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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BRAMPTON

BY-LAW

Number 322-80
To adopt Amendment Number 67

to the Consolidated Official Plan 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. Amendment Number 67 to the Consolidated
Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area

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

2. The Clerk is‘hereby authorized and directed to make
" application to the Minister of Housing for approval
of Amendment Number 67 to the Consolidated |
" Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area.

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

This 15th da_yvof o December 198 O

WA 7

JAMES E. ARCH N, MAYOR

RAL . EVERETT, CLERK
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AMENDMENT NUMBER o1
to the Consolidated Official Plan
of the City of Brampton Planning Area
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Amendment No. 67
to the
Official Plan-for the
City of Brampton Planning Area

This Amendment No. 67 to the Official Plan for the
City of Brampton Planning Area which has been édopted
by the Corporation of the City of Brampton, is hereby
modified in accordance with Section 17 of The Planning
Act as follows:

1. The amendment, Section 2, Page 1, Subsection
2.0(ii) is modified by deleting the words

"to be operated by a non-profit organization".
As thus modified, this amendment is hereby approved as
Amendment 67 to the Official Plan for the City of
Brampton Planning Area under Section 17 of The Planning

Act.

.Date / | éf/f/ 7%0'/&/‘/‘014/0/&\‘

W. WRONSKI, Assistant Deputy Minister

Community Planning
Ministry of Housing

e
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'THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BRAMPTON

BY-LAW |

\

Number 322-80 :

To adopt Amendment Number 67

to the Consolidated Official Plan of
the City of Brampton Planning Area.

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

accordance with the provisions of The RegionaT Municipality

of Peel

Act, 1973 and The Planning Act, hereby ENACTS as

follows:

| Amendment Number 67 to the Consolidated

Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area
is hereby adopted and made part of this by-law.

The Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to make’
application to the Ninister of Housing for approval
of Amendment HNumber 67 to the Consolidated

Orficial Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area.

READ 2 FIRST,,SECOHD and THIRD TIME and Passed in Open Counci)

This

15th déy of December 198 O

O 4

C
JAMES E. ARCHDEKIN : © MAYOR




AMENDMENT NUMBER 67 ,

TO THE CONSOLIDATED OFFICIAL PLAN
OF THE CITY OF BRAMPTON

PLANNING AREA

Plate Number 10 (LAND USE AND ROADS) of the Consolidated
Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area is
hereby amended by changing the land use designation of
the Tand shown outlined on Schedule 'A' hereto attached
from RESIDENTIAL LOW DENSITY to RESIDENTIAL HIGH DENSITY.

Part C, Section B of the Consolidated Official Plan of
the City of Brampton Planning Area, is hereby amended
by adding after Chapter B3 the following chapter:

"Chapter B4

1.0 Pu?pose and Location

The purpose of this Chapter is to permit the
deve10pment of a site located on the west side

of Scott Street abutting Rosalea Park, consisting
of Lots 29 and 30, and parts of Lots 28 and 31, on
Plan BR-2, beihg part of Lot 6, Concession 1, East
of Hurontario Street, and'comprising an area of
approximately 3,116 square metres as a senior
citizens' apartment building, with accessory

uses, in accordance with the development principles
set out herein.

2.0 Development Principles

The Residential High Density Area shall be subject
“to the following deve]opment principles:

Y i) A tﬁe designation of Residential High Density
shall not preclude the development of the
lands at a lower density level, provided that
the residential dwelling is used as a senior
citizens' residence, or, if used for other
than a senior c%tizens' residence, is developed
as a Residentia] Low .Density Area.

ii) | Residential High Density development shall be
for a senior citizens' residence designed as
a high rise elevator apartment, kte=be—operated
By—a—RONepro-fit—0-rga-n-iza-td-00-0

MODIFICATION
NO i ’ .. ./2

UNDER SECTION 74(1)0;=
THE PLANNING ACT



3.

3.

.1

2

iii)

iv)

vi)

the bulk (height, length and width) and
siting of a building shall not unduly
shadow or interfere with sunlighting of
adjacent residential propertfes,‘

appropriate measures shall be undertaken

to satisfy the requirements of the
Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority and the Ministry of the Environment
with respect to floodproofing of buildings.

adequate off-street parking facilities shall
be provided in accordance with the policies

of Section B1.0, Sub-section B1.2, Paragraph
9.0, Sub-paragraph 2.7.

~ The policies of Section B2.0, Sub-section 2.1,

Paragraph 2.0, Sub-paragraph 2.2, respecting
the maximum density of dwelling units for

high density development, are waived, provided
that the net density does not exceed 210
dwelling units per hectare and that the

floor space indéx does not exceed 1.4.

Implementation

This Chapter will be implemented by an appropriate

amendment to the Restricted Area By-law to impose

the appropriate zone classification and regulations

in conformity with the development principles

outlined in Section 2.0.

The Corporation of the City of Brampton may

require the owners of the lands to enter into

one or more dgreements incorporating various

“aspects of site plan control pursuant to Section
35(a) of The Planning Act.
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BACKGROUND MATERIAL TO AMENDMENT NUMBER 61

Attached aré copies of Reports of the Director, Planning and
Development Services dated May 15, 1980 and June 6, 1980 and
a copy of the notes of a special meeting of the Planning
Committee held on June 3, 1980, subsequent to the publishment
of notices in the Tocal newspapers and mailing of notices to

the assessed owners of properties within 400 feet of the subject
site.



) ; \ :7\ . ) . -\ - P / ‘~
[I ; { ( l;;( :: i ,: ( I\/\f_ ",/l/l:\'/I B
Ciice of ihie Coonnincdoner of Vlining and Dowion et
1380 05 15
T0: Chajrman of the Development Team
FROM: Director, Planning and Development
- Services ' :
RE: Application to Amend the Official Plan

and Restricted Area By-Tlaw .

Part of Lot 6, Concession 1 E.H.S.
(Chinguacousy Township) '

Lots 29 and 30 and Part of Lots 28 and
31, Plan BR-2 '

GRACE RETIREMENT AND COMMUNITY
ENTERPRISES INCORPORATED

Qur File: C1EG.T18
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. 1.0 Backgruund

An application has been filed to amend the Official
Plan and Restricted Area By-law to permit the construc-
tion of a senior citizens' apartment building.

A request by Councillor Sutter that staff investigate
the possible use of a portion of Rosalea Park with
frontage onChurch Street East, has been commented upon
by the Commissioner of Parks and Recrecation. A

copy of his memorandum is attached.

2.0 " Property Description

The subject site is situated between an unopened

portion of Maple Street, on the west and Scott Street
and a 101 unit senior citizens' high rise apartment

building.

The property has a frontage of 12.19 metres (4{Q9feet) )L
~on Scott Street and 33.14 metres (108.73 feet) on

Maple Avenue comprising an area of about 3,116 square
metres (33,541 square feet).



‘ ' The Scott Street portion of the subject lands is

presently occupied by a detached residence (17 Scott

Street).

The major portion of the subject site is approximately
4.5 iiztres (14.7 feet) to 5.4 metves (17.7 feet)
lTower than the elevations of Maple Avenue and Scott
Street respectively. Along the southerly slopes of

the site are a number of mature deciduous trees.

Abutting the property to the south are detachéd resi-
dences and an Ontario Housing Corporation senior

citizens' high rise apartment. To the west and north
is Rosalea Park and to the east on the opposite side

of Scott Street are detached residences.

3.0 Official Plan and Zoning By-law Status

The property is designated by the Consolidated 0fficial
Plan as partly Residential Low Density and Residential
High Density (Plate No. 10).
The zoning of the lands by By-law Number 1827 are partly
Residential and Agriculturceal. According to By-law.
Number 25-79, the zoning classification is Residential

Single-Family "B" (R1B).

It is proposed to develop the site as a seven storey
subsidized senior citizens' building to contain a total
of 65 units. The ground floor of the building, which
will be at an elevation slightly higher than Rosalca
Park, will provide provision for 17 covered parking

spaces and building service access.



.0

The first floor will accommodate communal recreational
facilities and as a lounge, lobby room, billiard and
card room, service facilities and the main pedestrian
ehtry which will be from Scott Strcet. The remaining

5 storeys will accommodate 5 bachelor dwelling units,

55 one-bedroom and 5 two-bedroom dwelling units.

Vehicle access will be from Scott Street and access to

the ground floor will be achieved by a ramp.

The proposed development will be enclosed by a flood
wall which will be approximately 3.66 metres (12.0 fcet)
above the elevation of Rosalea Park. '

Access to Rosalea Park will be provided by a ramp

sidewalk and by stairs.

Comments

The Exescutive Committee of the Metropojitan Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority has approved an applica-
tion to construct a senior citizens' apartment buil ing
on the subject lands in accordance with plans preparead

by the applicant's architect.

The Regional Municipality of Peel Public YWorks Departuwment
has indicated that sanitary sewer service is available
either from Scott Street or from the Etobicoke Creek

Trunk and watervservices are available from Scott Strecet.

The Commissioner of Parks and Recreation has expressed
his opinion that the proposal (i) is not compatible with
the use of Rosalea Park; (ii) will vequire the removal
of mature trees; (iii) does not guarantee that the
building will continue to be occupied by senior citizens

~and {(iv) requires an unsuitable flood wall. (See attache:

memorandum). He recommends that the subject lands should

¢
.



be purchased to retain them in their present condition.

The concerns of the Commissioner of Parks and Recreation
as they relate to park/residential development compatibi-
lity, removal of trees and graffifi are not unrecasonable
observations from his perspective. Lighting of recreatior
facilities and their intrusion into the residential envirc
ment ‘has been a concern without any reasonab1e~so1ution
advanced by park planners excent the removal of the
adjacent residences. The wish to retain mature trees on
private lands must be tempered by the purpose that require
their removal. The disfiqurement of the flood wall by
graffiti is a possibility that can be reduced by using the
aesthetic quality of a textured wall surface as a deter-
rent. The necessary guarantee that a particular project
will be used as'proposed in order that future problems

are not encountered, will have to be faced. If existing
Tegal tools of agreements, covenants on title and zoning
by-laws are unenforceable or unacceptable to the courts,
then the opportunity exists for government agencies and
non-profit organizations to violate their mandates. If
this situation is deemed to be a distinct possibility

then it may be reasonable to request zoning standards -

that are based upon the 'worst' possible case.

The overall density of the proposed project is equal to

208 units per hectare (84.4 units per acre.)

The quantity of landscaped open space is slightly more
than 38 percent of the site area which is a lower standard

than that employed elsewhere in the City.

For comparison purposes, the existing Ontario Housing

Corporation senior citizens' high rise building on

4Hap1e Avenue has been provided with a minimum of 50%



lTandscaped open space and the net residential donsity
is about 234 units per hectare (94.3 units per acre).
The provision of 17 parking spaces is equivalent to a
ratio of 1 space for cach 3.8 units (26.7 per cent) which

is acceptable as a minimum s'andard.

The resident of a detached'dweiling unit abutting the
high rise building has submitted a Tetter objecting to
the'proposal citing lass of orivacy and destriction of
her view that she has had for a number of years. Another
resident 1iving near the proposed project has indicated
opposition to the proposal noting that a 11 storey high
~rise apartment building accommodating senior citizens

is located in the immediate vicinity and a fufther high
rise structure in the locality is not justified.

It must be recognized that the building will obstruct the
view of the park from a residence located on Maple Avenue
which would happen if any type of development were permitte
to occur at or about the same elevation above flood Tevel ¢
the proposed project. The edge of the balconies of the
proposed development will be 6.1 metres (20.0 feet) distan
from the nearest private>residcntia1 property boundary.
This yard separation should be compared.with the total
height of 21.33 metres (70.0 feet) above ground elevation,
but with the same elevation as the detached dwelling unit
and the resultant building height of about 14 metres

(45.9 feet).

If the proposal is permitted to proceed, a nedestrian
connection (bridge) should be considered to link the 0.H4.

building and Rosalea Park.



‘ Detail plans of the flood wall dincluding construction
and maintenance easemeénts, arcinitectural treatment and

landscaping should be submitted for approval.

A storm drainage scheme acceptable to the Public Works
Department will be a significant requirement because of

the low lying nature of the apartment site.

The applicant c<hould be required to pay cash in lieu
of parkland dedication as well as development levies.

Further, the design and location of boundary fencing
should be acceptable to the City.

The peculiar shape of the site and the varied terrain
* are not conducive to the use of the typical zoning
| by-lTaw. Therefore, a site plan by-law together with

1 a development agreement are essential requirements.

6.0 Conclusion

The demand for senior citizens' housing will continue
to increase and any proposal to increase the supply must
be given encouragement to the particular project is not

offensive.

Planning Committee should consider

(i) the recommendation of the Commissioner of Parks anc

Recreation with respect to the purchase of additio
park land; .

(i) compatibility of the proposal with Rosalea Park, a

(i) the compatibility of the proposal as presently sub

mitted with respect to nearby residences.



The proposal by G.R.A.C.E., Incorporated appears to
be of sufficient merit to warrant a public meating.

It is recommended that a public meeting be held, and
subject to the results of the public meeting, the
proposal be approved subject to a site plan zoning by-law

‘and a development agreemont.

ljﬂgg\g‘?;nﬁ ) Agreed K:ZCZ;§§522225/ {47.

L.H.H. Laine,‘ F R-‘ Da’lze‘l‘ // T

Direct Tannin nd Ln )
Devgﬁgoﬁéni éeﬁvigei Commissioner of Planning
pri v and Development

LYHL/dh

Attachments: (2)



TO: P. Dalzell

FRCM: Donald M. Cordon

DaATE: 14 fay 1930

RE: Anplicaticon to amend official plan and restricted

area bhy-~law

Part Lot 6, Conc. 1 EHS

Iots 29 and 30 and part lots 28 and 31, BR-2

Grace Retirement and Comnunity Enterprises Inc. -
Apartmant proposal between Macnle Ave. & Scott St. adjacaent
to Rosalea Park

I have reviewed the site plan for the above noted proposal and
‘would advise that I do not agree with the proposal for the
following reasons.

v 1. The plan calls for a seven-storey apartment building for
senior citizens immediately adjacent to Rosalea Park, which
is a very high usage park in terms of the two ball diamonds,
the arena, the Church St. parking lot and the tennis courts.
Two of these facilities, naemely, the tennis courts and the
ball diamonds are floodlit and gemes are played until
approximately 11:00 p.m. each night of the wecek during the
seascn. This will, no doubt, cause aggravation to zany
residents of the proposed building and could result in
submissions or delegaticns to Council to 1limit the usage of
the park which in this particular area is alreacdy deficient.

2. ‘The area in questicn has keen left in a wreasonably natural
state along the embankments and at the existing clevation f
the park, therefore, this proposal will result in the eliminati
‘ of all of this nautral area including many of the existing matu
trees.

3. There does not appear to be any way of guaranteeing that only
senior citizens will reside in this building, therefore, the
requirement for public open space conveyance and the matter
of parking requirements cannot be ignored. As mentioned
previously, this particular area of the City is deficient i
parkland and to increace the amount of pacple without scaekis
correspending parkland would further eaggravate the existing
situaticn.



.

4. The proposal requires a large concrete "floccd wall" aleng
the noxrtherly bounac:y line which will have the effect of
changing what is existing now to constructing a 12' high
concrete structure. 2Apart from the fact that this will
provide an excellent cpportunity to wmark and araff'ti
the wall, it will do absolutely nothing for the aesthetics
of what, to this date, has been a rcasonably aLtractlve park.

Rasically there may be two alternatives to this proposal, one of
which * as suggested at a recent Council meeting, to look at an
exchange of sites and consider locating the apartment building on

he existing Church St. parking Jlot. This p;opobul would
effectively remove all of the parking that the various sports
groups and general public have relied on who use the park and
its Tacilities. It would alsn have the zame effect in terms of
potentially restricting the uv:age of the rark.

Another alternative would ke to purchase the property which is
scme 33,541 sqgurave feet for parkland and in oxd=2r to retain this
arza in its present ccndition, I would highly recommend that
Council consicder this alternative. Financing for such a purpose
could be from the parkland cash-in-lieu account.

pendix to the planning

Dcnald M. Gordon
Commissioner
Parks and Recreation

DMG/eb

c.c. J. gtras
J. Curran
I.. Xoehle
A. Solski
I.. Laine



Tt e

e bt
P gl e B e e aren N 4 4y e T
ﬁa.\\.l . —_— . v/ Yy o —
) . < T . ' P AT R .
- - o/ \d. — fv
N2 _ 2. T
A
A c
~3 W =
-0 Y
| &
) O
B =
LoV e (™
I .
] ®)) &)
...... M .m o
[ T
! = U
W - o
* ST e T
A (&)

AT _3T e

Fila my e

YRR T
“f_g}'_“}')

!
b

re——t . N .w

{””Hcll.l“l‘ ' “~. I TR
Cloov A = vt

. — Tr——. \ v

. . TTI—

//4;lx. l// .)/

e d

o
e
!

VI E LU

/

T,

A
1~~~
vyoe
<
-
<X
€=~ -

=/
S LY

T

I~
N
: DJ
I.lﬂ ~J
"~ e
NS
Q

=
LY
/

I,

R L "
[ Coonea /.'?'u’)

/"/J/;
d be
'.4

’




RECOMMENDATICON

—d
Yo
0
Lo )
<y
[¢a]
-
——d

To: The Chairman. and Members of Planning Committee
From: Planning and Davelopmant Department.- . .
Fe: Anolication to Amand the Official Plan

and Pestricted Arez 2v-law
Part of Lot &aConc2sSion 1, EHS
{(chinguacousy Township) '
Loets 29 and 30 and Part of Lots 28 and
31, Plan 3R-2 '
CRACE BETIPEMENT AMD COIMUNITY -
ENTERDDISES [NMCODPARATIN
Our File: 222462 o E . 1§

Attached are the n £ the public meeting held

. otes ¢
on Tuesday, June 3, 1830, with.resnect %o *ha above noted

‘application. : .
Fanclosed is a copy of a latiar.of chieciion filed
at the meeting by Mrs. Nclnerney of 9 Maple Avenue.

"of the public meeting, Planning fommit
i

It is recommanded that after consicdering the notes
t rasen

rasent a recom-

2e I

k.

mendation for City Council's cons ation that will provide

direction to staff.

L.W.H., Laine,
Directer, Flanning and

AGPEED 77 ~ Development Services
/7

. DaYze11
Connissioner of PTanning
and Dnve1opﬁent

ail L/EC . .
enslosures ' . ‘
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PUBLIC MEETING

A Special Meeting of Planning Committee was held on Tuesday,
June 3, 1980, in the Municipal Council Chambers, 3rd. Floor,
150 Central Park Drive, Brampton, Ontario, commencing at 8:50
p.m. with respect to an application by Grace'Retiremént and
Community Enterprises Inc. to amend both the Official,PJan and
Restricted Area (Zoning) By-law to permit the development on
the site of a seven storey subsidised senior citizens building
to contain a toté] of 65 units comprised of 55 one-bedroom
units, 5 two-bedroom units, and 5 bachelor units.

Members Present: ~Councillor D. Sutter - Chairman
Mayor Archdekin
Councillor N. Porteous
Alderman K. Coutlee
Alderman E. Coates

Staff Present: .  F. R. Dalzell, Commissioner of Planning
: : and Development

L.W.H. Laine, Director, Planning and
Development Services

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

E. Gilson, Development Planner
E. Coulson, Secretary

70 members of the public were present.

The Chairman enquired if notices to the property owners within
400 feet of the subject lands were sent and whether notification
of the public meeting was placed in the Tocal newspapers. Mr.
Dalzell replied in the affirmative. '

Mr. Laine outlined the proposal and explained the intent of the
application. After the close of the presentation, the Chairman
invited questions and comments from the members of the public
in attendance, '

- Cont'd. -



res)

Mr. David MacKay, 15 Scott Street, spoke about a dispute concerning
the northerly 2% feet of his property, and the possibility of
sanitary sewer access being a problem.

Mr. Laine explained about the Etobicoke Creek. Truck sewer and

~

the possibility of utilizing the sewer on Scott Street.

Hr. MacKay was concerned about potentfal damage to his 135>year
old dwelling since there is about 2 feet separating his house and
the property line, and there would be heavy construction vehicle
movement. He expressed concern also for}the Tack of parking
facilities and enquired if the building would remain at the seven

storey level.

Mr. Posliff, Architect for the applicant, stated that he was
unaware of the right-of-way problem, and that there would be no
pavement across Mr. MacKay's property according to the registered
survey. He noted that there would be a ten foot buffer of lands-
caping between the ramp and Mr. MacKay's property, and that Mr.
MacKay's house had been considered when the plans were drawn up.

Mr. Dalzell responded that there would be an agreement to cover

the number of storeys allowed.
Mr. Prouse spoke to the matter of the right-of-way.

Mr. MacKay expressed cbncern about inadequate parking facilities
and the walkway to the ball park.

Mr. Llaine explained that the ratio of parking spaces to the number
of units was consistent with the usual practice.

Mrs. Dorothy Mclnerney, 9 Maple Avenue, read a 1etter of objection
to the proposal and submitted same.

Mr. Fry, 64 Nelson Street East, acting as a spokesman for a number
of residents in the heighbourhood asked if the frontage met the
requirements of the by-law. He was told that this meeting was being
held for a proposed amendment to the by-law and that there would be
a special by-law for this site only.

Mr. Fry expressed concern for the destruction or restriction of
the walkway to the park. Also, he asked about the traffic expectations
for this property, if Scott Street ‘would be the only access, and if

- Cont'd. -



the Traffic Division approved of the provisions. Also, he spoke
on the deterioratioh of the Scott Street bridge over the Etobicoke
Diversion Channel, the possible morality problems and safety of
children in the parking lot closed in by landscaping, and asked

if the Parks and Recreation Department approved of the proposal.
He said that other sites may be more suitable.

Mr. Dalzell indicated that there was a Development Team, comprised
of Commissioners_of‘a11-departments, the City Solicitor and the
Director of Planning and Deve]opment Services, who consider each
proposal and that Mr. Gordon, Commissioner of Parks and Recreétion,
had reported that the proposal would be imposing on the park.

Responding to a question by Mr. Fry, Chairman Sutter noted that
written objections should be submitted to the Planning and Develop-
ment Department by the 12th of June. '

Mrs. M. Zadravec, 13 Scott Street, objected to the proposal. She

complained of a section of the park walkway being on the subject
property, the sizes of apartiment units and the fact that she under-
stood that the City of Brampton owned a portion of the property.

Responding to Mr. Fry, regarding the proposal being a private
enterprise or a subsidized one, Mr. Prouse indicated that it was

a non-profﬁ; charter.

Mr. Posliff kesponded to Mr. MacKay's questions regarding the effect
upon the park walkway and the location of the railing.

Mr. Diplock, representing the merchants of the downtown Brampton
Core (Four Corners Improvement Area), expressed support for the

proposal, as citizens, taxpayers and merchants.

Mr. Mclnerney, 9 Maple Avenue, commented that he agreed with the

comments made by his mother, noting that the by-law should not be
changed for honorable projects and that the individual should be

protected. |

Mrs. Zadravec suggested that the proposal should be located at the
rear of the church property.

Mr. Mclnerney asked if the site on Church Street had been investi-

gated.
- Cont'd. -



Chairman Sutter advised that the site had been examined but that
_problems with the site prevented its use for a Senior apartment

building.

Mr. Fry noted that the Church Street bridge was deteriorating
and asked if the bridge would be rebuilt if the proposal met with
approval. N

He was informed that thé bridge would be rebuijt in due time.
There were no further questions or comments.

Chairman Sutter explained the procedure for further comments

and objections.

The meeting adjourned at 9:45 p.m.
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Ron licInerney
213 John St.
‘ Brampton, Ont,

June 9, 1980

City of Brampton
150 Central Park Dr.
Erampton, Ont.’ * _ ,

P

Dear Council:

It seems Council is in favour of changing the by-laws to allow
G.R.A.C.E. Incorporated to build an apartment building, even though
there is opposition from the residents in the immediate area.

The purposes of bv-laws are to protect individuals and give
direction of growth to communities. Z&Zllowing the amendment to the
by-law would destroy my mother's property at 9 laple ave The seven
storey apartment buildinc would be a mere twenty feet from my mother's
house, eliminating the view she has enjoyed for forty one years.

The Ontario Municipal 3o0ard has set standards which have not been
adhered to by G.R.2A.C.E. Incorporated. :

s 1) The distance from the perimeter of the propertv to the building

b wall must be a2 minimum of fifty percent of the building height.

“ 2) The apartment building occupies sixty two percent of the total
property area, not allowing sufficient greenbelt and visitor parking,

v

It was suggested the project would bring business to the down
town merchants. One hundred and twentyv senior citizens would not have

a najor 1impact on business for down-town stores,

The Parks and Recreation Department object to the project. Their
reconnendation should be accepted.

I.s worthy and necessary & project G.R.:.C.E. Incorporated has
proposed, theyv must not be 21lowed to build@ the apartment building
feet Irom residential »roparty.

auj;ccnt to Qos lea Fark and twentyv

Sincerely vours

’- /77Z g 47/*” ‘/7/



December 15, 80
PASSED _ _ . 19

322-80

No

To adopt Amendment Number 67 to the
Consolidated Official Plan of the
City of Brampton Planning Area.

ion of the City of Brampton




