SC18.1.40

Stikeman Elliott Barrstors & Solicitors
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October 15, 2020 By E-mail
File No.: 130514.1003

Scarborough Community Council
Scarborough Civic Centre, 3™ Floor
150 Borough Drive

Toronto ON M1P 4N7

Attention: Carlie Turpin, Administrator

Dear Members of Scarborough Community Council,

Re: 1966-2050 Eglinton Avenue East and 50 Thermos Road
Item SC16.3 - Golden Mile Secondary Plan Study — Supplementary Report
Agenda Item SC 18.1

We are counsel for RioCan Holdings Inc., 2075936 Ontario Ltd, and 2076031 Ontario Limited
(collectively, “RioCan”), the owner of the property municipally known in the City of Toronto as 1966-2050
Eglinton Avenue East and 50 Thermos Road (the “Property”). The Property is located within the Golden
Mile Secondary Plan (“GMSP”) study area and comprises approximately 9.5% of its total area (10.72
hectares).

Riocan and its representatives and advisors have participated in the GMSP study since its beginnings in
2016, particularly in light of the Official Plan Amendment application filed for the Property on November
30, 2015.

RioCan has previously provided comments to the City and Scarborough Community Council (“SCC”)
about the proposed GMSP and earlier iterations of its policies, on February 20, 2020 and July 16, 2020
(enclosed at Attachments A and B, respectively). In addition, RioCan has participated in various
discussions and meetings with City Staff, most recently on September 1st, 2020 following the deferral of
SCC'’s consideration of Official Plan Amendment 499 and the GMSP, to allow City staff to work to resolve
outstanding landowner issues where possible.

RioCan has reviewed the draft policies within the Golden Mile Secondary Plan — Supplementary Report,
dated September 29, 2020 (the “Supplementary Report”) and note that their concerns raised throughout
the GMSP process have not been addressed. Of key importance to RioCan are the outstanding
substantive issues related to development density, built form and height, parks and the public realm, as
well as implementation measures with respect to transportation and servicing infrastructure.

RioCan continues to reiterate that the current GMSP policies do not sufficiently optimize the lands in the
GMSP area for the creation of a mixed-use, transit-oriented community in line with the significant public
infrastructure investments in higher-order transit along Eglinton Avenue and with the City’s long-term
vision for the area as a complete, liveable, connected, responsive and prosperous mixed-use community.


mailto:CLantz@stikeman.com

Stikeman Elliott

Thank you for your consideration of this submission. RioCan welcomes the opportunity to discuss this
letter and the enclosed comments with City Staff in the future.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Yours truly,

A

Calvin Lantz

CWL/sg
encls.
cc. Melissa Bruzzese, Daniel Fama & Samantha Bajc, RioCan

Paul Zuliani, Victor Gottwald and Emily Caldwell, City of Toronto, City Planning
Craig Hunter, Hunter & Associates Ltd.
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- H Stikeman Elliott LLP
Stlkeman E"IOtt Barristers & Solicitors
5300 Commerce Court West

199 Bay Street
Toronto, ON Canada M5L 1B9

Main: 416 869 5500
Fax: 416 947 0866
www.stikeman.com

Calvin Lantz
Direct: (416) 869-5669
CLantz@stikeman.com

February 20, 2020 By E-mail
File No.: 130514.1003

Emily Caldwell/Teresa Liu

Community Planning, City Planning Division
Scarborough Civic Centre

150 Borough Dr, 4th Floor

Toronto, ON M1P 4N6

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

WITHOUT PREJUDICE

Re: 1966-2050 Eglinton Avenue East and 50 Thermos Road (the “Property”)
Draft Golden Mile Secondary Plan Policies

We are counsel for RioCan Holdings Inc., 2075936 Ontario Ltd, and 2076031 Ontario Limited
(collectively, “RioCan”), the owner of the property municipally known in the City of Toronto as 1966-2050
Eglinton Avenue East and 50 Thermos Road which is the subject of an Official Plan Amendment
Application that has been appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board, now the Local Planning Appeal
Tribunal on November 24, 2017. The Property is located within the Golden Mile Secondary Plan
("GMSP”) study area.

We have reviewed the draft GMSP policies set out in the Golden Mile Secondary Plan — Proposals
Report dated December 20, 2019.

Please find enclosed herewith a Memorandum prepared by Hunter & Associates, dated February 20,
2020, setting out our client's concerns with the draft GMSP policies.

Our client looks forward to meaningful discussion of the draft GMSP policies.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me or in my absence Kelly Oksenberg at 416-
869-5645 or koksenberg@stikeman.com.

Yours truly,

el OV ) ———

Calvin Lantz

CWL/KO

¢c. Daniel Fama & Wessal Omarkhail, RioCan
Craig Hunter, Hunter & Associates Ltd.
Kelly Oksenberg, Stikeman Elliott LLP

111514576 v1
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HUNTER & Associates Ltd. Urban Planning and Development

February 20, 2020

Stikeman Elliott LLP
Barristers & Solicitors

5300 Commerce Court West
199 Bay Street

Toronto, Ontario

M5L 1B9

Attention: Mr. Calvin Lantz

Re: Golden Mile Secondary Plan — City Draft

As requested, we have reviewed the City’s draft Golden Mile Secondary Plan (GMSP) as
released for public comment. From the City’s Proposals Report, we understand that the
City is seeking input to serve as the basis for potential changes to the draft GMSP
including continued landowner and other stakeholder consultations prior to bringing the
document back to Council for further consideration and adoption. We welcome that
opportunity.

As RioCan has a current LPAT appeal of its Official Plan Amendment (OPA)
application, we understand there is expected to be further consultation with staff on a
“without prejudice” basis. Our comments are predicated on that and are organized to
“flag” both mapping and policy-related text that we believe ought to be reviewed with
staff to achieve a better understanding of policy intent, clarification, and implementation
in relation to RioCan’s lands and OPA in the broader context of the GMSP. Considerable
planning has occurred over the almost four years since RioCan’s OPA was filed
including a number of without prejudice city discussions and the sharing of alternative
plan concepts.

Mappin

We have initially reviewed the proposed GMSP Maps 1 to 18 and attempted to identify
how each map may be relevant to or impact RioCan’s 10.72 hectare site. We understand
there is a proposed realignment of Thermos/Sinnott on the east boundary of RioCan’s
lands and the west boundary is jogged and irregular. We are in the process of
“overlaying” the City mapping conceptually with RioCan’s holding and we believe such
an “ownership” overlay would assist not just RioCan but other owners understand how
the proposed mapping will influence their respective lands and plans, particularly where
there may be broader block or infrastructure related policies.

1133 Yonge Street 3™ Floor (The Exchange) Toronto, ON M4T 1W1 T 416 444 8095
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. Secondary Plan Area Boundary — no comment

. Districts (4) — East District — note: streets show up on all maps — qualified
wi/specific locations to be determined through MCEA (Environmental
Assessment), future applications or other implementation (NTD — confirm which
streets are subject to which implementation eg. not all require EA).

. Character Areas (8) — Area #3 - East Park: Mid Rise & Tall Building
Community (clarify just on edge of Mixed Use Transit Node (purple colour) near
Warden (Cosmetica)

. Structure Plan (elements re: RioCan)
= East Park (P7) — major “community park” in East District
= Eglinton — planned widening
= Thermos/Sinnott — planned widening/reconfigured street
= New Conceptual Streets

- Golden Mile Blvd (major east west street)

- 3 north-south streets

. Development Density — 3.0 FSI (gross — all lands before roads, parks dedicated).
Note, flanks transit nodes where density increases to 3.2 FSI @ Warden and
Birchmount.

. Public Realm Plan (elements re: RioCan):

= East Park (P7)

= Potential Public Art Locations within Park

= Potential POPS @ intersections w/Public Art
= Green Nodes

. Street Network (elements re: RioCan)

= Existing Signalized Intersections (Eglinton/Sinnott — realigned)

= Potential Signalized Intersections (@Ashtonbee & middle @Golden Mile
Blvd)

= New Streets

= New Conceptual Streets

= Eglinton widened (check other wideninings eg. Sinnott/Thermos)

. Street ROW Widths (planned)

= Eglinton —43m

Ashtonbee — 23m

Sinnott/Thermos — 23m — dashed
North-south local streets (3) — 20 and 23m
East-West (Golden Mile Blvd) — 27m

. Pedestrian Network

=  New Park
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= New Streets
= Priority Pedestrian Locations (Intersections)
= Multi-use Trail (includes bikes) (west edge of New Park — confirm if on

site)
= Planned Trails (pedestrian) - # shown north-south and east-west through
blocks
Cycling Network
= Eglinton — planned cycling route
= Golden Mile/Thermos/Ashtonbee and N-S streets — shown as “dedicated
cycling routes
= Multi-use Cycling Route (west edge of New Park)
Building Setback Plan
= 3m building setbacks — all streets and blocks except one
= 5m building setback — part of N-S local street approaching New Park
Base Building Heights Plan

= Eglinton — min 5 sty/max 6 sty
= Sinnott/Thermos — min 3 sty/max 6 sty
= All other streets — min 3 sty/max 4 sty

Building Types & Heights — RioCan’s “Character Area”
= Purple colour (most RioCan site) — mix of mid-rise and tall bldgs (max 30

stys)
= Orange block — mid-rise bldgs. 5-11 stys (breaks up purple along
Eglinton)
Angular Plane Plan

= Note: 45-degree angular plane from any N’hoods (n/a to RioCan),
however policy text does have references to mid-rise guideline angular
planes and angular planes to General Employment (north) but not shown
on Map 14

Building Edges & Active at-Grade Uses
= Eglinton (and where street wrap street corners and extend north) —
required active commercial uses at grade’
= Other blocks show as “possible building edge”

Conceptual Community Service & Facilites Map (Note: Non-statutory map)
= New Park (NTD — appears missing from City colours)
= Childcare Priority Area
= Community Agency Priority Area
NTD — “community facility location shown on Cosmetica @ Warden)

Transit & TDM Plan
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= Eglinton — Crosstown LRT

= Purple Dot @ Golden Mile Blvd (central) — Medium Scale Shared
Mobility Hub

= Green Dot @ Ashtonbee/Thermos (north) — Small Scale Shared Mobility
Hub

18. TDM - Block 10 (RioCan and Cosmetica in Block 10) — GMSP divided into

Blocks
= Eglinton LRT
= EW2 - Golden Mile Blvd
= North-south Streets (3) - NS9, NS10 & NS12

DRAFT SECONDARY PLAN POLICIES

The following are our comments related to potential policy text to review.

2.

Vision & Guiding Principles

“Distinct” (used throughout document) Q — how “distinct” are each of these areas
really?

2.1.5 — Vision — reduce GHG emissions “to zero” (or striving to achieve)?

2.3.4 — Principles — typo/grammar — ““it will have enhanced competitiveness of the
existing employment”

Area Structure (4 Districts/8 Character Areas)

East District — described as a primarily residential district (with other uses
allowed as cited)

3.3.3 (Map 3) — Character Areas — describes an enhanced mid-rise character along
Eglinton and the north-south street promenade to the New Park (however, the
Map allows a mix of mid-rise and tall buildings up to 30 stys)

Land Use & Density

4.3 — Commercial uses required @ grade/active edges — designed per 7.13 (Built
Form)

4.5 — Within Character Area 3, on each site min 10% of GFA will be NRGFA in
one or multiple buildings within an internal block that supports the economic
function of GMSP (Plan Area)
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4.6 — New major retail (+6,000m2) not permitted in Mixed Use Area — existing
major retail stores and/or power centres are permitted to remain (expand?? See
below)

4.7 — New major retail (+6,000m2) permitted in General Employment along south
side Eglinton (seem to be steering major retail to the Employment lands on south
side)

4.8 — small-scale infill and additions (<1,000m2) may be permitted subject to
review and future Context Plans being approved

4.10 — industrial uses allowed on lands designated Mixed Use Area — why?

4.11 — Mixed Use Areas — residential and other sensitive uses subject to future
studies (compatibility and environmental (noise and air quality) re: General and
Core Employment areas)

4.12 - Density strategy — Gross 3x FSI, recognizes net site densities can be higher
or lower but demonstrate overall Site = 3x, subject to exceptions (4.15)

4.13 — (a) No development will be approved if exceeds infrastructure capacity
(transportation, municipal services and community services) and the proposal
doesn’t conform to the public realm and built form policies (how to test this
threshold? Site/area — involves other landowners and broader area
improvements/strategies)

4.13 (b) — Can exceed maximum density by 10% through incentives (ie. max
3.3xFSI given base max 3.0x)

4.15 — density exemptions — Mixed Use Areas — density exemptions for CS&F
(City/non-profit) or Innovation Hub, subject to legal agreements and meeting
other policies

Economic Development

Encourages (but doesn’t require) new major office in Mixed Use Areas, especially
close to transit

5.7 — General Employment and Core Employment compatibility/sensitive use
studies required (compatibility/mitigation, air quality, noise)

Note: doesn’t appear draft requires existing non-residential “retail” uses to be
replaced (just existing office)

Public Realm
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6.6 — “upgraded” streetscapes “will” be provided on select streets and “may” be
required on others — mandatory language/how relate to S37/potential CBC Bill
108

6.9 — existing above and below grade utilities to be relocated (as needed, where
feasible?)

6.10(b) — development sites along Eglinton greater than 5ha will implement
streetscape design across the full frontage of Eglinton as part of the first phase of
development

6.11 — Golden Mile Blvd — and other streets — may require double row of trees —
within public ROW or will this require additional building setback beyond what is
shown in draft policies

6.12, 6.20 and 6.25 - Park location and size on Map 6 (and other references) —
RioCan site to accommodate the majority of the new East District Park
(community scale park) — parks to be conveyed as development proceeds with
POPS created through site applications — Bill 1208/CBC and conveyance
legislation (TBD)

6.31 — public art plans required for individual development sites
Green nodes — please clarify intent
Built Form

The policy text (eg. to General Employment and typical mid-rise 80% of ROW
along key streets) makes more reference to angular planes than Map 14 — Angular
Planes — (Policy 7.26) which appear to only show 45-degree angular planes from
Neighbourhood edges (which don’t apply to RioCan) — city clarify — should you
make Map and text consistent eg. expand legend to show what city really means
and will require?

7.10-7.11 - Buildings “will” be setback as shown on Map 11, with limited
encroachments and projections

7.13 — Eglinton — active at-grade uses — only commercial listed — what about
pedestrian lobbies for residential (see 7.14 mid-rise and tall buildings to front the
street) (I know city doesn’t want amenities but they do often seek
lobbies...otherwise requires all residential lobbies to be on side-streets) - clarify

7.15 — not locate community facilities like gyms and pools along streets and parks
(what about Regent Park (new aquatic centre) or East End YMCA (pool/gym


http:7.10-7.11
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visible from street level next to entry) or the new gym along Sherborne in St.
James Town — visibility and activity is interesting

7.25 — min and max base building heights per Map

7.27 — Character Areas — max height 30 stys in East Park and at least “one block”
of mid-rise (the block of mid-rise is shown graphically as very specific to RioCan
but text seems more flexible between Warden and Birchmount

7.37 — Golden Mile Blvd — (EW #2) mid-rise buildings along both sides of street
with limited tall buildings (max 25 stys) and 25 stys along Ashtonbee (7.40) and
mid-rise buildings along north-south street and adjacent General Employment —
seems like a lot more mid-rise in text policy than shown on Character Area Map —
mid-rise and tall buildings max 30 stys

7.43 — Tall building form (b) generally no more than 2 towers per development
block (c) min 5m tower stepbacks (d) max 750m2 tower floorplate and (e) min
30m tower separation — all exceed standard tall building and unlike guidelines, are
not flexible

7.44 — mid-rise buildings (d) max 1:1 ROW Width for height up to 36m and (e )
angular planes from 80% of ROW width — unlike guidelines, not flexible

7.46 — Shadow Policies (c ) Parks — min 5 consecutive hours of sunlight from
10:18am to 3:18pm in Spring and Fall equinoxes for at least 75% of the park area
(all new parks and open space or just the larger community ones) and (f) min 5 to
7 consecutive hours of sunlight 10:18 and on along select streets cited to achieve
min 50% sunlight on north sidewalk — clarify measures and achievement

Natural Environment, Energy, Sustainability and Resilience
8.1 — retention of 100% rain/snow fall on site (clarify with TGS)?

Achieving 0 GHG emissions or striving to by Plan term (20 years)? General
clarification of policy targets for consistency and acheivement

Housing
Affordable housing to be provided per OP 3.2.1 for large sites

9.2 — 80 unit “large” development threshold for unit mix — why 807? Clarify, what
if 75 or 79 do you need OPA

CS&F
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Phasing/phased development should provide on-site where feasible per Map 16

11.  Mobility (TMP) development not to exceed area capacity (threshold — how
defined/measured/monitored)
= 11.4—Planned Streets will be provided per Map 7
= 11.5-planned ROW Map 8
= 11.8 —exact location of streets to be determined through MCEA and detailed
applications (so don’t need an OPA if not exactly like Map 7 or 8?)
= 11.16(a) — cycling routes — seem to be on almost every street to some degree —
within planned ROW or will require more land?
= 11.18 —will introduce safe, generously-scaled pedestrian links mid-block per Map
9
12. Servicing (MSP) — like TMP
= 12.1 - capacity threshold question/triggers/holding
= 12.3 - Core Servicing Agreements between landowners to secure/coordinate
13.  Implementation, Phasing and Monitoring
= Links to Chapters related to infrastructure provision throughout (hard and soft)
= 13.1 - development to demonstrate adequate transportation and servicing capacity
and references the broader GMSP area for context
= 13.7 — Landowner agreements
= 13.8 — future Planning Act/Bill 108 CBC changes — premature to adopt yet?
= 13.10 — Context Plans — for one landowner needed to show phasing — acceptable
Context Plan needs to be endorsed/approved by Council to support a site-specific
application by phase - # of plans and reports required — clarify
= 13.20 — H — Holding provisions
Yours truly,

HUNTER & Assogiates Ltd.

3. Craig Hunter, MCIP, RPP
President
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Stikeman Elliott Barrsters & Solictors
5300 Commerce Court West

199 Bay Street
Toronto, ON Canada M5L 1B9

Main: 416 869 5500
Fax:. 416 947 0866
www.stikeman.com

Calvin Lantz
Direct: (416) 869-5669
CLantz@stikeman.com

July 16, 2020 By E-mail
File No.: 130514.1003

Scarborough Community Council
City of Toronto

Scarborough Civic Centre

150 Borough Drive, 3rd Floor
Toronto, ON, M1P 4N7

Attention: Carlie Turpin, Secretariat

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

Re: Golden Mile Secondary Plan — Final Report
Item SC16.3: July 17, 2020 Scarborough Community Council
Meeting
1966-2050 Eglinton Avenue East and 50 Thermos Road

We are counsel for RioCan Holdings Inc., 2075936 Ontario Limited and 2076031 Ontario Limited, the
owners of the properties municipally known in the City of Toronto as 1966 — 2050 Eglinton Avenue East
and 50 Thermos Road(the “Property”). The Property is located within the Golden Mile Secondary Plan
(“GMSP”) study area.

We have reviewed the Golden Mile Secondary Plan — Final Report (June 25, 2020), including the
proposed GMSP policies.

Please find enclosed herewith a Letter prepared by Hunter & Associates Ltd. setting out our client’s
concerns with the proposed GMSP policies and recommending that the draft GMSP policies be referred
back to City Planning and relevant staff for further consultation and consideration.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Yours truly,

Calvin Lantz
CWL/sg

cc. Daniel Fama & Wessel Omarkhail, RioCan
Craig Hunter, Hunter & Associated Ltd.

112012695 v1
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HUNTER & Associates Ltd. Urban Planning and Development

July 16, 2020

Chair & Members of Community Council
Scarborough Community Council
Scarborough Civic Centre

150 Borough Drive

Toronto, Ontario, M1P 4N7

Attention: Ms. Carlie Turpin, Secretariat
Scarborough Community Council

Re: Golden Mile Secondary Plan — Final Report
Draft Official Plan Amendment (OPA)
City-Initiated OPA File No: 17 134997 EPS 00TM
Statutory Public Meeting Item SC16.3 — July 17, 2020

We received notice of the upcoming statutory public meeting to be virtually held on July 17",
2020 with respect to the City’s proposed draft Golden Mile Secondary Plan (“GMSP”).

We appreciate the continued opportunity to provide Scarborough Community Council and City
staff with comments on behalf of our client, RioCan Holdings Inc., 2075936 Ontario Limited and
2076031 Ontario Limited (collectively, “RioCan” or the “Owners”), the registered owners of the
10.72 hectare (26.5 acre) commercial retail property municipally known as 1966-2050 Eglinton
Avenue East and 50 Thermos Road (the “Site”).

Background

On November 30™, 2015, Stikeman Elliott LLP (“Stikemans”) submitted a site-specific Official
Plan Amendment (“OPA”) application for the Site on behalf of the Owners. At this time, the OPA
application was the first major redevelopment application within the Golden Mile following the
Eglinton Connects Planning Study and before the GMSP study was initiated.

Since this time, across the GMSP study area, many other major landowners have submitted major
mixed-use redevelopment proposals through site-specific OPAs and Zoning By-law Amendment
(“ZBA”) applications. The Site is situated between two major mixed-use redevelopment
applications,Cosmetica (1960 Eglinton Avenue East) and Dream (2200Eglinton Avenue East) to
the west and east respectively atWarden Avenue and Birchmount Road, both major streets
identified in the Toronto Official Plan (TOP).

RioCan and its representatives and advisors have participated throughout the GMSP Study since
2016. RioCan provided its most recent comments through Stikemans LLP on February 20, 2020
following an initial draft of the GMSP policies and City Planning’s Proposal Report.

Like other major area landowners, RioCan has previously appealed its site-specific OPA to the

Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT). Proceedings have occurred and City Planning has
prepared a Request for Direction Report (December 20, 2019) which was considered and adopted

15 Gervais Drive Suite 503 Toronto, ON M3C 1Y8 T 416434 4510
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by Scarborough Community Council and City Council in January 8, 2020. A 15-day hearing is
set to begin January 4, 2021.

RioCan is preparing a revised OPA submission for City review that addresses all internal and
external agency comments received on its previous iteration. In our opinion, from a land use and
two-dimensional urban and block structure perspective, there is likely to be an alignment with the
City’s vision, principles and policies of the GMSP. There appears to be continued and more
substantive issues with respect to development density, built form and height, parks and public
realm and implementation matters with respect to infrastructure such as transportation and
servicing. Our experience indicates that this has been a continued planning concern and theme of
major landowners throughout the period of the GMSP study.

RioCan and the City, together with other major landowners, want to create a long-term vision for
future development of a complete, transit-oriented, mixed-use community in the Golden Mile that
is active, liveable, responsive and prosperous for all.

However, that vision should optimize the significant public investment in the Eglinton Crosstown
transit, and seize the opportunity to stimulate the necessary change to practically achieve it over
time. Implementing the proposed Secondary Plan and achieving the many and varied public
goals and interests stated is best done with a collaborative and cooperative relationship with all
parties. The best laid City plans risk remaining unimplementable studies, which is not desirable
given this significant public investment and enormous city-building opportunity for Toronto and
the Province.

Draft OPA — Golden Mile Secondary Plan Policies

Our comments on the draft GMSP policies are provided for the City’s review and consideration.
To assist this review, we are providing them by each section (and related policies) in the draft
GMSP document.

Interpretation (Section 1) — no comment
Vision and Guiding Principles (Section 2)

We note that the draft vision has been revised to clarify that “over time, the Golden Mile will
emerge as an urbanized node for southeast Toronto subordinate in scale and massing to
Scarborough Centre”.

Proposed development densities range across the GMSP from a maximum of 2 to 3.2 times the
gross land areas.

Recently, transit-oriented major urban growth centres across Toronto (Yonge-Eglinton,
Scarborough, North York and Etobicoke) and the GTA region are now witnessing and achieving
redevelopment densities greater than this. Even with the City’s stated aim to make the Golden
Mile subordinate to Scarborough Centre, which we question for a major urban transit node and
such a significant public transit investment. Even outside these major urban growth centres, we
draw your attention to other comparative density examples our client (and we as planners) have
been recently involved with:

= RioCan Leaside Centre (815-835 Eglinton Avenue East)/Laird in Focus — recently
approved Site and Area-Specific Policy (SASP) for a major mixed-use redevelopment at
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the Laird station of the Eglinton Crosstown is permitted a gross density (FSI) of 3.87
times the 3.56 ha site area. This large and prominent corner site in Leaside also currently
accommodates a large-format commercial shopping centre. It is planned to
accommodate a variety of retail, office and residential uses in a number of mid-rise and
tall buildings ranging in height from 6 to 34-storeys. A new public park, privately-
owned publicly accessible open spaces (POPS), public and private streets, and a daycare
are also proposed. This newly approved transit-oriented development is right across the
street from the well-established low-rise residential Leaside neighbourhoods. Other
approved mixed-use developments by major landowners in the same Laird in Focus
study area along Eglinton Avenue, such as 939 Eglinton Avenue East, allow densities in
the range of 3.7 FSI. These examples share a similar transit and planned context to
RioCan Scarborough Centre, except, in our opinion, they are much closer to established
residential neighbourhoods, a more sensitive existing and planned context.

= Dufferin Avenue Secondary Plan — this partial (LPAT) approved Secondary Plan, the
result of a City-led Avenue Study generally between Highway 401 and Lawrence
Avenue, accommodates mixed-use development with densities comparable to those now
being recommended in the Golden Mile Secondary Plan (2 to 3.5 FSI). This Secondary
Plan covers a large area and also flanks employment and residential communities. While
just over one kilometre from the Yorkdale and Lawrence stations on the Yonge-
University-Spadina (Line 1), Dufferin Street has no major public investment in rapid
transit along it like the Eglinton Crosstown, and yet the City found these area densities
along Dufferin Street to be appropriate. It would seem reasonable to promote, encourage
and allow higher densities in the transit-supportive context of the Golden Mile.

In our opinion, the proposed development density does not sufficiently optimize, promote and
catalyze the major mixed-use, transit-oriented development opportunities and sought-after vision
for the Golden Mile.

Area Structure (Section 3)

The GMSP’s urban structure is organized into four (4) districts with eight (8) character areas.
Maps 45-2 to 45-4 show the districts, character areas and structure plan.

RioCan’s Site is located in the “East District” within the “East Park Mid-rise and Tall Building
Community”. It is located between two other major mixed-use developments also in the East
District between Warden Avenue and Birchmount Roads, namely Cosmetica (1960 Eglinton
Avenue East) and Dream (2200 Eglinton Avenue East).

RioCan identifies concerns and issues (policies and related maps) with respect to:

= Thermos Road — need for and desirability of reconfiguring it to Eglinton Avenue East
(Policy 3.1(a) and related maps)

= New streets — the designation of new streets and encourage flexibility for new streets to
be public and private (Policy 3.1(b) and related maps)

= Green Nodes — the relocation of a proposed Green Node along RioCan’s property line
(Policy 3.1(g) and related maps)
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= East Park — Mid-rise and Tall Buildings - an enhanced mid-rise character will be created
between the Golden Mile (Warden) and Birchmount stations (Policy 3.6 and related
maps). This proposed mid-rise character appears to conflict with the allowable building
heights ranging up to 30 storeys along Eglinton Avenue East. Taller buildings are suitable
along Eglinton Avenue East provided there are no adverse planning impacts related to
that built form (such as shadowing). Being on the north side of Eglinton Avenue East and
well-away from low-rise residential neighbourhoods is an advantage of RioCan'’s Site.
There also appears to be no good planning reason to distinguish and reserve one full
block of solely mid-rise buildings along Eglinton Avenue East on RioCan’s Site.

Land Use and Density (Section 4)

RioCan’s Site is already designated Mixed Use Areas in the City of Toronto Official Plan,
allowing for a wide range of land uses including commercial and residential.

As we previously noted, the proposed maximum gross development density on RioCan’s Site (3.0
FSI) (Policy 4.14 and Map 45-5) does not appear to sufficiently optimize, promote and catalyze
mixed-use, transit-oriented development. Higher development densities, perhaps with anticipated
ranges rather than maxims, should be added for flexibility without the need for an OPA, so long
as it can be demonstrated through future rezoning that the density can be accommodated by area
infrastructure without adverse planning impacts. The entire GMSP density and built form strategy
is predicated on an assumed overall area capacity and limit (ie. a cap) rather than establish
minimum densities and monitoring available capacity and establishing infrastructure strategies
over time (short, mid and long-term (eg. 5, 10 and 20+ years)) to appropriately respond to growth
in the GMSP area. There are numerous references in the draft GMSP stating or implying that in
no event will a development proposed be approved that (1) exceeds the capacity of area
infrastructure and (2) that does not conform to the built form policies. Earlier consultant studies
and proposals reports indicated that the GMSP could accommodate in the range of 24,000 units,
43,000 residents and 19,000 jobs over the next 20+years. If the City is, in effect, striving to place
a maximum cap on area growth based on infrastructure capacity limits, then a transparent and
comprehensive technical rationale and basis for such limits ought to be clearly established for
review.

RioCan have issues and comments with respect to:

= Eglinton Avenue East — required at grade commercial uses (Policy 4.3 and related map) .
While appropriate, flexibility should be afforded for residential lobby entrances and the
extent north to which this commercial requirement should extend on side street corners.

Minimum 10% non-residential gross floor area (Policy 4.5) — Clarify whether this 10%
policy applies to the overall site or each block.

= Small-scale commercial additions and infill development (1,000m2 or less) (Policy 4.8) —
clarify the basis of this size threshold and is it sufficient to allow for marketable and
flexible expansion of existing business and buildings prior to, or as redevelopment is
phased.

Compatibility/Mitigation Study for sensitive land uses (Policy 4.10) — the RioCan Site is
already designated Mixed Use Area allowing a wide range of land use. We agree with the
need to demonstrate that a proposed sensitive land use sought through future rezoning has
considered, evaluated and demonstrated compatibility with appropriate mitigation as may
be needed. The GMSP policies should set the policy consistent with provincial and
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municipal policy, but the policy test should occur through a complete rezoning
application.

Density (4.11-4.14) — implementation — how does one test whether the area’s
infrastructure capacity is being exceeded and what’s the implication of timing and
phasing.

Economic Development (Section 5) — no comment

Public Realm (Section 6)

We have a number of comments and issues with respect to the proposed public realm policies and
related maps (Map 45-6):

Parks are to be designated per Map 45-6 Mixed Use Area will be re-designated to Parks
(Policy 6.1, 6.11(a) & 6.19) and other public realm elements — see comment re: East
Park, majority of which is on RioCan Site

Eglinton streetscape — wherever possible, the streetscape along Eglinton Avenue East will
completed as part of the first phase of development. Clarify feasibility and if
development phasing does not begin on Eglinton Avenue (Policy 6.9).

East Park will be a community park, and is located mostly (approximately 80%) on
RioCan Site. question the appropriateness of putting a specific park area in the Secondary
Plan, particularly given implementation issues given impending legislative changes to
parkland dedication and community benefits enacted by Bill 108. (Policy 6.11(a) and
6.19).

Clarify why certain terms are capitalized in Policy 6.22 (eg. Prominence and Visibility,
Identity and Character).

Distinguish between development being adjacent and adjoining a public park and open
space (potential development on RioCan Site is separated from the proposed public park
by streets) (Policy 6.23).

Additional public parkland will be required if development exceeds the planned growth
as permitted by this Plan (Policy 6.25). There are significant practical and legislative
implementation issues with this given (1) what is the planned growth (ie. limit or cap)
permitted by the GMSP and (2) Bill 108 parkland and community benefit changes.

Green Nodes (Policies 6.28 and 6.34-6.36) — we observe that the proposed Green Nodes
have shifted on Map 45-6 and the implication of this is being examined and assessed in
RioCan’s revised plans.

Public art (Policy 6.30-6.33) — the principle of providing public art is appropriate but this
should be acknowledged as an eligible community benefit (not separate and additional
municipal policy requirement) and whether it must be provided on each site and wherever
shown on the related map
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Built Form (Section 7)

=  We have a number of comments and issues with respect to the proposed built form
policies and related maps. As an overall comment, we question the appropriateness of
including prescriptive and mandatory policies (eg. development will be setback with
minimal encroachments) with specific numeric performance standards in a secondary
plan policy and/or map. If a proposed development does not meet such a prescriptive
numeric policy, it appears an OPA would be required, which may be unreasonable if the
policy intent is achieved. Residential lobbies (Policy 7.13 and 7.14) — flexibility for
grade-related residential lobbies for pedestrians along Eglinton Avenue East and
wrapping north-south street corners

= Larger retail units (Policy 7.17) — clarify the basis, what size and how large is defined
= Base building heights (Policy 7.26) — appropriateness/basis of specific height in policy

= Tall building height policies (Policies 7.29 and 7.31) — basis for specific maximum
heights of 35 (Western Gateway) and 30 storeys (East Park). Why are the greatest
building heights in the west rather than the east in the Golden Mile when, for example,
the east is closer to the Kennedy subway and mobility hub. The entire Golden Mile is a
transit-supportive urban node why is the west the “gateway” for highest heights. Why
provide one full block of mid-rise buildings on RioCan’s Site along Eglinton Avenue.

= Eglinton Avenue East (Policy 7.37) — will consist of a mixture of mid-rise and tall
buildings, however, other policies suggest requiring and encouraging a mid-rise character
- clarify

=  Proposed East-west Street #2 (Golden Mile Boulevard) and North-South 23m Streets
(Policy 7.42 and 7.43) — promotes (and provides mandatory (will) encouragement) a
balanced mid-rise built form character with tall buildings limited to 25 storeys (why
specific height change if intent of built form performance can be achieved)

= Tall building development (prescriptive numeric policies 7.44 (a-¢)), which meet or
exceed City-wide Tall Building Design Guideline performance standards, with respect to
number of tall buildings per block (2), minimum stepbacks (5m), maximum floorplate
size (750m2) and tower separation (minimum 30m)

= Mid-rise development (prescriptive numeric policies 7.45) including mid-rise buildings
along Eglinton Avenue East and specific maximum building heights tied to planned
rights-of-way and angular planes (found in City’s Avenues and Mid-Rise Design
Guidelines)

= We question the appropriateness of having what are typically tall or mid-rise building
guidelines as statutory policies in a Secondary Plan and lack of flexibility such policies

afford without amendments.

= Shadow policies (prescriptive numeric and time-of-the-day policies 7.47-7.51) rather than
more flexible policies to achieve intent and objective without the need for an amendment

Natural Environment, Sustainability and Resilience (Section 8) — no comment
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Housing (Section 9)

= 80-unit size threshold (Policy 9.2) — clarify why 80 units is the policy threshold to
provide a specific range and mix of larger suites? Suggest flexibility without amendment.

= Balconies (Policy 9.4) not all residential building and suites, including purpose-built
rental housing, are providing balconies (but may have operable windows)

= Clarify (Policy 9.5) — should range of unit types be household types
Community Service & Facilities (Section 10)

= Policy 10.2 and related map (45-16), Community Services & Facilities Plan, will be used
to provide guidance as to the preferred location of Community Services & Facilities. We
note RioCan has been recently approached to provide a potential school integrated with
development by Toronto Land Corporation (TLC) on behalf of the TDSB.

Mobility (Section 11)

= Potential new development, phasing and monitoring (Policy 11.1) to ensure
transportation capacity of the GMSP per Transportation Master Plan (TMP). The TMP
requires comprehensive review with respect to its assumptions, methodology and
findings with respect to the GMSP capacity and improvements needed.

= Planned street rights-of-way (11.5) — flexibility for public and private streets and issue
with realignment and widening of Thermos Road to align with Sinnott Road.

= Conceptual streets (public streets) (11.6(b)) — clarify — this appears to be place where
public street is cited and implies all other streets are to be public

= Location of streets (Policy 11.8) — subject only to City discretion only — more flexibility
for owners

= Cycling routes (Policy 11.15-11.16) — there appear to be many cycling routes on RioCan
site and it notes additional land (beyond planned ROWSs) may be required to achieve and
only at City discretion and how may mid-block pedestrian connections impact site
redevelopment

= Shared Mobility Hubs (Policy 11.21) — clarify what is difference between small-scale and
mid-scale mobility hubs

Servicing (Section 12)

= Servicing capacity (Policy 12.1) will not be exceeded based on Golden Mile Master
Servicing Plan (MSP) — how comprehensive an assessment is needed to demonstrate
capacity and should this be broken down into areas or precincts within GMSP

= Core Servicing Agreements (Policy 12.3) between landowners may be needed — further
consider the implementation and logical area/precinct owners (eg. West, Central and East
Districts)
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Implementation, Phasing & Monitoring (Section 13)

= Development capacity and phasing (Policy 13.1, 13.2 & 13.4) — applications need to
demonstrate that there is adequate infrastructure capacity (CS&F, transportation and
servicing) to support both the GMSP and the broader GMSP study area — how practical is
this for individual site and phased applications — it is predicated, like other comments on
infrastructure, that there is only so much capacity and this creates a notional maximum or
cap on area-wide development. Development must protect the long-term vision of the
GMSP, a vision that implicitly subordinates growth to less than Scarborough Centre.

=  Context Plans (Policy 13.3) — must demonstrate how the built form policies of the GMSP
and Toronto OP are addressed — the GMSP built form policies, as noted above, are too

numerically prescriptive and need more flexibility re: implementation through rezoning
without OPA

= Small scale sites (Policy 13.6) — clarify how defined/what qualifies as small scale.

= Core Servicing Agreements (Policy 13.8) — the GMSP plan area needs to clearly outline
implementation strategies for infrastructure capacity and upgrades based on the CS&F,
TMP and MSP and rational landownership areas for Core Servicing Agreements

= Interim Uses (Policy 13.23) legally existing uses allowed to expand (renovation, addition
and expansion) by up to 10% of existing GFA (how does this relate/implement given
other small-scale expansion policies in draft GMSP eg. 1,000m2 or less?)

= Timing (Policy 13.24) — what does the GMSP envision as short, mid and long-term in
relation to implementation and monitoring of its policies

We thank you for allowing us the opportunity for review and comment on the draft GMSP. We
look forward to continuing to refine and resolve the draft policies with City staff, Council and
other area stakeholders. We would recommend that the draft GMSP policies be referred back to
City Planning and relevant staff for further consultation.

Yours truly,
HUNTER & Associates Ltd.

y e

J. Craig Hunter, MCIP, RPP
President
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