
 1 

Meeting Summary  
Working Group Meeting #1 
Housing Now – 2444 Eglinton Avenue East 
June 28, 2021 (6:00 - 7:30 p.m.) 
Virtual meeting via Webex  

Participants: Working Group Members – Augustre Munro, Bob Bieler, Ethel Forester, Karen 
Fedynyszyn, Kevin Kerswell, Khalid Ali, Kumsa Baker, Laura Hammond, Maisie Le 
Blanc, Mark Richardson, Ron Parkinson, Sanal Sreedharan, Shoba Ryan 
Deputy Mayor Thomspon’s Office – Deputy Mayor Michael Thompson, Keisha 
Francis 
CreateTO – Salima Rawji, Susan O’Neill 
City of Toronto – Annely Zonena, Marina Hausfchild 
Swerhun Inc.- Ian Malczewski, Matthew Wheatley 
 

Purpose:  To share and discuss the Working Group structure, process, and proposed issues 
it will discuss through the 2444 Eglinton Avenue East development process. 
 

This summary, prepared by the independent process stewardship team at Swerhun Inc., 
captures the key feedback shared in the first Working Group Meeting about 2444 Eglinton 
Avenue East. It is not intended to be a verbatim transcript. Responses from CreateTO and the 
City, where given, are in italics. After receiving the draft meeting summary, some Working 
Group members shared additional feedback and questions via email. These emails are 
appended; except for removing personal identifiers, the emails have not been edited. 

Summary of Working Group feedback and advice 

1. Working Group members were frustrated with the process, saying it is moving too quickly, 
questions submitted to date remain unanswered, there is a lack of a coherent strategy for all 
the change in Scarborough, and it seems all decisions have already been made (and little 
seems open for influence in the consultation). Working Group members need answers to 
questions, clarity on how decisions to date have been made and who has made them 
(including how / why this location was selected for a Housing Now site) and what is open for 
influence, and an explanation of the broader vision or strategy before they can support the 
project. They also said they would like to see the information the City and CreateTO are 
planning to share with prospective developers before they share it with them.  

The City, CreateTO, and Deputy Mayor Thompson said the site is going to have a Housing 
Now development on it, but elements of that development will be discussed with this 
Working Group and the community. When a private landowner applies to develop land, they 
may only host as few as one Community Consultation Meeting, typically near the end of the 
process. The intent of this proposed development process is to engage the Working Group 
and the broader community on key issues earlier in the process, and more frequently (a 
process that has happened on other Housing Now sites). The reference concept the City and 
CreateTO have shared to date is a “test” of the land’s capacity, intended to inform a future 
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developer’s proposal of what could be possible on the site – it is not an illustration of what 
will be built. Any proposal will still be subject to a full technical review.  

2. Working Group members had questions about the process and the project: 
 
a. Will CreateTO and the City share a “density index” so Working Group members can 

understand how this site compares to others? And will they share information about 
previous Housing Now sites comparing what the initial proposals against the final? 
Yes, we can share information about density of all the sites. It’s important to note 
that different sites have very different constraints and contexts (such as the size of 
the land, proximity to transit), so densities differ from site to site.  

b. Could you clarify the project timeline? At a high-level, CreateTO is aiming to select a 
developer in the next 3 – 4 months, negotiate with them for 6 - 12 months, and then 
introduce them to the Working Group and community. It will take 6 – 12 months to 
go through approval of their zoning and site plan. Throughout the entirety of this 
process, CreateTO has proposed a total of five Working Group meetings. There will 
also be a full public meeting following the developer’s formal submission to the City 
for a combined Re-zoning and Site Plan.  

c. Why are CreateTO and the City not encouraging the private sector to build 
affordable housing instead of redeveloping its own land? What are the best practices 
for this type of project, both locally and internationally? The City agrees that the 
private sector should be building affordable housing across the city, and City Council 
will be voting on an “inclusionary zoning” policy this fall that would require all 
developers to include a component of affordable housing in future developments. 
Even with that policy in place, the City is able to achieve much more affordable 
housing on land it owns (like at 2444 Eglinton where the target is 30% of units) than a 
developer will on private land. 

 
3. The City and CreateTO’s proposed process and list of issues to discuss with the working 

group reflects several of the issues the community is interested in discussing. Issues Working 
Group members said they would like to discuss include: the height and density of the 
development (including shadowing and potential for blocked views), school capacity, loss of 
TTC commuter parking, on-street parking, the safety of buildings near rail lines and power 
lines (specifically if people living, working, or playing near power lines might experience 
from health impacts, like leukemia), the composition of affordable housing units, and the 
opportunity for community benefits and an equity, diversity, and inclusion lens. 
 
It is also important to consider broader context, including how this fits into all of the change 
happening in Scarborough and the fact that public funds from across the City, province, and 
country are being invested in public transit here to make this a transit-oriented community.  
 
On other Housing Now sites, we have discussed similar issues and we can do that as this 
process moves forward. For example, on other TTC commuter parking lot sites, CreateTO has 
been exploring shared parking arrangements where commuters can use the development’s 
underground parking during the day.
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Appendix A – Emails received following the Working Group Meeting 

Email 1 
Thank you for all who put this together and drew up the report from the meeting.  

I would like to add to the report that it was mentioned during the recent meeting on at least 
two occasions by myself and --- the concern of the proximity of power lines.  There is evidence 
to show that people living/working/children playing near the power lines that go through the 
site may suffer from health concerns such as leukemia.  There have been no concrete 
suggestions about dealing with this before approval of the project, and the project should not 
go forward without having assurance of this dealing with this, in my opinion. 

Thanks again for your time. 

Email 2 
A number of concerns have been raised and it would seem that we have reached a point where 
answers to the questions raised were not provided. 

I raised the issue of the structures of power within City Hall and asked for an explanation about 
the decision-making process that has led to the announcement of this project given that the 
communities most affected were not informed or consulted. I also expressed, my concern that it 
would seem that the promotion of this development would appear to be driven, mainly by 
unelected bureaucrats, who seem to be the main voices defending this project instead of the 
elected officials.    

Secondly, I need some clarification with regards to the following: 

You stated that  “the City, CreateTO, and Deputy Mayor Thompson said the site is going to have 
a Housing Now development on it, but elements of that development will be discussed with this 
Working Group and the community.  

From, what I understand from the above, whether we like it or not, there will be a housing 
development on the site regardless; and that  “elements of that development” will (only) be 
“discussed with this Working Group and the community.” While it is okay to have a discussion, 
there were no commitment that the concerns raised will be addressed. When will we be getting 
the answers? Who will be providing them? 

Further, to add confusion to the whole process, you said “when a private landowner applies to 
develop land, they may only host as few as one Community Consultation Meeting, typically near 
the end of the process.”   What does this mean? As far as I am aware, the land been used 
belongs to the public. Is this correct? If it is going to be sold to a private developer (which was 
not mentioned to us) for “a city” initiated housing project: why weren’t the public informed? 
How much is it being sold for?  

I hope you can clarify the above for me. 
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Email 3 
Here are my comments which refer to their numbered points in your attachment... 

1.  

The draft contains only a general summary and/or explanation of the City's plans. I'm 
disappointed again that there are no responses and nothing shared with the specific working 
groups questions comments which we submitted on June 7. This is not my expectation of a 
working group which is putting in the effort but feeling ignored. When will everyone's 
concerns be addressed and shared within the working team? 

Despite mentioning that Housing Now will be discussed with the community, it appears that will 
only come when a developer is chosen. This is not acceptable and Deputy Mayor/Councilor 
Thompson should have had a "TOWN HALL MEETING" long before the April 13 Presentation to 
be proactive in engaging his constituents. Not everyone has or uses the Internet and despite 
COVID, there are many ways to communicate such as Mailing, Zoom meetings and 
Teleconferencing. This still needs to happen immediately so all of the affected communities can 
have the opportunity to be both updated and share their feedback. After the Town Hall 
meeting, this could happen IF/when a developer has been confirmed.  

Regarding basic questions/concerns surrounding infrastructure:  

What are the documented health effects of HYDRO ELECTRIC MAGNETIC FIELDS on families 
living near the High Voltage power lines, especially for children? How SAFE is PEDESTRIAN 
TRAFFIC while adjacent to the transit service road with transit vehicles traveling approximately 
every 3-5 minutes during rush hours and service/maintenance vehicles? What are the plans to 
support growth in our SCHOOLS due to this proposed project and the already planning for 
additional condos in the immediate area? What is the current Traffic volume data versus future 
development. Where are the families & children going to play with NO GREEN SPACE? 
The PARKING has also been a major concern and I've included my comments in point #3. We 
believe the City has the tools to provide this data which should have been presented back on 
April 13. These delays in sharing information are not demonstrating transparency to the public.  

2.  

A. It's ok to share other projects' density, however, there should be no good reason why it can't 
be done for this project and the working team needs this information as requested. What is the 
current and projected data as a result of development?  

B. You're aiming to select a developer in the next 3-4 months which suggests to me that the 
procurement process has already begun. You then state 6-12 months to negotiate with the 
developer before introducing the working team & community. Again, it is critical to share these 
plans with the community now through a Town Hall Meeting with Deputy Mayor/Councilor 
Thompson and not a year from now.   

C. It's good news to hear the City Council is planning to vote on "INCLUSIONARY ZONING", 
however, considering all the urgency for affordable housing, I'm disappointed in the lack of 
urgency from the Mayor & Council. They are missing a huge opportunity to apply this based on 
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the current rate of new buildings and proposals in this city. It would also avoid the City giving up 
its critical public land ($$$) assets which parking is also a critical part for transit users. For May, 
2021 in Ward 21, URBAN TORONTO shows approximately 14 new projects, 20 buildings and 
2652 dwellings being proposed....30% for affordable homes would be 796 units. That would be 
accomplished without the use of prime city lands linked to Transit. In the BIGGER Picture, just 
imagine how many more and how fast this could be accomplished throughout the city! 

3. 

Again, where are the responses to the working teams specific questions/concerns so everyone 
can see and we can validate? 

I don't believe there is any question about the need & investment to improve transit. But it also 
needs to consider and not forget that our governments are also supporting the automobile 
industry with electric vehicles which will also need to link to transit such as Subway/Go/Bus 
stations etc to enter into the city downtown core.  

I'm surprised that condos would be open to sharing PARKING spaces. Firstly, there are never 
enough parking spaces provided in the entire building to support everyone's needs. 2. Condo 
owners may decide if condo laws permit it to rent to other condo tenants. 3. The logistics of 
managing that transaction would be a nightmare and condo owners would be very concerned 
with unnecessary exposure to Security & Safety within their building. 4. The north parking which 
includes the newly built lot contains approximately 325 spaces which will now be removed and 
there is no backup plan to handle? 5. The south east side parking of the Go tracks (Don 
Montgomery Community Centre) are at capacity during the weekdays as mentioned previously 
and it also has an impact on access to community centre users. 

We appreciate your anticipated support in resolving our critical concerns immediately so we can 
move forward in a transparent & efficient process. 
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