Email comments received re:  St. John’s Church, 2009
I attended the Development meeting for the Former St. John’s Church Site.  I thought the development looked fine.  The only thing I wanted to add was that I was opposed to any idea of closing down roads in the community.  It is a difficult community to manoeuvre through as it stands today and I am opposed to any additional road closures.  I just wanted to state that for the record because there were people who were bringing that subject up and I wanted to make sure that an opposing voice was recorded as well.


As I will not be able to attend this meeting, I am forwarding my biggest concern which I would like to be addressed.  I believe the earlier proposals lacked enough underground parking to allow each condo/property to have enough stalls to allow for two cars each.  The thinking behind having fewer stalls was that because of the proximity to downtown, and the LRT, there should be less need for the 2-car parking availability.  This is a ridiculous line of thinking, since these units will be owned by people who will likely have at least 2 cars and possible more.  If the initial owners do not have 2 cars/household, there is a high likelihood that in the future there will be a need.  I have been in the condo-selling business for over 15 years, and have seen it proved over and over, that just because the developer or other such thinkers as city planners believe they can reduce the number of vehicles by reducing the available parking does not mean they are successful. All it really means is that more and more street parking is used -- and at the moment this is one of the main issues in this area of town.



A big concern for us as a resident of 10A Street is parking and traffic flow to accommodate the 81 proposed units and the commercial space.  As other than permitted parking on 10A street there is no available parking available for customers or visitors to the proposed development.  Does the underground parking make allowances for customers, visitors and residences of the development- or are they looking at a parking in lieu as has been done in the past with restaurants, coffee shops and bars?  This becomes a huge issue for the residence of 10A as there is next to no parking available now not to mention that the street has many families with young children between 2-15 years and increased traffic is a serious threat to their safety.



I can't attend the meeting.  However, I am all for it…we need additional density and parking in Kensington would be great. 



I was unable to attend the Nov 16 meeting but was able to review the proposal at an earlier time.  My major concern about the development is the future traffic that will be generated and the shortcutting through the community that will occur.  I feel strongly that 3 Ave should be blocked to vehicle traffic at 10A Street.  This will minimize traffic impact on the adjacent area.  The ARP already addresses this on page 96.
4.3.2 Street and Retail Vitality
1.  A detailed design concept for 3 Avenue NW from 9A Street NW to 10A Street NW, should be prepared, including phasing and funding alternatives. The design between 10A Street and 10 Street should incorporate elements that discourage vehicular short-cutting traffic.
Currently, there is already noticeable morning and afternoon peak hour short-cutting traffic between 5 Ave and 10 St via 11 St and 3 Ave.  The proposed condo/retail development, with 81 condo units, will become a significant traffic generator.  I would expect that condo traffic coming from/going to the west will find it very convenient to move down 3 Ave and then onto 11 St NW as a means of exiting the community.  And of course the traffic would return via the same route.
An effective way to correct this traffic problem would be to block off 3 Ave at 10A Street.  That way all condo traffic would come and go via 10 St will not be able to cut through the neighbourhood.  Blocking off 3 Ave will cause minimal inconvenience to the residents of the neighbourhood (myself included) because Gladstone Road, a short distance to the north, will be available. 


My wife and I attended the St. John's site development permit application meeting this week.  We are quite pleased with most of what we heard, with the exception of the planning for traffic.  We don't believe the city and the developer have thought through the impact of such a large number of suites adjacent to single-family homes.  We live on the corner of Gladstone and 11th.  Shortcut traffic is already a great problem for us.  I work at home, and the very high volume of traffic going down Gladstone or south on 11th to 3rd street creates a large problem for us. The smell and the noise are very unpleasant.   
While we know volume surveys have been done on our corner, the problem doesn't really come from the number of cars: it comes from the manner in which they are driven. During most of the day, drivers are shortcutting back and forth along Gladstone and 3rd between 10th and 14th streets. By the time they reach Kensington, they are VERY impatient, and in a great rush. The stop-signs are complete fictions, and the number of full stops in a day is much, much less than 1%; every stop sign is an opportunity to step on the accelerator and roar down the street as quickly as possible. With children and retired people using Gladstone and 3rd, and with the addition of the several hundred trips from residential cars and some other large number of commercial visitors, I'm afraid our little corner is going to become unliveable.
 
We can't support the proposed site unless better provisions are made:
1) To keep traffic on 10th and not shortcutting through the residential streets
2) To lower traffic volumes on 3rd
3) To lower traffic volumes on Gladstone and ABOVE ALL to slow the traffic down with speedbumps



We are both opposed to the current plans for this site because of the traffic issues that will be created by having the parkade entrance off of 3rd Ave NW.  We propose these problems can easily be solved by moving the entrance to the underground parking facilities for this project to the north side of the building and have a designated traffic light system there for access to and from 10th St. NW.  Our reasons for this are:
 

-3rd Ave is a major pedestrian route through the community and has been designated as such by the City.  It is used by people living west of 10th St to gain access to the LRT, Safeway and the 10th St. shopping strip and children to the Sunnyside School.  The people living east of 10 St. use it to gain access to SAIT, the 14th St. shopping strip and Northhill Mall.  It is also used by the children attending both Hillhurst and Queen Elizabeth Schools.  Because there is no room to accommodate a sidewalk on the south side of 3rd Ave, the sidewalk on the north side (and adjacent to the proposed building) becomes that much more crucial.  Since this route is such a major pedestrian thoroughfare of both adults and children, we believe the traffic created by the 3rd Ave. parkade entrance would impede the pedestrian flow and pose a danger especially to the children in the area. 
 

-3rd Ave is a narrow street that currently has difficulty in accommodating two cars going past each other at a slow speed (and this is assuming there are no cars parked there).  The proposed residential parking access and commercial tenants of the proposed building will create additional traffic along this street which can just cope with the traffic density as it now stands.
 

-Having access to the proposed building's parkade to the north and a designated traffic light system from it directly on to 10th St. would separate both the traffic/pedestrian mix and the traffic congestion that is inherent with the proposed 3rd Ave. entrance, it would also add to the safety and quality of life for those living in the area.
 

The City's attitude during the meeting of Nov. 16, 2009 seemed to be 'let's build it first and then worry about solving the traffic problems it will create after'.  Considering our experience of living in the neighbourhood for 30 years and seeing how relatively minor traffic problems can often take 5 or more years to solve, we think the City's attitude is very short sighted. We propose that the traffic problems this building will create are foreseeable and should be addressed before the development permit is issued for this project.
