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March 9, 2025 

To: Councillor Kandavel 

CC: Lou Di Gironimo, Jennifer Graham Harkness, Christian Ventresca, Janet May, Dan Tadenc, Paul Vincent, Yvonne 

Di Tullio, Grace Tessa, Adrian Molder 

RE: 3291 KINGSTON RD/2-4 WINDY RIDGE DR - Rezoning Application Number: 20209863ESC20OZ 

Dear Councillor Kandavel,  

A string of emails, captured below in our October 25, 2025 follow up, reflect much effort in trying to engage with the 

City Staff in our attempts to find answers to important questions prior to rezoning. In response to these concerns the 

City advised, “it will be addressed at site plan review.” and/or “the studies are satisfactory for the purpose of 

rezoning” 

It has come to our attention that this site is speeding to begin putting shovels in the ground by end of year (2026) in 

order to remain eligible for Federal grants for what is now planned to be a purpose-built rental building. There is a hold 

on the approval for rezoning for this application that is contingent on the City being satisfied with the transportation 

services study, the hydrogeology study and Arborist Report.   

With regards to the Site Plan Agreement (“SPA”) application documents now being circulated, we have again reviewed 

reports, comments and City responses regarding the application for 3291 Kingston Road development, and we wish 

to communicate to you that there remain important questions and concerns about the engineering, fire services, solid 

waste management, stormwater management, and urban design that remain unanswered and not addressed. In 

addition, some of the City’s comments are contrary to the agreements between LCH Development and Parties, which 

we also describe below.  

Concerned residents are asking for replies to the many outstanding questions as well as where the names and emails 

of the City Engineers that will be signing off on the approval of this development can be found.  

Transportation Services Review: 

How is it possible that all of Toronto Transportation Services requirements and requests have been satisfied? 

Our previous follow ups highlight that report details are based on 2010 extrapolated data (essentially a guess) with 

missing critical end of day school dismissal hour period. Furthermore, the Traffic System Operation Group provided 

several comments on the Transportation Addendum Report, including the need for signal timing adjustments and the 

inclusion of specific intersections in the traffic analysis. Recommendations included implementing a fully protected 

westbound left-turn phase at key intersections and submitting traffic signal control plans.  

The quality of the transportation study is a HUGE concern to residents and the RA requests to be involved in 

further work to make this intersection and segment of Kingston Road safe for cars, students/pedestrians, and 

bicycles by ensuring that the update transportation plans include these adjustments. 

• "Inclusion of Specific Intersections" seems to imply that the initial study area was too small and "impacted 

intersections" will have traffic spill over, likely major bottlenecks far from the site, and that intersections with 

existing safety/congestion issues. Have additional study locations be identified to show how they are 

impacted? What impact will the median on Kingston Road (that prevents a left turn from Kingston Rd. 
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into the main condo entrance and left turn out of the main condo entrance) have with regards to U- 

turns and pushing traffic on local side streets? 

• "Fully Protected Westbound Left-Turn Phase" Our understanding is this is usually requested to eliminate high-

collision turning movements. Is there concern that although this will reduce turning accidents, it can 

reduce overall intersection efficiency during off-peak hours? Will this push traffic to take shortcuts 

through local streets.  

• "Submitting Traffic Signal Control Plans"  Has the City assessed if the proposed development will push 

key intersections beyond their current safe or functional capacity, requiring improvements to maintain 

flow and safety? How will the City ensure the development-related congestion does not worsen 

existing traffic problems? as well are there "For Construction" drawings available for review?  

• Will the  “DO NOT BLOCK” sign at the entrance of Windy Ridge remain as is? This is a clear indicator 

that this is a complicated intersection at the entrance of Windy Ridge and the sign has been put in place help 

avoid traffic obstructions. Cross traffic from Gas Station to make a right onto Kingston, or to straight through 

to Windy Ridge, cars from Kingston Road attempt to make a left into Windy Ridge, and cars exit Windy Ridge 

to get into the left turn lane onto Kingston Road etc. Where can we find details that consider the 

complicated 5-point intersection, the school, bus stop and gas station on the south west corner? 

• Where can we find where the now “approved” city proposed bike lane on Kingston Rd. is being 

considered and how it will impact parking and traffic flow on Kingston Road? 

• Our records and previous follow ups capture that City Engineering Lou Di Gironimo & Jennifer Graham 

Harkness City Chief Stormwater engineer agreed at a meeting with RA and Councillor that ditches are good 

for storm water control and provide soak away for the storm water into the ground.  To not have the sidewalk 

was also a settlement condition with the applicant. As well, the filling in of the ditch will have a negative impact 

the existing boulevard tree’s roots system. Please confirm that the 2.1-meter sidewalk along Windy Ridge 

Drive extending along the property, which has been added again for the 3rd time by City Planning, will 

be removed? 

• On December 18, 2020, John McKenzie confirmed that TRCA had taken note of parking concerns and would 

flag trail access and parking considerations as important issues of consideration with the planning lead at 

the City. As well, the Environmental Assessment for the Scarborough Waterfront Project specifically 

acknowledges the lack of parking at the Doris McCarthy Trail entrance (s.4.3.2 of its executive summary, s 

2.5.2.2. of main body and others).  Despite many attempts to bring this to Christian Ventresca’s attention, we 

do not see where concerns have been addressed. Please advise where parking and overflow concerns 

were considered?  

Fire Services Review: 

• We do not see where Fire department access in the courtyard interior is achieved?  

Solid Waste Management Services:  

• The applicant indicated a revised area of 100 square meters.   Where can we find revised drawings 

showing a garbage storage room of at least 111.58 square meters?  

Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management / Hydrogeological Investigation: 

• New comments indicate that adjustments were made to ensure compliance with water quality control device 

sizing and groundwater discharge requirements.  

According to Hydrogeological Investigation, prepared by Fisher Engineering, dated May 23, 2025, found 

in Appendix  B of  the FSR‐SWM  Report, long-term groundwater quality meets Toronto Municipal Code, 

Chapter 681, therefore, no treatment is required. FSR‐SWM has been revised to state that no treatment is 

required. The previous report says treatment is needed, how is this possible?   

• The report was updated to reflect accurate calculations and compliance with city standards.  Can you point 

us to what and where the updates were made? As well, if there were changes to City Standards? 



3 
 

• The applicant confirmed that the stormwater tank will utilize gravity for drainage, eliminating the need for a 

pump system. It is our understanding that this is possible because the number of parking levels have been 

reduced, therefore not needing pumping up to the city stormwater drains. However, we understand the 

developer is considering geothermal system which would be placed below the parking level. Is tanking still 

possible?  

• Back in 2022 we suggested further study and analysis be performed by a specialist Geotechnical firm like 

McMillan Jacobs Associates. There was concern of sandy/silt soil may result in sink holes and of the rising 

ground water table impact to adjacent homes’ structures and Kingston Rd. and utilities services. We can not 

rely on developers reports to adequately assess risk and asked that the City be proactive in understanding 

impact. Only studies conducted by the City or City’s consultants can objectively determine potential impacts 

of development applications. Can you please confirm the name of the engineer that will be signing off 

on this approval so that we can ask them to consider again our request in the attached letter? 

  https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/Geotechnical-Concerns-3291-

KINGSTON-RD_2-4-WINDY-RIDGE-DR.pdf 

Site Servicing and Grading Plans:  

• The City of Toronto regulates for stormwater for new developments, requiring the management of stormwater 

runoff to be within and on-site, not onto adjacent properties. LCH must revise the drainage plan to restrict 

stormwater runoff to within the subject site, while guaranteeing that the boundary trees are not damaged. 

Please confirm where we can find details that guarantee the boundary trees will not be damaged?  

• The Site Servicing Plan was revised to indicate the type and model of quality control devices and confirm pipe 

materials for existing sewers. The Site Grading Plan addressed stormwater management, confirming that all 

storm flows will be stored in the proposed underground tank, with no ponding expected during a 100-year 

storm event.  Adjustments were made to capture stormwater runoff from the ramp to the underground parking, 

ensuring compliance with city guidelines.  Isn’t the 100-year storm standard outdated? Toronto has 

experienced at least four storms in the last 20 years (2005, 2013, 2018, and July 2024) that met or exceeded 

the 100-year rainfall threshold.  

• On Dec 10, 2025 Mr. Khan provided the following reply to one of our questions submitted with regards to  

Basement Flooding Studies. We have included our comments in red? 

o Are located in different sanitary sewer shed from 3291 Kingston site. The 3291 

Kingston site discharges the proposed sanitary flow to the existing sanitary sewer 

draining west.  correct but it then gets pumped to north not all to west  The above 4 

developments sites discharge to the existing sanitary sewer to the east. incorrect 11 

Bellamy Rd Dev & 3291Kingston Rd both developments sanitary flow north does not 

Therefore, the 4 development sites have no impacts to the downstream sewers from 

the 3291 Kingston site, as they are different sewers.  Not correct 3291 Kingston 

road add the overcapacity sanitary sewer west of Ravine Dr. Plus add to overcapacity 

pump station and lines north. per following plan. (see image on page 8 

• Mr. Khan advised that most of our other questions were “not related to the scope of review of his unit” I include 

the remaining questions captured in our October 31, 2024 follow up so they can be responded to prior to Site 

Plan Approval. https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Letter-re-Area-52-and-

59-Flooding-Team-November-21-2025.pdf   

• Urban Forestry's did NOT support the application as summarized in the below February 2022 report as it did 

not demonstrate compliance with Tier 1 of TGS Version 3 (ecology section) and that significant changes need 

to be made to address this combined issue of excessive tree removal and insufficient tree replacement.  

Where has the impact of loosing  76  (RC or R) water absorbing mature trees (located directly in a 

significant migratory route for wildlife) been considered?  Can you summarize what “significant 

changes” were made to address the excessive tree loss? 

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/Geotechnical-Concerns-3291-KINGSTON-RD_2-4-WINDY-RIDGE-DR.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/Geotechnical-Concerns-3291-KINGSTON-RD_2-4-WINDY-RIDGE-DR.pdf
https://www.google.com/maps/search/11+Bellamy+Rd?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/11+Bellamy+Rd?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3291+Kingston+road?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3291+Kingston+road?entry=gmail&source=g
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Letter-re-Area-52-and-59-Flooding-Team-November-21-2025.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Letter-re-Area-52-and-59-Flooding-Team-November-21-2025.pdf
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Segment Study: 

• The applicant is required to submit QUALITY investigative reports and studies and to take into consideration 

nearby proposals and cumulative impacts. Materials reflected in the AIC, in particular the Avenue Segment 

Review, City Staff indicate they are not satisfied, per comments provided from ECS.  Where are the 

report/details (or equivalent) that considers cumulative impacts and how can city staff put forward a 

recommendation to council to approve this rezoning without this study?   

• The Natural Heritage study submitted by the developer dated November 19, 2021 is brief, incomplete, lacks 

detail and supportive evidence and is not in keeping with previous TRCA studies and makes no reference to 

them. Chapter 3.4 outlines 25 Policies pertaining to development on or near lands shown as part of the natural 

heritage system on Map 9 which again includes the Scarborough Bluffs, Doris McCarthy Trail and Bellamy 

Ravine extending to the corner of Kingston Road and Windy Ridge Drive. Show us where we can find the 

details that support that Chapter 3.4 has been considered? 

o  Ie. Page 2 notes Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) records several species at risk within 

the 2 -1 km squares that includes the property, but the report states these occurrences are likely 

associated with the Bellamy Ravine and Bluffs. This is pure speculation, do birds know to just fly 

in the ravine? They use the existing road, gas station and houses that the setback is sufficient to 

prevent any negative impacts. No evidence, and then go on to say there should be an erosion 

sediment control plan, as a minimum erosion control fencing should be installed around the perimeter 

of the work area. As a minimum? What does this mean? A fence is going to prevent erosion?  

o The report is pure speculation, show us where we can find the evidence to support it? 

Demolition, Staging & Construction: 

• Currently, there is a five-point intersection at Ravine, Kingston Road and Windy Ridge, a well-used gas station, 

bus stop as well parents are parking on Windy Ridge to pick up students. As such many concerns have been 

raised about staging of equipment and work for this condo development. We would like to  learn more about 

this stage and how staging equipment, labourer parking area, dump truck staging for excavated soil, 

student safety pedestrian safety, noise and vibration pollution will be managed? Do neighbours need 

to be concerned about vibrations and possible impact to foundations? 

• Where on the City details can residents see that this development will now be a purpose-built rental 

building? How will residents be notified of this change? The most recent reports found on the AIC 

today are dated  2025-09-04, are these the most recent reports available for review? As well, please 

share any new updates added to the tracking sheet, the version that was shared with us is dated June 

2025.  

While the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT) approved the amendment in principle in November 2023, the final order is 

being withheld until ALL conditions are met. The communities’ concerns can not be pushed off again and should not 

be rushed to meet timelines.  

We understand the applicant is expected to continue addressing comments and refining plans to meet city requirements 

and standards including the finalizing technical reports for stormwater, hydrogeology, and traffic.  

As a formal party we look forward to working together moving forward with a common goal to ensure that the best 

possible outcome can be achieved for the neighbourhood and community.   

Please confirm receipt of this email and what next steps will be with regards to getting replies to the questions submitted 

in our letter.  

Best regards,  

Marina Tadenc 

Director, on behalf of the Board of Directors 

Cliffcrest Scarborough Village SW Residents Association 
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Following are links to correspondence with MORE QEUSTIONS that still need to be addressed for which we 

were told would be addressed at site plan review: 

 November 2024,    https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Letter-re-docuent-review-of-

OLT-precondition-for-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development-October-2024.pdf 

September 30, 2024, 

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSW-Follow-up-questions-to-Toronto-Engineering-re-

3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development.pdf  

 and July 31, 2024,  

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/Follow-up-to-Toronto-Engineerin-Meeting-July-24-2024-re-

3291-Kingston-Rd..pdf   

Also included for your reference is the presentation by Cliffcrest Scarborough Village SW Residents Association May 

23, 2023 meeting with Lou Di Gironimo, Jennifer Graham Harkness,  and Councillor Kandavel,  

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Presentation-May-23-2024-Toronto-

Engineering-Meeting-re-3291-Kingston-Rd.pdf 

 

 

  

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Letter-re-docuent-review-of-OLT-precondition-for-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development-October-2024.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Letter-re-docuent-review-of-OLT-precondition-for-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development-October-2024.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSW-Follow-up-questions-to-Toronto-Engineering-re-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSW-Follow-up-questions-to-Toronto-Engineering-re-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/Follow-up-to-Toronto-Engineerin-Meeting-July-24-2024-re-3291-Kingston-Rd..pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/Follow-up-to-Toronto-Engineerin-Meeting-July-24-2024-re-3291-Kingston-Rd..pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Presentation-May-23-2024-Toronto-Engineering-Meeting-re-3291-Kingston-Rd.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Presentation-May-23-2024-Toronto-Engineering-Meeting-re-3291-Kingston-Rd.pdf
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October 25, 2025 

To: Councillor Kandavel,  

CC: Lou Di Gironimo, Jennifer Graham Harkness, Christian Ventresca, Janet May, Dan Tadenc, 

Paul Vincent, Yvonne Di Tullio, Grace Tessa, Adrian Molder 

RE: Follow Up to November 11, 2024, - 3291 KINGSTON RD/2-4 WINDY RIDGE DR - 

Rezoning Application Number: 20209863ESC20OZ 

Councillor Kandavel,  

With regards to circulation of the Site Plan Agreement (“SPA”) application documents, we have 

discovered again by chance that a detailed revision list and revision list letter for the Site Plan 

Agreement has been uploaded to the AIC as of September 4th 2025 in the Zoning folder.  

 https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/application-

details/?id=5039830&pid=52117&title=3291%20KINGSTON%20RD  

As well, our records show no response to concerns/questions shared in our previous November 

11, 2024 correspondence, including Hydrogeological Report discrepancy, Removal existing ditch 

on Windy Ridge Dr. + Tree impact, Transportation Impact Study, and more. With the project Site 

Plan Agreement (SPA) application currently under review we are resubmitting our unanswered 

questions and concerns to ensure they are addressed.  

See link for: 

November 2024 follow up,    

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Letter-re-docuent-review-

of-OLT-precondition-for-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development-October-2024.pdf 

And September 30, 2024, 

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSW-Follow-up-questions-to-

Toronto-Engineering-re-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development.pdf  

 and July 31, 2024 follow ups,  

 https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/Follow-up-to-Toronto-

Engineerin-Meeting-July-24-2024-re-3291-Kingston-Rd..pdf  and  

Presentation by Cliffcrest Scarborough Village SW Residents Association May 23, 2023 meeting 

with Lou Di Gironimo, Jennifer Graham Harkness, Councillor Kandavel,  

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Presentation-May-23-

2024-Toronto-Engineering-Meeting-re-3291-Kingston-Rd.pdf  

 

 

https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/application-details/?id=5039830&pid=52117&title=3291%20KINGSTON%20RD
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/application-details/?id=5039830&pid=52117&title=3291%20KINGSTON%20RD
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Letter-re-docuent-review-of-OLT-precondition-for-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development-October-2024.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Letter-re-docuent-review-of-OLT-precondition-for-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development-October-2024.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSW-Follow-up-questions-to-Toronto-Engineering-re-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSW-Follow-up-questions-to-Toronto-Engineering-re-3291-Kingston-Road-24-Windy-Ridge-Development.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/Follow-up-to-Toronto-Engineerin-Meeting-July-24-2024-re-3291-Kingston-Rd..pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/Follow-up-to-Toronto-Engineerin-Meeting-July-24-2024-re-3291-Kingston-Rd..pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Presentation-May-23-2024-Toronto-Engineering-Meeting-re-3291-Kingston-Rd.pdf
https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/data/documents/CSVSWRA-Presentation-May-23-2024-Toronto-Engineering-Meeting-re-3291-Kingston-Rd.pdf
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To help understand better what is currently under review the CSVSWRA also requests to 

receive:  

• the current and most recent City comments with regards to preapproval conditions 

outlined and those yet to be satisfied 

• Including response tracking sheet with City comments and supporting reports mentioned 

As a formal party we hope that we can work together moving forward with a common goal to 

ensure that the best possible outcome can be achieved for the neighbourhood and community.  

We look forward to your reply.  

Best regards,  

Marina Tadenc 

Director, on behalf of the Board of Directors 

Cliffcrest Scarborough Village SW Residents Association 

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/about-us   

 

  

https://cliffcrestscarboroughvillagesw.ca/about-us
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Mr. Khans reply to us on capacity is still not fully addressed, see our comments in Red captured in our follow up:  
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