Community Planning, Regulation and Mobility Committee Meeting
Agenda
Date:

November 10, 2020

Time:

9:30 a.m.

Location:

Council Chambers - members participating remotely
Pages

1.

Declarations of Interest:

2.

Statutory Public Meetings:
Statutory public meetings are held to present planning applications in a public
forum as required by the Planning Act.
2.1.

Recommendation report for a Plan of Subdivision for 600 Maplehill Drive
(PL-58-20)
Direct staff to continue to work with the applicant (T. Johns Consulting
Group) on behalf of 2531820 Ontario Inc. in regards to the submitted
residential Plan of Subdivision for 600 Maplehill Drive (formerly 607
Dynes Road).

3.

Delegation(s):
Due to COVID-19 this meeting will be conducted virtually. Only the chair of the
meeting, along with a clerk and audio/visual technician, will be in council
chambers, with all other staff, members of council and delegations participating
in the meeting remotely. The meeting will be live webcasted, as usual, and
archived on the city website.
Requests to delegate to this virtual meeting can be made by completing the
online delegation registration form at www.burlington.ca/delegate or by
submitting a written request by email to the Clerks Department at
clerks@burlington.ca by noon the day before the meeting is to be held. All
requests to delegate must contain a copy of the delegate’s intended remarks
which will be circulated to all members of committee in advance as a backup
should any technology issues occur.
If you do not wish to delegate, but would like to submit feedback, please email
your comments to clerks@burlington.ca. Your comments will be circulated to
committee members in advance of the meeting and will be attached to the
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minutes, forming part of the public record.
4.

Consent Items:
Reports of a routine nature, which are not expected to require discussion and/or
debate. Staff may not be in attendance to respond to queries on items
contained in the Consent Agenda.
4.1.

Amendments to Property Standards By-law 28-2009 (BB-07-20)

33 - 38

Approve the amendments to By-law 28-2009, otherwise known as the
“Property Standards By-law”, to change the date in which heat is required
in rental buildings, to require building owners to provide alternative refuse
disposal options in writing, and to clarify the location of applicable fees,
as outlined in Appendix A to building and by-law department report BB07-20, in a form satisfactory to the City Solicitor.
5.

Regular Items:
5.1.

Procedure By-law amendments (CL-18-20)

39 - 48

Enact amendments to the Procedure By-law, as amended, outlined in
clerks department report CL-18-20 with respect to the following; special
meetings, addendum issuance timelines, correspondence, petitions and
various housekeeping matters; and
Add the following: 42.2 f) must be within the jurisdiction of the City.
Add the following: 42.2 f) all matters must be within the jurisdiction of the
City.
Direct the City Clerk to explore the option of having a delegate room on
the first floor of City Hall.
5.2.

2021 calendar of meetings (CL-19-20)
Approve the 2021 calendar of meetings for Burlington City Council and
its standing committees, as amended, outlined in Appendix A of clerks
department report CL-19-20; and
Enact an amendment to Procedure By-law 04-2020, as amended,
substantively in the form, and as attached as Appendix C to allow for the
following changes to the Council schedule as indicated in report CL-1920:
•

Environment, Infrastructure and Community Services Committee
(EICS) change meeting date to Thursdays;
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•

Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability
Committee (CSSRA) change meeting date to Wednesdays;

•

Council Workshop change meeting date to Mondays; and

•

Council meetings change meeting date to Tuesdays and amend
the start time to 1:00 p.m. with a potential evening session held
at 6:30 p.m.; and
Move all Council Workshops forward to the preceding Monday of
committee week, with the exception of February which would move
to February 8, 2021; and
Move the January 2021 and 2022 committee meeting dates from the
first week of the month to the second and third weeks of the month.
Move all Council Workshops forward to the preceding Monday of
committee week, with the exception of February which would move to
February 8, 2021.
Move the January 2021 and 2022 committee meeting dates from the first
week of the month to the second and third weeks of the month.
5.3.

Ranked choice voting consultation (CL-20-20)
Refer clerks department report CL-20-20 regarding ranked choice voting
consultation to the November 23, 2020 Council meeting.

6.

Confidential Items:
Confidential reports may require a closed meeting in accordance with the
Municipal Act, 2001. Meeting attendees may be required to leave during the
discussion.

7.

Procedural Motions:

8.

Information Items:

9.

Staff Remarks:

10.

Committee Remarks:

11.

Adjournment:
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SUBJECT: Statutory Public Meeting and recommendation report for
a Plan of Subdivision for 600 Maplehill Drive
TO:

Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Cttee.

FROM:

Community Planning Department

Report Number: PL-58-20
Wards Affected: 4
File Numbers: 510-01/20
Date to Committee: November 10, 2020
Date to Council: November 23, 2020

Recommendation:
Direct staff to continue to work with the applicant (T. Johns Consulting Group) on behalf
of 2531820 Ontario Inc. in regards to the submitted residential Plan of Subdivision for
600 Maplehill Drive (formerly 607 Dynes Road).

PURPOSE:
The purpose of this report is to provide background information for the Statutory Public
Meeting for this Plan of Subdivision application and to seek direction from Council to
continue working with the applicants in an effort to bring forward a subsequent
recommendation report.

Vision to Focus Alignment:
The subject application aligns with the following focus areas of the 2018-2022
Burlington’s Plan: From Vision to Focus:



Increase economic prosperity and community responsive city growth
Support sustainable infrastructure and a resilient environment
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Application Details

RECOMMENDATION:

Direct Staff to Continue to
Work with Applicant

APPLICANT:

T. Johns Consulting Group

OWNER:

DiCarlo Homes

FILE NUMBERS:

510-01/20

TYPE OF APPLICATION:

Plan of Subdivision

Processing Details

Documents

Property Details

PROPOSAL:
PROPERTY LOCATION:

Ward:

4

Create blocks for 20 condominium townhouse units fronting
onto private roads
South of Woodward Avenue, east of Dynes Road, west of
Cumberland Avenue, north of New Street

MUNICIPAL
ADDRESSES:

600 Maplehill Drive

PROPERTY AREA:

0.54 hectares (1.3 acres)

EXISTING USE:

Vacant

OFFICIAL PLAN Existing:

Residential – Medium Density

ZONING Existing:

Medium Density Residential with Site Specific Exception
(RM2-478)

APPLICATION
RECEIVED:

July 30, 2020

STATUTORY DEADLINE:

November 27, 2020

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Number of Notices Sent: 76
9 pieces of written correspondence as of the time of writing of
this report
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Background and Discussion:
On July 30, 2020, the Department of Community Planning acknowledged that a complete
application had been received for a Plan of Subdivision at 600 Maplehill Drive. The
purpose of the proposed Plan of Subdivision application is to create development blocks
that implement OPA 110 and Zoning By-law 2020.388; Official Plan and Zoning By-law
Amendments to permit the development of 20 townhouse units and condominium roads
on the subject lands. These instruments were enacted following the decision of the Local
Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) on March 26, 2019.
Site Description
The subject property is located east of Dynes Road and south of Prospect Street. The
parcel under application is the eastern portion of the site at the north end of Maplehill
Drive. The subject property has an area of 0.54 hectares. Surrounding land uses include
the following:
North:
East:
South:
West:

Tecumseh Public School, Tecumseh Park and low-density detached
dwellings;
Ontario Hydro Corridor, Multi-Use Trail, Assumption Catholic Secondary
School and Cumberland Park;
Low-Density Residential
Low-Density Residential

History of Development Proposal
On October 18, 2016 the Department of Community Planning acknowledged that
complete applications had been received for an amendment to the City’s Official Plan and
Zoning By-law 2020, as amended (files 505-04/16 and 520-10/16). The original
application had proposed the construction of 23 townhouse units and two semi-detached
units for a total of 25 units. The proposal was later revised, and a total of 20 townhouse
units were approved by Council on March 19, 2018.
The most prominent concern that was heard from the public at the time of the Official Plan
and Zoning By-law Amendment applications was with respect to the vehicular access to
the site being proposed from the terminus of Maplehill Drive rather than as an easement
across the church property abutting the subject lands to the west. Discussion of this
matter was provided in report PB-12-18, which was brought forward to the Planning and
Development Committee (now known as the Community Planning, Regulation and
Mobility Committee) on March 6, 2018.
The decision of Council was subsequently appealed to the Local Planning Appeal LPAT
by local residents; however Council’s decision was upheld by the Tribunal as stated in its
decision dated March 26, 2019.
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Supporting Documents
Following the approval of Zoning By-law 2020.388, the applicant submitted the following
materials in support of the subject plan of subdivision application:



Planning Brief (Prepared by T. Johns Consulting Group, dated July 2020); and,
Draft Plan of Subdivision (Prepared by A. T. McLaren Limited, dated March 9,
2020).

All of the supporting documents have been published on the City’s website for the subject
application, http://www.burlington.ca/600Maplehill.

Policy Framework
The proposed Plan of Subdivision is subject to the Provincial Policy Statement (2020),
the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2019), the Regional Official Plan and
the City of Burlington Official Plan. The conformity and consistency of the development
to these policy documents was confirmed as part of staff’s review of the Official Plan
Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment applications. It should be noted that the
development has been approved in accordance with the Official Plan and Zoning By-law
Amendments and the purpose of this application is to implement these approvals by
legally subdividing the lands. Should Council grant additional time for staff to work with
the applicant, a policy analysis will be provided to demonstrate whether the proposal is in
keeping with the applicable framework.

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 2020
The Provincial Policy Statement provides broad policy direction on land use planning and
development matters of provincial interest. The PPS provides policies for appropriate
development based on efficient use of land and infrastructure, protection of natural
resources, and supports residential and employment development including a mix of land
uses.
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe
The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe came into effect on May 16, 2019 as
an update to the previous provincial growth plan and provides a growth management
policy direction for the defined growth plan area. Through the Growth Plan, growth is
focused in the existing urban areas through intensification. The guiding principles of the
Growth Plan include building compact, vibrant and complete communities, and optimizing
the use of existing and new infrastructure to support growth in an efficient, well-designed
form.
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Halton Region Official Plan (ROP)
The subject lands are designated as “Urban Area” within the Halton Region Official Plan.
Urban areas are locations where urban services (water and wastewater) are or will be
made available to accommodate existing and future development. Further comments
pertaining to servicing for the proposed development are discussed in the Technical
Review section of this report. The Regional Official Plan states that permitted uses shall
be in accordance with local Official Plans and Zoning By-laws and other policies of the
Regional Official Plan.
City of Burlington Official Plan
The property is currently designated as “Residential – Medium Density”, as per OPA 110,
which permits a 20-unit townhouse development with a density of 37 units per hectare.
This is in keeping with the “Residential – Medium Density” Section of the Official Plan.
Zoning By-law 2020
The subject lands are currently zoned “Residential – Medium Density with site specific
exceptions (RM2-478)” in order to facilitate the approved townhouse development
consisting of 20 units fronting onto a private condominium road.

Technical Comments
The draft plan of subdivision application was circulated to internal staff and external
agencies for review. The following groups/agencies have provided no objection to the
development proposal, but will have conditions of approval for the subdivision application:
City Site Engineering, Burlington Accessibility Advisory Committee, City Finance, Bell,
Enbridge, Halton Police, Halton Catholic District School Board, Halton District School
Board, Burlington Hydro and Burlington Transit.
Comments are still forthcoming from City Forestry and Landscaping, City Parks & Open
Space, Region of Halton, City Transportation and Union Gas. Without having full
comments, City staff are unable to provide a recommendation of the proposed draft plan
of Subdivision application within the 120 day timeframe prescribed within the Ontario
Planning Act and, as such, are requesting additional time in which to continue to review
the application.

Financial Matters:
In accordance with the Development Application Fee Schedule, all fees determined
have been received.
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Climate Implications
Not applicable. The subject subdivision application is a technical matter that implements
the approved rezoning application.

Engagement Matters:
A notice sign was posted on the property in August 2020. A public notice of the subdivision
application was circulated in August 2020 to all property owners and tenants within 120
m of the subject site.
A webpage was created on the City of Burlington website, accessible at
www.burlington.ca/600Maplehill. This webpage provides information about the subject
application including dates of public meetings, links to supporting studies, and contact
information for the applicant’s representative and Community Planning Department.
As of the writing of this report, 9 sets of written comments have been received with respect
to application 510-01/20. Comments have been included as “Appendix C” to this report.
It is important to note that the subject application before Committee is with respect to the
subdividing of lands to implement the approved Official Plan Amendment and Zoning Bylaw Amendments for the subject lands. The application, including traffic impacts and
vehicular access to the site, were reviewed in detail at the time of those applications. The
subject application for Draft Plan of Subdivision approval seeks to subdivide the lands
into four townhouse blocks and a condominium road block in accordance with the
development concept approved by the LPAT.
Next Steps:
Given that not all comments and conditions have been received at this time, staff is
requesting additional time to review the subject application for draft plan of subdivision
approval. Should draft approval be granted in the future, the applicant would have three
years to satisfy the conditions of approval and obtain final subdivision approval from the
Director of Community Planning before draft approval lapses. If the Director grants final
approval, the applicant would then register the plan with the Land Registry Office.
The associated Site Plan application for the townhouses is currently being reviewed and
processed. However, the site plan cannot be approved unless the blocks are created
through the plan of subdivision process.
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Conclusion:
This report provides a description of the development application, an update on the
technical review of the application and advises that public comments have been received.
Planning staff recommend that Council direct staff to continue to work with the applicant
and to receive remaining agency conditions.

Respectfully submitted,

Melissa Morgan, MCIP RPP
Planner II – Development Planning
melissa.morgan@burlington.ca

Appendices:
A. Location/Zoning Sketch
B. Detail Sketch
C. Public Comments

Notifications:
Diana Morris, T. Johns Consulting Group
dmorris@tjohnsconsulting.com

Report Approval:
All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, the Chief Financial
Officer and the Executive Director of Legal Services & Corporation Counsel.
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APPENDIX ‘A’
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APPENDIX ‘B’
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APPENDIX ‘C’
1 Good Morning
I am writing my comments regarding the proposal to build at 600 Maplehill Drive.
My concerns are traffic additions considering there are 2 schools within 5 minutes .
Dirt and dust and noise during construction. Property values decreasing with
putting townhouse in that area. Taking away green space.
I know that it probably is a done deal because city gains tax dollars but it's always
nice to hear from the people who will be affected by this construction.
Thank You for your time
Bob Chepyha
2 Dear Sir or Madam,
I am the owner of 594 Maplehill Drive, Burlington, L7N 2W3.
I have a big concern about the development of 600 Maplehill Drive, where was 607
Dynes Rd. Burlington. Especially, they applied to "the committee of adjustment for
consent for a watermain easement at the southern property line of the existing
church".
I refuse this application. I disagree with this application.
Yesterday, was the first day I got a notice about this application, and it was not
from my mailbox, it was hand to me by my neighbour. How could this happen?
This has a huge effect on my property and not on the good side, but there is no
notice to me. This is absurd.
I, Qinyao Yu, owner of 594 Maplehill Drive, Burlington, L7N 2W3, lodge a formal
protest to this application, file number: B-003/20.
As I know, the land of the developing townhouses was for a primary school, and it
is beside a church, so there is a watermain remaining. There is no reason to ask
easement from my property!
Regards,
Qinyao Yu
3 Correspondence from Marsha Paley dated September 16, 2020 attached at end of
“Appendix C”
4 Good Morning Melissa,
I am writing to submit my comments for the 600 Maplehill Drive proposal for a plan
of subdivision for 20 townhomes.
http://www.burlington.ca/600maplehill
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It is probably no surprise that I continue to remain opposed to the development for
the numerous reasons which were all cited in the LPAT appeal previously in 20182019.
I am hoping a future meeting or communication from the city will explain why this is
being treated as a new project on the website, and why a new planning brief has
been submitted. Why easement access for water through the church is now
proposed, when we were previously told that such a thing was against city policy?
Why are some of the measurements of the buildings alternated after the zoning
approvals have been obtained?
Many of the residents here are stuck working from home during the pandemic, and
the next steps in the development will become part of our daily routines. If this plan
is approved, will the city help guide construction in the least disruptive way
possible? Will hydro outages be handled and communicated in a scheduled
manner? Two houses have driveways within a few meters of the proposed
entrance, how will the city manage their access during construction?
I am certain many of the questions have been answered internally at City Hall, but
the residents of this area would need access to this information in some form.
Further to that point, I wish to be included in any future city communications about
the project. This would include any mailed notifications and public meeting notices.
Respectfully,
-Drew Garside
574 Maplehill Drive
5 My name is John Scott, and I reside at 573 Maplehill Drive. I myself, along with
the majority of the neighborhood are still opposed to this development with access
down Maplehill Drive. This will have a major negative impact on our neighborhood
given the extra traffic created by the new 20 units. The cul de sac, was a major
buying point for this area, and many new residents with toddlers, have bought here
for just that reason. I for see major safety concerns and potential liabilities for the
city. opening of the cul de sac, that has existed for over 60 years, is not just poor
planning, but a travesty in representation by our public servants. Furthermore the
10' variance the developer is seeking to provide water service to the development,
is routed through 607 Dynes Road where a deeded driveway already exists. We
were told by Melissa Morgan that such an access could not be used to provide
services to the development, yet that's exactly what is being requested now. Just
how much mis-information are we expected to accept? I am therefore strongly
opposed to any variance until first our trust is restored by acknowledging the
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reserve in trust put in place some 60 years
ago!
Respectively Outraged property owner
John Scott, 573 Maplehill Drive
6 My name is Larry Czainski @
3176 Willow Lane
My comments: I am against this development and the traffic that will be generated
by possibly 40+ additional vehicles using our neighborhood streets to access a
major artery roadway, Dynes Rd.
There are already traffic problems with school kids using Willow Lane to access the
Assumption school yard and their parents driving or picking students up twice daily.
None are using the sidewalk that EVERYBODY was apposed to but planning still
insisted be built. (another faux pas planning mistake)
Opening of the Cul De Sac on Maplehill Dr will add to the traffic danger on our
relatively quiet neighborhood streets. Many new residents with small toddlers now
reside in the neighborhood and doubling the traffic of the entire neighborhood from
such a small parcel (4 lots with 20 units) of much higher density builds will be
disastrous. Normally higher density builds are closer to the main artery street not
several streets back. (Poor planning)
Furthermore the city via DeCarlos, his newly # company Inc or the 607 Dynes Rd.
church? is requesting a 10' variance to supply a basic water service main from
Dynes Rd. to this development when we were told by Melissa (on record) that such
access (through an already a deeded right of way) could not be used for services
as std. city planning policy. So basically she misinformed us. I was the one that
said the existing services were inadequate for this development. Wait till sanitary
presents this same issue.
At the beginning the argument used for this development and such high density in
a single detached zoning was to provide affordable housing. At $1,040,000 starting
price this hardly qualifies as affordable. It's more expensive than existing homes in
the neighborhood on 1/5th the lot size. Another lie.
The mailing notifications were not given to the neighborhood nor delegates
involved in this proposed development; only received after we managed to obtain
copies from a few people, some not even affected by this development. This whole
process appeared underhanded as did the inability to contact our ward 4
representative concerning this matter. It appears like a deliberate attempt to ignore
inquiries and have as few residents aware of the proposal developments quickly
slipping it through under the cloud of covid. This is not how responsive transparent
municipal planning is conducted.
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We will not feel we can trust this process until the original reserve in trust, put in
place some 58 years ago to protect our neighborhood from exactly such an event
is lawfully respected.
The entire process reflects cronyism; from the LPAT tribunal court, to quote the
chair "This is not a court of law" to the condescending attitude of the city planning
department which NEVER addressed the legitimate concerns we ALL have and
pushed this through. Have we not learned anything from covid or is it business as
usual?
Sincerely suspicious,
Larry Czainski

To quote Les Brown; "Life is a fight for territory and once you stop fighting for what
you want, what you don't want will automatically take over"

In addendum to my original email outlining my concerns I would like to add;
This plan like the many others does not comply with the overall provincial plan on
higher density which stated that changing zoning to higher density in established
neighborhoods could only be done if there was direct access to a main artery road.
This development proposal STILL does not comply as it uses a series of small
residential streets that service single home neighborhood for access.
Also the existing traffic issues are not addressed....daily drop off school traffic on
Maplehill Dr & Willow Lane 3x daily.
The last issue was the hypocrisy of wanting to put our neighborhood through
potentially 3 years of construction disruption with associated traffic when the
church's existing deeded driveway access sits literary empty 6 days of the week.
This all adds up to short sightedness in planning for a better community.
Regards,
Larry Czainski
PS; wrong Morgan in municipal planning. I have no idea where you came from.
Scuzey.
7 Hello Melissa,
I am writing to submit my comments for the 600 Maplehill Drive Development of 20
townhomes (formerly 600 Dynes Road).

13

Page 14 of Report PL-58-20

Our entire neighborhood and surrounding streets crowd funded an appeal against
the change in zoning for this development - and lost. It’s quite painful to be asked
for comments knowing they will make absolutely no difference.
I can still easily recall the many hours I devoted to reading the PPS, regional and
municipal plans - only to have their conveniently vague language interpreted
entirely in the planning department and developers favour.
The developer asked for an extensive list of exceptions to allow for this density
change: everything from windows overlooking driveways to the entrance the
complex itself not being set back as far as normally required. The distance
between each townhouse is narrower. They are quite literally crowded together to
fit on that parcel of land. We argued that a list of exceptions this long proved the
land wasn’t suited for a density change. But the developer was granted every
single exception and our request to keep this development small enough that
townhomes didn’t out number the established houses on our street, was denied.
The thing is, in the scheme of things: for this developer’s profits, for the city and
the provinces tax collection, the different between ten and twenty townhouses is
nothing. Nothing.
But to the residents of this neighborhood the difference between ten and twenty is
enormous.
It would have cost the city and developer so very little to grant us this small
change. A change we rallied, crowdfunded, studied, hired a planner and a lawyer
and valiantly fought for. But even just this, the change of density, was over ruled
and our voices were utterly ignored.
My question is: what is the point of asking for or comments? For our letters and
input and time at your meetings, when we are totally powerless to effect change?
My husband and I spent countless months hunting for our first home. We knew we
could afford to buy just once. We chose a quiet, dead end street in south
Burlington with its larger yard space and established neighborhoods. We found our
dream bungalow.
I didn’t know then that traffic isn’t regulated. That we couldn’t even argue that we
feared for our kids playing on a road that would be suddenly full of cars. That our
mortgage investment, our taxes and community participation meant nothing in the
face of the provinces voracious appetite for the profits of development.
And I truly did not know, that all those meetings the city invited us to, all those
comments they asked us for, meant nothing. I was naive. Now I’m just sad.
I watched documents about where the hydrant supply would need to come from
magically change for the length of our appeal, only to now see the development will
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be using the very easement we argued the church should grant the townhouses
use of, to supply water from a hydrant on Dynes - just as the original documents
stated before our appeal.
Am I supposed to feel that isn’t crooked? That we represented such an
insignificant blip to the city’s plans that it was easy to change documents to just
make everything go smoothly?
My faith in this process is lost. The Planning Team seems as powerless to the
provinces mandate for development as we the neighborhood are. A lot of what we
see happening seems decided without us.
I wish I felt your team or any team could help us. I’m so disappointed in this entire
process, our appeal, and what will happen to our sweet, quiet little street where my
kids safely run and play, and my husband and I put our precious financial savings,
investing in the life we wanted to enjoy here in Burlington.
Sincerely,
Natalie Garside
8 The original development should never have been accepted. The property

was zoned "low density" R31 (single/semi-detached homes and we are an
established neighbourhood. Having only ONE entrance/exit for a 20 unit
townhouse development is insane and dangerous.
This application represents an over-intensification of a stable, low density
neighbourhood. We don't need a little village at the end of Maplehill Drive.
Remember "A City that Grows"? Older neighbourhoods are important to the
character & heritage of Burlington and intensification will be carefully
managed to respect these neighbourhoods.
We just can't imagine 40 or 50 extra vehicles using Maplehill, Oakhurst &
Willowlane. There's little families with young children living in this
neighborhood. Two schools that have a lot of children walking to and from
home.
The number of units has to be a lot lower than 20 units.!!!!!
Mrs. G. Colby, 588 Maplehill Dr., Burlington, Ontario L7N 2W3
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September 16, 2020
The Corporation of the City of Burlington
426 Brant Street, P.O Box 5013
Burlington, ON L7R 3Z6
To Planning and Development Committee Chair and Members:
Re:

Subdivision Plan; File 510-01/20
Four Residential Blocks and One Condominium Driveway for 20 Townhomes
600 Maplehill Drive (former 607 Dynes Road)

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Subdivision Plan for 600
Maplehill Drive (former 607 Dynes Road property). We have previously delegated on this matter. As
has been noted, we believe the proposed development of 20 townhomes with access to Maplehill
Drive will have adverse and lasting impacts on the livability, safety and walkability of the 62 year old
established neighbourhood encompassed by Maplehill Drive, Willow Lane and Oakhurst Road. Thus,
we are requesting the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Support for a Community Safety Zone or a reduction to a 20 to 30 km/hr speed limit within
the existing neighbourhood;
Reduced speed signage at the north end of Maplehill Drive;
A stop sign on the property at the point of access for the condominium driveway to Maplehill
Drive;
No parking signage for the cul-de-sac unless for residents of the two homes on the cul-de-sac;
A pilot project of stop or yield signage at the T-intersection of Oakhurst Road and Maplehill
Drive and at the intersection of Maplehill Drive and Willow Lane; and,
Construction access through 607 Dynes Road.

Unfortunately, with the City’s approval of the Official Plan Amendment (OPA) and Zoning By-law
Amendment (ZBA), under the previous term of Council and supported by a Local Planning Appeals
Tribunal (LPAT) decision, the OPA and ZBA allows for a density of development that is twice the
existing density as the surrounding neighbourhood. Of course, we were disappointed by this decision
and given our concerns which will be identified again below, we would continue to support a lower
density development.
However, now whether either the Planning and Development Committee or Council approves or does
not approve the subdivision plan, the landowner can appeal it to the LPAT or seek a Minister’s Zoning
Order. Since there is an LPAT decision to support the OPA and ZBA for a medium density
development, it is then unlikely the subdivision plan at this higher density would not be supported at
the Provincial level and so any comments made by the residents, at this time, have little bearing on
the current development application. Yet, at this stage of the planning process, our main concern
continues to remain the same - the safety of residents and other users of Maplehill Drive, Oakhurst
Road and Willow Lane from an increase in the volume of traffic due to this proposed higher density
subdivision.
1
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The neighbourhood is already experiencing an increase in traffic from the advertisement of the
development. To experience the current situation, we invite the Committee/new term Council
members to come to Maplehill Drive and drive through the neighbourhood. Please drive the length
of Maplehill Drive from the soon-to-be access of the new subdivision at the north end of the cul-desac to the south end at Willow Lane. However, please observe your speedometer to determine the
speed you are comfortable driving at on these neighbourhood streets as compared to the currently
posted speed limit signage. If there are none, anticipate walkers, residents with strollers, and bicycles
also being on the roads.
Request for Community Safety Zone or a Minimum 20 to 30 km/hr Speed Limit and Stop/Yield Signs
Prior to the neighbourhood’s appeal to the LPAT decision, we requested consideration by the City’s
Transportation Department, to post the neighbourhood streets with a lower speed limit. Our request
was prompted by the City’s recommended approval of the development although few on- or off-site
changes were made to protect the liveability and safety within the established neighbourhood in
accordance with the City’s Official Plan or related by-laws. It was also timely as there was a reduction
of the speed limit on Dynes Road from 50 km/hr to 40 km/hr with newly posted speed signage. As
per the City’s Traffic By-law 86-2007, as amended, any streets without posted speed limit signage has
a speed limit of 50 km/hr. We were surprised then that Dynes Road, a local arterial road, which many
neighbourhood streets’ access, was reduced to 40 km/hr. Yet Maplehill Drive, a neighbourhood road
almost the same length between two stop signs on Dynes Road, running parallel without any stop or
speed signage, was permitted to have a speed limit of 50 km/hr, as it was then unposted. When the
request was submitted to the Transportation Department, City staff who could understand the
paradox of the situation, indicated that yes, a request for a reduced speed limit could be made and
signage posted. However, when asked if the posted speed limit could be lower than 40 km/hr, staff
indicated that it could not. In 2019, the neighbourhood was posted at both accesses from Dynes
Road (Oakhurst Road and Willow Lane) and at the south end of Maplehill Drive with 40 km/hr
signage. There is no speed signage at the north end where the driveway from the development will
be located. Upon receipt of a notice and posting of the lower speed limit, neighbours indicated the
speed limit should be less than 40 km/hr. Thus, there are concerns that the City cannot or will not
reduce the speed limit further even though there are two nearby schools (St. Paul’s Elementary
School and Assumption Secondary School) and a trailhead to the City’s trail system. As a property
owner to the adjacent park and trail, it has been our observation that during this pandemic, many
more residents, of all ages, are accessing the trail along with the students via walking or biking on the
neighbourhood streets.
We are curious why other cities and towns can implement community safety zones and make
exceptions to post speed limits on neighbourhood streets of 20 km/hr to 30 km/hr yet this seems to
be a challenge in the City of Burlington. The Mayor’s initiative for the plastic slow down signs that
were available in 2019/2020 were appreciated, however, as Committee members are aware,
enforcement of speed limits can only occur with City posted speed signage, not with the temporary
signage. Few of the temporary signs remain on lawns. Only if the City posts an area with speed limit
signage, can requests be made to the City’s By-law Department or the Halton Police to help a
neighbourhood reduce speeding vehicles to protect its own safety. We believe a 40 km/hr speed limit
on Maplehill Drive, Oakhurst Road and Willow Lane to be too fast for vehicles making it unsafe for
2
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those other users of these neighbourhood streets including other cars backing down from driveways.
In your drive of the neighbourhood, we hope you will agree with this observation and request a bylaw
change to allow a reduced speed limit specifically in our neighbourhood. If we need to make a
separate request for this change in speed limit, please let us know.
As previously identified to the Planning and Development Committee, we are also asking for an onsite stop sign at the ingress/egress (entrance/exit to the new subdivision) of the proposed new
condominium driveway onto the cul-de-sac. Although we do not want to inundate the
neighbourhood with signage, if there is the potential for overflow parking to occur on the cul-de-sac
or Maplehill Drive, we might also suggest ‘No Parking’ signage on the north end. We also ask
Committee members to identify where they would naturally stop or slow down to make a safe turn as
we would also suggest a pilot project of stop signs or yield signage be installed: (1) at the Tintersection at Oakhurst Road and Maplehill Drive; and, (2) at Maplehill Drive and Willow Lane. Street
calming measures (e.g. bumps or pylons) may be a further initiative though may cause more noise
and safety issues, as drivers may actually swerve to avoid them. This will be especially important
during the construction phase of the development should the vehicles access through Maplehill Drive.
As mentioned previously, our preference would be for the construction vehicles to use the parking lot
of 607 Dynes Road to reduce the impacts to residents during this phase as well as reduce destruction
of the recently reconstructed pavement of the neighbourhood streets.
We also would like to remind the Planning Committee/Council members that the established
neighbourhood of 60+ years, did not have until recently, a sidewalk adjacent to any of the three
streets. Upon a Strategic Plan review by City staff, several years ago, a sidewalk was installed on the
north side of Willow Lane to the trailhead and St. Paul’s Elementary School. The installation occurred
on the north side as fewer properties were impacted. Yet, many Assumption and St. Paul’s students
and other walkers continue to walk on the road especially now during the pandemic and the need for
physical distancing. Please note that we are not requesting sidewalks; just trying to highlight our
concerns and suggesting possible initiatives in reaction to the approval of the high density
development to ensure the safety and walkability of the neighbourhood’s roads.
Therefore, as residents, we are hoping Planning staff can help all of us understand how a new
medium density subdivision of 20 townhomes with driveways for at least one vehicle plus garages for
an additional vehicle plus an additional 10/11 visitor parking spaces will not have an impact on the
safety and walkability of the existing neighbourhood. This situation is in light of the City, one of few in
the area, that does not have traffic impact report guidelines to consistently determine impacts on
neighbourhood streets combined with the posted/unposted speed limit issue in the City’s traffic bylaw. As noted above, we are seeking the Committee’s awareness on how approval of the OPA and
ZBA and now the subdivision plan for this new higher density subdivision with access to a lower
density established neighbourhood, will have profound effects on the safety and walkability of it. We
are having to ask again for your support to protect the residents and users by creating reactive
initiatives including an on-site stop sign, a community safety zone or at least a further reduction of the
speed limit and adding stopping and no parking signage, even if possible on a pilot project basis, to
ensure the safety of those within or using the neighbourhood streets.
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This request is also due in part to the notice of easement received by two adjacent neighbours for an
easement to allow water servicing from Dynes Road across the church property at 607 Dynes Road.
The reason for acknowledging the easement notice is neighbours previously highlighted the lack of
servicing for the development given Regional staff’s identification of the issue. When noted, both in
writing and verbally, City staff indicated there was sufficient servicing along Maplehill Drive. In any
case, the church was not going to permit an easement yet the opposite is what is now happening. As
you may be aware, there was insufficient servicing along Maplehill Drive and so servicing is coming
from Dynes Road through an easement on church property. We want to be ensured then that given
other issues identified by the neighbourhood regarding the liveability, safety and walkability of our
neighbourhood will now be taken seriously into consideration. We also look forward to discussing
any other ideas given the situation we find ourselves in.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the above-noted proposed Subdivision Plan.
For the new Committee/Council members, please find attached our related letters regarding the then
Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment application (dated April 23, 2018 and April 4,
2018; our Oct. 28/16, Jan. 5/17 should be available on City’s files). Our previous comments expand
upon issues noted in this letter. Once again, we respectfully request a copy be provided to us of any
further reports, notification of any further meetings with an appropriate notice period and the notice
of decision of the Planning and Development Committee or related committee or Council meeting
regarding the proposed development. Although we have previously commented and asked for
notification, we only became aware of this development application through neighbours who did
receive the notice. Should you have any questions, please contact us at 9
or via e-mail at

Kind regards,
Marsha and Marrianne Paley
551 Maplehill Drive
cc:

Mayor Marianne Meed-Ward and Members of Council
City of Burlington Clerk’s Department
Melissa Morgan, Planner
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Attachment A:
April 23, 2018
The Corporation of the City of Burlington
426 Brant Street, P.O Box 5013
Burlington, ON L7R 3Z6
To Mayor Goldring and Members of Council:
Re:

Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments 505-4/16 and 520-10/16
607 Dynes Road, PB Report 12-18
Initial: 23 Townhomes and One Semi-Detached Dwelling
Revised: 20 Townhomes

Thank you once again for the opportunity to provide comments on the revised proposal of the proposed
Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments 505-4/16 and 520-10/16 for 607 Dynes Road. The proposed
revised development of 20 townhomes with access to Maplehill Drive will have adverse impacts on the
livability, safety and walkability of the established neighbourhood encompassed by Maplehill Drive, Willow
Lane and Oakhurst Road. There are issues of policy conformity; all which have been previously identified in our
three letters to the City and continue to be of concern. Several of these issues are summarized below.
1. Affordability – According to the Hamilton-Burlington Real Estate Board, the average price for a house
sold has dropped and is currently $530,000 (Hamilton Spectator, April/18). By the admission of
DiCarlos Homes and their consultants at the 2017 Planning and Development Committee meeting, it is
inconceivable how these townhouses, at an asking price of $600,000, would be considered affordable
housing given the 2016 Canada Census Profile for the City has a median household income (after taxes)
of $34,432 (single resident) and $76,715 (two or more residents).
2. Conformity–As has been detailed previously, there appears to be a lack of conformity with the
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) [1.4.3 d) and e)], Burlington’s Strategic Plan and the City of
Burlington’s Official Plan [Part II – 2.5, 2.5.1 a) and 2.5.2; Part III – 2.0, 2.2, 2.2.1 a), f) & g); Part III –
2.2.2]. The areas of non-conformity include: compatibility (scale, massing, design etc.); intensification
(careful management of); potential for impacts; healthy, livable and safe communities; and, character
and heritage of existing neighbourhoods. Specifically, there isno recognition of the definition of
“adverse effects” from the City’s Official Plan or analysis of the potential impacts in the consultant’s or
City’s planning reports.
3. Liveability – Noted above is reference to the lack of the City’s Official Plan definition for “adverse
effects.”These adverse impacts will vary depending on the property’s location whether directly
adjacent to the subject property or along Maplehill Dr., Oakhurst Road, Willow Lane, Dynes Road or
Woodward Avenue. Such adverse impacts include, though are not limited to: traffic; safety (children,
pedestrians and back out from driveways); parking overflow; privacy for backyards; snow storage;
noise; and, dust. This will be a direct result of the proposed intensification/density and access onto
Maplehill Drive. Although, use may have been signed off in a private agreement (not on title), the
right-of-way through the front of 607 Dynes Road still exists and should be used for access to conform
with the PPS [1.4.3 d)] and City’s Official Plan [Part II, 3.3.1.c)] . As per Attachment 1, there is
precedence within a close distance of lengthy accesses to higher density development
neighbourhoods.
5
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4. Safety – The possible up to 170 or 142% increase in the number of vehicle trips onto Maplehill Drive
has not been included in the Traffic Brief or considered by City Transportation or Planning staff.
Without an acknowledgement of this substantial increase accompanied by a consideration of a
reduction in the density or any mitigation measures, safety within the established neighbourhood is at
risk. By the planner’s own admission at the April 4th, 2018 Planning and Development Committee
meeting, safety was not considered even though it is both a Provincial and City Official Plan conformity
matter and remains an ongoing concern of existing residents.
5. Walkability–The existing neighbourhood of Maplehill Drive, Oakhurst Road and Willow Lane has
existed for 60 years without sidewalks and with no injuries to pedestrians or vehicular accidents. In
2016, a sidewalk was installed along the north side of Willow Lane. Most pedestrians continue to walk
on the road. It is an unposted 50 km/hour speed area even though Dynes Road, in its entirety, was
reduced to 40 km/hour in April 2018. With the potential increase in the number of vehicles, the
walkability of the neighbourhood will be significantly reduced from its current.
Therefore, we are seeking Council’s opposition or deferral of the subject proposal due to the issues noted
above and the adverse impacts caused by the proposed density and access onto and through Maplehill Drive.
We continue to be proponents of access from Dynes Road through the existing deeded right-of-way rather
than from/to Maplehill Drive at the density currently proposed.
Our aim is to support development on the subject parcel if it is done in a manner that allows intensification
while maintaining the character, integrity and safety of our established neighbourhood as is the intent of the
Provincial Policy Statement and the City of Burlington’s Official Plan. Instead, we have been dispirited by the
lack of accountability, openness, professionalism and transparency of the process and the inability to bring
about a balanced and mutually satisfactory resolution. Please let’s plan and develop 607 Dynes Road in a
manner that is appropriately done and is being a win-win-win for the City, the developer and the established
neighbourhood.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the above-noted proposed Official Plan Amendment
and Zoning By-law Amendment (see letters April 4/18 as attached and Jan. 5/17 and Oct. 28/16). Although our
property is beyond the 120 metres notice area of the subject property, as property owners on Maplehill Drive,
we respectfully request an e-mailed or mailed copy of the Notice of Decision of Council regarding the proposed
development as required by legislation. Should you have any questions, please contact us at 9
or
via e-mail at either
or
Regards,
Marsha and Marrianne Paley
(on behalf of the Estate of Paul Paley and family)
551 Maplehill Drive
cc:

City of Burlington Clerk’s Department
Melissa Morgan, Planner II
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ATTACHMENT 1 – Photos of Lengthy Accesses to New Street and Wellington Green Developments
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ATTACHMENT 2 – April 4th Letter to Planning & Development Committee
April 4, 2018
The Corporation of the City of Burlington
426 Brant Street, P.O Box 5013
Burlington, ON L7R 3Z6
ToPlanning and Development Committee Chair and Members:
Re:

Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments 505-4/16 and 520-10/16
Initial: 23 Townhomes and One Semi-Detached Dwelling
Revised: 20 Townhomes
607 Dynes Road, PB Report 12-18

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the revised proposal of the proposed Official
Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments 505-4/16 and 520-10/16 for 607 Dynes Road.
Executive Summary
The proposed revised development of 20 townhomes with access to Maplehill Drive will have adverse
impacts on the livability, safety and walkability of the established neighbourhood encompassed by
Maplehill Drive, Willow Lane and Oakhurst Road. These adverse impacts are highlighted in
Attachment 1. Several of the issues related to these impacts, are detailed below. Therefore, we are
seeking the Planning and Development Committee’s and Council’s opposition of the subject proposal
due to the adverse impacts caused by its density and access onto and through Maplehill Drive.
Issues
As neighbourhood residents, who will experience these adverse impacts from the proposed
development, we provide the following additional comments regarding conformity with the Province
of Ontario’s, Region of Halton’s and City of Burlington’s planning documents and staff comments. We
have also provided further details on the right-of-way and specific issues with traffic impacts.
1. Conformity with Provincial Policy Statement– Within the Provincial Policy Statement (2014)
conformity discussion on Page 63 / 64 of PB 12-18, the report identifies several appropriate
subsections regarding ‘healthy, livable and safe communities…through appropriate land use
patterns…” Subsection 1.4.3 d) and e) are specifically noted. Subsection 1.4.3 d) includes the
phrase “support the use of active transportation and transit in areas where it exists or is to be
developed” and e) advises “while maintaining appropriate levels of public health and safety”.
The report suggests that the proposal ‘will support compact built form while having regard for
public health and safety’ though this is clearly not provided as noted below in Section 3.
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and the Places to Grow Plan do express strong and clear
support for intensification development within existing built up areas though recognizes
8
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compatibility and potential for impacts. In its implementation of the Provincial policy and
plan, the Burlington Official Plan has some policy that has specific relevance to this type of
scenario where there is a proposal for higher density development than currently exists in an
area. These are referenced further below.
In PB 12 -18, under Purpose, the report states that the development proposal aligns with the
objective regarding intensification in Burlington’s Strategic Plan 2015-2040. This objective
states that “Older neighbourhoods are important to the character and heritage of Burlington
and intensification will be carefully managed to respect these neighbourhoods.”
Unfortunately, the report does not provide any further details regarding how the proposed
revised intensification is reflective of the being “carefully managed” when it does not meet
any adjacent similar intensification even with the most recent developments on Dynes
including the medium density development at 581 Dynes Road.
The Official Plan designations in the area are primarily Residential – Low Density in the
immediate vicinity with some Residential – Medium Density on the south side of Prospect
Street and east side of Guelph Line and Residential – High Density on the south side of
Prospect Street across from the Burlington Mall, but the majority of these higher density
designations are separated from the subject property and the neighbours by Woodward
Avenue and other established low density development and therefore are at some distance
from the subject property.
b) Conformity with Burlington’s Official Plan Policies
A. Part III – Land Use Policies – Urban Planning Area, 2.0 Residential Areas, 2.2
General, 2.2.1 Objectives
1. 2.2.1 a) Intensification
2. 2.2.1 f) Integrate Types of Housing
3. 2.2.1 g) Compatible with Development
Policies a) and g) emphasize compatibility and integration, but the Official Plan
definition of compatible/compatibility (OP Part VIII pg 4.) emphasizes physical impacts
which could be troublesome in arguments related to density. Having said that, there
seems to be some blurring in the use of compatibility in the policies which implies
consideration of more than strictly physical impacts. Clause f) specifically states a
priority for a wide range of housing types and tenures and discourages large
concentrations of high density development as this would be proposed.
B. Part III 2.2.2 General Policies
2.2.2 Low Density c) consideration of development to the maximum 25 units per net
hectare is on the basis of compatibility with the scale, urban design and community
features.
9
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This is an important policy of note because it appears quite clearly that the intention of
the City’s Official Plan is that, even within the existing designation, there is to be
consideration of the nature of the existing neighbourhood and that going to the
maximum with a development, as is now currently being proposed, is not an
automatic.
C. Part II 2.5 Housing Intensification, 2.5.2 General Policies
Policy 2.5.1 a) allows the encouragement of residential intensification…within existing
neighbourhoods, provided the additional housing is compatible with the scale, urban
design and community features of the neighbourhood.
Policy 2.5.2 provides evaluation criteria (i) to (xiii) with v) being directly relevant and
referencing scale, massing, height, setbacks, coverage, parking, etc. This policy is the
significant one as there is a direct relationship with (x) as it relates to development on
adjacent lands not being compromised and possibly requiring a tertiary plan. Although
there is discussion on a number of these criteria iii) identifies the transportation
system. It advises that “the capacity of the municipal transportation system can
accommodate any increase in traffic flows, the orientation of ingress and egress and
potential increased traffic volumes to multi-purpose, minor and major arterial roads
and collector streets rather than local residential street.” This is also of concern with
regards to conforming with the Provincial Policy Statement (1.4.3 d) regarding transit
availability (available on Cumberland Ave. and Prospect St.) and on potential local
traffic impacts. Further details on the lack of information in the Traffic Impact Brief
and staff report on the appropriateness of traffic impacts and mitigation measures are
noted below in Section 3 – Traffic Impacts.
Policy 2.5.2 b) Planning Justification addresses requirements for a Planning
Justification Report and specifically refers to compatibility with the existing
neighbourhood. There is a lack of discussion on the appropriateness of the massing
and compatibility with the existing neighbourhood within both the Planning
Justification Report and recommendation report.
Part II, Subsection 3.3.1 c) states that it is the City’s objective “to maximize the use of
existing roads and rights-of-way instead of acquiring new rights-of-way and/or building
new roads.” According to Recommendation Report PB 12-18, staff states that the
proposed development currently has access from a public right-of-way, Maplehill
Drive. As noted below in Section 2, access is available through an existing right-of-way.
The City’s Official Plan defines compatible as the following:
Development or re-development that is capable of co-existing in harmony with and that
will not have an undue physical (including form) or functional adverse impact on,
existing or proposed development in the area or pose an unacceptable risk to
environmental and/or human health. Compatibility should be evaluated in accordance
with measurable / objective standards where they exist, based on criteria such as
10
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aesthetics, noise, vibration, dust, odours, traffic, safety and sun-shadowing, and the
potential for serious adverse health impacts on humans or animals.
Rather than define “adverse impact”, the definition is for “adverse effects” in the City’s Official
Plan and states: One or more of the following:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Impairment in the quality of the natural environment for any use that can be made of it;
Injury or damage to property or plant or animal life;
Harm or material discomfort to any person;
Any adverse effect on the health of any person;
Impairment of the safety of any person;
Rendering any property or plant or animal life unfit for human use;
Loss of enjoyment of normal use of property;
Interference with normal conduct of business.

The definition of “adverse effects” was not included in either the consultant’s reports or
recommendation report. The analysis of the potential for such adverse effects is limited
only to those issues identified in 2.5.1 or not identified or considered not signficant or not
applicable without evaluation. Possible adverse impacts on the adjacent neighbourhood are
noted in Attachment 1; two possible adverse impacts not been substantially analyzed in the
consultant’s reports or recommendation report is identified in Sections 3 and 4.
Given the lack of clear conformity with the Provincial Policy Statement, and the City of
Burlington’s Official Plan, we recommend the Committee not support the proposed
development applications.
2. Access (Reference Plan 20R-1971 and Deed 215323)- The deed and other legal documents
were reviewed by a lawyer with municipal planning experience. The rear parcel shown on
Reference Plan 20R-1971 with the “School” located upon it, Deed 215323 transferred that
property from Messrs. Hordyk and Aasman (Trustees for the Canadian Reformed Church
School Board of Burlington) to the Canadian Reformed School Society of Burlington
Incorporated (CRSSBI) in 1962.
Included in the Deed is a “right of way” (that is the only description of this right) over a 25 foot
(7.62 meter) strip of land extending from Dynes Road to the “School Property”, immediately
adjacent to Parts 1 and 2 on the Reference Plan. The Parcel Register shows Deed 215323,
registered on December 14, 1966. It also shows Transfer HR1476963, registered on July 31,
2017, which conveyed the property from CRSSBI to 2531820 Ontario Inc. The latter Transfer is
the last registered conveyance of the title to this property. Accordingly, that numbered
corporation is the current owner of the property and is either the legal name of the developer,
or a corporate owner that has entered into a development arrangement with the builder.
It was determined that the wording of the document that created the access will normally
define the nature and extent of the right that it grants. As indicated above, the only definition
contained in Deed 215323 is “right of way.” It does not say that the right is for “ingress and
egress” or for “vehicular access” or for “access for any reasonable purpose.” In the absence of
a clear definition of the right in the document, a Court will look to surrounding evidence that
11
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shows the situation at the time of the Deed, and of the parties and surrounding circumstances
that will aid in determining the nature and extent of the intended use of the right-of-way. For
example, if the school had not yet been constructed when Deed 215323 was registered, it
might be presumed that the right-of-way was intended to only include the right-to-access the
property with construction vehicles for the purpose of constructing the School; however, it
appears that the School was built prior to 1966 since Deed 115978 conveyed the front portion
of the property at 607 Dynes Road from the Trustees of the Canadian Reformed Church School
Board of Burlington to the Trustees of the Canadian Reformed Church of Burlington. In making
this conveyance, the School reserved the right-of-way over the 25 foot (7.62 meter) strip.
Although further research is necessary to confirm this, it would appear that the School was
built first, and the “front lot” was then transferred to the Church, after which the Church was
constructed. If this is correct, the right-of-way originally would not have included access just
for development purposes of the school, but also for use by the school.
It would therefore appear that the right-of-way may have been granted for ingress and egress
to the then-existing school. It would then be a question whether the now-proposed use of that
right-of-way (for ingress and egress to 20 townhomes) unreasonably increases the burden of
the right-of-way. Given the number of buses and vehicle use by the school, it would be a
challenge for the new landowner to indicate that there is an increase in the burden as this
statement would also apply to the traffic that would then potentially be on Maplehill and
adjacent streets.
There is also the question about allowing access to a 20-townhouse development over a 25
foot (7.62 meter) right-of-way. Municipal highways are normally 66 feet (20 meter) wide,
which would make this access less than half of what a municipality would normally require.
Yet, the development on Caroline Street, east of the Wellington Square United Church, has a
front entrance of only 36 feet (11 meter) in width including the road with a sidewalk on one
side and grassed medians. The road width with sidewalk is 25 feet or the same width of the
right-of-way for the subject proposed development. It would really assist this development
proposal for the City to get advice on the legal use of the deeded access of the right-of-way
across the Ebenezer Reformed Church property. The Church should also be open to the
provision of additional lands given this access was not the only access that the school buses
and cars used, as access was permitted north of the church through their parking lot.
As indicated by the surveyor, the narrow strip at the end of the cul-de-sac has not been
dedicated as public highway by the municipality and is currently retained by the municipality
as a one-foot (or 0.3-metre) reserve to control development of the School property. Until that
reserve is dedicated, the developer lacks the legal right to access its property from Maplehill
Drive. Thus, it would really assist this development proposal and support the
neighbourhood, if an external legal opinion, especially from the Courts, can be obtained
regarding the use of the right-of-way by the proposed development on the rear parcel or for
the church to sell the right-of-way to DiCarlos Homes. This will still provide sufficient access
to the church and its parking lot (see Attachment 2 of photo of right-of-way on East Sunday,
April 1, 2018; other parking spaces were still available for these four vehicles).

12

27

A traffic engineer and two planners were provided with material for the subject proposal. All
noted that there was bound to be impacts on the existing neighbourhood and whether there
was an alternative access including either through to Dynes Road or through the hydro rightof-way to Woodward Avenue.
3. Traffic Impacts – Upon a review by a traffic engineer, the Traffic Brief by Metropolitan
Consulting Inc., 2016 was found to be significantly lacking in information on the potential
impacts to the neighbourhood. In contact with City of Burlington staff, it was discovered that
there are no City of Burlington traffic impact study guidelines. As most of the major roads are
the responsibility of the Region, staff will use the Region of Halton’s traffic impact study
guidelines. For neighbourhood roads, staff identified the scoping to allow for Traffic Briefs as
they do not consider there to be any significant impacts, however, this will be shown not to be
the case.
In review of the City of Brampton’s, the City of Mississauga’s and City of Hamilton’s Traffic
Impact Study guidelines do bring in consideration of impacts at the neighbourhood road scale.
These traffic impact study guidelines look at a variety of local / neighbourhood street traffic
issues currently lacking in the Traffic Brief and recommendation report as noted below:
a. Traffic Volumes
In accordance with the traffic engineer, increasing the number of houses with access to a
street or turning a dead-end (cul-de-sac) street into a thorough street will increase traffic
(volume, timing, potential for speeding issues etc.) on the neighbourhood streets. Any traffic
volume increases have been shown to decrease the safety of neighbourhood streets, affect air
quality and the quiet enjoyment of the existing homes by the current homeowners. The only
information provided in the Traffic Brief was limited and focused on the rate of trips entering
or exiting for the morning and evening peak hours. This is not a fulsome picture of the traffic
volume increases or of the impacts due to access onto a neighbourhood street from a 20townhome development.
Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual 9 th edition, the
same document used to provide the peak hour vehicle trips, a single-family detached house
will have 9.52 trips/day (ITE Gen Data, 2017) while a townhouse will have between 5.8 (ITE
Gen Data, 2017) to 8.5 trips/day (other studies). Currently, there are eleven single detached
homes from the cul-de-sac to Oakhurst Road so it should be anticipated that on any given day,
there are currently 104.7 trips/day. For the 20 new townhomes at either 5.8 (ITE Trip Gen
Data, 2017) to 8.5 trips/day, this will mean an additional 116 to 170 trips/day; more than
double the current number of trips/day along the entire Maplehill Drive and with subsequent
impacts on Oakhurst Road and Willow Lane. This information is missing from the report.
The Traffic Brief does state in Section 5.0 Recommendations and Conclusions that “the
proposed development will increase traffic volumes along Maplehill Drive.” A statement is
made to the splitting of the traffic between Oakhurst and Willow Lane. Then it notes, based
solely on ITE peak hour data, that the traffic volume increase is not significant. However, the
13

28

document does not provide any current volume data for the existing neighbourhood traffic.
There is no comparable information from other traffic engineering studies or is there any
statistical analysis on the significance of the increase of traffic volume. The only vehicle count
data is for Dynes Road of 2, 100+ vehicles so an increase of 116 to 170 trips/day may be less
significant as it would only account for an increase of about 7 % rather than the 142% on
Maplehill Drive and adjacent local / neighbourhood streets.
Therefore, the Traffic Brief and staff report fail to indicate the extent of the increase of the
traffic volumes of more than double the current vehicle use and given these impacts
provides for no mitigation including, but not limited to, the density of the development.
b. Total Number of Vehicles and Parking Requirements
Part 1, Subsection 2.25 “Off Street Parking and Loading Requirements” of By-law 2020
specifies the parking requirements for a street townhouse dwelling or townhouse dwelling.
For a street townhouse dwelling, the minimum parking standard is 2 spaces per unit and for a
townhouse dwelling the minimum parking standard is 2 occupant spaces per unit and 0.50
visitor spaces per unit. The by-law also provides for a minimum depth of the garage of
5.5metres (18 feet) including some storage space.
Based on the revised number of townhouses, this means there is a requirement for, at
minimum, 40 parking spaces for the 20 townhomes proposed development which could be
accommodated in garages and driveways. However, the driveways along the north side of the
parcel are over 8 metres (26 feet) in length so for these townhomes there could be as many as
three cars per townhouse dwelling (also consequently affecting the traffic volumes) or a
maximum total of 60+ vehicles. Without enforcement by the City, there is nothing that can be
done to limit the number of vehicles in the proposed development once it is constructed and
sold to the new homeowners.
According to Subsection 2.26, the revised plan also indicates 0.50 visitor spaces per unit or 10
visitor parking spaces for the 20 townhomes. Table 1.2.7 also indicates that one accessible
parking space is to be provided for every 5 to 50 visitor parking spaces. There is no clause to
state that the accessible parking space is to be one of the ten visitor parking spaces so we
are concerned there is one less visitor parking space. Again, unless enforced by the City or
the townhome residents, there are no restrictions to who uses these visitor parking spaces
(i.e. could be used by residents as additional dwelling unit parking spaces). With no onstreet parking, parking could occur on the cul-de-sac or other portions of Maplehill Drive.
c. Speed of Vehicles
The Traffic Brief indicates the speed limit is 50 km/hr (31 miles/hr). According to City staff,
most residential streets are too short to allow a vehicle to gain sufficient speed to reach this
unposted speed. However, again, there are no comments from the consultant regarding
possible impacts or of the mitigation methods that could be provided given the additional
length of road or number of vehicles. In reviewing By-law 86-2007, the same length of Dynes
14

29

Road between Woodward Ave. and Oakhurst Rd. is only 40 km/hr (25 miles/hr). We are now
aware that Dynes Rd., in its entirety, will soon be only 40 km / hr. (25 miles/hr) yet this
unposted neighbourhood being is 50 km / hr (31 miles/hr).
4. Noise Impacts – The consultant’s Noise Impact Report did not even consider off-site impacts
from noise posed by the development or of traffic from the development.
Summary and Request
Given the comments above, we seek the Committee’s and Council’s opposition of the proposed
Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment. Should a deferral be provided, we would
further seek the City retain, at the developer’s expense, the following external experts prior to any
decision on the subject development applications.
1. A lawyer to provide legal advice regarding the use of the deeded right-of-way through the
Ebenezer Reformed Church property or more appropriately a Court decision regarding the
legality of the right-of-way.
2. A Professional Engineer with traffic experience and a Transportation Planner, to review the
Traffic Brief given the information provided in our letter with respect to the Institute of Traffic
Engineer’s Trip General Manual for potential number of trips generation throughout the day
and a framework of a Traffic Impact Guidelines regarding neighbourhood streets. This review
should include a limit to the number of development units to lessen the impacts and impose
improvements to add increased safety for the residents in the existing neighbourhood should
approval be given for access onto Maplehill Drive.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the above-noted proposed Official Plan
Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment (see other letters dated Oct. 28/16 and Jan. 5/17). As
property owners on Maplehill Drive, we respectfully request a copy be provided to us of any further
reports, notification of any further meetings with an appropriate notice period and the notice of
decision of the Planning and Development Committee or related committee or Council meeting
regarding the proposed development. Should you have any questions, please contact us at
or via e-mail at either
or
Regards,
Marsha and Marrianne Paley
(on behalf of the Estate of Paul Paley and family)
551 Maplehill Drive
cc:

Mayor Rick Goldring and Members of Council
City of Burlington Clerk’s Department
Melissa Morgan, Planner II
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Attachment 1: List of Possible Adverse Impacts
A. Landowners on Willow and Oakhurst:
- traffic (speed, number of vehicles, number of trips, timing)
- safety of children playing / pedestrians and being able to pull out or back out from driveways
- vehicle lights into houses as turning onto other streets or stopping
- noise (no longer quiet enjoyment of property in established neighbourhood)
- road dust
B. Landowners on Woodward Avenue:
- privacy of neighbouring homes/backyards (due to height of townhomes,
number of rear windows or balconies/decks, possible shadowing)
- noise (no longer quiet enjoyment of property in established neighbourhood)
C. Landowners on Maplehill Drive:
- traffic (speed, number of vehicles, number of trips, timing)
- safety of children playing / pedestrians and being able to pull out or back out from driveways
- width of access and impacts on driveways (of two cul-de-sac houses)
- parking overflow from development onto Maplehill Drive
- privacy of neighbouring homes/backyards (due to height of townhomes, number of rear windows or
balconies/decks, possible shadowing of adjacent homes)
- snow storage at end of Maplehill Drive (adjacent homes)
- noise (no longer have quiet enjoyment of properties in established neighbourhood)
- vehicle lights into houses as turning onto other streets or stopping
- road dust
- emergency vehicle access
D. Landowners on Dynes Road
- additional traffic from Willow Lane/Oakhurst onto Dynes Road
- vehicle lights into houses as turning onto other streets or stopping
Generally other additional issues or causes of impacts above, are due to:
- questionable conformity with Provincial legislation/City of Burlington's Strategic and Official Plan
- the density /intensification of proposed townhomes
- lack of guideline framework and appropriate information regarding traffic impacts and mitigation
- number of vehicles per townhome and visitor parking spaces
- snow storage internal to development and at the end of Maplehill Drive
- deeded access across church property - legal use vs. permissive use
- previous decisions made on similar developments (Dynes Road etc.)
- affordability
16
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Attachment 2: Photo of Right-of-Way (Sunday, April 1, 2018)
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Page 1 of Report BB-07-20

SUBJECT: Amendment to Property Standards By-law 28-2009
TO:

Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Cttee.

FROM:

Building and By-law Department

Report Number: BB-07-20
Wards Affected: All
File Numbers: 110-04-1
Date to Committee: November 10, 2020
Date to Council: November 23, 2020

Recommendation:
Approve the amendments to By-law 28-2009, otherwise known as the “Property
Standards By-law”, to change the date in which heat is required in rental buildings, to
require building owners to provide alternative refuse disposal options in writing, and to
clarify the location of applicable fees, as outlined in Appendix A to building and by-law
department report BB-07-20, in a form satisfactory to the City Solicitor.

PURPOSE:
To amend the Property Standards By-law as follows:





change the date in which heat is required in rental buildings from September 1 to
September 15 of each year;
require that building owners wishing to provide an alternative method of refuse
disposal provide alternative options in writing for review and approval by the Bylaw Officer; and
to remove all fee amounts listed in the by-law as they are already captured in the
City’s Rates and Fees By-law

Vision to Focus Alignment:


Building more citizen engagement, community health and culture

Background and Discussion:

33

Page 2 of Report BB-07-20
Three minor changes to Property Standards By-law 28-2009 are recommended in order
to provide additional clarity and resolve conflicts caused by current wording. They are
as follows:
1. Changing the date in which heat is required in rental buildings from
September 1 to September 15
The property standards by-law currently requires that heat for rental residential
buildings (in which owners cannot regulate the temperature in their unit) be
provided and maintained at a temperature of at least 20 degrees Celsius between
September 1 and May 31. The temperature and date of September 1 is taken from
Ontario Regulation 516/06 of the Residential Tenancies Act which defines heat as a
vital service that needs to be available between September 1 and June 15.
The problem with using a heat availability date of September 1 is that some building
equipment requires cooling systems be turned off several days (sometimes weeks)
in advance in order to switch to the heating system. This means tenants are left
without air conditioning in mid-August when the temperatures are still quite high.
Many municipalities use a heat start date of September 15 to avoid excessive heat
calls in August (e.g., Hamilton, Brampton, Mississauga, Toronto, London, Windsor,
Niagara Falls, St. Catharines, Cambridge). Statistically, Burlington receives more
calls related to excessive heat during August versus calls for heat at the beginning
of September. For this reason, staff are recommending that the heat availability
date be changed from September 1 to September 15.
2. Requiring building owners requesting approval of alternative refuse disposal
infrastructure submit options in writing for review.
Apartment building owners who cannot provide or maintain refuse disposal
chutes/rooms in strict accordance with city by-laws can request that an alternative
method of waste disposal be considered. To avoid any misunderstanding, By-law
Officers often request that alternatives be provided in writing so that they can
properly evaluate against all applicable law (e.g. Building Code Act, Accessibility for
Ontarians with Disabilities Act).
The requirement that alternative options be provided in writing has been challenged
by building owners during legal proceedings as it is not explicitly noted in the by-law;
thus, it is recommended that wording be added to the by-law requiring options be
provided in writing to avoid any misunderstandings.
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3. Removing Fee Amounts from the Property Standards By-law
The fee amounts currently listed in Property Standards By-law 28-2009 have been
incorporated into the City’s Rates and Fees By-law. To avoid any confusion or
conflicts with amounts, it is recommended that they be removed from this by-law and
replaced with reference to the City’s Rates and Fees By-law.

Financial Matters:
There is no financial impact resulting from this by-law amendment.

Climate Implications
Not Applicable

Engagement Matters:
Staff will work with the Communications Department to develop appropriate
communication and media releases if required.

Conclusion:
The proposed by-law amendments will provide additional clarity and resolve conflicts
caused by current wording.

Respectfully Submitted,

Kerry Davren
Manager of By-law
905-335-7600 Ext. 7800

Appendices:
A.

Amendment to Property Standards By-law 28-2009 being a by-law to prescribe
standards for the maintenance and occupancy of properties in the City of
Burlington

Report Approval:
All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, the Chief Financial
Officer and the Executive Director of Legal Services & Corporation Council.
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BURLINGTON
BY-LAW XX-2020
A by-law to amend By-law Number 28-2009, being a by-law to prescribe standards for
the maintenance and occupancy of properties in the City of Burlington
File: 110-04-1 (BB-07-20)

Whereas under subsection 15.1(3) of the Building Code Act, S.O. 1992, c.23, authorizes
The Corporation of the City of Burlington (“City of Burlington”) to prescribe standards for
the maintenance and occupancy of property; and
Whereas on April 14, 2009, Council of the City of Burlington passed By-Law Number 282009, being a by-law to prescribe standards for the maintenance and occupancy of
properties in the City of Burlington (the “Property Standards By-law”); and
Whereas on May 25, 2009, Council of the City of Burlington, passed an amendment to
the Property Standards By-law, By-law 40-2009, amending the definition of officer; and
Whereas the Council of the City of Burlington deems it appropriate to amend By-law
28-2009 to to change the date on which heat is required in rental buildings under the bylaw, to require building owners to provide alternative refuse disposal options in writing
and to clarify that the obligation is imposed on the owners of the buildings as defined in
the by-law, and to clarify the location of applicable fees;
Now therefore the Council of the Corporation of the City of Burlington hereby enacts as
follows:
1.

Section 1.2 of By-law 28-2009 is amended by adding the following new definition
immediately after the definition of “Property Standards Committee”:
“Rates and Fees By-law” means City of Burlington By-law 52-2019, as amended
or replaced from time to time.

2.

Section 3.2.1 a) of By-law 28-2009 is amended by deleting the word “1st” and
replacing it with the word “15th”.

3.

Section 4.7.1-4.7.5 of By-law 2009 are removed and replaced with the following
new sections:
4.7.1 Every owner of an apartment building or a condominium corporation
responsible for a condominium building having common access corridors to
individual apartments shall ensure that the building is equipped with a garbage or
refuse room accessible to all tenants on the floor,and shall ensure that all doors
to these rooms are not equipped with locking devices.
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4.7.2 Every owner of an apartment building or a condominium corporation
responsible for a condominium building exceeding two storeys in height shall
have a garbage chute with a self-closing door connecting the garbage or refuse
rooms to a common room at or near grade.
4.7.3 In all other apartment buildings, every owner of an apartment building or a
condominium corporation responsible for a condominium building, shall ensure
that sufficient rooms with containers and receptacles are provided to safely
contain all garbage, rubbish, ashes, waste and other refuse, which shall not be
allowed to accumulate but shall be removed or made available for removal in
accordance with the applicable waste collection bylaws.
4.7.4 Every owner of an apartment building or a condominium corporation
responsible for a condominium building shall ensure that the facilities required by
subsections 4.7.1 and 4.7.2 are designed and installed in accordance with the
Ontario Building Code.
4.7.5 In the event that strict application of subsections 4.7.1, 4.7.2 and 4.7.3 are
not possible or practical, the Property Standards Officer may require, and every
owner of an apartment building or a condominium corporation responsible for a
condominium building shall submit, in writing, alternative measures to those
required by sections 4.7.1, 4.7.2 and 4.7.3 for the review of the Property
Standards Officer. The Property Standards Officer, at their sole discretion, may
approve or reject such alternative measures having consideration to whether
such alternative measures are best alternative to the standard required by
section 4.7.1, 4.7.2 an 4.7.3, and that such alternative measures are in
accordance with all applicable law.
4.7.6 Every owner of an apartment building or a condominium corporation
responsible for a condominium building shall ensure that all exterior refuse
storage and collection areas, including containers and receptacles, are
maintained in a safe, clean, sanitary, odour free and tidy condition.
4.

Section 7.4.1 of By-law 28-2009 is amended by deleting the words “and the fee set
out in Schedule “B”” and replacing it with the words “and pay the fee set out in the
City of Burlington Rates and Fees By-law”.

5.

Section 9.2 of By-law 2009 is amended by deleting the words “as outlined in
Schedule “A”” and replacing it with the words “as outlined in the City of Burlington
Rates and Fees By-law”.

6.

Schedule “A” of By-law 28-2009 is deleted in its entirety.

7.

Schedule “B” of By-law 28-2009 is deleted in its entirety.

8.

That in all other aspects, By-law 28-2009 be and is hereby confirmed.
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9.

This by-law comes into force and effect on the day it is passed.

PASSED this 10th day of November 2020.
Mayor Marianne Meed Ward
City Clerk Kevin Arjoon
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SUBJECT: Procedure By-law amendments
TO:

Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Cttee.

FROM:

Clerks Department

Report Number: CL-18-20
Wards Affected: All
File Numbers: 110-04-1
Date to Committee: November 10, 2020
Date to Council: November 23, 2020

Recommendation:
Enact amendments to the Procedure By-law as outlined in clerks department report CL18-20 with respect to the following; special meetings, addendum issuance timelines,
correspondence, petitions and various housekeeping matters.

PURPOSE:
Vision to Focus Alignment:


Building more citizen engagement, community health and culture

Background and Discussion:
In response to the committee review, the Clerks department has been working on
expanding tools which enable residents to better interact with Council and in the Council
process. The proposed amendments stem from an analysis of the committee review
survey feedback, conducted in 2019. The survey comments indicated that the
processes for communicating with Council were not apparent and that not having that
information was a barrier to participation. Staff anticipate that these amendments will
help to enhance communication for residents and Council, in creating rules and
standards for Council correspondence, and petitions.

39

Page 2 of Report CL-18-20
Additional amendments are proposed to align the By-law with legislation, and to create
a timeline for when the public can reasonably expect when additional information is
provided to Council and made available to public.
Addendum Timelines
At present, there is no timeline for how additional information is provided to Council or
made available to the public. Staff are proposing to create a timeline for the release of
additional meeting materials to ensure that both the Council and public have a
reasonable expectation of when they will receive additional information. Staff will ensure
that the addendum is posted not less than 24 hours before the hour for holding the
meeting.
Should Council approve the proposed amendments, the additional items package will
be renamed the revised addendum and that it be posted to the website for the public.
Staff will ensure that the updated revised addendum is distributed to Council and posted
to the City’s website not less than 12 hours before the meeting, to ensure that
information is provided to the public.
Special Meetings
Current practice affords the Mayor or the City Manager to call a special meeting, the Clerk
is then directed to petition Council to determine if there will be a quorum of Council present
at the meeting. In review of the Municipal Act, S.O. 2001, c. 25 (the Act) section 240 the
current procedure by-law provisions are incongruent with the Act.
The staff are recommending that the Procedure By-law be amended to align with the
provisions outlined in the Act. This would allow the Mayor to call a special meeting, and
they may be requested by a Council resolution to call a special meeting. In advance staff
will poll Council to ensure that a quorum of Council is available before the meeting is
called.
In addition, a proposed second clause to the special meeting section aligns with section
240 (b) of the Act. This would allow for the majority of members of Council to request a
special meeting by petition. Upon receipt of the petition, the Clerk shall call the special
Council meeting. This would allow for a majority of members of Council to request a
special meeting.
Correspondence and Petitions
Currently, there are no provisions in the Procedure By-law that address how official
correspondence, or a civic petition is received. According to the By-law, the only way to
participate at a Council or at a standing committee is to do so as a delegation, this is
echoed on the City’s website. The Clerks department currently allows for
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correspondence and has a provisional process in place for petitions but there are no
resources that are publicly available. The proposed amendments set forth a detailed
process and timelines which have been included in the accompanying amending by-law
(Appendix A).
In drafting the new sections, 42. Correspondence and 43. Petitions, staff have reviewed
other procedural by-laws to better understand how other jurisdictions process these
documents. Both correspondence and petitions will be handled in a similar fashion, with
aligning deadlines. Staff have proposed that only petitions will be received at Council,
as they will be ceremonially read into the record. If there are no additional motions
regarding a petition or a piece of correspondence it will be received and filed.
Correspondence providing commentary on a matter that has been dealt with by Council
will be received, circulated to members of Council, and filed, but will not appear on a
minute record.
Correspondence that does not correspond to an agenda item, that is addressed to
Council and received by the Clerk will be circulated. Petitions that does not correspond
with an agenda item will be directed by the website to be sent to a member of Council,
as it will require a sponsor. The member of Council who sponsors an item must submit
a Municipal Officer’s report, outlining why the item was sponsored and the remedy
sought. These items must abide by the deadlines regarding adding items of business on
the agenda, the Wednesday, the week the agenda is published.
Administrative Changes
Staff are recommending the following administrative/housekeeping changes to the bylaw.
Section
1.2
14.1 (c)

Change
Italicize Name of Act
Delete reference to “Citizen” in connection with citizen advisory
committees

20.2

Capitalize the word Chair

27.3

Italicize Act name

41

Addition of Header – Public Participation

41.7

Deletion of incorrect references in Planning Act and correction

41.13

Deletion of incorrect section for delegations and correction
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Strategy/process
The proposed amendments realign the Procedure By-law closer to legislation and with
common meeting practices.
Options Considered
There are other areas in the current Procedure By-law that need review, these will be
done over time and be brought back through subsequent amendment packages.

Financial Matters:
Not applicable.
Total Financial Impact
Not applicable.
Source of Funding
Not applicable.
Other Resource Impacts
Staff time will be spent on creating materials for information. Staff will work with
Corporate Communications to ensure that the website is updated and public materials
are reviewed to ensure they are in plain language.

Climate Implications
Not applicable.

Engagement Matters:
A public survey, hosted on the GetInvolvedBurlington.ca webpage open from April 30,
2019, through to June 7, 2019 received 385 respondents. The public survey posed
questions to determine barriers to participation, advisory committee experience, and
asked for suggestions to improve the system. This information was helpful in
determining what services needed to be approved to enhance the overall experience for
residents working with Council.
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Should Council approve the procedure by-law amendments, supplemental materials will
be created to help individuals navigate processes such as webpages and tip sheets.
Staff will work with Corporate Communications to ensure that public materials are
reviewed to ensure that they are in plain language.

Conclusion:
Creating rules with respect to correspondence and petitions will help residents to
understand what is involved and what they can expect. Rules and additional information
will also work towards breaking down barriers, which will allow residents to more freely
communicate and comment on agenda items that are before Council.

Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Arjoon
City Clerk
905-335-7600 ext. 7702

Appendices:
A. Procedure By-law Amendments

Report Approval:
All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, the Chief Financial
Officer and the Executive Director of Legal Services & Corporation Counsel.

43

Appendix A – CL-18-20
The Corporation of the City of Burlington
City of Burlington By-law XX-2020
A by-law to amend By-law 04-2020 to provide for the rules of order of
Council and its Committees to allow for changes to the Special Meetings,
Correspondence, Petitions, and housekeeping matters.
File:110-04-1 (CL-18-20)
Whereas section 238(2), of the Municipal Act, S.O. 2001, c.25 requires that every
municipality and local board shall pass a procedure by-law for governing the calling, place
and proceeding of meetings; and
Whereas the Corporation of the City of Burlington (the “City of Burlington”) has enacted
Procedure By-law 04-2020; and
Whereas the public has the right to access information, and to contribute to the decisionmaking process, which includes writing to Council or committee, and by submitting a public
petition to Council;
Now therefore the Council of the Corporation of the City of Burlington hereby enacts as
follows:
1.

Section 1.2 of By-law 04-2020 is amended by italicizing the title “Municipal Act, S.O.
2001, c.25”.

2.

Section 14.1 c) of By-law 04-2020 is amended by deleting the word “citizen”.

3.

Section 20.2 of By-law 04-2020 is amended by deleting the word “chair” and replacing
it with the word “Chair”.

4.

Section 22.3 of By-law 04-2020 is amended by inserting the following wording at the
end of that section “not less than 24 hours before the hour appointed for holding the
meeting”.

5.

Section 22 By-law 04-2020 is amended by inserting the following subsection
immediately after subsection 22.3, with all following subsections renumbered
accordingly:
22.4

Delegation requests received in accordance with Section 41 and any
correspondence received after the Addendum is posted will be listed on a
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Revised Addendum, prepared, distributed and posted to the City’s website not
less than 12 hours before the hour appointed for holding the meeting.
6.

Section 24 of By-law 04-2020 be deleted in its entirety and replaced with the following
new section 24:
24.

Special Meetings

24.1

The Mayor may at any time, call a special meeting of Council and direct the
Clerk to poll Members of Council to ensure that a quorum of Council will be
present.

24.2

Upon receipt of a petition of the majority of Members of Council, the Clerk shall
call a special meeting for the purpose and the time mentioned in the petition.

24.3

The Clerk shall call a special meeting of Council for the purpose and/or at the
time directed by a resolution of Council.

24.5

Notice will be provided by the Clerk in accordance with section 22 of this bylaw.

24.6

No business may be considered at a special meeting of Council or of a
Committee other than that specified in the notice, or agenda.

7.

Section 27.3 of By-law 04-2020 is amended to italicize “Municipal Conflict of Interest
Act, R.S.O.1990, c. M. 50”.

8.

Section 31.1 of By-law 04-2020 is amended to delete the reference “k)
Correspondence” and insert “k) Petitions” in its place.

9.

Section 41.7 of By-law 04-2020 is amended to delete the words “section 14.1” and
insert the words “sections 17 (19.2), 34 (14.2) and 51(20)” in its place.

10.

Section 41.13 of By-law 04-2020 is amended to delete the reference “39.1” and insert
the reference “41.1” in its place.

11.

That the following new section 42 be added to By-law 04-2020 and the remainder of
the By-law renumbered accordingly.
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12.

42.

Correspondence

42.1

Every communication, pertaining to a matter on a meeting agenda, that the
Clerk is in receipt of will form part of the public record. It is the duty of the Clerk
to ensure that all communications received are circulated to members of
Council and made publicly available in advance of the meeting, and if
necessary, during a meeting.

42.2

All communications must meet the following conditions:
a)
be legible;
b)
delivered in person, or sent by mail, email or fax;
c)
be addressed to Council, a committee, or to the Clerk;
d)
not contain any impertinent or improper language;
e)
be signed by at least one person and include either a mailing address
or a phone number for contact purposes.

42.3

The Clerk shall list every communication and petition that relates to an item
on the agenda and has been received no later than 12 noon on the day before
the meeting. If the meeting is held on a Monday, communications must be
submitted by 12 noon the Friday before the meeting.

42.4

Communications that pertain to a Standing Committee decision that has yet to
be ratified by Council will be forwarded to the Council agenda to be listed.
Communication on a matter, that is received after a Council decision has been
rendered will be circulated to Members of Council, form part of the public
record but will not be listed on a minute record.

42.5

Communications that do not pertain to a matter on the agenda must be
sponsored by a Member of Council. The Member must include a Municipal
Officer’s Report which clearly outlines the reasons for sponsoring the
communication and the remedy sought. The correspondence and the
accompanying Municipal Officer’s report must be received on or before the
Wednesday the week the meeting agenda is published. Items received after
the deadline may be circulated as part of an addendum and requires a 2/3
vote to add the item to the agenda.

42.6

At the discretion of the Clerk, communications may be redacted to protect
personal information that has been included by the author.

That the following section 43 be added to By-law 04-2020 and the remainder of the
By-law renumbered accordingly.
Page 3 of 5
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43.

Petitions

43.1

A petition is a written request signed by more than one member of the public
in support of a shared cause or concern. A petition may be presented in paper
format, electronically, or make use of an online system for petitions. Council
will be the only body that can receive a petition.

43.2

A petition may be delivered in person or sent by mail, fax or email to:
a)
the Clerk if the petition relates to a matter on the agenda; or
b)
to a Member if the petition does not relate to a matter on the agenda.

43.3

A petition must contain the following:
a)
the date of when the petition commenced;
b)
the name and civic address, telephone number or email address of
the organizer who started the petition for contact purposes;
c)
the name and civic address of each person who signed or
electronically submitted their name to the petition; and
d)
a clear statement which communicates the purpose of the petition. All
petitions must be on matters within the jurisdiction of the City.

43.4

Petitions respecting items on the agenda must be received by the deadline as
outlined in section 42.3. Petitions respecting items that are not on the agenda
require a sponsor and an accompanying Municipal Officer’s Report which
must be received on or before the Wednesday the week the meeting agenda
is published. Items received after the agenda is published require a 2/3 vote
to add the item to the agenda.

43.5

Petitions that relate to a matter on the agenda will be dealt with during the
Petitions portion of the meeting. At that time any petitions received will be read
into the record by stating the purpose of the petition and indicating how many
individuals have signed.

43.6

Unless otherwise directed by City Council by way of motion, petitions,
pertaining to a matter on the agenda, will be received and filed under the
motion to receive and file information items.

43.7

A petition not relating to an item on the agenda may be sponsored by a
Member. The Member must include a Municipal Officer’s report which clearly
outlines the reasons for sponsoring the petition and the remedy sought. When
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introducing the matter, the Member will read into the record the purpose of the
petition, how many individuals have signed it and then present their motion.
The Municipal Officer’s report and accompanying petition must be received on
or before the Wednesday of the week the meeting agenda is published.
Reports received after the deadline requires a 2/3 vote to add the item to the
agenda.
13.

Subject to the amendments made in this By-law, in all other respects, By-law 04-2020
is hereby confirmed unchanged.

14.

This By-law comes into force on the date of its passing.

Enacted and passed this 23rd day of November, 2020.
Mayor Marianne Meed Ward
City Clerk Kevin Arjoon

Page 5 of 5
48

Page 1 of Report CL-19-20

SUBJECT: 2021 calendar of meetings
TO:

Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Cttee.

FROM:

Clerks Department

Report Number: CL-19-20
Wards Affected: All
File Numbers: 130-01
Date to Committee: November 10, 2020
Date to Council: November 23, 2020

Recommendation:
Approve the 2021 calendar of meetings for Burlington City Council and its standing
committees as outlined in Appendix A of clerks department report CL-19-20; and
Enact an amendment to Procedure By-law 04-2020, as amended, substantively in the
form, and as attached as Appendix C to allow for the following changes to the Council
schedule as indicated in report CL-19-20:


Environment, Infrastructure and Community Services Committee (EICS) change
meeting date to Thursdays;



Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (CSSRA)
change meeting date to Wednesdays;



Council Workshop change meeting date to Thursdays; and



Council meetings change meeting date to Tuesdays and amend the start time to
1:00 p.m. with a potential evening session held at 6:30 p.m.

PURPOSE:
Vision to Focus Alignment:


Building more citizen engagement, community health and culture
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Background and Discussion:
Annually, the Clerks department brings forward a report with a proposed schedule for
the next year of Council and standing committee meetings (Appendix A). In 2020, a new
standing committee structure began and in determining the recommendations
throughout this report, staff have analyzed how the new standing committee structure
has worked. Due to COVID-19 and public health guidelines with respect to indoor
gathering sizes, all Council, standing committee, and advisory committee meetings are
being conducted remotely using video conferencing technology. The switch to remote
meetings has significantly changed the way meetings are conducted, and how they
function. Upon review of the standing committee meeting flow, and the reality of how
remote meetings function, substantive changes to the current meeting structure are
being proposed.
No Meetings on Mondays
The review yielded that Monday meetings presented challenges with ensuring that
additional meeting materials were delivered to enable a sufficient amount of time for
receipt and review by members. In addition, there are challenges in ensuring that
prospective delegates were able to receive remote meeting connection information, be
able to log into the meeting. Finally, receiving, reviewing and circulating any potential
amendments to Council, with enough time for review presents another pressure,
especially with remote participants. Shifting Council dates from Mondays to Tuesdays
will allow for a registration deadline to be aligned with standing committees, (day before
the meeting at Noon). This will ensure all delegation rules are standardized.
Shifting the Standing Committee Schedule
Moving the committee week one week forward will allow for the City of Burlington to
utilize Wednesdays to schedule a standing committee meeting. The current schedule
has a block on the Wednesday due to Halton Region’s Regional Workshops. Utilizing
Wednesdays will allow for no meetings on Mondays (for the reasons stated in the above
section) and to keep Fridays free.
In review of the new standing committee system, which began in 2020, the
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee (EICS) had the shortest
meetings. Therefore, moving EICS meetings to Thursdays will allow for items that do
not have enough time to be dealt with at other standing committees during committee
week to be referred to EICS.
With no block on Wednesdays, the Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and
Accountability Committee (CSSRA) would be on Wednesdays. CSSRA meetings have
been long and moving these meetings to Monday would present a challenge. Standing
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committees customarily begin at 9:30 a.m. and circulating additional items or ensuring
delegate logistics are in place would be a challenge.
Shifting the week forward in January does shorten the break between the December
holiday season and the beginning of the January cycle. If approved, the Clerks
department will endeavor to issue the calendar dates as soon as possible.
Shifting the Council Week and Changes to Start time
As stated above, shifting meetings away from Monday will afford time for staff to
prepare additional materials for Council, and for them to be reviewed in a timely
manner. In addition, delegation times will be aligned with the established standing
committee deadline of noon the day before the meeting. Over the pandemic, the start
time for City Council meetings was provisionally set to 1:00 p.m. This start time has
worked well for the past several months. This report is recommending extending the
1:00 p.m. to become the permanent start time of Council, with a 6:30 p.m. time reserved
for any items that may be of public interest or that may have delegates who cannot
attend during the day. After the pandemic, it is anticipated that accommodations would
also be made to members of the public who wish to delegate virtually. Offering this
accommodation may reduce some of the barriers faced by residents who cannot attend
in person. In addition, as the Council week is brought forward it now aligns with
Regional Council’s approval week. It is recommended that Council workshops now be
held on Thursdays after Regional Council.
Summary of Changes
Committee/Body

2020 Schedule

Proposed 2021 Schedule

Corporate Services, Strategy,
Risk and Accountability
Committee
Environment, Infrastructure &
Community Services
Committee (EICS)
City Council

Thursday

Wednesday

Monday

Thursday

Monday

Tuesday
Start time 1:00 p.m.
Optional Public Evening
Portion at 6:30 p.m.
Thursday

Start time: 6:30 p.m.

Council Workshop

Tuesday

Staff have confirmed the following times for school breaks and major conferences to
minimize potential scheduling breaks:


March Break: March 15 -19, 2021
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Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) Annual Conference – To be
determined, FCM has yet to determine its annual conference dates; therefore,
June 3-6 or June 10-13, 2021 have been blocked in the calendar. In 2021, the
conference is slated to be held in Montreal Quebec.
Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) Conference August 15-18, 2021 in
London Ontario.
Holiday City Hall shutdown from Friday, December 24, 2021 through to January
1, 2022. City Hall will resume normal operating function January 4, 2022.

2021 and 2022 Budget Cycles
In order to accommodate the shift in meetings, staff worked collaboratively with the
Finance Department to reset budget dates. This will affect the 2021 budget cycle that
was presented to CSSRA on September 17, 2020. In addition, this report will establish
the 2022 Budget cycle which will begin Fall 2021 and is anticipated to be completed by
December 2021.
2021 Budget Cycle
Meeting

Date

Item

CSSRA

December 10, 2020

Capital Budget Overview

CSSRA

January 12, 2021

Capital Budget Review

Council

January 19, 2021

Capital Budget Approval

CSSRA

January 21, 2021

Operating Budget Overview

Virtual

January 20, 2021

2021 Budget Virtual Town Hall

CSSRA

February 23, 2021
February 25, 2021

Operating Budget Review

Special Council

March 3, 2021

Operating Budget Approval

Special Council

May 5, 2021

Ratify Tax Levy By-law

2022 Budget Cycle
Meeting

Dates

Item

CSSRA

November 3, 2021

Budget Overview

Virtual

TBD

2022 Budget Virtual Town Hall

CSSRA

November 30, 2021

Budget Review

CSSRA

December 2, 2021

Budget Review

Council

December 14, 2021

Capital/Operating Budget Approval

Reserved
Place Holders

January 10, 2022
January 11, 2022

To Be Determined
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Effective Meeting Management
Work is completed by City of Burlington administration to effectively manage the agenda
items and by way of reviewing report projections (short and long term). Further,
standing committee agenda reviews were changed (September 2020) to be held before
the agenda is released. Strategically this allows senior staff to work with the Chair and
the Clerks department to review the agendas with a meeting management lens in
advance of publishing the agenda and serve as a final review to ensure that standing
committee meetings are manageable.
Strategy/process
To avoid scheduling conflicts, staff collaborate with the Regional Clerk at the Region of
Halton and internal departments.
Options Considered
Keeping the status quo may present a risk. During 2020 there were several committee
cycles where there were many items that could not be effectively managed through the
existing meeting structure.
Moving Council Workshops to Mondays could be a possibility. Council workshops have
set topics, and do not allow delegations.

Financial Matters:
There are no financial implications associated with the recommendations contained in
this report.
Total Financial Impact
Not applicable.
Source of Funding
Not applicable.
Other Resource Impacts
Not Applicable.
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Climate Implications
Due to COVID-19 the City will be hosting virtual meetings for much of 2021. In hosting
virtual meetings, there may be some reductions to the carbon footprint associated with
attending in person meetings.

Engagement Matters:
When drafting the calendar, staff worked with the Regional Clerk, and members of the
Burlington Leadership Team. In August 2020 the Clerks department received feedback
from members of Council, and senior staff which has led to the proposed changes to
how committee week is scheduled.
Following Council approval of the 2021 calendar of meetings, a calendar will be
produced for Council, and key staff. Additional copies will be made available in the
Clerks department and at each meeting for the public’s use. In addition, the schedule is
posted to the city’s website, and in the electronic meeting calendar which is updated
throughout the year. The public are able to subscribe for calendar updates which
provides email reminders on upcoming meetings throughout the year.
As of October 2020, the Clerks department submits social media workorders when
agendas are public. These workorders generate social media posts, which will promote
to residents to tune in to the live stream or stay up to date on standing committee and
council business.

Conclusion:
In creating the calendar report for 2021, consideration has been made with respect to
how the new standing meetings have functioned and the workings of virtual meetings.

Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Arjoon
City Clerk
905-335-7600 ext 7702
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Appendices:
A. 2021 Calendar of Meetings
B. 2021 Calendar of Meetings (Excel) with deadlines
C. Amending By-law to Change Dates and Times of Meetings

Report Approval:
All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, the Chief Financial
Officer and the Executive Director of Legal Services & Corporation Counsel.
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Tuesdays Council – 1 p.m. & 6:30 p.m.

Regional Committee

Tuesdays 9:30 a.m. – Community Planning, Regulation &
Mobility Committee
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Tuesday 6:30 p.m. –Community Planning, Regulation &
Mobility Committee Public Meeting
Wednesdays 9:30 a.m. – Corporate Services, Strategy,
Risk & Accountability Committee

1

Special Meeting Times TBD

Thursdays 9:30 a.m. – Environment, Infrastructure &
Community Services Committee
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2021 Calendar of Meetings with Deadlines
Appendix B to CL-19-20
Deadline to Clerks Department
Wednesday, December 16, 2020
Wednesday, December 16, 2020
Wednesday, December 16, 2020
Monday, January 4, 2021
Monday, January 4, 2021

Wednesday, January 13, 2021
Wednesday, January 20, 2021
Wednesday, January 20, 2021
Wednesday, January 20, 2021
Wednesday, January 27, 2021
Wednesday, January 27, 2021

Wednesday, February 10, 2021
Wednesday, February 10, 2021
Wednesday, February 17, 2021
Wednesday, February 17, 2021
Wednesday, February 17, 2021
Wednesday, February 24, 2021

Wednesday, March 24, 2021
Wednesday, March 24, 2021
Wednesday, March 24, 2021
Wednesday, March 31, 2021

Wednesday, April 21, 2021
Wednesday, April 21, 2021
Wednesday, April 21, 2021
Wednesday, April 28, 2021

Committee Meeting Type
New Years Day
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (capital budget review)
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Regional Council Workshop
City Council (capital budget ratified)
Regional Council
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (operating budget overview)
Council Workshop
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Audit Committee
Regional Council Workshop
Family Day
City Council
Regional Council
Council Workshop
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (operating budget review)
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (operating budget review)
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Special Council - ratify operating budget
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Regional Council Workshop
March Break
City Council
Regional Council
Council Workshop
Good Friday
Easter Monday
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Regional Council Workshop
City Council
Regional Council
Council Workshop
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Special Council - ratify tax levy by-law
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Regional Council Workshop
City Council
Regional Council
Council Workshop
Victoria Day
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Meeting Date
Friday, January 1, 2021
Tuesday, January 5, 2021
Wednesday, January 6, 2021
Thursday, January 7, 2021
Tuesday, January 12, 2021
Tuesday January 12, 2021
Wednesday, January 13, 2021
Tuesday, January 19, 2021
Wednesday, January 20, 2021
Thursday January 21, 2021
Thursday, January 21, 2021
Tuesday, February 2, 2021
Wednesday, February 3, 2021
Thursday, February 4, 2021
Tuesday, February 9, 2021
Wednesday, February 10, 2021
Wednesday, February 10, 2021
Monday, February 15, 2021
Tuesday, February 16, 2021
Wednesday, February 17, 2021
Thursday, February 18, 2021
Tuesday, February 23, 2021
Thursday, Februray 25, 2021
Tuesday, March 2, 2021
Wednesday, March 3, 2021
Wednesday, March 3, 2021
Thursday, March 4, 2021
Tuesday, March 9, 2021
Wednesday, March 10, 2021
March 15-19, 2021
Tuesday, March 23, 2021
Wednesday, March 24, 2021
Thursday, March 25, 2021
Friday April 2, 2021
Monday April 5, 2021
Tuesday, April 6, 2021
Wednesday, April 7, 2021
Thursday, April 8, 2021
Tuesday, April 13, 2021
Wednesday, April 14, 2021
Tuesday, April 20, 2021
Wednesday, April 21, 2021
Thursday, April 22, 2021
Tuesday, May 4, 2021
Wednesday, May 5, 2021
Wednesday, May 5, 2021
Thursday, May 6, 2021
Tuesday, May 11, 2021
Wednesday, May 12, 2021
Tuesday, May 18, 2021
Wednesday, May 19, 2021
Thursday May 20, 2021
Monday, May 24, 2021

Items Ratified By Council
Tuesday, January 19, 2021
Tuesday, January 19, 2021
Tuesday, January 19, 2021
Tuesday, January 19, 2021
Tuesday, January 19, 2021

Tuesday, February 16, 2021
Tuesday, February 16, 2021
Tuesday, February 16, 2021
Tuesday, February 16, 2021
Tuesday, February 16, 2021
Tuesday, February 16, 2021

Tuesday, March 23, 2021
Tuesday, March 23, 2021
Tuesday, March 23, 2021
Tuesday, March 23, 2021
Tuesday, March 23, 2021
Tuesday, March 23, 2021

Tuesday, April 20, 2021
Tuesday, April 20, 2021
Tuesday, April 20, 2021
Tuesday, April 20, 2021

Tuesday, May 18, 2021
Tuesday, May 18, 2021
Tuesday, May 18, 2021
Tuesday, May 18, 2021

Wednesday, May 19, 2021
Wednesday, May 19, 2021
Wednesday, May 26, 2021
Wednesday, May 26, 2021
Wednesday, May 26, 2021

Wednesday, June 23, 2021
Wednesday, June 23, 2021
Wednesday, June 23, 2021

Wednesday, August 25, 2021
Wednesday, August 25, 2021
Wednesday, August 25, 2021
Wednesday, September 1, 2021
Wednesday, September 1, 2021

Wednesday, September 22, 2021
Wednesday, September 22, 2021
Wednesday, September 22, 2021
Wednesday, September 29, 2021

Wednesday, October 20, 2021
Wednesday, October 27, 2021
Wednesday, October 27, 2021
Wednesday, November 3, 2021
Wednesday, November 3, 2021

Wednesday, November 17, 2021
Wednesday, November 17, 2021
Wednesday, November 24, 2021
Wednesday, November 24, 2021
Wednesday, November 24, 2021
Wednesday, November 24, 2021

Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
FCM Conference
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Audit Committee
Regional Council Workshop
FCM Conference
City Council
Regional Council
Council Workshop
Canada Day
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Regional Council Workshop
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
City Council
Regional Council
Council Workshop
Civic Holiday
AMO Conference
Labour Day
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Regional Council Workshop
Audit Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Regional Council
City Council
Council Workshop
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Thanksgiving
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Regional Council Workshop
City Council
Regional Council
Council Workshop
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (2022 budget overview)
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Regional Council Workshop
City Council
Regional Council
Council Workshop
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (budget review)
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (budget review)
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Regional Council Workshop
Audit Committee
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
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Tuesday, June 1, 2021
Wednesday June 2, 2021
June 3-6, 2021
Monday, June 7, 2021
Tuesday, June 8, 2021
Wednesday, June 9, 2021
Wednesday, June 9, 2021
June 10-13, 2021
Tuesday, June 15, 2021
Wednesday, June 16, 2021
Thursday, June 17, 2021
Thursday, July 1, 2021
Monday, July 5, 2021
Tuesday, July 6, 2021
Wednesday July 7, 2021
Thursday, July 8, 2021
Tuesday, July 13, 2021
Wednesday, July 14, 2021
Thursday, July 15, 2021
Monday, August 2, 2021
August 15-18, 2021
Monday, September 6, 2021
Tuesday, September 7, 2021
Wednesday, September 8, 2021
Wednesday, September 8, 2021
Thursday, September 9, 2021
Monday, September 13, 2021
Tuesday, September 14, 2021
Wednesday, September 15, 2021
Tuesday, September 21, 2021
Thursday, September 23, 2021
Tuesday, October 5, 2021
Wednesday, October 6, 2021
Thursday, October 7, 2021
Monday October 11, 2021
Tuesday, October 12, 2021
Wednesday, October 13, 2021
Tuesday, October 19, 2021
Wednesday, October 20, 2021
Thursday, October 21, 2021
Wednesday, November 3, 2021
Tuesday, November 9, 2021
Wednesday, November 10, 2021
Monday, November 15, 2021
Tuesday, November 16, 2021
Wednesday, November 17, 2021
Tuesday, November 23, 2021
Wednesday, November 24, 2021
Thursday, November 25, 2021
Tuesday, November 30, 2021
Thursday, December 2, 2021
Monday, December 6, 2021
Tuesday, December 7, 2021
Wednesday, December 8, 2021
Wednesday, December 8, 2021
Thursday December 9, 2021

Tuesday, June 15, 2021
Tuesday, June 15, 2021
Tuesday, June 15, 2021
Tuesday, June 15, 2021
Tuesday, June 15, 2021

Tuesday, July 13, 2021
Tuesday, July 13, 2021
Tuesday, July 13, 2021

Tuesday, September 21, 2021
Tuesday, September 21, 2021
Tuesday, September 21, 2021
Tuesday, September 21, 2021
Tuesday, September 21, 2021

Tuesday, October 19, 2021
Tuesday, October 19, 2021
Tuesday, October 19, 2021
Tuesday, October 19, 2021

Tuesday, November 23, 2021
Tuesday, November 23, 2021
Tuesday, November 23, 2021
Tuesday, November 23, 2021
Tuesday, November 23, 2021

Tuesday, December 14, 2021
Tuesday, December 14, 2021
Tuesday, December 14, 2021
Tuesday, December 14, 2021
Tuesday, December 14, 2021
Tuesday, December 14, 2021

Friday, December 17, 2021
Friday, December 17, 2021
Friday, December 17, 2021
Friday, December 17, 2021
Friday, December 17, 2021
Friday, December 17, 2021

City Council (2022 capital and operating budget approval)
Regional Council
Council Workshop
Holiday Shutdown
New Years Day
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee
Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (back-up for budget)
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee (back-up for budget)
Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Committee – Public Meeting
Regional Council Workshop
City Council
Regional Council
Council Workshop
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Tuesday, December 14, 2021
Wednesday, December 15, 2021
Thursday, December 16, 2021
December 24 - 31, 2021
Saturday, January 1, 2022
Tuesday, January 4, 2022
Wednesday, January 5, 2022
Thursday, January 6, 2022
Monday, January 10, 2022
Tuesday, January 11, 2022
Tuesday, January 11, 2022
Wednesday, January, 12, 2022
Tuesday, January 18, 2022
Wednesday, January 19, 2022
Thursday, January 20, 2022

Tuesday, January 18, 2022
Tuesday, January 18, 2022
Tuesday, January 18, 2022
Tuesday, January 18, 2022
Tuesday, January 18, 2022
Tuesday, January 18, 2022

Appendix C – CL-19-20
The Corporation of the City of Burlington
City of Burlington By-law XX-2020
A by-law to amend By-law 04-2020 to provide for the rules of order of
Council and its Committees to allow for changes to the Council Schedule
File:110-04-1 (CL-19-20)
Whereas section 238(2), of the Municipal Act, S.O. 2001, c.25 requires that every
municipality and local board shall pass a procedure by-law for governing the calling, place
and proceeding of meetings; and
Whereas the Corporation of the City of Burlington (the “City of Burlington”) has enacted
Procedure By-law 04-2020; and
Whereas at the Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk and Accountability Committee approved
report CL-19-20, outlining a new standing committee schedule for the 2021 calendar year;
Now therefore the Council of the Corporation of the City of Burlington hereby enacts as
follows:
1.

Section 11.1 of By-law 04-2020 is amended by deleting the reference to “Mondays”
with respect to Environment, Infrastructure & Community Services Committee,
inserting “Thursdays” in its place.

2.

Section 11.1 of By-law 04-2020 is amended by deleting the reference to “Thursdays”
with respect to Corporate Services, Strategy Risk and Accountability Committee,
inserting “Wednesdays” in its place.

3.

Section 11.1 of By-law 04-2020 is amended by deleting the reference to “Tuesdays”
with respect to Council Workshop, inserting “Thursdays” in its place.

4.

Section 11.1 of By-law 04-2020 is amended to re-arrange the listing of Committees
by date in accordance with the amendments made in sections 1 through 3 of this
amending by-law.

5.

Section 23.1 of By-law 04-2020 is amended by deleting “6:30 pm” and inserting “1:00
p.m. and/or 6:30 p.m.” and deleting the following wording “If the said Monday is a
holiday, the meeting will be held on the following business day”.
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6.

Section 23 of By-law 04-2020 is amended by inserting the following new subsections,
with all following subsections renumbered accordingly:
23.2

Upon reviewing the Council agenda, the Clerk in consultation with the Mayor
and City Manager may designate items of public interest to be dealt with at an
evening portion of Council commencing at 6:30 p.m. Items designated to an
evening portion will be noted on the Agenda.

23.3

At the meeting, members may request that items of interest be dealt with at
an evening portion of the meeting. The request, made by motion, must be duly
moved, and seconded and approved by a majority vote of Council members
present.

7.

Section 41.1 of By-law 04-2020 be amended by inserting the words “and Council”
before the words “meeting must”.

8.

Section 41.2 of By-law 04-2020 be deleted in its entirety with all following subsections
renumbered accordingly.

9.

Sections 41.3 and 41.6 of By-law 04-2020 be amended deleting the words “and 41.2”.

10.

Subject to the amendments made in this By-law, in all other respects, By-law 04-2020
is hereby confirmed unchanged.

11.

This By-law comes into force on the date of its passing.

Enacted and passed this 23rd day of November, 2020.
Mayor Marianne Meed Ward
City Clerk Kevin Arjoon
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SUBJECT: Ranked choice voting consultation
TO:

Community Planning, Regulation & Mobility Cttee.

FROM:

Clerks Department

Report Number: CL-20-20
Wards Affected: All
File Numbers: 165-01
Date to Committee: November 10, 2020
Date to Council: November 23, 2020

Recommendation:
Approve the public engagement strategy for ranked choice voting consultation attached
as Appendix A to clerks department report CL-20-20; and
Approve the withdrawal of $30,000 from the election reserve to fund the ranked choice
voting consultation and engagement.

PURPOSE:
An Engaging City


Good Governance

Vision to Focus Alignment:



Building more citizen engagement, community health and culture
Deliver customer centric services with a focus on efficiency and technology
transformation

Background and Discussion:
On June 9, 2016 the Province of Ontario passed legislative amendments to the
Municipal Elections Act by way of the Municipal Elections Modernization Act 2016
(MEMA). The MEMA set forth several substantive amendments to the Act, one of which
was to provide municipalities the option to offer ranked ballots to electors, which would
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allow an elector to rank the candidates in their preference. On September 16, 2016
Ontario Reg. 310/16 was introduced which provides further guidance on how ranked
ballot elections are to be introduced, approved by local councils and administered
throughout the electoral process.
On September 28, 2020 City Council directed the City Clerk to initiate the consultation
process as outlined in Ontario Reg. 310/16 with respect to ranked ballots, and return to
the Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk & Accountability (CSSRA) Committee with a
supplemental report outlining an engagement plan, a proposed timeline, and a
proposed consultation budget with an accompanying request for withdrawal from the
Elections Reserve. The City Clerk was also directed to keep in mind the need to be
representative in the public consultation process.
Bill 218 - Supporting Ontario's Recovery and Municipal Elections Act
Bill 218, Supporting Ontario's Recovery and Municipal Elections Act, 2020 was
introduced in the Ontario Legislature on October 20, 2020. The Bill is proposing to
amend the Municipal Elections Act and remove the option of ranked ballots. Staff are
monitoring the passage of the Bill but intended to follow up on the supplemental report
as the current timelines for ranked ballot engagement are short. Should the Bill be
amended or withdrawn, any delays in approving the engagement plan would affect the
launch of a potential campaign. A delay in launching the campaign may lead to a
compressed public consultation process and appear as closed consultation. Should Bill
218 pass, the City of Burlington will not be pursuing ranked ballot consultation. If this
report is in process when the Bill is passed the Chair will be asked to deem the report
moot and receive and file it for information purposes. If the option to pursue ranked
ballots is removed from the Municipal Elections Act, the City will not be pursuing this
consultation.
What are Ranked Ballots?
Most municipal elections employ a first past the post methodology when tabulating
ballots and declaring an elected candidate. In first past the post elections, customarily,
a voter can select one choice per matter. When tabulating the votes, the candidate with
the most votes is elected.
In a ranked ballot system, voters have the option of selecting up to three candidates,
ranking them by preference of their first, second, and third choice. Current legislation
allows a municipal council to determine the number of rankings, and if not selected
three choices is a default. The candidate who achieves the threshold of 50 percent plus
one vote is elected. After tabulating the votes, if there is no candidate who meets the
determined threshold, then the candidate with the fewest votes is eliminated. The
ballots that selected the eliminated candidate as the first choice are now redistributed to
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the remaining candidates, this time using those voters’ second choice candidate. This
process is repeated until a candidate who achieves the 50 percent plus one threshold is
determined. Legislation dictates that if a council passes a by-law it must pertain to both
Mayor and Council seats. There cannot be a difference in voting method between the
Mayor and Council.
Legislative Requirements
With respect to the process, and in accordance with the provisions of O. Reg. 310/16
and the Municipal Elections Act, as amended, Council must pass a by-law to switch to
ranked ballots by May 1, 2021. Prior to passing of the by-law, Council must hold a twostep consultation, and what has been stipulated in the Regulation is the minimum
amount of consultation and public notice that should be completed by a municipality.
1. Host an open house to provide information to the public about ranked ballot
elections, at least 15 days before the public meeting and with at least thirty (days)
public notice, and
2. Hold a public meeting to hear feedback from residents, with at least thirty (30) days
public notice.
During the consultation, at the open house and the public meeting, council must make
all of the following available to the public:





information about how ranked ballot elections work, including how the votes
are counted;
an estimate of how much ranked ballot elections would cost;
a description of any voting equipment and vote-counting equipment that is
being considered for use in the election; and,
a description of any alternative voting method being considered for use in the
election.

Based on the Regulation, staff have created a timeline that highlights the legislated
deadlines that must be scheduled, and notice provisions that must be adhered to. For a
detailed listing of the consultation, a communications and engagement plan has been
attached as Appendix A.
Section of
Regulation

Activity

Date

10(5)

Launch Get involved Burlington Materials

January 14, 2021

10(4)

Open House Public Notice Published in Paper

January 14, 2021

10(2)

Open Houses

February 17, 18, 2021

11(2)

Notice for Public Meeting

February 18, 2021
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(9(4)

Report and Agenda for Public Meeting published.

March 12, 2021

11(1)

Public Meeting hosted by CSSRA

March 22, 2021

CSSRA Agenda published with RB Report

March 26, 2021

CSSRA Meeting – Recommendation on Ranked Ballots

April 8, 2021

Council Meeting to Approve By-law (Deadline May 1, 2021)

April 20, 2021

8 (1)(a)

Public Engagement Plan
As noted in staff report CL-06-20, a ranked ballot election represents a significant
change for candidates, election administrators and the electorate. It represents a
fundamental departure from the current system of First Past the Post (FPTP) and that
the composite ballot may feature several ways to select a candidate(s). In addition, it is
important that the electorate have as much information as possible on how a ranked
ballot election is conducted and how much it will cost.
The Clerks department worked with Corporate Communications, including staff from the
engagement division to create an engagement plan. In creating the plan, it was decided
to re-brand ranked ballots to ranked choice voting as it was a user focused term. In
addition, the plan establishes three key objectives:
1. to ensure that electors are aware of the ranked choice voting system, know how
a ranked choice voting election works and how much it will cost;
2. to ensure that electors are aware of the engagement opportunities including
dates and times, how their contributions will be considered and how they can
access information about ranked choice voting elections; and
3. when and how decisions of council will be made on ranked choice voting.
The engagement plan outlines the information that will be produced for the public
regarding ranked choice elections and will be disseminated by way of the City’s website,
signage, print media, social media and news releases. Many of these components of
the engagement plan would be initiated over the next few months, in advance of the
initial round of public open houses that are proposed to be held in February 2021, and
all of which will be virtual and hosted by an independent moderator. Council would then
hold the statutory public meeting in March 2021 and pass the required By-law by May 1,
2021 in order to adhere to legislative requirements.
Virtual Open Houses
Due to COVID-19 the engagement plan focuses on creating virtual opportunities for the
public to attend and learn about the concept of ranked choice voting. A series of public
open houses are proposed to be held in February 2021. It is anticipated that the open
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houses may mirror the virtual format established by the Official Plan engagement. In
addition, staff are anticipating the use of a consultant to help run the sessions. Spanning
over two days, the virtual open houses will be strategically placed at different times
during the day to appeal to a wider audience. Clerks department staff will be in
attendance to provide clarification, only when required and will mostly be in attendance
to observe and take notes. To reduce barriers attendees will have an opportunity to
submit questions in advance or may choose to ask questions live at the sessions
through use of the video conferencing technology.
The format will be that a presentation will be delivered which explains how ranked
choice voting works, how much a ranked choice election may potentially cost and the
impacts on overall election administration. The session would then feature an
opportunity for residents to ask questions. Conducting the open houses will ensure that
the public is aware of the process and the concept of ranked choice voting in advance
of the statutory public meeting which will be held in March 2021, and the opportunity to
delegate when the report and recommendations come forward in April 2021 to the
CSSRA Committee.
Stakeholder Engagement
In addition to the statutory engagement as outlined in Regulation 310/16 the Clerks
department will make presentations to various stakeholder groups around the city. The
staff team are still in process of developing an extensive stakeholder list. At present
staff will make use of existing advisory committees of Council, such as the Burlington
Accessibility Advisory Committee, Seniors’ Advisory Committee, and the Inclusivity
Advisory Committee.
Get Involved Burlington Webpage & Online Survey
A Get Involved Burlington page will be created to help manage the project and serve as
a resource to residents seeking information on the concepts, status updates and contact
information. Having a project page will allow staff to have a permanent presence on the
site to inform of the following:
• a landing page with an overview;
• key dates;
• key information
-

what is ranked choice voting?;

-

how is a winner determined in a ranked choice election?;

-

what are the potential changes and costs of a ranked choice election?;

-

a document library;
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-

news or updates on key information; and

-

contact information.

In addition, the site will also feature an online survey that will ask the following
questions:
Question 1: Do you prefer choosing one candidate or being able to choose three?
Question 2: : How confident are you that you understand how a winner is determined?
Question 3: Are you in favour of changing to a ranked choice vote for the 2022
Municipal Election?
Question 4: What other election related policies do you think the City should engage
the public on? [ Will feature a text box to fill, to encourage comments and
open answers.]
As directed by Council the survey will be closed to only registered users of Get Involved
Burlington, and staff will work to filter results to provide a picture of what Burlington
residents had to say. Results will be communicated to Council and will be posted to the
site, to close the loop with participants.
Social Media (Twitter and Facebook) Posts
Social media will be used to advise residents of the ranked choice voting consultation
process, where they can get information on ranked choice voting, to invite residents to
the open house (information and education sessions) and the statutory public meetings.
Any feedback received from social media engagement (comments, replies) will be
provided to staff for analysis and review.
Videos
A video will be created that explains what ranked choice voting is, how ranked choice
voting works, and how votes are counted. The video will be available for the public open
houses, public meetings, on the City’s website, etc. Staff are hoping to use a common
video that had been used by municipalities in 2018. If the video could be used in the
campaign, significant project savings will be realized.
City Talk Newsletter
An article will be placed in the Spring edition of City Talk advising residents of the public
consultation process and the date that Council is expected to consider the final
recommendation report. In addition, a broadcast through Get Involved Burlington will be
used, which will be a direct email to approximately 6,000 registered users.
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Statutory Public Meeting
Staff are proposing to have the Chair of CSSRA host the statutory public meeting. The
format will be similar to a planning statutory public meeting and an outline will be
provided to Council by way of the publishing the agenda and compiling of the Chair’s
script.
Engagement after May 2021
Should Council pass the by-law in advance of May 1, 2021 there will be approximately
20 months before Election Day in October and throughout this period information will
continue to be provided to residents. The Clerks Department will work with Corporate
Communications to revamp the engagement plan, with lessons learned from the
previous engagement. In addition, materials created during the pre-ranked choice
engagement will be reshaped and used for the long-term engagement plan. Open
houses will be planned for the fall 2021 and possibly the spring 2022 and hosted by
staff to reduce overhead costs.
Strategy/process
As there are no in-person public sessions due to COVID-19, significant thought has
been put into the development of a multi-pronged engagement plan. Residents will be
encouraged to use any or all methods of contacting the Clerks department to get
involved. Accommodations may be made based on need. Staff will work to ensure that
any potential barriers to participation are addressed.
Options Considered
Ontario Regulation 310/16 outlines the minimum requirements for engagement that
must be undertaken before a local council may make a decision on ranked choice
voting. In terms of the engagement plan, it outlines an engagement that goes above the
minimum standards, as due to COVID-19 in person gathering sizes are limited and
therefore there will be no in-person sessions.

Financial Matters:
Should Council direct staff to initiate the public consultation process with respect to
ranked choice voting, the proposed budget could be utilized. Through the report staff
are requesting a one-time withdraw from the reserve to accommodate the public
consultation expenses. Staff anticipate that it may cost approximately $30,000 to fund
the consultation. The following is a general estimation of costs for the engagement and
it is also included in Appendix A.
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Item

Details

Cost

City Update ad




Full page ad
Half page ad

$1,300 (full)








$5,000 – $7,000
per session

Consultant

$650 (half)

Online ads



Host 3 virtual open houses
Public meeting
Facilitate/writing of the report
Postcard
Brochure
Survey and survey responses
translation into top 5 languages in
Halton
Inside Halton – Burlington Post

Social Media
boosts



Corporate social media channels

$500

Video



Promotional video on what is ranked
choice voting

$3,500

Direct mail
Halton Multicultural
Council

$10,000 – $15,000
$900 per language

$800

Potential Savings
Upon review, there may be some cost savings if staff do not use a consultant or a host
for the open houses and to generate a report. However, due to the current workload of
the Clerks department this may prove difficult and may affect the output. In addition,
staff are working with other municipalities to obtain an educational video used by many
municipalities in 2018. If this can be arranged, there may be additional savings that
would be achieved. Public education materials generated from the consultation
regarding ranked choice voting could be re-used throughout the electoral process
should Council choose to allow ranked choice voting for the 2022 election.
Total Financial Impact
A one-time withdrawal of $30,000 from the Election Reserve.
Source of Funding
Election reserve is provided to support the election costs. Each year there is an annual
contribution of $160,000. Should Council pass a by-law to proceed with ranked choice
voting, the funding model for the reserve will need to be revised to ensure that there are
sufficient funds for the 2022 municipal election and any by-elections that may occur.
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Other Resource Impacts
Recent re-organizations to the clerks department has reduced FTE resources. A
manager position dedicated to committee and election services is no longer a resource
in the clerks department. Therefore, should Council choose to pursue ranked choice
voting, previous Council requests and reviews may need to reprioritize for staff to meet
the legislated May 1, 2021 deadline.

Climate Implications
Internet voting and online consultations may reduce the need for travel. Lowered travel
rates may help to reduce the carbon footprint associated with voting or attending inperson meetings.

Engagement Matters:
No public consultation was provided in creating this report. Staff relied on in-house
expertise from Corporate Communications, including engagement staff. The full report
centers on engagement on ranked choice voting, and conducting a public engagement
campaign, which will support the overarching legislative requirements for public
consultation as outlined in Ontario Regulation 310/16.

Conclusion:
Should Council approve, staff will continue to build the stakeholder list and to start
building materials. It is anticipated that the first ad will be launched mid-January, which
means much of the work to begin crafting materials will start shortly after the Council
approval on November 23, 2020.

Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Arjoon
City Clerk
905-335-7600 ext 7702
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Appendices:
A. Engagement and communication plan - ranked choice voting

Report Approval:
All reports are reviewed and/or approved by Department Director, the Chief Financial
Officer and the Executive Director of Legal Services & Corporation Counsel.
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Ranked Ballots and Ranked Choice Voting
City of Burlington - Engagement and Communications Plan
Background
On June 9, 2016, the Province of Ontario passed legislative amendments to the Municipal Elections Act by way of the Municipal Elections
Modernization Act 2016 (MEMA). The MEMA set forth several substantive amendments to the Act, one of which was to provide municipalities
the option to offer ranked ballots to electors, which would allow an elector to rank the candidates in their preference. On Sept. 16, 2016,
Ontario Regulation 310/16 was introduced which provides further guidance on how ranked ballot elections are to be introduced, approved by
local councils and administered throughout the electoral process.
What are Ranked Ballots?
Most municipal elections employ a first past the post methodology when tabulating ballots and declaring an elected candidate. In first past the
post elections, customarily, a voter can select one choice per matter. When tabulating the votes, the candidate with the most votes is elected. In
a ranked ballot system, voters have the option of selecting up to three candidates, ranking them by preference of their first, second, and third
choice. The candidate who achieves the threshold of 50 percent plus one vote is elected. After tabulating the votes, if there is no candidate who
meets the determined threshold, then the candidate with the fewest votes is eliminated. The ballots that selected the eliminated candidate as
the first choice are now redistributed to the remaining candidates, this time using those voters’ second choice candidate. This process is
repeated until a candidate who achieves the 50 percent plus one threshold is determined. Legislation dictates that if a council passes a bylaw it
must pertain to both Mayor and Council seats. There cannot be a difference in voting method between the Mayor and Council.
Municipal Experience
During the 2018 municipal election in Ontario there was low uptake on ranked ballot elections. Two municipalities, the City of Kingston and the
City of Cambridge, included referendums or questions on their ballots asking electors if they were in favour of ranked choice voting for Mayor
and Councillors. In 2018, the City of London in Ontario was the only municipality that used ranked ballots, and their experience is used as a case
study for the City of Burlington on the ranked ballot method.
Burlington Approach
Through staff report CL-06-20, Burlington City Council considered how ranked ballots were used during the 2018 Ontario municipal election and
sought direction on ranked ballots for the 2022 election.
On Sept. 28, 2020, City Council directed the City Clerk to initiate the process as outlined in Ontario Regulation 310/16 with respect to
consultation on ranked ballots, and return to the Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk & Accountability (CSSRA) Committee with a supplemental
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report outlining an engagement plan, a proposed timeline, and a consultation budget with an accompanying request for withdrawal from the
Elections Reserve. The City Clerk was also directed to keep in mind the need to be representative in the public consultation process.
Project Overview
•

On Sept. 28, 2020, Burlington City Council voted to direct the City Clerk to initiate public engagement on ranked ballots for the 2022
municipal election.

Decision Statement
At the beginning of an engagement process, it is helpful to know, “what is the decision to be made?” The decision statement clearly identifies:
• What decision needs to be made?
• Who is the decision-maker?
• When the decision is required?
By May 1, 2021, Burlington City Council is required to pass a bylaw if they would like to introduce ranked ballots in the 2022 municipal election.
Prior to passing the bylaw, Council must hold a two-step consultation, as legislated by MEMA:
1. Host an open house to provide information to the public about ranked ballot elections, at least fifteen (15) days before the public
meeting and with at least thirty (30) days public notice, and
2. Hold a public meeting to hear feedback from residents, with at least thirty (30) days public notice.
During the consultation, at the open house and the public meeting, Council must make all of the following available to the public:
•
•
•
•

information about how ranked ballot elections work, including how the votes are counted
an estimate of how much ranked ballot elections would cost
a description of any voting equipment and vote-counting equipment that is being considered for use in the election
a description of any alternative voting method being considered for use in the election.

Summary of Stakeholders
A stakeholder is anyone who has an interest or concern about a specific topic and therefore any elector in the City of Burlington is deemed a
stakeholder. In determining who the stakeholders are for this project, those who have influence or power over the work and those that have an
interest in its outcome, they are:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Residents and resident groups, including adults 55+, newcomers, rural Burlington, young families, millennials and youth
Community organizations, special interest, advocacy, and activism groups
Businesses and their groups
Council Advisory Committees and arms-length city agencies
Elected officials
Media
City staff

Objectives of Engagement
The objectives provide a clear understanding of what the public engagement will strive to achieve through the discussion about ranked ballots
and ranked choice voting.
•
•
•

Ensure electors are aware of the ranked ballot voting system, know how a ranked ballot election works and how much it will cost
Ensure electors are aware of the engagement opportunities, including dates and times, how their contributions will be considered
and how they can access information about ranked ballot elections
Ensure electors are informed about when and how decisions of Council related to ranked ballots will be made.

Project Milestones and Engagement Level
Timing
(WHEN)
Dec. 2020

Milestone

Message (WHAT)

Stakeholders (WHO)

Engagement and Communications Plan

Develop the engagement and
communications plan

Stakeholders as identified above

Level of
Engagement
Consult

Jan. 14,
2021
Feb. 4 – 25,
2021

Launch Get Involved Burlington project
page
Survey to be hosted on Get Involved
Burlington

Stakeholders as identified above

Inform

The survey will be open to
registered users of Get Involved
Burlington. Only those with a
valid Burlington postal code will
be considered in the analysis of
the survey responses.

Consult

Resident to provide feedback
on use of ranked ballots for
2022 election
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Feb. 17 and
18, 2021
March 22,
2021
April 8, 2021
April 2021

Virtual Open Houses
(3 open houses over the course of 2 days)
Public Meeting – hosted by Corporate
Services, Strategy, Risk and
Accountability (CSSRA) Committee
Council decision
Outreach of Council decision

Stakeholders as identified

Consult

Stakeholders as identified

Consult

Stakeholders as identified
Stakeholders as identified

Inform
Inform

Policies and Factors That Cannot be Influenced
•

•
•

The Regional Chair for the Halton Region Council will continue to be directly elected using the first past the post electoral system. In
accordance with legislation, ranked ballots must be selected by all lower tier municipalities for the Regional Chair to be placed on the
ballot as a ranked choice. At this time, none of the lower tier municipal units in Halton Region have resolved to implement ranked ballots
for the 2022 election.
Candidates for school board trustee would still be elected using the first past the post electoral system.
The voting methods (i.e. internet, paper ballot, telephone and mail) and equipment (optical scan tabulators) are determined by Council
and not subject to the engagement.

Forms of Involvement and Communication to the Public
Timing
(WHEN)
Jan. 14,
2021

Milestone
Open House: Public Notice

Form of
Involvement
Consult

Form of Communication
1. City Update ad
2. Social media, including Twitter, Instagram posts and stories, and
Facebook posts and events
3. Media release
4. Web page with dedicated, friendly URL, e.g. burlington.ca/ranked
ballots
5. Slider on homepage of burlington.ca
6. Content for Councillor e-newsletters
7. Get Involved e-newsletter
8. City calendar
9. Utilize local youth and multicultural groups to share messaging
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Feb. 4 – 25,
2021

10.
11.
1.
2.
3.

Promotion of survey on ranked
ballots on Get Involved Burlington

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
Feb. 17 and
18, 2021

Feb. 18,
2021
March 12,
2021
March 22,
2021
March 26,
2021

April 8, 2021

Virtual Open Houses

Consult

11.
12.
13.

(3 open houses over the course of 2
days)
Public Meeting: Public Notice

Report and Agenda for Public
Meeting published
Public meeting hosted by Corporate
Services, Strategy, Risk and
Accountability (CSSRA)Committee
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk
and Accountability (CSSRA)
Committee agenda published with
ranked ballots report
Corporate Services, Strategy, Risk
and Accountability (CSSRA)
Committee Meeting –
recommendation on ranked ballots

Video to explain ranked ballot system
Infographics to explain ranked ballot system
City Update ad
Online Metroland ads
Social media, including Twitter, Instagram posts and stories, and
Facebook posts and events
Media release
Slider on homepage of burlington.ca
Content for Councillor e-newsletters
Get Involved e-newsletter
City calendar
Printed communication sent by direct mail
Translation of communications materials into top 5 languages
spoken in Burlington
Utilize local youth and multicultural groups to share messaging
Video to explain ranked ballots
Infographics to explain ranked ballot system

1. City Update ad
2. Social media
3. Web content

Inform and Consult

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
1.
2.

Media release – thank you for taking part in survey, and next steps.
Social media posts
Web content
City calendar
Get Involved newsletter
Social media
Web content

1. Media release
2. Social media, including Twitter, Instagram posts and stories, and
Facebook posts and events
3. Slider on homepage of burlington.ca
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April 20,
2021

Council Meeting to approve by-law

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

(deadline of May 1, 2021)

Content for Councillor e-newsletters
Get Involved e-newsletter
City calendar
Video to explain ranked ballots
Infographics to explain ranked ballot system

How the City Will Collect and Respond to Feedback
Get Involved Burlington is the City’s engagement portal. The City will host a survey on getinvolvedburlington.ca where residents will be able to
submit their feedback on ranked ballots. The survey will be open to those registered or who register to the Get Involved Burlington engagement
portal and have a valid Burlington postal code and will only be allowed to complete the survey once. Non-Burlington postal codes will not be
included in the results.
The City will inform residents with the following disclaimer at the start of the survey:
Your participation in this survey is voluntary. Personal information, as defined by Section 2 of the Municipal Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act (MFIPPA) is collected under the authority of the Municipal Act. Individual responses will be kept confidential and will be
used to help develop the policy on use of ranked ballots for the City of Burlington. Non-identifiable summaries of responses may be developed
and shared publicly. For questions regarding the collection, use and disclosure of this information please contact amanda.fusco@burlington.ca
Evaluating the Public Engagement Process
To assist in measuring how the public participation contributed to the project decision to be made, the following will be used to evaluate the
public participation process.
1. Once project is complete, measure the degree to which community members felt they:
a) Understood the project’s process and its limitations
b) Understood how the feedback they provided influenced the outcome
2. Evaluate each form of engagement.
How did each of the engagement approaches used help to achieve the engagement objectives?
3. Analyze how the feedback received about the forms of engagement impacted the overall public participation process as the project moved
forward.
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Project Overview
Timing
Dec. 2020
Jan. 14, 2021
Jan. 14, 2021
January or February 2021
Feb. 4 – 25, 2021
Feb. 17 and 18, 2021
Feb. 18, 2021
March 12, 2021
March 22, 2021
March 26, 2021
April 8, 2021
April 20, 2021

Milestone
Develop creative and communications materials
Get Involved Burlington project page
Open House – Public Notice
Presentations to Advisory Committees
Host survey on ranked ballots
Open House – Virtual
Public Meeting – Public Notice
Report and Agenda for Public Meeting
Public Meeting hosted by CSSRA
CSSRA Agenda published with ranked ballots report
CSSRA Meeting – recommendation on ranked ballots
Council Meeting – approval of by-law (deadline is May 1, 2021)

Roles & Responsibilities
Communications staff
Engagement staff
Communications staff
Clerks staff
Engagement staff
Clerks staff
Communications staff
Clerks staff
Clerks staff
Clerks staff
Clerks staff
Clerks staff

Budget Overview
Item
City Update ad
Consultant

Direct mail
Halton Multicultural Council
Online ad’s
Social Media boosts
Video

Details
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Full page ad
Half page ad
Host 3 virtual open houses
Public meeting
Facilitate/writing of the report
Postcard
Brochure
Survey and survey responses translation into top 5 languages in Halton
Inside Halton – Burlington Post
Corporate social media channels
Promotional video on what is ranked ballots
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Cost
$1,300 (full)
$650 (half)
$5,000 – $7,000 per session

$10,000 – $15,000
$900 per language
$800
$500
$3,500

