a set 
number of kilometres of the proposed project  

 Very little public consultation about the design of the building  
 

5) Tower Separation Distance 

 Shade and blocking of sunlight/natural light at Vanier Towers’ buildings and yard areas  

 Limited distance between structures in the area 

 Blocked view from Vanier Towers  

 Not enough space for increased number of pets in the neighbourhood  

 Poor appearance due to height of the buildings 

 Reflections off of the buildings 
 

6) Density (Traffic Impacts) 

 Roads do not have the space and capacity to accommodate increased density 

 Impact of the increased population on traffic in the neighbourhood 

 Impact of the increased population on noise in the neighbourhood 

 Traffic and pedestrian safety 
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To: Tiffany Singh, 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 
Tiffany.Singh@hamilton.ca 
 
Dear Ms. Singh: 
 
My name is Kathleen Fraser and I am the owner and resident at 67 Caroline Street South, unit 1103. I am 
replying to your letter of September 28, 2017. 
 
I am writing regarding Television City’s complete applications for both an Official Plan Amendment 
and a Zoning By-law Amendment for lands located at 163 Jackson Street West, Hamilton (Ward 2)—
files UHOPA-17-027 and ZAC-17-063. 
 
I understand that information respecting this application is being collected under the authority of the 
Planning Act RSO 1990, c.P.13, and that my submitted comments and opinions will become part of the 
public record. 
 
I further understand that there will be a future public meeting, at which time I may choose to make an 
oral presentation. 
 
1. Comments re: Urban Hamilton Official Plan Amendment (File No. UHOPA-17-027) 
While I have no major objections in principle to amendment of the Downtown Hamilton Secondary Plan 
from Medium Density to Mixed Use, I have the following concerns: 
 
A—(i) There are three active and heavily used small convenience stores in the immediate vicinity of the 
proposed tower that may be seriously affected by the new retail facilities on the lower floors of the 
tower. I believe it is important to keep such small stores viable in our growing cities for such retail 
outlets keep people close to home for minor shopping and reduce the need for car use in local 
neighbourhoods. Also, these three stores now provide a much-used kind of “community centre” facility 
for local residents.  
 
There needs to be much more clarification about the proposed retail facilities and their possible 
impacts on the already existing local retail spaces before any approval is considered.  
(I note that in the picture of the tower and surroundings on the ad for Television City thrust into my 
mailbox some weeks ago, and also appearing in Hamilton Magazine (fall 2017) the convenience store at 
the corner of Hunter and Caroline has disappeared, to be replaced by some larger buildings. Such a 
rendering does not give one confidence in Television City’s perception of and care for our local area.) 
 
A—(ii) I object strongly to the idea in the proposed tower that their retail facilities need not enhance the 
adjoining streetscape, maintain a sense of neighbourhood, and promote life on the street. As pictured in 
the published sales material, the two-storey retail floors are inward looking, anonymous, and 
gargantuan, replacing an existing pleasant treed walkway. They have all the charm of the perimeter 
barrier wall of a gated community.  
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I suggest that the design aspect of the retail development needs considerable major modifications if 
seeking approval. 
 
B— (i) On the proposed Plan Amendment to increase local density from 300 units per hectare to 1384 
units per hectare, I comment that Hamilton can learn from serious problems now arising from 
densification in Toronto. There, while the city claims densification overall, recent research shows that 
this is occurring only in certain areas. Such an imbalance is causing problems with local traffic flows to 
the extent that appalling gridlock is occurring. We need not replicate such situations in Hamilton. The 
Durand neighbourhood is already the most densely populated in the city, (this Jackson-Caroline section 
of Ward 2 contains many towers already) and surely does not warrant more pressure on it, especially by 
such a massive development.  
 
Such densification as proposed in the Plan Amendment is not in keeping with modern creative urban 
planning. Densification needs to be spread more throughout the city of Hamilton in an orderly 
manner. 
 
2. Comments re: Zoning By-law Amendment (File No. ZAC-17-063 
 
I am absolutely astonished at the haphazard and random manner in which this requested By-law 
Amendment has come before Hamilton’s Planning and Economic Development Department. First, CHCH 
experiences financial difficulties, the site is sold locally, the new owner contacts a Toronto developer—
and there you have it! By his own admission Mr. Brad Lamb does only large condos and is not interested 
in other kinds of housing developments. So, voilà, the only choice possible now—within this one-size-
fits-all mentality—is a downtown Toronto clone, whether a downtown Toronto clone is appropriate for 
this particular Durand neighbourhood site or not.  
 
Did the Planning Department ever identify such 618 new residential units of “middle class housing that 
is the best” (ref. Lamb quote in Hamilton Magazine, fall 2017, 56), stacked one upon the other to an 
outlandish height, as absolutely essential for Hamilton’s immediate wellbeing? Did the Planning 
Department always have this particular site as the unquestionably ideal location to make its first 
statement about the new direction for Hamilton’s future image and long term growth?  
 
Mr. Lamb thinks Hamilton is at last, finally, ready for him but I’m not so sure. What’s the rush? Why be 
so hasty? Why hurry to embrace a vision some outsider is trying to persuade us is essential to define 
Hamilton’s future as a city? 
 
We all know major changes are coming to urbanization in the Golden Horseshoe, we know densification 
and infill are required and even welcome, but surely the City of Hamilton itself should be able to 
determine the scope of its future, not have it thrust upon it. If Hamilton is seeking an outside Canadian 
model it might be more profitable to look to Victoria, British Columbia that manages to be economically 
thriving, beautiful in its heritage buildings, and confident in its lively people-friendly downtown—and 
ignore the unfortunate muddle across the lake to the north. 
 
I do not believe this particular development speaks appropriately to what Hamilton will want to say 
about its long- term image and I deplore it. 
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