Minutes

Working Group Meeting

Re: Swansea Stelco Works Development

March 7, 2001

Attending:

Councillor David Miller (Chair); Peter Swinton, City of Toronto, Urban Design; Gary Hunt, Southampton Condo Association, 1 Ripley; Ron Braun, RARG, 1 Ripley; Sharon Chown, Southampton Condo Association, 1 Ripley; John Hockin, Ormskirk Ave; Lawrence Horsely, Grenadier Gardens Condo Association, 75 Southport; William Roberts, Swansea Area Rate Payers Association (SARA), 34 Southport; Tony McGrath, Ellis Gardens; Victoria Masnyk, SARA, 1 Ripley; John Leeson, World19, Mayfield Ave.; David Hanna, Preservation Board; Sybil Wilkinson, Grenadier Gardens Condo Association, 45 Southport; Don Richardson, TeleCommons (REON Community Liaison Consultant); Leon Kentridge, Kentridge Johnston Ltd (REON Planning Consultant); David Moore, Pellow & Associates Architects (REON Architectural Consultant).

Minutes:

David Miller was late arriving and Tony McGrath volunteered to act as chair until his arrival.

William Roberts began the discussion saying that SARA does not agree that this specific working group is an effective process.  He noted that the six week time period between this meeting and the proposed Community Council meeting (tentatively scheduled for Apr. 12) does not provide enough time.  He further noted that the SARA members present are not at the meeting as authorized by SARA.  He said that he is not here for some sort of “guilding” process to make REON look like it has consulted with the community.

Victoria Masynk asked how this group is to be different from other input so far.

Don Richardson explained that REON had met with David Miller and that there was a recognition that if REON were to work with a number of community members who could effectively represent their organizations and constituents, and act as a communication conduit, then all parties would have a more effective dialogue.  He noted that coming to any kind of consensus in large public meetings is very difficult.  Large public meetings serve a good information sharing purpose and help identify issues, but they are not good venues for constructive dialogue.

William Roberts expressed that the development might never be built due to hydrology issues on the site.  He asked whether the REON representatives knew when the hydrology report would be available.  Leon Kentridge said that the exact date for the report is not certain, but that Community Council had asked specifically for a hydrology report, which should be available for the public meeting facilitated by Community Council.

Tony McGrath asked the group to suggest specific agenda items for the discussion.  Items included: 1) is this specific meeting a proper forum and process – How will this input make a difference?  What are our rights and obligations? Are we making decisions on behalf of the community?; 2) can the Community Council public meeting be at a later date than April 12th; 3) Hydrology study.

Several participants noted that they had not received enough advance notice for the current meeting, with a couple of people only receiving the letter from David Miller’s office on March 5th.  Other participants had received their letters on February 28th.

At this point David Miller arrived with Peter Swinton, and David assumed the role of chair.

David Miller explained that he had called this meeting, not REON.  He said that a larger public meeting is useful for raising issues and communicating with the community, but that it does not get us anywhere when we need to discuss specific issues in more detail.  He said that he hopes that when the Community Council meeting is held that some of the issues discussed will have received advance input from this group.  The intent is for this group to discuss build form issues and perhaps have input that moves the process forward.  He asked the group if this was acceptable.

William Roberts again asked if the April 12th Community Council meeting would be the first and last official public meeting.  David Miller noted that April 12th may not be a good date given the Easter holiday and that he would look into changing the date.  He said that Community Council could schedule another meeting.  

William Roberts said that he cannot look at the plan for the site until the hydrology study says that it is actually possible to develop the site.  Leon Kentridge and David Moore explained that from a construction point of view, almost anything can be built on any site, depending on the finances available.  Leon Kentridge noted that initial bore holes on the site went down to bedrock and that initial data does not indicate any major construction problems.  Don Richardson said that he would try to let the group know when the study will be complete by the end of this week.

Peter Swinton said that Community Council has officially requested the hydrology study.  The study will provide a “yes or no” answer on whether or not the current built form can work on the site.  David Miller said that it is clear from the comments at this meeting that there is no use having another meeting until the hydrology study comes back.

Lawrence Horsley tabled a letter received by 1 Ripley resident Frank Hoff.  The letter is from an architect expressing his thoughts on the built form proposed for the site.  The opinion suggests building a single “signature” tower on the site, but also notes that financial considerations may not enable this to happen.  David Miller said that the letter could be given to REON and discussed in more detail at the next meeting.

Leon Kentridge noted that the large “signature” tower concept is interesting, but that it is highly unlikely that this would be financially feasible.  It would be impractical to develop a single tower.  He said that developments like this one normally have to proceed in a phased process to ensure adequate financing and to mitigate market risk.  Normally, developers pre-sell units before beginning construction – this enables appropriate financing and cash-flow for the development to proceed.

David Moore said that this development is an example of taking good urban design, combining that with a great deal of community input and marrying that with financial realities.

David Miller attempted to summarize the comments to this point:

· No further meetings until there is a hydrology report to be presented

· Traffic – REON has offered a peer review, but this group seems to prefer a direct discussion with the traffic consultant and City staff

· There is a desire for further discussion about built-form

One participant commented that he was uncomfortable speaking on behalf of his organization on these matters.

David Miller replied saying that in a perfect world board members would be able to speak on behalf of their organizations, but in this case, it would be useful for board members to act as information conduits to their respective organizations, and take issues from their organizations to this group.

David Hanna spoke about built form issues.  He said that it might be possible for the buildings to have a less visible shape and texture.  A smoother lighter tone using reflective materials might be possible so that all a passerby might see are passing clouds.  He suggested using a “knife edge” design that can make buildings “almost disappear.”  He also suggested adding some retail shops.  Finally, he asked if there had been any archeological studies done thus far.

Don Richardson commented on the historical aspects noting that the Historical Society is involved and that REON has suggested incorporating archival materials within the site.  

Leon Kentridge noted that the old Stelco office building has not architectural historical value and that it is not up to current building code.  To preserve this building would likely mean completely re-designing it, thus removing any possible architectural value.

Peter Swinton noted that City Staff had looked at the building and come to the conclusion that its removal would strengthen REON’s ability to enhance access to Lake Ontario along the Windermere corridor by freeing up additional space.  Lake access is a priority for many community members.

Another participant said that she was uncomfortable that this group is not fully representative of the community, and the difficulty of arriving at consensus decisions with REON.

Don Richardson said that it is indeed difficult for REON to engage directly with people who speak on behalf of the community as a whole.  This is part of the challenge for this type of development, and REON is making its best efforts to engage the community productively and constructively.

Ron Braun asked how alternative designs might come about at this point.  He noted that there was a previous City process that pegged the height for buildings on the site at 19 meters.  He said that the current proposal is a quantum leap.  He also said that many people now believe that the current proposal is almost a given.  He said that part of what is missing is the City’s overall vision for the waterfront and a planning process with vision.

David Miller said that at a big public meeting it is impossible to have this type of conversation.  This group can enable people to discuss alternatives.

Lawrence Horsely said that it would be great if he could speak on his board’s behalf, but he can’t.  Acting as a communication conduit is a possible role.  The job ought to be to bring issues to this group.  We do not have to represent our boards, but can be useful communication conduits.

Tony McGrath stated that the City can turn REON down, but it is unlikely, and the OMB would let REON “build just about anything” given recent OMB decisions.  He said that “we will not have influence on REON unless we can reach some kind of consensus” and have a productive discussion.  This is a valuable property that someone is going to develop some day.

Peter Swinton said that the City has to evaluate the proposal from a number of grounds, including looking at the site from the larger City planning context.  He said that REON’s pre-planning community consultation process is very useful.  REON went through a meaningful process with the community that resulted in one tower being moved and the number of storeys being adjusted.  Peter asked about the implications of two building on the site.

Leon Kentridge said that REON definitely will not reduce the density on the site.

William Roberts said that it still has not been proved that the site could not be used for industrial purposes.  He also said that school and traffic issues still need to be dealt with.

Don Richardson said that there are no industrial developers in the room today and that REON is the only developer that has come forward with a plan with reasonable chance for removing the old Stelco works and creating something that the community can live with.

Victoria Masynk said that she would like the opportunity to further discuss hydrology and traffic issues at another meeting.

Sybil Wilkinson echoed Ron Braun’s comment about the need for a better vision for the City waterfront and said that she hoped there could be discussions on the overall plan for the site.

David Miller agreed that there is a need for a broader waterfront vision.  He noted that this site is a brownfield site and that there are many City considerations and policy supporting such brownfield development.  He said that given this, the OMB might not do anything to prevent the development.  He suggested that at the next meeting the group meet with REON’s traffic person and the City’s traffic people to discuss the traffic issues in detail.  

Victoria Masynk suggested looking at build-form as part of the next meeting.  She said that one idea to consider is terracing the sides of the buildings.

William Roberts asked that someone from REON ask the Toronto Field Naturalists if the site is on a migratory path.

David Miller summarized the next steps and agenda for the next meeting.  The meeting will include discussions on traffic, hydrology and built-form.  

The next meeting was scheduled for Monday, March 26th at 7:30 PM at the Swansea Town Hall.
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