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Irfan Akram City of Richmond Hill irfan.akram@richmondhill.ca 
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Shawn Smith WSP shawn.smith@wsp.com  
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Patrick Malloy WSP patrick.malloy@wsp.com  

Matan Yihia WSP matan.yihia@wsp.com  
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STAFF 

  

Anant Patel City of Richmond Hill anant.patel@richmondhill.ca  

Kunal Chaudhry City of Richmond Hill kunal.chaudhry@richmondhill.ca  

James Pavlidis City of Richmond Hill james.pavlidis@richmondhill.ca  

Michelle Dobbie City of Richmond Hill michelle.dobbie@richmondhill.ca  

Diogo Oliveira  City of Richmond Hill diogo.oliveira@richmondhill.ca 

Darlene Myrie City of Richmond Hill darlene.myrie@richmondhill.ca  

Kaitlyn Graham  City of Richmond Hill kaitlyn.graham@richmondhill.ca  

STAKEHOLDERS   

Ali Vakili   

Adam Seif 10298, 10300 Yonge Owner  

Amir Keshev 10330 Yonge Owner  

Angela K. Pollard 31 Wright St  

Brad Rogers Groundswell Plan  

Charles Hajj Groundswell Plan  

Don Burton   

Heath Purtell Groundswell Plan  

Eldon Theodore Groundswell Plan  

Ian Hwang LEA Consulting  

Jim Meng   

Vincent Lacoursiere École secondaire Norval-

Morrisseau 
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Ross Carter-Wingrove   
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MATTERS ARISING ACTION 

1.0 INTRODUCTION  

2.0 PROJCET BACKGROUND 

— Shawn Smith provided a project overview (refer to presentation slides) 

— Two 15.5 m ROW cross section alternatives were presented, with the City’s preferred being 

no dedicated cycling facilities 

— A comment was raised that the renderings depict a suburban condition but the area is 

identified as an urban/downtown context. Shawn noted that the context would be reflected in 

the actual plan, and that the cross sections shown are for discussion purposes. 

 

3.0 ALIGNMENT OVERVIEW 

— Three alignment alternatives were shared. Each alternative has interim phase and ultimate 

phase. Ultimate Phase reflects a distant future scenario where the school located in 51 

Wright St will be redeveloped. 

— Miguel Ladouceur (ML) requested clarifications regarding the purpose of the new road. He 

noted the school objects the project as it impacts the school’s parking lot and the bus loop. 

— Irfan Akram (IA) replied that during the interim condition the school will not be 

affected regardless of the chosen alternative. 

— Hubert Ng (HN) added the ultimate condition refers to a distant future scenario. As long 

as school is operating, there will be no road through the school property. Plans will 

come to light as part of development applications, with the understanding that the 

school will still being there until such time for redevelopment. It’s highly unlikely in 

short term, and not an expropriation 

— ML wanted to note on record that if the intent is to expropriate, the school board is 

opposed to the plan 

— Ali Vakili (AV) noted he thinks this meeting should be held in person to allow stakeholders 

the opportunity to review the alignments properly. 

— Shawn said that the project team will consider this for next time and is also willing to 

meet individually with stakeholders. 

— Angela K. Pollard (AP) requested clarification: Do any of the alternatives affect 31 Wright 

St? And will the City proceed with developing the road regardless of the responses in the 

meeting? Also asked for a definition of a daylight triangle. 

— Shawn noted that a daylight triangle is the property required at an intersection to ensure 

there are clear sightlines for turning motorists. 

— ML asked if the City could impose changes to the property, or it will change it only in case 

the property was sold or if an application comes through for additions to the school site.  

— HN clarified that if an application comes through for additions to school site, the City 

wouldn't request road to go through. It would be through an actual redevelopment where 

lands are sold. 

— Adam Seif (AS) asked if an application were to be submitted over the space where the future 

road is proposed, would the City object? 

— HN replied that this situation will be handled on a case-by-case basis depending on the 

context of the application 

— HN asked if the school plans to propose any permanent structures. ML replied they do 

not. 

AS added, he does not see a similar case on Yonge St, where a parallel road is located so close 

to. He does not see how this road can assist with traffic issues in the area. 

— Shawn Smith (SS) answered the road would improve pedestrian and cycling 

connections in the area. Patrick Malloy added that the road will brings major accesses to 

a signal, helps orient traffic and reduces number of driveways off of the main road 

(Yonge Street)  

— AS raised a concern regarding collisions near the south end of the future road near the 

Wright St intersection.  

− HN replied the new road is not expected to solve traffic issues on Yonge St. It will solve 

access issues, improve the public realm in the area, reduce conflicts on Yonge St. It will 
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improve loading and waste management in the area since these will not be conducted on 

Yonge St. 

— AS asked if access will be only through the new road.  

— HN replied that applications will be reviewed on a case by case-by-case basis. 10280, 

10300 proposal - opportunity to move accesses - potentially on Wright or extension. 

Determine what the traffic impacts will be. Can't provide answer without seeing full 

context of full proposal but might not make sense to have to laneways. 

— AS raised another concern regarding the fact the school will not be redeveloped in the near 

future, and it would hold up potential new development on the south side.  

— HN replied that new applications will not be affected. PM added issues can be solved, 

for example, a portion of the road can be constructed on the south without impacting the 

school.  

— Amir Keshev (AK) seconded AS inquiry regarding the effects of the school not being 

redeveloped. HN replied that applications will be considered with the school. IA added the 

road can be built in phases so new developments in the area will not be affected. 

— AP asked to note on record that she has no intention on selling/redeveloping her property at 

31 Wright Street. The building she owns is a historical property that was recently renovated.  

— PM answered that efforts will be made to maintain the existing condition in the area and 

reduce impacts from the daylight triangle. 

— AV requested to conduct a meeting with the consulting team (WSP) and asked IA to share 

contact information with him. 

— Ben Wong/Skybourne Developments requested a copy of the presentation materials be sent 

to bwong@skybournedevelopments.com 

4.0 NEXT STEPS AND MEETING CONCLUSION 

— Miro board link was shared with the attendees in the meeting 

(https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVKhnmmng=/). Commenting process was demonstrated. 

Comments where requested within two weeks (by September 27, 2024) via email or on the 

Miro board. 

— Project milestones were discussed and shared. 

— A second stakeholder meeting is planned for November 2024. The City will reach out to 

stakeholders to coordinate. 

 

These minutes are considered to be accurate recording of all items discussed. Written notice of discrepancies, errors or omission must 

be given within seven (7) days, otherwise the minutes will be accepted as written. 

NEXT MEETING 

An invitation will be issued if an additional meeting is required. 

https://miro.com/app/board/uXjVKhnmmng=/

