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COMMUNICATION
From: Bellisario, Adelina Council = July 15, 2020
To: Bellisario, Adelina CW (PH) Report No. 32, Item 4
Subject: FW: Zoning By-Law amendment File Z.20.001
Date: July-08-20 2:18:41 PM

Attachments: Letter To Council (9630 Islington).pdf

From: Clerks@vaughan.ca <Clerks@vaughan.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 8:43 AM

To: Magnifico, Rose <Rose.Magnifico@vaughan.ca>
Subject: FW: Zoning By-Law amendment File 7.20.001

council

prom: Al Forester -

Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 9:20 PM

To: Clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: Bevilacqua, Maurizio <Maurizio.Bevilacqua@vaughan.ca>; Racco, Sandra
<Sandra.Racco@vaughan.ca>; Shefman, Alan <Alan.Shefman@vaughan.ca>; DeFrancesca, Rosanna
<Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca>; Carella, Tony <Tony.Carella@vaughan.ca>; lafrate, Marilyn
<Marilyn.lafrate@vaughan.ca>; Jackson, Linda <Linda.Jackson@vaughan.ca>; Ferri, Mario
<Mario.Ferri@vaughan.ca>; Rosati, Gino <Gino.Rosati@vaughan.ca>; Ciafardoni, Joy
<Joy.Ciafardoni@vaughan.ca>

Subject: [External] Zoning By-Law amendment File Z.20.001

Please see the attached pdf for my written submission regarding this application. Please

acknowledge receipt of the attachment by e-mail response.
Thank you,

Al D'Silva

I (- )

Vaugan, Ontario



July 6, 2020

To: City of Vaughan
Office of the City Clerk
City Council

Committee Of The Whole

RE: Zoning By-Law Amendment File Z.20.001 for 9630 Islington Avenue, Hearing July 7, 2020

| write to you with great concern about the proposed development at this site, which will have a

huge negative impact not only on adjacent residents, but on a much larger number of people
who live, work, play and transit through the area.

The most troublesome aspects are:
. the building height, and
. the number of units.

Here is an extract from page 29 of the applicant’s Planning Justification Report (File 217149):

Zoning By-Law 1-88

RM2 Zone + Exception 9(988)-Schedule E-1184

By-Law 1-88 (RM2)

line which abuts a street line)

Napa Valley Ave 6m

Napa Valley Ave 2.2m

By-Law Requirement | Proposed Complies
RM2 Zone + (Yes) or (No)
Exception 9(988
Lot Frontage (min) 30m 39.1m Yes
Lot Area (min) 230m*/unit 3925.45m”
Front Yard (min) 4.5m (Note 2) 3.28m No
Rear Yard (min) 4.5m 14.38m Yes
Interior Side Yard (min) 1.5m 13.3m Yes
Exterior Side Yard (min) 4.5m (Note 2) 2.296m No
(max) 50%. 35.3% Ye!
Maximum Building Height 12m 17.4m No%
"Vehicle Parking TBI Standards | 104 Spaces 104 Spaces Yes
(3.13) Landscaped Area (lot | Islington Ave 6m Islington Ave 5.28m No

(3.14) Permitted Yard | 1.8 1.8 Yes * (with new
Encroachments proposed setbacks)
(4.1.4.b) Landscape buffer | 2.4 0.63m No

] Number of Units (max) 28 units 89 units No 1§
23.1.3) Minimum Amenity Area 60m” .63m”~ No

AR NAanran

AR Nanvan

VAan

The current zoning allows for a maximum building height of 12m (39.4 feet), which is already
considerably taller than the existing single-family dwellings on all sides of the site. The
applicant is seeking to build to a height of 17.4m (57.1 feet), which is 17.7 feet more than

currently permitted. That’s a whopping 45% more than what is allowed.
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The current zoning allows for a maximum of only 28 units. Yet, the applicant is seeking to

cram 89 units onto this small piece of land. That’s more than three times the number of units
allowed.

Why is the City Planner even accepting such ridiculous applications that are so far beyond the
realm of what is reasonable under the current zoning?

On page 21 of the Planning Justification Report, the applicant quotes applicable YROP Healthy
Communities policies including:
(Section 5.2.8) To employ the highest standard of urban design, which:
a. provides pedestrian scale, safety, comfort, accessibility and
connectivity;
b. complements the character of existing areas and fosters each
community’s unique sense of place;

On Page 22 the applicant then claims: “The proposed development involves a modern low-rise
apartment building that respects the scale and design of surrounding structures.” | dispute this
claim. How does exceeding the allowable maximum height by 45% respect the scale of
surrounding structures?

Chalone Crescent

Page 2 of 8



The above picture shows homes on Chalone Crescent which back directly onto the proposed
development site. They are typical of homes throughout Sonoma Heights: brick &/or stone
veneered, with peaked roofs.

City of Vaughan Fire Station 7-9 (above) located across the street at 9601 Islington Avenue is a
prime example of a newer structure “that respects the scale and design of surrounding
structures.” And it’s not even residential in function.

Now consider the following extract from the colour elevations on page 15 of the applicant’s
Planning Justification Report:

How can anyone claim that this concrete and glass megalith “respects the scale and design of
surrounding structures”?
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Sonoma Heights is a highly attractive neighbourhood because of its safe, wholesome, small-
town atmosphere despite its proximity to the city. It is a strong community where neighbours
know each other both by face and by name. lIts quiet, nurturing streets (like Chalone Crescent,
pictured on page 2 of this document) are where adults jog, seniors stroll, youth play ball and
kids ride their bikes. Sonoma Heights spells “quality of life”. It truly is a village environment.

The proposed development seeks to impose a drastic change to the nature of the
neighbourhood by forcing in an apartment block with 67% of its 89 units being“shoe-box”
sized (557 sq.ft.) units. It is common knowledge that these types of units are not occupied by
resident homeowners with their families. Rather, they are held by absentee landlords who have
no roots or interest in the community. Units of this type get rented out to single occupants,
most of them being short-term rentals (e.g., AirBnB). One only has to follow the news in recent
years to see proof of the kind of activity that this environment attracts, to which the police can
attest:

- loud, wild parties,

- alcohol and drug abuse, broken bottles and needles,

- sex trafficking,

- street gangs and organized crime,

- shootings, stabbings, and similar violent crime.

| ask you to look again at the photograph of Chalone Crescent (on page 2 of this document),
and ask yourself if it seems like a fitting environment for the proposed development.

The developer will make their profits and laugh all the way to the bank, while the families of
Sonoma Heights will be left to suffer the aftermath for decades to come.

Traffic is a major concern for the City of Vaughan, and Sonoma Heights is no exception. The
applicant’s Transportation Study And Parking Study document gives specific numerical data in
regard to vehicular traffic. What it does not give is a perspective on those numbers and what it
means to the people who transit through this area.

| can provide some perspective as an area resident for the last 17 years, who drives past the
proposed site every day. With the existing structures and density, Islington Avenue just does
not have enough capacity, and is gridlocked during the morning rush. It takes as much as 12
minutes just to get from Napa Valley Avenue to Rutherford Road, a distance of only about 1.3
km. In my 17 years here, it has only gotten worse, not better. With the addition of 106 vehicles
due to this development, the situation will be untenable.

Page 27 of the applicant’s Transportation Study And Parking Study document states that
“Under all analysis scenarios, the study intersections are operating with acceptable delays and
sufficient capacity.” | am confident that the people who deemed these delays to be
“acceptable” certainly do not live in the area, and are not impacted by them in the least.
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The applicant’s Transportation Study And Parking Study document shows the following
diagram on page 17:

Transportation Study - 9630 Islington Avenue

Figure 11 2026 Future Total Traffic Volumes

\\e* _________ ‘o Legend
e 00 (00) AM (PM) Peak Hour Volumes
-~ Stop Control
;> &  Signal

Page 17

However, this can be misleading as it does not provide a scale for distance reference, and it
shows the proposed driveway traffic markings as a call-out, rather than in their rightful place on
Napa Valley Avenue, which is a smaller neighbourhood roadway with only one lane in each
direction, as shown in the real-world photograph of the south side of the proposed site (below).
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Google Maps 9630 s ngton Ave

Imagery ©2020 First Base Solutions Maxar echnologles Map data ©2020 20m

| have taken the traffic markings from the applicant’s diagram and overlaid it on the satellite
view. (The outline of the proposed site and its driveway is as indicated by the applicant,
relative to the road markings on their own diagram. The relative positions have not been
changed.




| have also placed the proposed driveway traffic markings in their rightful position (below).

&

O’g‘\chiali'Eyewear
(Woodbridge)

Consider that this is adjacent to the always busy Islington Village shopping plaza, and the level
of congestion being proposed now becomes much more evident. Napa Valley Avenue was
never designed for this kind of traffic. This much traffic activity within the space of only 140 m.
is a recipe for disaster, and will lead to increased risk for motorists, cyclists and pedestrians
alike. | urge the City to consult with a traffic specialist from York Regional Police, and conduct
not just a traffic volume study, but rather a traffic safety study.

Inefficient movement of traffic not only diminishes quality of life, but is hazardous to the
environment and it risks the safety of the community.

The applicant has commissioned several studies and documents, hired architects, engineers,
and several other professional services, all presumably at considerable expense.

- Is this public hearing process simply a formality en route to a guaranteed granting of
the exception?

- Why else would they incur such high costs up front, only to apply for such outlandish
exceptions, if they didn’t expect them to be granted regardless?

- Why is the City Planner even accepting such ridiculous applications that are so far
beyond the realm of what is reasonable?

- What is the point of having any zoning by-laws at all if developers presume that they
can violate them to this extent? Why not just do away with them completely, and let
developers do whatever they please?
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- Why the charade of an application process and a public hearing at taxpayers’
expense? Why even have a City Planning department when they serve only developers, and
not taxpayers? (Perhaps this will spark a movement to defund the City Planner.)

| am not opposed to a land-owner’s right to develop their property. However, the development
needs to respect the rights of the existing community and be inclusive be design. A good
example is the townhouse development currently under construction at 9560 Islington Avenue.
If the applicant proposed a similar townhouse development at this site, | would have no
objections.

| hope that Council will stand for the rule of law, for the environment and for community rights,
and reject this application outright. | hope the applicant, in turn, will develop a more
considerate plan for the site.

Al D’Silva
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