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ﬁ A full-scale debate on ‘the
Ltuture of -a considerable part of
River Road developed yester:
day before-W. L. Greenwood of
!he Ontario Municipal Board at

hearing the-~ council
z:.,hambers at the City Hall- on
fhe. -rezoning of :two . areas on
Lhat,,thoroughtare One of ' the
appheatrons had been approved
by“both City Council and.-tbe
Niagara Falls and Suburban
Area Planning Board but the
other had . not Against them
were. ranged ‘many of -the peo-
ple~who have lived for many
years m that remdentxal area,

b dvocates of the rezoning
arged that it is now nécessary
to ‘have- some commercial pro-
perties on River Road available
fon . pn\ate business and that
the .area is losing its value as a
Tegidential -area. Residents” ar-
gileg: against the further en-,
eroachment of the tourist in-

v

% Mr. Logan pointed out - that’
the ‘Niagara Falls- Museum. s
across the street and west of
this-property is the Boyd prop-
erty used practically -as a
motel. As need arises for more
¢stablishments- to take -care ,of
the . tourist business he said
that it was logical for that
block ‘to become commercial.
He ‘added that the opening: of
the . Queenston-Lewiston Bridge
can be expected to greatly in-
crease the traffic on River Rd.

lan McCallum, 1563 River
Road, argued that he wants t0|.
see the block -remain - resi-
deéntial. He admitted that he
had- voted for the change tof
t;ommercral both, as .a c:ty
eo,uncrl member. and as a plan-
ning- board member- last

‘because he- believed that a

small majority wantedit. but

that he. was now stating his
own‘case as a property owner.

TN

" Jaies' 'H. Fordham, 1578}
alls Ave., said that the area
is now a. tourist district borders

‘ed by -tourist businesses. a-nd
the een Elizabeth ‘Way: His
Wife:added that their propetty,|

is back:to. back- with the
Road _property, -
mly -Jose-value' as-residen-
ﬁ “They favored commercial-

natlon
s After General. Manager Gray

of léhe Nxagara ‘Parks Commmis-| -
“been heard-as- Feport-|

ed**above Mr. McBn.mey said’
that the commission’ has held:
thé lots: ad]acent to- Mr. Me-
Callum’s -home ‘for 15 or 20
ye?rs, has ‘done nothing to de-
%l

e, .

: Greenwood saxd it-is not
pnsing the:commission may'
‘watt. to-keep some things ‘con-
Sidering-all that 1t has done for
Nl ra Falls.

Durdan smd that the

year

4| wittiess..and. ‘questioned -by Mr.

them and pays ‘mo: taxes

| dustry and’ pleaded .that’ they
want to. remain in theit” own
homes and not be. surrounded
by busmess establishments: °

After hearmg evidence- and
the asguments. . of ‘counsel - for
three and a half ‘hours, - Mr. |
Greenwood .announced that ‘he
will present it to tbe. board for
a “decision. He -also -imstructed
W. J. McBurney; Q.C.; ¢ity sol-
icitor, to write to the ‘Niagara
Parks :Commission’ at once and
find out.the' attltude‘ off the
commissioners, Maxim T. Gray
general manager of the com-
mission was present ‘but’ ex-
plained that hecould not' op-|
‘pose or support the applications -
because -the  commission’ had\
not -given a ‘decision on them.!
Mr. McBurpey said that the
commisslon had received two
notices from the clty on the
subject. -

He said that even the tourist
homes ‘on River Road .are . de-
creasing in number. . He -also
added that he understands. that
only a pharmacist can open a
drug ‘store.

E. R. Blew, 1507 River Road;
who lives in the adjoining;
block, said.that hé does not be-
lieve. this kind of - piecemeal
planning to be healthy .

Mr. Greenwood asked if he
would object to rezoning -the
corner lot for a drug store.

~Mr. - Blew sald he would he-
cause the applicant is not  a’
druggxst *Mr. McBurney had
already entered a-long list - of
uses that are permitted " undef
the- elassu’icahon Commercxal
1A:

" Fred Durdan, - 1311 vaer

‘| rezone the..
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Harold A Logan appearede

for John 'Gruyieh- in. support of
City Bylaw 6034 which “would
rea between River
Road and River Lane-and be-
tween..John dnd Hiram Streets
from residential to Commetcial
1A. The other application was
from Mrs. Ella May Brown -to
rezone the lot on .the notthwest
corner of River Road and John
St. John J. ‘Broderick appeared
for ber.-

Mr. McBurney said that orxg-
inally Mr. - Gruyich had only
applied for rezoning. of the lot
at River Road and Hiram St..
-so thatit could be used as 'a
drug store. The planning board
had ‘recommended that ghe ‘part
from River Lane to-River Rd.
should be’ made -commercial
and ‘the” bylaw bad been regis-
tered on- that basis. In that
block; - River ‘Lane is a road

: allowance not an exxstmg street,

Cltes Loglc F or Busmess

locatxon and that it would . sporl

the .appéarance of the street.|.

He statéd: that the residents. of
River. Road prefer: keeping their
‘homes to. selling thém for com-
mercial gain. He said the city

hires an expert on zoning but

a0

that this. can lead to-haphazard | ~

development. Traffic today. on|-

River, Road.is only a fraction
of what it ‘once was, he said.
He ' also argued that millions
are being’ spent. across the
river to try-to réstore the river |
f;ont thére to’ what we already
‘have

He added .thathe understgnds
River Road .is to be widened
and that it would ‘be much
eheaper to' buy ‘from :the pres-
| ent_owners than it would from
the ownerd of commercial prop-

Road,. said that there is - no
need t'or a drug store at that

They Want It Commercral

]

commission may Gmnt to keep
the -lots for -the future wrdenmg
of River. Road S

'PLANNING DIRECTOR-'

- Conroy . “Dowso, - planmng
board director, was. called.as. 2

McBurney and .John-J. Broder-
ick, counsel for Mrs. Ella-May
Brown on the -other application| .
that was related to this one.by
‘the proximity of the sites.

He. confirmed:that _all proper-
ty: 'owners ‘within - 300" feet* of
the *: properties - affected. had
been motified by ‘the -bodrd. in-
cinding the Parks Commission.

‘WHY. HALF.A BLOCK

Asked ‘by Mr. McBurney why|:
the planning board.had favored
commercializing- half ~ a block, |

‘hesitation about changmg land.'
;uses in that area,

tie sald that there was a certam i

Mr..- McBurney pornted out

erly. He maintained ‘that re-
zoning is mot in’ the pubhc in-
terest

that the rnuseum is next to this
-property. and, south of the mus-
eum, - all of vaer Road is"com-

.me,rclal or park- development
"on. property belonging  to . the

Niagara Parks Commission, the
Department .of " Highways :and|.
the Niagara Falls Bridge Com-’
mission. .

Mr..Dowson agreed to that

ENOUGH COMMERCIAL

Mr. .Greenwood: then. ‘asked
him- - if - there; is™ n_ongh ‘land|
zotied’ for' commercial yse in thes

 ¢ity. He said the board has not-

ed a ‘tendency ‘across the pro:
vince to zone too much property
commercral

" Mr. Dowson replled that he.
is satisfied that there is.efiough
Jand ; zoned cormercial here:

““This.fs not’ just ‘an’ ordmary
city street. 1 wonder what dan-:
ger there'is of spmlm .it

Mr. Greenwood

Argues Reszdentzal Worth

Dowson sard that he feels
it ‘bé" many -years “before
t!:eré‘ is a real demand for a|
commercial development -there.
I }s a'fine residential area.

MY OWN OPINION

areas and roads not resulences
was it not. .

Mr. Dowson agreed that 1t
was. -

| NATURE OF AREA

“Is the area .south of leam
St not solidly: commercml""
asked Mr. Broderxck

“There is one vacant lot next.
to .the museum » M.r Dowson

" “Are the' houses -around this rep*lled

- |date’ansper.

.| “Mr. Brodetick said he drd not'
think it would:sit well with the

Ll Bmd .

Mr Lo
plication had .been given very
carefil. consideration by both
the council and the plannin
board. He: said that Mr. Brod-
-erick had. well brought out that
‘there. is ‘practically nd ‘commer-
cjal “land in* that area. “We

ould be thwarting: develop-
nient: to keéep it residential al-
though I admib there are -Some
‘fine residences there.”

At that ‘titne, Mr. Greenwood
instructed. Mr. .McBurney' to
write ‘at once to the' Parks Com-
mission -and. ask fOr an’immed-

Parks. Commission”. to - object
| when. it has control of .the-prop-
| erty- from -this area to-the- Falls
and beyond them. -

BROOWN - APPLICATION »

May Brown for the rezoning ‘of
‘the lot"at”John St. and River
|Road, -Mr. McBurney pointed
out that it is a completely- dif-

- [ferent. casé that was -not ap-|

proved by. the- planning board

[ proved .by-City Councili - .

Mr. Broderick . said the lot
has- been owned by -Mrs. Brown

cial .site, but none’ for residen-
tial purposes. He . called Mrs.
Edward Mulligan, daughter of
.|'the: owner. to the witness stand.

rs. Brown is presently in Tex-
as. i . Cu

Mrs, - Mulligan correborated
what ‘Mr. Broderick had told the

" |board member. She_.said that

the -property ‘had been in the
hands of - several real estate
dealers,

¢«

PRICE IS 530 000

| what her mother is askmg for
it. -

Mr. Greenwood 'orox_nptly rul-

and that ‘therefore: was not_ a_p—q

since '1947. Several offers have |
‘beem made for it as a:commier- -

Mr. :McBurney ,asked - her

ed that she need nof. answer
that question unless she desired.

objection to- answering it. -She
.helleved the prxce is $30,000.

Edward Helt of McDonald and
‘Holt, realtors, was. then. called.
He teshﬁed that he has had
no inquiries for River Road

trmer

Quesnoned -by m' " Broderick,
| he said“that.it is bard to find:
purchasers for residential prop-
erty there. Asked for the reas-
'gns he said .that ‘many of the
‘homes ‘are.-gefting: old.. If -there
are children, -there 'is-no.school
unless: they walk across: the rail-
‘way tracks. Some of the.houses
‘there are offered” for" sale ‘but
|few are sold, ‘he said. He
~thought it . was. uncertain Wwhat

.| is: going: to happen to this area
~In the application of Mrs, Ella

bit .that a-changé to commer-
cial .is inevitable ‘in the jong
run and that ‘will be the
best use, He also testified that
the Gruylch property had been
offered to the Parks Commis-
sron Who rejected it.

"I fHIAK you' ‘will agree that
$30,000 is not 'a fit price for
resrdentlal property.” sard Mr.
McBurney ' T

Mr Holt agreed .

“Do you think that the reason|
you can . not sell River Road
lots is that,people afe.seeking
commemal prices?” Mr ‘Mec-
Burney asked

.“I think that the hest use. of
property there-ls the: use con-
for{mng to- the ‘area,”. saId Mr.
Holt.

“You mean the use that is)
best for the .owner not the use’
‘that is best for the area; do you
"not,” asked. Mr. McBurney

) “No Best for -the area,” said
‘Mr. Holt.

“Do
that will. get- the best ‘price for

. Mrs, Mulligan. sald she-had no |

residential property for a long \

you .not mean the use-

Would T hwart F uture Growth

an said that thls ap-|

the’ owner‘"' persrsted Mr
 Burney.

“He- has answered ‘that. T
ject to repeating -the questi
said Mr. Broderlck

OTHER AREAS

“Ars. there general resit
tial developments in this are
Mr Logan- then asked Mr.

“Yes, but they are outside
city.”

»“Are there a.ny on R
Road?"

“NO »”. 1 :
: “When was River Road
veloped"” :

2 § would say 30 or 40 y(
\ago ]

*Do you- think' its re51de|
cbaracter can be maintaine
asked ‘Mr. Logan )

“No,” said Mr. Holt.

“Do you know how many
cant lots there. are bétween
area and the Lower Bridg
asked Mr: McBurney

“I ‘beligve frve or SiK,”
olt

I
‘Mr.
Mr. ‘Greenwood pemted ou

Mr. Holt that the present !
dential development is. beaut

Mr. Holt -agreed.but said
big houses are getting Hai
to maintain.

PLANNERS’ OB;IECTIONS.
Recalled to the stand, Co

- | Dowson .said that the plam

board’s objection . to rezo
Mrs, Brown’s lot-were (1)
zoning;: (2).a bad preced

{and - (3) weakening the o

dence of the “other’ residel
owners in their area,

‘Mr, Logan asked him if
would not agree-that the ¢
‘acter of River Road housin
changing-.and that’ much ¢

-} is becoming: apartments ort

ist homes.
Mr. Dowson agreed.
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