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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BRAMPTON 

BY-LAW 
Number __ 1 7_2_-_8_1 ______ _ 

To adopt Amendment Number 75 
to the Consolidated Offici-a~l~P~l-a-n-of 
the City of Brampton Planning Area. 

The Council of The Corporation of the City of Brampton, in 

accordance with the provisions of The Regional Municipality 

of Peel Act, 1973 and The Planning Act, hereby ENACTS as 

follows: 

1 . 

2. 

Amendment Number 75 to the Consolidated 

Official Plan of the City of 8rampton Planning Area 

is hereby adopted and made part of this by-law. 

The Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to make 
application to the Minister of Housing for approval 

of Amendment Number 75 to the Consolidated 

Official Plan of the City of Srampton Planning Area. 

READ a FIRST, SECOND and THIRD TIME and Passed in Open Council 

This 17th day of August 1981 
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E. ARCHDEKIN, MAYOR 'I 
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2. 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 

The purpose of Amendment Number is to delete 

provisions contained in the Consolidated Official Plan of 

the City of Brampton Planning Area that are directed to 

detailed traffic controls on Cloverdale Drive, Crawley 

Drive and Braemar Drive, and other related matters. 

(a) Plate Number 13 of the Consolidated Official Plan of 

the City of Brampton Planning Area is hereby amended 

by deleting the symbol "C25" and the boundary line 

relating to the area covered by Chapter C25. 

(b) Plate Number 14 of the Consolidated Official Plan of 

the City of Brampton Planning Area is hereby amended 

by deleting the words "SPECIAL STUDY AREA" and the 

boundary line of that Special Study Area. 

(c) Plates Number 29, 30, 31 and 32 of the Consolidated 

Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area 

are hereby deleted. 

3. The Consolidated Official Plan of the City of Brampton 

Planning Area is hereby further amended: 

(a) by deleting the third paragraph of Subsection 2.3.l(iv) 

of Chapter C2l, and substituting therefor the following: 

"The main north-south internal road is to be 

CENTRAL PARK DRIVE which links the newly 

developing residential areas north of 

Highway 7 (Chapter C17) to the City Centre. 

This is also to be 130 feet, in view of the 

essential function it performs between 

Highway Number 7 and Clark Boulevard."; 

(b) by deleting Section 2.3.8 of Chapter C2l; and 

(c) by deleting Chapter C25. 
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BY-LAW 

No. __ .....;1~7:..::2:.....-....:.8=.1 ____ _ 

To adopt Amendment Number 75 to 
the Consolidated Official Plan for the 
City of Brampton Planning Area. 
(BRAEMAR DRIVE) 

of the City of Brampton 
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B E FOR E 

C.G. EBERS, 
Member 

- and -

T.F. BAINES, 
Member 

o 820057 

Ontario. Municipal Board 

IN THE MATTER OF Section 51 
of The Planning Act (R.S.O. 
1980, c. 379), 

- and -

IN THE MATTER OF a reference 
to this Board by the Honourable 
Claude F. Bennett, Minister of 
Municipal Affairs and Housing 
on a request by T. McNab on 
behalf of The Residents 
Committee for The Retention of 
Traffic Control on Braemar Drive 
for consideration of proposed 
Amendment No. 75 to the Official 
plan for the City of Brampton 
Planning Area, 
Minister's File No. 21-0P-0006-75 

Q.C. ] 
] 
] Monday, the 
] 
] of October, 

Q.C. ] 
] 

25th day 

1982 

THIS APPLICATION coming on for public hearing this day 

and after the hearing of the application; 

THE BOARD ORDERS that Amendment No. 75 to the Official 

Plan for the City of Brampton Planning Area is hereby 

approved and the objection by the referrer T. McNab on 

behalf of The Residents Committee for The Retention of 

Traffic Control on Braemar Drive is hereby dismissed. 

SECRETARY 

ENlr.:~':"D 

O. B. No. 6 i:;j~(. .... 
. / 0-Fo/'o No ............. . 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BRAM?TON> 

BY-LAW 
Number __ 11_2_-_8~1 __ ~_~ __ 
To adopt Amendment Number 75 
to the Consolidated Offici-a~l~P~la-n-of 
the City of Brampton Planning Area. 

The Council of The Corporation of the City of Brampton, in 
accordance with the provisions of The Regional Municipality 
of Peel Act~ 1973 ind The Planning Act, hereby ENACTS as 

follows: 

1. Amendment Number 15 to the Consolidated 
Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area 
is hereby adopted and made part of this by-law. 

2. 

~.:. . 

The Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to make 
·application to the Ninister of Housing for approval 
of Amendment Number 15 to the Conso1 i dated 
'Official Plan of 'the City of 3rampton Planning Area .. 

READ a FIRST, SECOND and THIRD TIME and Passed in Open Council 

i' Thi s 
I, 

11th day of August 1981 
,: 
!: 

ARCHDEKIN, Y.AYOR 

RALPH A. EVERETT, CLERK 



AMENDMENT NUMBER __ -'-7"""5 ___ _ 

1. The purpose of Amendment Number 75 is to delete provisions 

contained in the Consolidated Official Plan of the City of Brampton 

Planning Area that are directed to detailed traffic controls on 

Cloverdale Drive, Crawley Drive and Braemar Drive, and other related 

matters. 

2. (a) Plate Number 13 of the Consolidated Official Plan of the City of 

Brampton Planning Area is hereby amended by deleting the symbol 

"C2S" and- the boundary line relating to the area covered by Chapter 

C2S. 

(b) Plate Number 14 of the Consolidated Official Plan of the City of" 

Brampt'on Planning Area' is hereby amended by deleting the words 

"SPECIAL STUDY AREA" and the boundary line of that Special' Study 

Area. 

(c) Plates Number 29, 30, 31 and 32 of the Consolidated Official Plan of 

the City of Brampton Planning Area are hereby deleted. 

3. The Consolidated Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area is 

hereby further amended: 

(a) by deleting the third paragraph of ,Subsection 2.3 .l( iv) of Chapter 

C2l, and substituting therefor the following: 

"The main north-south internal road is 'to be CENTRAL PARK DRIVE 

'which links the newly developing residential areas north of Highway 

7 (Chapter Cl7) to the City Centre. This is also to be 130 feet, in 

view of the essential function it performs between Highway Number 7 

and Clark Boulevard."; 
I 

(b) by deleting Section 2.3.8 of Chapter C2l; and" 

(c) by deleting Chapter C2S. 



BAC~GROUND MATERIAL TO AMENDMENT NUMBER 75 

The following background material is attached: 

1. The report of the Director of Planning' Policy and Research dated 1981 04 
/' 

03 that was considered by the Planning Committee of the City of Brampton 

on April 13, 1981. 

2. Notes of a public meeting held on June 9, 1981 and a covering report, 

dated 1981 06 11. Notice of this meeting was published in the two local 

newspapers. 

3. Letters sent to Brampton City Council subsequent to the public meeting of

June 9, 1981 by D.R. Ackland, The Committee for the Retention of Traffic 

Controls on Braemar Drive, Mr. Brian Nugent, and the Bramalea-On-The-Park 

Ratepayers Committee. 



INT~1- OFFICE MEMOr- \NDUM 

Office of the Commissioner of Planning . and Development 

98 04 03 

1'0: F.R. Dalzell 
Commissioner of Planning and Development 

FROM: J.A. Marshall 
Director of Planning Policy and Research 

RE: Application to Amend the Official Plan by the 
toB Island Committee" per K.H. Thompson, Chairman 
Our File: O.P.9 

--------------------------~----------------------------------------------------
ORIGIN: 

K.H. Thompson, Chairman of the lOB Island Committee" made application to amend , , 

Chapter C25 of the Consolidated Official Plan "Amendment Number 38 to the 

Township of Chinguacousy Official Plan" in such a manner that full tlJo-lJay 

traffic would be permitted along the full length of Br·aemar Drive. The addendum 

to the application that sets out the detailed rationale for the proposed 

amendment is attached. The main basis for the proposed amendment is that 

traffic studies condu.cted by the City of Brampton Public Works Department over 

and eight year period have provided - more than adequate evidence that vehicular 

traffic restrictions on Braemar Drive are not warranted. Further to this the 

restriction of tlJo-way traffic on Braemar Drive is more than a mere 

inconvenience, it is a genuine loss in both money and time for a large 

proportion of the "B" section residents. 

BACKGROUND: 

This application is the latest action in a long series of events concerning 

traffic controls in the area south of Clark Boulevard betlJeen Dixie Road and 

ramalea Road, dating from 1971. These events have involved not oniy City 

uncil, City Staff and local residents, but also the Minister of Housing, th~ 

Ontario Municipal Board, and the Supreme Court of ,Ontario. 

The sequence of events over the past ten years are set out in detail below in 

order to familiarize Planning Committee with the history of the subject 

situation and to form a basis for recommendations by staff. 
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• February 8th, 1971 - Amendment Number 34 to the Chinguacousy Official Plan ~s 

approved by the Minister of Municipal Affair~ with a modification that 

designates an area north and south of Clark Boulevard from east of Cloverdale 

Drive to the vicinity of Clark Boulevard Public School, this area to be 

covered by a further amendment after special studies dealing with traffic 

volume and movement, detailed highway design, and land use designations. 

• August 26th, 1971 - Township of Chinguacousy Council passed Amendment Number 

38 to the TOfJ'nship Official Plan that sets out in minute detail the road 

pattern of Clark BO'ulevard, Crawley Drive and Cloverdale Drive, including 

landscape plans, and further that provides a one-way traffic island on Braemar 

Drive north of Brookland Drive that prevents south bound vehicular traffic 

from Clark Boulevard from penetrating the residential area south of that 

. point. 

• June 14th, 1972 - Chinguacousy Council directed that traffic by-laws be 

prepared to implement Amendment Number 38. 

. 
• August 21st, 1972 - Council enacted By-law 181-72 and this was approved by the 

Minister of Transportation and Communications on October 10th, 1972. 

• November 20th, 1972 - Citizens appeared at Council objecting to the traffic 

pattern changes on Braemar Drive and as a result a 'public meeting was held in 

December 1972. 

After numerous discussions and deliberations, Council enacted a resolution in 

September 1973 directing that the Braemar Island be moved to accommodate a 

dr'iveway at the corner of Braemar Drive and Brookland Drive and that the 

island be made permanent and kept up in appearance. 

As a result of numerous citizen requests in 1974 Council directed the Traffic 

Coordinator to study the situation • 

• 
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• January 3rd, 1975 - Council received a report from the Traffic Coordinator 

dealing with traffic speeds, vehicular volumes, the need for three-way stops, 

and accident occurances on Braemar Drive, and resolved that no changes be made 

to the existing traffic regulations. 

• In September 1975, a petition was received by Council that requested three-way 

stop signs at the north intersection of Braemar Drive and Beechwood Crescent 

and the intersection at the south end of Burnham Crescent and Braemar Drive. 

• September 22nd, 1975 - Council passed a resolution that the three-way stop 

signs as requested be installed and staff were directed to initiate a study on 

the entire traffic patterns of. Braemar Drive. 

, 
• Several petitions were submitted for and· against the one-way street and the 

traffic regulations on Braemar Drive. 

• November ,24 th, 1975 - Council endorses a study procedure proposed by the 

Traffic Coordinator and By-laws were authorized to be presented to Council 

which had the effect of allowing, over a'limited period· of time, the studies 

with and without traffic controls, as well as one-way versus two-way t~affic. 

• September 7th, 1976 - The traffic coordinater submitted a report on the 

findings of the study. The main conclusion of the report was that the 

Engineering Department could find no technical basis for recommending 

continuance of the present one-way situation, nor could it endorse any 

·alternative schemes for redirection or restriction of traffic on 3raemar Drive 

or Brookland Drive, as they would pertain to standard engineering warrant 

criteria.' Council directed that a public meeting be held on September 16th, 

1976 to present the results of the report. 

September 16th, 1976 The public meetin~ was held and there were 

representations made for and against the retention of one-way controls •.. 
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• October 25th, 1976 -'Council directed staff to carry out a popular survey vote 

of the 'B' Section (O.P.A. Number 38-Survey Area 1) in order to objectively 

survey each household regarding traffic control on Braemar Drive. The intent 

of Council was to remove Braemar Traffic Island if more ,than sixty percent of 

the owners were in favour of such action. 

• January 11th, 1977 - The results of the survey were presented to Council. 

These were as follows: 

1. Total surveyed - 319; 

2. In favour of one-way north bound (retain island) - 26.5%; 

3. In favour of two-way traffic throughout (removal of island), - 65.8%; 

4. NO comment - 0.8%; 

5. No reply or no signature - 6.9%; 

• January 24th, 1977 - Council passed a motion to direct staff to prepare an 

Official Plan Amendment to remove the traffic control option of a' one-way 

island on Braemar Drive from the Official Plan, and that the residents be 

informed of the meeting when this is to be considered by Council. 

• February 28th, 1977 - Official Plan Amendment Number 9 was presented to 

Council. This amendment had the effect of permitting Council the option of 

passing traffic control by-laws that permitted two-way traffic north bound and 

south bound on Braemar Drive. Representations and submissions were made by 

residents for and against enactment of the amendment. 

Council adopted Amendment Number 9 and passed a resolution that directed staff 

to monitor traffic movements on Braemar Drive on a regular basis and indicated 

~that Council would review and consider the need for traffic control by-law 

amendments'in accordance with Amendment Number 9. based on staff submissions, 
~ 
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• Letters of objection were sent to the Minister of Housing by F. Russell, 

B. Hood and T. McNab. 

• May 9th, 1977 - In response to the above objections Council indicated that no 

further negotiations were necessary after a long history of deliberations. 

• June 13th, 1977 - Council informed the Minister of Housing that the City could 

not arrive at criteria to apply to one-way street systems and requested the 

Minister to proceed with Official Plan Amendment Number 9 in recognition that 

the City will continue to monitor the situation on Braemar Drive. 

• August 22nd, 1977 - 'Official Plan Amendment Number 9 was referred to the 

Ontario Municipal Board by the Minister of Housing. 

• April 20th, 1978 - An Ontario Municipal Board Hearing was held to deal .,.n. th 

Amendment Number 9. The hearing was adjourned sine die i.e. without the Board 

considering the issues of the amendment. The hearing was adjourned because 

the Chairman was of the opinion "that such matters have no place in a planning 

document and for this reason, all matters dealing with traffic control' and 

movement should b~ Cieleted from the Official Plan'" 

• April 24th, 1978 - Council directed staff to prepare an Official Plan 

Amendment to repeal the special study area Section of Amendment Number 34, all 

of Amendment 38 "Chapter C25 of the Consolidated Official Plan", and Amendment 

Number 9 to the Consolidated Official Plan and that a public meeting be held. 

May 15th, 1978 - A public meeting was held to deal with an Official Plan 

Amendment drafted by staff that removed all provisions relating to traffic 

controls in the subject area from the Official Plan. Representations were 

made by residents of Braemar Drive, Cloverdale Drive and Crawler:.- Drive in 

oPPosition to the proposed amendment. One submission was made by a group' of 

residents living along Braemar Drive that opposed the removal of the Braemar 

Drive Island. 
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• May 18th, 1978 - Council met with the Minister of Housing to discuss the 

subject amendment. 

• June 26th, 1978 - Council passed a resolution to request the Ontario Municipal 

Board to reconvene in order to give a decision on the proposed Amendment 

Number 9. 

February 5th, 1979 - An Ontario Municipal Board hearing \las held to reconsider 

Amendment Number 9. 

• February 27th, 1979 - The Ontario Municipal Board decision on Amendment Number 

9 was received by the City. Ihe panel of the board concurred with the opinion 

of the previous member of the board that detailed' statements on traffic 

regulatory manners have no place in an Official Plan. The panel however 

reviewed the substance of the amendment and expressed the opinion that 

introducing the option of t\lo-way traffic on Braemar drive was inconsistent 

wi th the remainder of Amendment Number 38 in that allo\ling two-way traf f ic 

could have no other effect but to increase traffic. A modification to 

.Amendment Number 9 \las proposed that substituted more general twOrding with 

regard to the traffic regulations, or other means, that Council may enact to 

reduce or prevent an increase of traffic on Braemar Drive. 

The Board indicated that if the City did not 'concur with a proposed 

modification then the application for approval of an Official Plan Amendment 

Number 9 \lould be dismissed. 

In effect, the proposed modification served only to frustrate the intentions 

of the City, since the modification \las contradictory to the basic object! ve 

of the amendment !.e. to permit two-way traffic on Braemar. since such action 

could have no other result than to increase traffic. 

March 12th, 1979 - Council passes a resolution to concur \lith the Ontario 

Municipal Board l!X)dification and to direct staff to draft by-laws to remove 

the Braemar Island and set up a traffic monitoring program. 
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• May 7th, 1979 - Council passed 107-79 and 108-79. By-law 107-79 removed the 

one-way northbound traffic designation on Braemar, and By-law 108-79 

implemented a traffic study program at three month intervals for purposes of 

studying traffic volumes, movements and condi dons on Braemar Drive after 

removal of the one-way northbound regulation. 

• June 18th 1979 - The one-way island on Braemar Drive .-as removed. 

• September 13th 1979 - Mr. Justice Holland of the Ontario Supreme Court 

adjourns an application by Mr. Brian Hood to have By-law 107-79 quashed since 

no traffic studies have been yet completed. 

• January 14th, 1980 - ·Council considered a report of the Superintendent of 

Traffic Services regarding Braemar Drive traffic volumes. The report 

presented traffic volumes statistics for Braemar Drive in June 1979 before the 

island was removed and in October 1979 after the island was removed. The 

result of the island removal was an increase of traffic along all sections of 
" 

Braemar Drive except the section immediately' north of Balmoral Drive. His 

opinion was that Braemar Drive is able to' effectively accommo,date the traffic 

volumes of October 1979 after the island was removed, and that there is no 

reason to recommend any remedial action' as a result of increased traffic 

flows. 

• April 17th, 1980 - The Supreme Court of Ontario quashed By-law 107-79 and 

ordered the City to pay the costs of. Mr. Brian Hood. The Court ruled that 

By-law 107-79 did not conform with the Official Plan in that the removal of 

the island resulted in an increase in traffic along Braemar Drive. 

• April 21st, 1980 - Council decides not to appeal the decision. 

May 7th, 1980 - Public Works Staff were directed to report on the placement of 

the Braemar Drive Island. 

• July 14th, 1980 - Council passed By-law 201-80, that provided for the 

installment of'the one-way island on Braemar Drive. 
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COMMEN'I'S: 

In retrospect, Amendment Number 38 was a pragmatic solution to the objections of 

residents to the south of Clark Boulevard to the Bramalea City Centre Plan; 

however by current standards, the provisions of the Amendment are inappropriate 

in an Official Plan. In the early 1970' s, there ws a trend to including 

excessive detail in Offical Plans, particularly in the form of secondary plans 

and tertiary plans that were almost indistinguishable from zoning and other 

by-laws, and only served to duplicate such by-laws. Both Amendments Numbers 34 

and 38 are excellent examples of such excessively detailed amendments', 
\ 

In the. process of reviewing the Planning Act much concern was expressed by the 

Province regarding this trend since it effectively removed from Municipal 
, 

Councils the necessary flexibility and discretion to make decisions without a 

lengthy review by the Province. For example Conclusion 11 of the White Paper on 

the Planning Act-reads as follows: 

"The Planning Act will place the. responsibility for local planning authority· in 

the first instance with munictpal council". 

It was recognized at the time (May 1979) that the result of excessively detailed 

Official Plan Amendments and over reliance on the Ontario Municipal Board to 

deal with controversial issues was a denegration of Council's role as a decision 

~king body. !his is evidenced by the apparent perception in the _ Cloverdale 

Drive, Crawley Drive. and Braemar Drive areas that the only way that the 

residents can be . assured of protection is by inclusion of traffic control 

details in the Official Plan. 

Both panels of the Ontario Municipal Board that dealt with Amendment Number 9 

and City Staff concur that: the Consolidated Official Plan should be amended to 

delete Chapter C25 (Chinguacousy Amendment. Number 38) and any other_- references 

o traffic controls in the subject areas. Council has the power unde~ Section 

107 to pass t-raffic control by-laws, and this power should not be 

encumbered by detailed amendments to the Official Plan. 
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Staff conclude that the course of action with the highest probability of success 

would be to delete Chapter C25 in its entirety from the Official Plan. If this 
I 

course of action were - followed it would be expected that not only those 

posing the removal of the Braemar Drive Island would oppose the amendment, but 

so the residents of the Cloverdale Drive - Crawley Drive area would also 

object to removal of the traffic controls. This is probable since residents of 

the latter area would be losing what they perceived as a very valuable 

safeguard. 

If the subject Official Plan provision were repealed, Council would be able to 

change traffic controls and road patterns by by-law with Regional Council 

approval. The City of Brampton has followed a procedure of contacting and 

discussing significant proposed traffic control by-laws wi th affected property 

owners; therefore, both formal and informal processes exist to protect the 

rights of the individual property owners to be informed and to be heard 

regarding by-laws affecting traffic control and alterations to road patterns. 

An alternative to the repeal of all parts of the Consolidated Official Plan 

making references to traffic controls in a 'subject area would"" be to delete only 

those sections dealing with Braemar Drive. Such an amendment would undoubtedly 

be objected to and be the subject of an Ontario Municipal Board hearing. The 

probability of the amendment being approved is limited by the following: 

• Both panels of the Ontario Municipal Board concurred that none of the 

provisions relating to traffic in the subject area had any place in an 

Official Plan; therefore, any amendment that does anything less than 

completely remove the subject provisions would not likely receive favourable 

consideration • 

• Amendment Number 38 clearly linked the traffic situation on Braemar __ Drive with 

those on Crawley Drive and Cloverdale Drive. Section A: 4 (c) read,s as 

follows: 

"(c) Braemar Drive 

Studies have confirmed that restrictions on the flow of traffic on 

Cloverdale and Crawley could affect the extent of traffic on Braemar." 
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Therefore any attempts to sever the provisions dealing ~ th Braemar Drive from 

the overall policies could not likely be justified on a technical basis (1.e. 

that the traffic on Braemar Drive is not affected by traffic controls on 

Cloverdale Drive and Cra~ley Drive). 

This course of action '~ould limit objections to those residents of the Braemar 

Drive area opposing the removal of the island, and avoid the residents of 

Cloverdale Drive and Cra~ley Drive becoming embroiled in the process. 

CONCLUSION: 

It is concluded that the course of action most likely to 'result in Council being 

able to effectively exercise its discretion with respect to traffic controls on 

Braemar Drive, is that of repealing Chapter C25 of the Consolidated Official 

Plan (Chlnguacousy Amendment Number 38) 1n its entirety. This is strongly 

supportable on the basis that such provisions are inappropriate in an Official 

Plan and unduly restrict the authority of Council under the Municipal Act. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

!hat the Consolidated Official Plan be amerided to repeal Chapter C25 as amended 

by Amendment Number 9 and to delete Section 2.3.8 of Chapter C21. 

CONCUR: 

Commissioner of Planning 
and Development 

Director of Planning Policy 
and Research 

/ 



ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO 

OFFICIAL PLAN No.-38; by B ISLAND CO~L\tITTEE 

Dated- 17-07-80 

Reference Application form attached; article A - 11, 

"DETAILED RATIONALE" re- the application-of traffic res triction on 

Braemar Drive is unjustified. 

Traffic studies conducted by the City Of Brampton, Engine-

ering department over an eight year period (1971-1979) have provided 

more than adequate evidence that vehicle traffic restrictions on Braemar 

Drive are not warren ted, as follows-

(i) Reference "REPORT TO COUNCIL" Jan. 5 1975; excerp ts as follows-

••• "Total two-way vehicle volumes. on Braemar Drive .lre presently 

in the order of 1550 vehicles per day. For comparison purposes 

counts in May 1972 and 1'1arch 1971 were 1550 vehicles per. day 

and 1500 vehicles per day respectively. Note- These latter vol

umes were recorded prior to the installation of the one-way 

Northbound section South of Clark Blvd." ••• "There is no evidence 

to suggest,however, this matter is of serious concern at the pre

sent time. As previously noted traffic volumes in 1974 were sim

ilar to those recorded in 1971 and 1972." 

The only. positive action recommended per this report was to the 

effect that the traffic flow on Braemar Drive should be mon

itored to keep abreast of changing conditions • 

• • • 2 
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(ii) Reference "REPORT TO COUNCIL" Sep t. 3 1976; excerpts as follows-

Note- This study relates to traffic flow volumes and patterns 

on Braemar Drive and Brookland Drive under four individ~ 

ual condi tions-

Phase' I -With the one-way vehicle traffic restriction 

(island) in place on Braemar Drive betWeen 

Brookland Drive and Clark Blvd. 

Phase II -With the island in place per phase I and sup

plemented by J-way STOP signs at the junction of 

Braemar Drive -Beechwood Drive and the junction of 

Braemar Drive - Burnham Crescent. 

Phase III -With the island removed but the 3-way STOP ,signs 

still in place. 

Phase IV -With both the island and the 3-way STOP signs re

mOved • 

. ANALYSrS- •• •• " I.t: ca.n be. ~een~ .l..n exambung the. .tIta.o6-1c CtJu.n.t6 .tJta..t on 

BJUte.maJt VJr1.ve. a.nd 8Ir.ookla.nd DJtive. ti..J:J:1.e. ~o 6 Vte.n.ti.a.Uo n 

ha.& be.e.n It.ec.oltde.d be..twe.en dtU.J.y 6tcw~ bWe.e.n Pt~u I 

and II." ••• "TJta.66Lc vo.twne.b Jt.e.pJt.e.b e.n.tbt9 CD~uU...U.onll .l..n

cWtlte.d a.oteJt. .the. .w!a.nd W(W It.e.move.d Me. It.e.coltde.d on ChaJt.t 

No,-7 ~ .column6 heade.d ?ha.&e. III and ?ha.oe. IV." "ThiA 

It.e.mova!: ha..& e.o 6ected a ·~ub~.t.a.n.tial .l..nCJtea.o e. .l..n .tIt466:lc 
6~ on SJt.a.e.maJt DlVi.ve. beMeen 8Jtook..!a.nd DJr.i.ve a.nd 

. ClaJr.k Blvd, a.o iA e. v.l..denc. e.d b y CD u.n.:t ~ tt:..ti.o n No. 1 a.n..d. 

No.2. DctUy vo!ume.& ha.ve .l..nCJr.eaAed by a.ppJtOx.i..ma..te.l.y 

1200 .to 1300 veM:clu pelt. da.y a..t both Il.ta.;t{.Onll all a. 
Jtu u.U 0 6 th e. newly peJC.m.i..tt ed Il 0 CktJ tb 0 wtd mo v eIn en.:t 

contd-
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HIT IS, NOTEWORTHY TO MENTION HOWEVER THAT THE COUNT 

ON BAAEMAR DRIVE NORTH OF BAUrORAL DRIVE HAS CHANGED 

VERY LITTLE AS A RESULT OF THE ISLAND REMOVAL." 

" I n the. c.a.6 e. 0 6 8Jt.a.emvr. VJLi.ve. which .6 eA VeA a.h a. cU.Jr.e.c.:t 
connecti.ng link between .two ma.jolt. c.oUec..taJt 6a.ci...Uti.eA, 
(8a.lmcJta.! Vltive a.nd ClaItk. 8.!vd), U ca.n ,be C1Jnc1.u.ded th.a..t 
TRAFFIC FLOWS OF 1500 TO 3000 VEHICLES PER DAY ARE WELL 

WITHIN THE OPERATIONAL CAPAB! LITIES OF THE ROAUJJAY. 

A THROUGH TRAFFIC PERCENTAGE OF 30~ - 35~ IS NOT EX
CESSr VE AND PREVAI LI NG SPEED IS NOT ALAR}.(I NG. " 

"THE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT CAN FIND NO TECHNICAL 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDING CONTINUANCE OF THE PRESENT ONE-
. .-

WAY SITUATION NOR CAN IT ENDORSE ANY ALTERNATIVE SCHEMES 

FOR REDIREcrroN OR RESTRICTION OF TRAFFIC ON BRAEMAR 

DRIVE OR BROOKUJID DRr VE," •••. 

(iii) Referenee- Letter to the MAYOR & ~~ERS OF MUNICIPAL COUNCIL; 

Feb. 8 1978. re-Braemar Drive Traffic Volumes. 

In this letter the Brampton City Engineering Dept. 

reports on traffic volumes on Braemar Drive and Brookland 

Drive during a study pe~iod ~f September - Octobe~ 1977 • 

• • • "8Jt.a.ema.It VM.ve a..t One-wa.y 1.6.tand-

1977 counZ ' 1200; 1975 count : 7010 [avg.} 

•• ."8Jta.emaJl Dlt1..ve nOlLtiL 00 BahnoJta..l VJvi.ve-

1977 count = 1740; 1915 count = 7680 (dug) 

••• 4 
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(iv) Reference- Report to the MAYOR & MEMBERS of CIIr COUNCIL: 

re-Braemar Drive Traffic Volumes; Nov. 12 1979. 

This report contains traffic pattern and vehicle volume data 

'as follows-

I -with traffic island in place; average daily volumes over a four 

year period to date of report. 

II -with traffic Island out- ie May 1976 and October 1979. 

III - A comparison between above two condi dons and a tes t period 

four months after removal of the island • 

• •• "In Iteview.i.ng :the be60Jte a.r.d a.6~Vt. cou.n.t4 taken in Jwte 

a.nd OwbeJL 1979 a.6 peJt..tabu In, we 6.i.n.d. .tha..t volwn~ ha.ve 

-UtCfte.a..4 ed .tit e 9 Jte.a..t.e.6 ~ il17fowtt, a.nd a.Jte numeJr.1..Ctl.l.1..tj the hig h -

e.6.t, in the 300 coot 4ec..ti.on "6 8JLa.eJ71all VJt1..ve buwee.n 8lt.Ook
ttmd 'DJt1..ve a.n.d. Cl.aJtk Blvd." ••• 

"TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE REMAINING 1400 FEET OF 8RAEMAR VRIVE 

APPEAR TO HAVE $TABILIZED IN THE 1801 TO 1950 VEHICLE PER 

'DAY RANGE." "pJt1..oJt to .the Jt.emova.! 06 the bt.a.66.i.c .<Aland the 

r1a.U..y .tJt.a.66ic vo!ume iJrunerUa.:tehj rr.olLth 06 BalmoJta! DJt1..ve Wa.4 

2000 veh.i.c!u. Ac~eJt .<A!a.nd Jtemoval .the vol.wne.6 a.ctJ.taUtj de

c.U.ned 4Ugh.tl.y to 1950 veJU.c..lu pelt day. THIS SAME RESULT WAS 

NOTE!) IN THE 1976 STU'DY WHEN THE ISLANV WAS REMOVED, ANO THE 

COMMElffS MADE ON PAGE 5 OF THE SEPT. 3 1976 REPORT REMAINS-

VALID." ••• "WHILE IN GENERAL, THE REMOVAL OF THE ISLAND HAS 

RESULTED IN INCREASED TRAFFIC FLOWS ON BRAEMAR ORIVE, (AS 

WAS ALSO 'DETERMINED DURING THE PREVIOUS STUVY CARRIEO OUT IN 

1976 J, WE HAVE FOUNT) NO REASON TO RECOMMEND ANY REMEOIAL ACTION 

AS A RESULT OF THESE PRESENT FLCWS • ••• SIMI LAR STREETS ARE EF

FECTIVELY CARRYING EQUAL OR GREATER VOLUMES OF TRAFFIC." 

o •• 5 
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In conclusion we, the B Island Committee, hold the above 

reports and recommendations to be factual and conclusive evidence, 

that our claim to wit- "TRAFFIC RESTRICTION ON BRAEMAR. DRIVE IS NOT 

JUSTlnED. "as stated in our application to have official plan No.-
f 

38 amended. 

Consequently we respectfully request BRAMPTON CITY COUNCIL to 

recogni:e the validity of this application and to be ~are that for a 1 

large proportion of the "B" section residents the res triction of two-way 

traffic on Braemar Drive is more than a mere inconvenience it is a genuine 

loss in both money and time. 

30 



INTER -OFFICE MENfORANDUM 

Office of the Commissioner of Planning and Development 

1981 06 11 

To: The Chairman and Members of Planning Committee 

From: Director of Planning Policy and Research 

BACKGROUND: 

Re: Application to Amend the Official Plan 
by the 'B' Island Committee per 
K. H. Thompson, Chairman 
Our File: O.P.A. 9 

Attached are the notes of the proceedings of a public 
meeting held on June 9,1981, to obtain comments on the subject 

- - --~-----

application, and a written submission by Sheila Brown, 46 
Brookland Drive. 

The majority of the comments at the meeting related 
directly to the issue of the removal of the Braemar Island; 
however, some concerns were expressed by residents along Braemar 
Drive and in the Cloverdale-Crawley area regarding the deletion 
of the Official Plan 'safeguards'. The majority of people at 
the meeting appeared to favour the removal. of the one-way island 
from Braemar Drive. 

COMMENTS: 

Staff maintain the position that all parts of the 
Consolidated Official Plan dealing with the Cloverdale/Crawl~y 
and Braemar Drive traffic controls must be deleted if the City 
is to have any probability of success in re-establishing its 
legislated powers to deal with traffic controls in 'his parti
cular area. 

A proposed resolution drafted by Mr. Metras. City Solicitor, 
in response to Council direction of April 22, 1981 ~ 1s attached. 

- cont'd. -
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Th1s would proYfde I degree of assurance to resfdents of t~e 
Cloverdale/Crawley Irea that their existing traffic controls 
w111 rlmafn intact. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

AGREED 

1) Thlt an amendment to the Consolidated Official Plan 
be presented to Council that: 

.) repeals Chapter C25, as amended; and, 

b) deletes Section 2.3.8 of Chapter C21. 

2) That the attached proposed resolution dealing with 
the maintenance of trafffc controls fn the Cloverdale! 
Crawley area be adopted. 

hn A. Marshal" 
irector of Planning 

Policy and Research 

JAM/ec 
enclosures 



~R.A!~ALE1\- Or;-THE-?AR;(-RATEP1, 'iERS-CG: .~iITT:E 
54 CRA\'iLEY CRIVE DRA:,L\LEA 

:·ir. R. Everett, 
Clerk for the City of Brnmpto~, 
150 Cet1tral Park Drive, , ' 
BRAr·!PTON, Ontario. 

Subject: Proposed 

Dear Sir, 

~/e, the undersigned object', to, any. changes 'made _concer nit'e 
the traffic patterns described in o.P. 38. 

r·!ore specifically, when planners cesignec the City Centre 
Area, by that we mean the entire area £ro~ Dixie Rd. to Bra~alea Rd. 
and from Clark Blvd. to H~~. j7, the intern~l street patterns for 
the residential area south of Clark Blvd, was already in place.. 
\'!e do not want to remove the ,controls which have been in place for 
the last 10 years ,in the "c" section of Br~malea, as they are pa!'t 
of O.P. 38. 

While the O.:·I.B. maY"not consider it necessary to de~l idth 
internal street patterns in an Offici~lPl~n-Amendment, their' 
co~plici ty and subs:Equent approval of the Ci ty Centre area of Era.";1ale, 
morally if not technically binds them to any problems that may arise 
~s a result of their original decision. 

It is reasonable to ex~ect that internal street patterns 
defined in O.P. 38. have made it impossible for any changes in the 
traffic patterns in the "c" section. Any ~ove by the City at this 
time to lessen this protection, by BY-Law for example must be opposed 
by all of us ..... ho would be at ',the me!'cy of the whims of any future 
councils. 

Yours truly, 

D.R. 

c.c 
Mayor of Council nr. J. Archdekin. 

Commissioner of 
Planning and Development Mr. F.R.Dalzell 



PUB L I C M E E T I NG 

A Speci.l Meeting of Planning Com_ittee was held on Tuesday, 
June 9th, 1981. in the MuniCipal Council Challbers, 3rd Floor. 
150 Centr.l Park Drive, Brampton, Ontlrio. commencing-at 1:30 
p •••• with respect to an application by the -8 Island Committee
per K.H. Thoapson, Chairllan, to a~end the Consolidated Official 

~ 

Plan for the City of Bra.pton Planning Area in such I aanner 
that two-way traffic would be permitted along the" full length
of Braeaar Drive. 

Members Present: 

. Staff Present: 

Alderllan B.' Browley - Chairman 
Alderman H. Chadwick 
Councillor W. Mitchell 
Alderman T. Piane 

J. A. Marshall, Director of Planning 
Polfcy and Research 

E. Coulson, Secretary 

Approximately 15 members of the public were present. 

The Chairman enquired ff notification of the publfc meeting had 
been publishe~. 

-
Mr. Marshall repl"ied that the meeting had been publish~d in the 
Brampton Guardian and the Oafly Tfmes newspapers. 
A resident disputed the Daily Times publication, which has since 
been verified, (Page 14, June 3.1981 Edition). 

Mr. Marshall explained the intent of the application, and th~t 
o nAp r 11 22 t 1 981, Cit y Co u n c il d ire c ted t hat the Con"s ali d ate d 
Off1c1al Plan for the Cfty of Brampton Planning Area be amended 
to repeal all provisions relating to traffic control on Braemar 
Drive, Cloverdale Drive and Cra~ley Drive on the basis that such 
detailed provisions should not properly be included in an Official 
Plan document. All existing traffic controls would remain 1n 
place unless and until the existing TraffiC Control By-la~s are 
a.ended by City Council. Council also directed that staff in
vestigate assurances other than the Official Plan for the ·C· 

- cont'd. -
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Section to the effect that the status quo relating to traffic 
controls in that area would be .aintained. 

The Chairman expressed apologies for Councillor D. Sutter and 
Councillor N. Porteous for not being in attendance at the meeting 
due to representation for the Region of Peel at a Social Service 
Convention. (letter from Counc1lloi Porteous attached). 

Mr. R. Nicol, 11 Bas11don Cre~cent commented on the traffic 
volume in relatJon to the absence of the -B- Island, op~n1ng 
Braemar Road to northbound traffic. 

"r. Marshall responded that The Supreme Court of Ontario ruling st, 
that By-Jaw 107-79 did not conform with the.Official Plan in that 
the removal of the island resulted in an increase in traffic 
along Braemar Drive, there10re. the one-way island on Braemar 
Drive was ordered to be installed. 

Mrs. Davis; 19 Basildon Crescent asked about the amount of 
traffic increase and complained that one more car could be 
considered an increase in traffic. 

Mr. Marshall responded that removal of traffic control from 
the Official Plan would allow City Council to exercise its 
legislated powers to deal with traffic control at its discretion. 

A resident enquired if Sections'S' and 'c' were proposed to 
be deleted frem the Off1,c1al Plan. 

"r. Marshall explained that in order to obtain municipal traffic 
control, the t~ Sections should be deleted from the Official 
Pl an • 

Joy Janson complained that the two Sections could not be 
sepa~ated for traffic but could be in relation te schools. 

Mr. G. Bruneau, 34 Bi!ech~ood Crescent, l6Tl Yl, stated that- he 
not~ced no increase 1n northbound traffic, and complained that 
he saw no evidence of traffic investigation. He request~d a 
copy of the Traffic. Study, and asked the alilount of traffic 
increase northbound and southbound, as well as the by-law 
number governing the one-~ay traffic stipulation. 

Mr. ~arshall commented that a proper traffic study had been 

- cant'd. -
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completed, with people checking both ends of the street, which 
showed an increase tn traffic, at least in I southbound d1rection. 
He informed Mr. Bruneau that the governing by-law was By-law 
Number 201-80. 

-Mr. D. Sthilaire. 52 Beechwood Crescent. asked when the traffic 
increase had occurred on Brlemlr Drive. 

Mr. Marshall responded that it had occurred after the 'B' Island 
was taken out in 1979. 

Mr. Sthilaire wanted to know if the ~B' Island was installed at 
the request of the res1dents in the 'B' Sect10n; if the residents 
had been asked if they wanted the Island and if the Island had 
been installed without the approval of the residents. He stated 
that there had been no public meet1ng regarding the installation. 

Mr. Marshall made reference ~o the Public Meetings held previously 
on this matter. as indicated in the staff report that was made 
available at the meeting. 

Mr. A. Graham, 41 Braemar Drive, commented that when he bought 
his house there was no plan for Braemar being a one-way street. 
Also, he wanted to know what effect the new highway would have 
on area streets. 

Mr. J. Arthur, 37 Crawley Drive, expressed concern about the 
possible removal of the traffic island on Crawley Drive. He noted 
that the people living on Courts, Crescents, etc. did not have 
the same traffic problems as those people living on a main street. 

Mr. Marshall introduced a Proposed Resolution to Council, stating 
that the Council of The Corporation of the City of Brampton will 
not change the existing one-way traffic designations on Cloverdale 
Dr i ve .1 n d C r a \'II 1 e y 0 r i v e, for s p e c iff e d rea son s. (S e ~- a t t a c h e d 
Resolution.) 

Mr. Graham, complained about the proposed resolution for the 

benefit of Cloverdale and Crawley Drive residents, and none for 

the residents of Sraemar Drive. 

Mr~ S. Durish. 59 Braemar Drive. asked why the municipality had 
passed a by-law contrary to the Offic1al Plan. 

- cont'd. -
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B. Nugent. 47 Br~emar Drive. noted that if the amend.ent were 
taken out of the Official Plan. a newly elected Council Member 
could propose a resolution and the islands could be lost in the 
future. whereas it may be sore di.ff1cult to change the Official 
Pl an. 

Mr. Marshall remarked that this was not I planning issue. but 
one of traffic control provisions, which Ire not Ippropriate in 
an Official Plan as being too detailed. and Ire better dealt 
with by MuniCipal Council. 

Mr. Quinn. Z8 Burnham Crescent. stated that the majority should 
rule in Municipal deciSions. He complained of the thousands of 

• 
dollars that have been spent thus far on this issue. 

Mr. C. Anderson. 60 Braemar Drive. expressed the op;nion that 
the City did not plan the road .system properly. He felt that 

··there has to be traffic control on through streets. the residents 
on Crescents and Courts not being affected. He noted that he 
had observed persons in cars travelling 70 and 80 miles an hour 
down Braemar Drive. throwing bottles presu~ably purchased at the 
liquor store in the plaza. 

Mr. A. Sthila;re. 52 Beechwood Crescent. commented that everyone 
uses streets as ;s convenient ~nd that the public opinion was 
not being considered. according to the percentage vote. 

Mr. Marshall reiterated that the Supreme Court ruling based on 
ale gal po i n t wa s res po n sib 1 e for the 'B' I s 1 and r e -i n s tall a t ion . 

A resident commented that she would rather have the Braemar Road 
traffic than the four-lane traffic situation she contends with. 

Mr. Nugent commented that a vote should be taken by th~ people 
affected "by the 'B' Island. since the Crescent people '~re not 
affected and want the road open. He suggested that the island 
be moved 30 to 50 feet to the south. routi~g the traffic down -
Braemar Drive and around the Crescent, thus elim1nat~ng any short 
cuts. He stated that a proposal to lIove the 'B' Island should be 
included with the Cloverdal~ Drive and Crawley Drive Resolution. 

- cnnt'd. -
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It WIS noted that deleting the situation fro. the Official Plan 
would .llow the City the flexibility to deal with the situation 
with due respect to the residents, which they cannot do at present. 

Mr. Sthilaire, commented that the two stop signs previously 
installed on Braemar Drive seemed to alleviate the traffic proble •• 

Mr. K. Tho_pson, 79 Brookland Drive, spoke on. the subject of 
tr.fftt control. He read In exerpt from a Traffic Manual, which 
point~d out thlt too many unnecessary controls result in a lack 
of respect for controls in general. 

D. Ackland, 54 Crawley Drive, questioned the traffic controls 
being included in the Official Plan and asked for protection for 
the IC I Sectionls traffic situation. 

Mr. N. Davis. 19 Bas1ldon Crescent, asked what people who want 
the Island taken out should do. 

Mr. S. Durish. 59 Braemar Drive. wanted to know if there was 
documentation showing that 65% of the residents wanted the island 
removed. He commented that no one had co~e to his house to ask 
h1s opinion. 

Mr. E. Ludlow, 44 Crawley Drive. cOQmented that a change in Council 
Members could result 1n a change in traffic control, if the decision 
was brought back into municipal hands. 

Mr. Tom McNab, 19 Braemar Drive, commented at length on the cost 
and' effort expended to have the 18' Island installed, and a list 
of requests relating to ensuring its permanency. 

Mr. Durish, 59 Braemar Drive, asked for the traffic survey. 

Comment was made on the cost of gas involved in avoi~ing Braemar 
Drive.-

. 
A resident suggested the'use of a circle road. 

A resident expressed concern relating to the safety factor involved 
in having to made two left turns to avoid using Brae~ar Drive. 

Mr. A. Dollman, 55 Brae=ar Drive. comQented that he was under the 
impression that the safety factor was the reason 'for having the 
Island installed, after a child had been hit by a car. He said 
that safety should be worth the cost of gAS involved in avoiding 

Braemar Drive. and that it would cost more to stop each time than 

- r.nnt'd: -
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to go around. 

Mr. R. Vermeesch, 22 Beechwood Crescent, agreed that the safety . 
of chfldren was important but questioned the unshoveled sidewalks 
in winter, forcing the children to use the street. Also. he 
complained that 65~ voted for two-way traffic on Braemlr Drive. 

Mrs. Brown, 46 Brookland Drive, suggested that parents train 
their children to cross roads safely in all kinds of' traffic 
situations. 

Mr. E. Gay, 43 Beechwood Crescent, agreed to considering the 
safety factor for chl1dren" but expressed concern for his own 

\ sa f e t yon D i x i e R 0 ad. He wa n t s the i s 1 and "t a It: e n 0 u t to allow 
him to take the shortest way home. Also. he expressed concern 
about access for fire trucks or an ambulance. and the potential 
accident situation ar1sing from their presence. 

Mr. J~ Bilby. 23 B~s1ldon Crescent, repor~ed the presence of 
two fire engines on Braemar Drive recently. 

Jillian Bushby. 78 Brookland Drive. noted that the time factor 
was crucial in situations involving the Fire Department or 
ambulance service. 

A resident enquired as to a time'schedule if the 'B' Island 
were to be removed. Mr. Marshall explained the procedures. 

Mrs. McArthur. 2J Burnham Crescent. asked about the kind of 
concensus that would be taken to Council from the public meeting. 
concerning the number of people approving and rejecting the 
proposal. and the opinion of the residents attending' from the 
few persons who spoke on the subject. 

Chairman Crowley said that the notes of the public .eeting 
would be presented, letters of objection received at the 
Planning and "Development Department offfce~ comments mad~ to 
the area representa tf ve on Councl1, etc. 

Mr. Nugent voiced approval for the '8' Island reftl~1n1ng. He 
expressed concern about the C1ty Centre caus1ng traffic conges
t10n in the residential arels. He said that if the 'B' Island 
were removed. the Island in the 'C' Section should be removed 
also. 

- cont'd. -
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Mr. S. Adair, 23 8rle~ar Drive, co •• ented that the traffic did 
increls. when the 'B. Island was removed. that the stop signs 
were no help. and that the approval of the convenience centre 
required some kind of traffic control for Brlemar Drive. 

There were no further relative com.ents or questions. 

The Chairaan advised the public in attendance that the notes 
of the 'public meeting would be sub.itted to Planning Committee-
It its ~eeting on June 15th, and subsequently to Council. Also, 
that letters of objection. approval or comments should be subm1tted 
to the Plann1~g Ind Development Department. 

The meeting adjourned at 9:20 p.m. 

N.B. A letter" from Sheila Brown, 46 Brookland Drive, indicating 
support for the removal" of the 'B' Island was presented 
It the meeting (see attached). 

( 
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PROPOSED RESOLUTION 

Braemar Drive 

WHEREAS the Ontario Municipal Board has in tvo 
• 

separate decisions, stated to t~A City that detailed 

statements on traffic movements and controls have no place 

1n the City'. Official Plan end should be deleted therefrom; 

AND WHEREAS the City proposes to amend the Consolidated 

Official Plan by deleting therefrom section 2.3.8 of chapter 21 

and the whole of chapter 25.a5 amended by Amendment No.9; 

AND WHEREAS the residents of the Cloverdale Drive and 

Crawley Driv~ areas have expressed concern to the Council 

regarding this Amendment; 

AND WHEREAS any changes to the existing traffic controls 
'-. 

on Cloverdale DriVe and Cr~wley Drive w~uld n~cessitate costly 

road works in the vicinity of the intersection of Clark Boulevard 

and Central Park Drive, which Council is not prepared to undertake 

NOW THERE...1:'()RE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Council of The 

Corporation of the City ot Br~tcn vill not change the 

existing one-way traffic designations on Cloverdale Drive 

and Crawley Drive. 
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June 30, 1981 

Corporation of the City of Brampton 
Planning and Development Department 
150 Central Park Drive 
Brampton, Ontario 
L6T 2T9 

Attn: Mr. Fred Dalzell 
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Re: Notes, dated June 11, 1981, of the proceeding of a 
public meeting held June 9, 1981 re application to 
amend the Official Plan by the "B" Island Committee 

Dear Sir 

It was recently brought to my attention that statement~ made 
by me during the public meeting referenced have been misquoted 
in one instance and not included in another instance. I wish to 
put my comments on record correctly and completely by means of 
this letter. 

On ,Page 5 of the notes I am quoted as stating the following: 

"D. Ackland, 54 Crawley, questioned the traffic controls ... for the 
"C" Section's traffic situation." 

My statement was quite the contrary and the notes should be corrected 
to read: 

"D. Ackland, ,54 Crawley Drive, objected to the application to amend 
the Official Plan by removing traffic control statements which _ 
provide protection for the Cloverdale-Crawley area traffic' situation. 
He stated that the Consolidated Official Plan should not be amended 
as requested." 

My second statement at the public meeting referenced was'-not included 
in the notes. By means of this letter I request that it be included 
as follows: 

"D. Ackland, 54 Crawley Crive, requested that amendments to the 
Official Plan should only address the "B" section and not involve 
the "C" section for the following reasons: 
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June 30, 1981 

1. The requested amendment to the Official Plan was submitted 
by "B" section residents and therefore any response by the 
Corporation of the City of Brampton to this request should 
only deal with the issue as it affects "B" section. 

2. There has never been a request to council from any nC" 
section residents to remove the one-way northbound traffic 
controls since installation. This implies that ftC" section 
residents are satisfied with the traffic controls as established 
and protected in the Official Plan and want these control 
to remain in the Official Plan. 

3. The traffic situations are distinctly different and should 
never have been grouped together. Braemar Drive dead ends 
at Clarke Blvd. Alternatively, if the ftC" section is opened 
to two-way traffic it would not only intersect with Clarke 
Blvd. but would co~nect directly with Central Park Drive, a 

-four lane thoroughfare designed for high volume traffic movement." 

I trust that this letter will be appropriately copied to the Mayor, 
Counselors and Alderman so that my views on this issue are correctly 
and completely understood. In addition, I trust that this letter 
will now form part of the official record on this issue and be 
accepted as an official resident's objection to any body of 
government that council must approach in order to enact the Official 
Plan amendment suggested. 

"' Yours truly 

D.R. Ackland 

cc: J.A. Marshall - Director of Planning Policy and Research 
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June 11, 1981 

City Council, Brampton, Ontario. 

I 

Mr. Bric:n Nugent, 
47 Braemar Drive, 
Bramales, Ontario. 

As you are all aware, the island problem.in the 8 and C sections of Bramalea 
have once again surFaced. Of course, the people living on the' crescents of 
Braemar Drive and Brookland who are unaffected by massive increases of traFfic 
on these two streets, arc quite anxious to remove traffic controls on Sraemar. 
To accomplish this they are quite willing to make side deals with the C section 
re retention of thei.r controls. 

As a resident of Braemar Drive, I would ask that you carefully consider the 
following factors. 

The arguments re the past' traffic studies and experiences with and without 
the island are net relevant since the increased traffic in out area due to 
more development p Ius the addi tion of the conve'lence center. 

" , 
I 

The total design to tt}e sOJth end of the City Center is wrong. If you consl"der 
major shopping develc:pments in other communities, you will not find feeder ' 
roads, leading into residential areas. For lack of a better description Clark 
Boulevard beco~s a funnel directing most southbound traffic feeding the A, 
o and C sectiOt-7t1irectly down Sraemar Drive. If,J:his access route is-opened 
it is to be expected all these people will use Sreemar as an easy shortcut 
rather than make two left turns at ClArke and Dixie, and Dixie and Holmo ral. 

I 

If Braemar Drive, had been designed as a major routo,(the same as Dixie Road has 
been), then this traffic pattern would be acceptable. HO'Never, this is not the 
case and Braemar should not be a relief" valve for the City Center. 

If a decision is made to open Braemar, then it must also involve opening ~e 
C section island. To consider the one without the other is totally discrimin
atory. 

Alternati ves 
The most logical alternative for you as council, is to not open this C3n of 
worns. It is sirrple for the planning staff to recommend this item should not 
be part of the Consolidated Official P len., however, it was put into this plan 
and has remained there for a number of years. At this point t.o remove it from 
the plan is to open a whole new set of problems and also open up the possibility 
of more c~ts associated with this problem (there are sure to be legal squabble~) 

In conjunction with the removal of this section from the COnsolidated Official 
Plan, there has been a side deal initiated by Alderman Chadwick to leave the C 
islands alore. It is totally discriminatory to put Braemer Drive in the position 
of getting all the southbound traffic fran the Mall. If you vote for removal 
of the section of the Plan, I would suggest you turn down retention of the C 
Islands • 

COntinued •••••••• 
• 



. ' 

..... n~o . ..... 

If Il~cessary as a ci tizen directly affected by rt!l1Ioval of the £3 island and 
retention of the C island, I would make an official ~plicotion immediately 
to remove the C is-land or pursue the other alternative of discriminCltion in 
tile cou rts . 

In surnnary I believe as elected representatives, 'you have 
prevent a design mistake fran over whelming a residential 
artery traffic. The easiest solution to this problem, is 
they are. r would request that you vote against Alderman 
shortcut home frofll the Ci ty Center and Shopping Mall. 

Yours very truly, 

Brian Nugent. 
47 araemar Drive, 
Bramalea, Ontarto. 

an obligation to 
street with major 
to leave thinq!jJ as' 
O1adwic'< and l'fis 
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1,1r. R. Everett, 

C lerl< for the City of Brampton, 
150 Centr:1l Park Dri.ve, 
BRAriIPTON, ,Ont2.rio. 

June 15, 1981. 

Subject: ProDosed changes to Official Plan #38. 

Dear Sir, 

~e, the undersigned object to any chan~es made cconce~ni~g 
the traffic patterns described in O.P. 38. 

More specifically, when planners designed the City Centre 
Area, by that we mean the entire area from Dixie Rd. to Br~malea ~d. 
and from Clark Blvd. to HY"'I. :/ft7, the internal street patterns for the 
residential area south of Clark Blvd, '-las already in place. "Ie do 
not want to remove the controls \'rhich have been in place. for the last 
10 yea,r,s in the "C" section of Bramalea, as they are part of O. P 38. 

\1hile the 0.1'1. B. ma.y not consider i. t necessary to deal \'li th 

internal street patterns in an Official Plan Amendment, their complicity 
and subs:fqu~T't approval- of the Ci ty Centr_e area, of Brarr.alea, morally 
if not technically binds them ,to any problems that may arise as a result 
of their original decision. 

It is reasonable to, expect that internal street patterns 
defined in O.P.38 have Made it impossible for any changes in the 
traffic patterns in the "C". section. Any move by the City at this 
time _to lessen this protecti on, by BY -LA\1 for example must be ooposed, 
by all of us who would be at the mercy of the mercy of the whims of 
any future councils. 

Yours truly, 

D.R. ACKLANDA~~~~~~ 

.. 
,~ . 

c.c 
Mnyor of Council Mr. J. Archdekin. 

Commissioner of 
",' Planning and Development l·Ir. F .R. Dalzell. 

RECEIVED 
CL!::n:<'S D(;:,"'T. 

JUN 1 51981 
~!:::_ ~::2', 3S"'if'" " 
~:i..[ i:(;: ,)~r.t ~ 7 
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