May 01,2024

RESPONSE TO B.GRATIX DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MEMORANDUM DATED MAY 01,2024 WITH
RESPECT TO MY DEPUTATION .

Council Meeting Date:

Wed, 05/01/2024

General Committee Motion Number:

ICIC 1 STAFF REPORT DEV025-23

Subject:

SUBJECT ;. BRADFORD STREET CORRIDOR STUDY MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIROMENTAL
ASSESMENT

Dear Mayor and Members of Council,
Together with my kids we . | personally have been
involved in development of land and properties for about the past Thirty years.

For a developer this proposal is severely degrading the opportunity to develop this site
and others to build much needed housing.

Our questions and comments are below.

items No. 1& 2

Auto oriented design

The memorandum mentions a high quality complete street, my comments are :

Is road widening a cost effective and best practice way to determine housing?

Where is that in the Official Plan within the MTSA district? Kindly provide the specific
policy.

In a Major Transit Station Area (MTSA), The policy is:

Shall be transit-supportive and achieve multi-modal access to the GO stations through the
provision of bus transit connections, active transportation connections, and pedestrian-
Jriendly design considerations;

https://www.barrie.ca/media/10451 (Page 29)

What is the existing and proposed curb to curb distance at the intersection of Bradford and
Tiffin North Crosswalk?

How much further is the north crosswalk for pedestrians to cross the road beside a transit
hub and how many additional lanes are there?




The suggestion made by us was to have a smaller footprint on the roads so that
speeding would not be encouraged, narrowing the fanes and not straighten the road
which encourages speeding.

As per the memorandum which encourages supporting cyclist, pedestrians and transit
users we hope that the proposed speed limit will reflect this by lowering the speeds near
intersections from the assumed proposed 60 kilometers to 40 kilometers per hour.

Iltems No. 3

Memorandum claims that the study recommendation will NOT negatively impact
development yield, but it does.

A scaled down version was provided on June 20, 2023 showing the approved plan for the
city of Hamilton at 26 meters wide inclusive of 4 traffic lanes.

Everyone must agree that a difference of 8 meters (34 m proposed vs 26 m wide) along
Bradford Street would of course equate to a substantial amount of additional housing
units!

For a specific impact on developable lands zoned high density | would like to
refer to the pictures attached showing how much developable land is taken away
under the existing official plan for 244,246 and 248 Bradford Street this would
also affect the neighboring properties 250 and 252 Bradford Street.

With the proposed road widening taken away of roughly 759.77
square meters this would equate to 48 units lost.

Over and above the Existing Official Plan even more High Density Zoned land is
taken away through Additional Protection identified through the study (see pic

attached blacked out area) which is completely avoidable.

If you refer to the pictures of the Existing Current Road and the proposed road,
why do we require to shift the access into the waste treatment plan when [ have
seen hundreds of trucks accessing the plant with no problems at all?

From the attached pics we can all see the impact on high density zoned lands and
the Additional Protection Identified through the study is unnecessary and can
completely be avoided by not straightening the existing road and not shifting the
access into the waste treatment plan.



ltems No. 4
Loss of tax revenue:

We are all for improving the street but it can be done in a scaled down version by i.e.
reducing the Centre landscape strips and road width and increasing tax revenue.

Loss Of Tax Revenue:

Specific to just 244,246 and 248 Bradford Street using 17 Jacob's Terrace Development
density as a precedent under the proposal 48 units at $2.766 annual (2023) property taxes
(source 550 sq feet unit at 2 Toronto Street) = $132.678.00 per year in perpetuity.......... .

A scaled down version would open up more High-Density Zoned land for housing and
therefore not only increase property tax revenues through additional housing but also
more people spending money into the local economy.

ltems No. 5
Finances
We do not oppose improving the street scape, we pointed out that a scaled down version

of the proposal would cost less to maintain and still achieve the same objective and open
up more land for High Density Development and increase tax revenues.

The costs, time, efforts and monies to be spend to negotiate expropriation on the affected
smaller properties along Bradford Street where developable land is taken away. Does this
make sense? A scaled down version would alleviate this. 'Just buy more land' is not a way to
encourage development. The total developable land plots are objectively decreasing.

items No. 6
Safety at Bradford and Tiffin intersection
Straightening out a road will increase speed.

What is the design speed for the proposed road and what is it now?

Since when does a wider and straighter road with further pedestrian crossing distances
lead to improved safety for vulnerable pedestrians and cyclists!

Is there a sign off from the safety consultant that wider and straighter roads are safer?

If there is a sight line issue you can reduce the speed limit to 40 km per hour in that
section.

There is no need to take away High Density Zoned lands by straightening and widening
the road.



ltems No. 7
Land conveyances

It will be difficult for a developer to combine properties between John Street and Tiffin
due to individual owners with frontages of about 50 feet, individual owners’ conveyance
will certainly not encourage development and create a wait and see attitude.

Conclusion

We understand a decision needs to be made to forward but want it to be be one that is
right for the general public interest and feel a scaled down version of this proposal or
Alternative 5 in the staff report seems like it better meets council’s strategic priorities
given it's improvements to housing affordability , community safety , infrastructure
investments by supporting active transportation climate benefits, and responsible
governance by increasing the tax base as opposed to increasing infrastructure and
maintenance costs.

With respect to our properties, we ask that if the recommendation is to be approved it
will be approved within the existing 34-meter ROW and remove the Additional
Protection ldentified through the study (see pic attached blacked out area).

3 Enclosures:

-Existing Official Plan Protection and Additional Protection Identified through the study
-Existing, current street lay out and access to Waste treatment water plant

-Proposed shift to access Waste water plant from study recommendation
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