
longer required for municipal programs and/or surplus to the requirements of the City”.  If that is the case here, then 
the lands should not be in our CIPA nor be eligible for municipal revitalizaƟon programs.   In addiƟon, the one part every 
Council seems to agree on is that the lot is needed for the requirements of the City. 

The community has also come forward with their opinions on the value of the land to them personally.  IrrespecƟve of 
agreement/disagreement to those opinions, presently the land is providing a municipal service.  Has Council declared 
that they no longer wish to be in the service of providing municipal parking lots city-wide?  That is completely your 
choice and if that is what Council has approved so be it.  But it would be way more efficient to rip that band-aid off  than 
what has been happening these last few months.  A concrete plan/process for dealing with municipal car parks is needed 
otherwise the outcome will conƟnue to result in division/fear-mongering tacƟcs/inƟmidaƟon tacƟcs which is not helpful 
to the overall discussion here or on future deliberaƟons.  

The Staff vision for the land at 5 Lake Avenue South is a three-storey building with a footprint of approximately 4,736 
square feet, yielding 24 self-contained studio-units, tenant amenity area, and eight parking spaces (that appear to be 
?underground? Good grief!  I think we can all agree to dispense with the noƟon that 8 underground parking spaces will 
materialize when the goal is deeply affordable / supporƟve housing) 

However for clarity, what is before you is NOT about the eventual form of development.  There have been no 
amendments proposed direcƟng Staff for anything other than “to use an open process to select a non-profit housing 
provider and negoƟate an agreement for the disposiƟon of 5 Lake Avenue South, Stoney Creek for net nominal value 
consideraƟon, for the purpose of affordable housing, and report back to General Issue CommiƩee for approval” aŌer 
Council declares the land surplus.  Note, surplus is not the same as underuƟlized nor is it the same as ‘best use’.  If it is 
the will of Council to declare all municipal parking lots outside of the Hamilton downtown (where direcƟon has already 
been provided) as “no longer needed for municipal programs” then that is another separate discussion that in my 
respecƞul opinion should take place ahead of what is before you. 

Yes, Staff were directed to look at underuƟlized municipally owned lands.  I couldn’t find where Staff were provided with 
a definiƟon although a good many feel surface parking is underuƟlized and is the low-hanging fruit.  How one feels 
though is not good governance.  Good governance is puƫng it down in policy & following through on that policy.   That 
lot, based on the consultant’s report / Municipal Parking Plan conducted in 2019, was at a uƟlizaƟon rate of 91%.  That I 
believe was the last analysis done and yes, it does differ from ‘observaƟons’ conducted in January aŌer the iniƟal Staff 
RecommendaƟon from December.   Regardless, if Council wishes to define underuƟlized (which would certainly provide 
Staff and the Public with clarity on how it’s defined as well as a beƩer understanding on why this parƟcular lot was 
selected), then you should do that.  Presently, it appears there are very different opinions around the table but as far as I 
could determine, zero wriƩen processes/definiƟons for Staff to use in evaluaƟng city-owned lands against a definiƟon 
for: underuƟlized.   Has Council come to an understanding & put policy in place for a definiƟon of underuƟlized? 

  



 

With respect to 13 Lake Avenue, which also forms part of Municipal Car Park #3, the recommendaƟon is: 

  

Presumably this means that 13 Lake Avenue was already declared ‘surplus’ by a previous term of Council since the 
wording for a declaraƟon at this Ɵme is not included in the Staff RecommendaƟon.  It would be helpful to know if this is 
the case and when that occurred, please?  I could find that someƟme in 2017, the whole of ‘Municipal Car Park #3’ 
(which is inclusive of 10 Mountain Avenue as well) was on a list* for Affordable Housing purposes but discussions were 
subsequently held in camera.   Did a previous term of Council determine that a chunk of Car Park #3, specifically 13 Lake 
Avenue, was surplus and subsequently deemed surplus with direcƟon to Staff to come back with a disposiƟon strategy?  
Is the rest of the lot, specifically 10 Mountain Avenue, also on a non-public ‘surplus lands’ list unbeknownst to the 
community?  These are quesƟons that have surfaced and are aside from what is before you at the present Ɵme but 
would be helpful, I think, to have answers to when dealing with parts of the whole Car Park. 

The major concern with the wording in the recommendaƟon is the lack of clarity surrounding 13 Lake Avenue (the 
biggest chunk).  As per the Staff Report, 13 Lake Avenue is .92 acres.   There have been renderings floaƟng around 
depicƟng 13 Lake less than ½ that size as well as talk that the land will be severed.   

However, that is NOT what is before you.   What is before you is a disposiƟon of 13 Lake Avenue/.92 acres which 
encompasses 84 parking spots: 

 

 

Another rendering indicaƟng a severance applicaƟon is contemplated is also being circulated and is being used by several 
as factual informaƟon.   It appears this rendering was iniƟated by Staff and used during a presentaƟon to the public.  It is 
not before Council however it seems votes are being cast based on this conceptual vision.  Hence, please note that a 
Land severance at 13 Lake in this rendering below is about .4 acres and 35 parking spaces and matches up with the size 
of the building Staff are conceptual illustraƟng and would go through a Public process as per the Planning Act. 



 

This conceptual rendering, however, does not align with the RecommendaƟon that is before you.  There is no menƟon of 
severing the land within the Staff RecommendaƟon.  The recommendaƟon, based on the wording, is to dispose of 13 
Lake which is a .92 acre lot  

The vision is for a five-storey building with a footprint of approximately 6,351 square feet, yielding 43 self-contained one-
bedroom units, tenant amenity area, common area, and 22 parking spaces (? that all appear to be surface spaces? 
Another Good Grief.  Surely if the lot has to go through a severance applicaƟon process, the lot size could be discussed?  
Again though, the recommendaƟon isn’t to dispose of only .4 acres.  The RecommendaƟon is to dispose of the whole .92 
acres) 

I also noted that disposiƟon strategies for nominal value within the RecommendaƟon (as highlighted below) are for high 
priority areas.  That wording is misleading if the intent of Council is to designate the whole city as a high priority area?  
Or has downtown Stoney Creek been idenƟfied somewhere as a ‘high priority area’ over other areas of the city? 

 

 

 

Using the Ward 5 Profile data as a guide, the 60th precent incomes and the current rental rates provided to the public 
during the recent meeƟng, do not support this area as being a ‘high priority’   Is there other informaƟon that was used to 
make this determinaƟon or was a more holisƟc approach taken? 

  



 

With respect to the whole of Municipal Car Park #3 , it’s parts and the “List” from 2017:.   

The whole lot is located in a Community Improvement Planning Area and is governed by the City of Hamilton’s 
Revitalizing Hamilton’s Commercial Districts Community Improvement Plan and its applicable programs.  One of the 
municipal programs, Commercial District Housing OpportuniƟes (CDHO), within that Council approved plan is financial 
assistance in the form of low-interest loans & grants to promote new dwelling units on privately owned surface parking 
lots within CIPA.  

For the future owner (non-profit organizaƟons), the loans/grants would be capped at $600,000 per property (or $20,000 
/ unit).  This is an extra benefit that seems inequitable to other purchasers who are provided with municipal lands 
located outside of a CIPA.   It seems a bit counter-producƟve when the goal is to build mixed income communiƟes 
throughout the city and we have programs in place that make affordable housing more costly to build in areas without 
decent walkability/transit scores.  

It also appears that this program already in place would qualify as “municipal backing” in order to line up senior level of 
governments co-investment funds. 

 

 

*Regarding that list of surplus properƟes which first surfaced in November 2017 and the 6 properƟes in the Year 1 
Progress report, I also gained a greater appreciaƟon for the frustraƟon you as a Council are feeling on the lack of results 
and delays in reducing the wait list/addressing the homelessness crisis.  In November of 2017 a list of 19 sites was 
provided to the Affordable Housing Site SelecƟon CommiƩee.   

From what I could piece together 5 sites (150 Macklin Rd N, 70 Hope Ave, 3 Locano, 288 Fruitland Road and 1400 
Baseline Rd) received immediate Council authorizaƟon and Staff direcƟon to sell with proceeds going to reserves to fund 
affordable housing.  That was 2 terms ago and yet 1 of those properƟes (70 Hope Avenue) has resurfaced requesƟng 
direcƟon yet again in December 2023 and I don’t believe any of the other ones have resulted in sales/revenue during that 
period of Ɵme. 

The balance of the list, 14 sites, are difficult to track since discussions were held in camera but it appears, direcƟon was 
given to declare all of them surplus with direcƟon to staff to report back on disposiƟon strategies.  Again, that was 6 
years ago, but we seem to have restarted the process based on the fact that only 1 of the other 5 of the 6 properƟes in 
the December 2023 was a new addiƟon to the Nov 2017 list.   In other words, it appears that 4 of the 6 were earmarked 
for a disposiƟon strategy report back to Council 6 years ago 

It also appears that the broad AcƟons in the new Roadmap is inclusive of some, if not all of whatever properƟes were 
idenƟfied back in 2017 … unless this is in reference to the ones that were made public such as Parking Lot 73 at  253 King 
Willian, and Parking Lot 66 at 106 Bay St. N for example?  It is also interesƟng to note, that the selling of City surplus 
lands with proceeds allocated to funding affordable housing is only applicable to surplus lands “that are not suitable for 
housing”.  It appears Council approved a Housing Crisis Roadmap whereby if the land is suitable for housing, it is made 
available for the building or funding of affordable housing only.  PoinƟng this out for several obvious reasons, not the 
least of which is the feeling that for some reason Council should rubber-stamp the first RecommendaƟon from the 
Housing Secretariat for the 6 properƟes disposiƟon strategies.  Yet the same December recommendaƟon for the land on 
Main St, Council didn’t approve the recommendaƟon.  Of note, Main St lot appears to be land suitable for housing but 
the RecommendaƟon was to sell it on the open market which doesn’t appear to align with the broad AcƟons in the 
Roadmap. 
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