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Comments on Sidewalk Labs’ Draft Master Innovation and 

Development Plan (MIDP)  

Submission by Ed Hore, September 18, 2019 

 

In the 1600 page MIDP, Sidewalk asks to be the “lead developer” of valuable land at Quayside and West 

Villiers on the Toronto waterfront, and offers a complex package of consulting, planning and technology-

related services, extending decades into the future. 

It’s easy to see why Waterfront Toronto (WT) in its Note to Reader (NTR) of July 8, 2019 (NTR) refers to 

the “inherent complexity of the proposal.” (p. 4). 

Should the MIDP be adopted in some form? Caution is warranted for many reasons: 

1. No relevant experience: Sidewalk has no experience as a real estate developer, property or 
manager. 

 

2. MIDP goes beyond RFP: As noted by WT, the scope of the MIDP goes beyond the relevant 
Request for Proposal, RFP 2017-13, in several non-trivial ways. As a result, the proposal is 
unwieldy, over-complicated, and has already been far more time-consuming for everyone 
involved than necessary. My question is why. Did Sidewalk somehow misunderstand the RFP? 
Or did Sidewalk deliberately decide to ignore the RFP, thinking it knew better?  

 

3. Is Sidewalk compatible with WT? It is a concern that the MIDP as actually drafted would greatly 
restrict WT’s ability to seek competitive bids on future waterfront revitalization projects for 
years to come. This flies in the face of WT’s long history of transparency and open bidding, and 
raises the possibility the two organizations have different cultures which may not mesh together 
well as partners. 

 

4. Unspecified Subsidies: The MIDP proposes that Sidewalk buy the land for Quayside at an 
unknown, but discounted price, said to reflect WT’s desire to showcase zero-emission building 
technology that will be adopted elsewhere. Yet wide adoption seems unlikely if subsidies are 
required. An analogy: General Motors sometimes builds fancy concept cars, partly as research 
projects, and partly for publicity, but everyone knows they are expensive prototypes not for the 
mass market. Why should taxpayers fund a Sidewalk “concept car-like” R&D project?  
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5. Lack of clarity as to cost: The MIDP proposes a bundled package of around ten separate but 
interrelated services and long-term contractual arrangements, each complex, and each 
producing revenue to Sidewalk separately. Some Sidewalk calls “optional” while others are 
seemingly non-severable from the rest of the proposal. Especially in combination with 
Sidewalk’s disregard for the constraints of the RFP, this makes a transparent procurement 
process for each component difficult or impossible. It ignores the reality that WT must be 
accountable to three levels of government, and again suggests Sidewalk either misunderstands 
WT’s culture and methods, or believes normal rules and constraints simply don’t apply to 
Sidewalk. Neither bodes well for a happy relationship going forward. 

 

6. Unspecified future “performance payments”: The MIDP requires Waterfront Toronto to make 
three payments of unknown size to Sidewalk, known as “performance payments”, in 2028, 2032 
and 2035. Details are sketchy. Although dense contractual language can no doubt be drafted 
and negotiated, it is hard to escape the feeling that these payments amount to handing blank 
future-dated cheques to Sidewalk. WT shouldn’t buy if it doesn’t know the price tag. 

 

7. Too many governing bodies: The MIDP proposes the creation of at least five new administrative 
bodies governing many aspects of the project for decades to come. The power of individuals, 
governments, condominium boards, and elected political representatives may be 
correspondingly reduced. 

 

8. The proposed Quayside privacy protection regime is largely futile. Electronic privacy concerns 
are real, and have existed for 20 years or more. They long pre-date Quayside. I am doubtful 
setting up a more onerous privacy regime at Quayside than exists in Canada as a whole will have 
any real beneficial effect, other than as window-dressing. It is futile to create a complex privacy 
regime governing three blocks (its main effect may be to get the Mafia and Al-Quaeda 
interested in locating there!). 

 

The upside of the proposed project may outweigh these problems. WT seems to think so. It says: “we 

believe Sidewalk Labs has put forward proposals worth consideration and further exploration around 

Waterfront Toronto's identified priority outcomes; sustainability, economic development, affordable 

housing, new mobility and urban innovations.” (NTR p.3).  

But it is submitted the concerns mentioned above are key, and must be addressed by Sidewalk, 

assuming negotiations continue in some form. 
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A first step, if WT is inclined to go forward, might be to ask Sidewalk to re-submit a scaled-down 

proposal limited to Quayside, in which Sidewalk is “partner” not “lead developer”, and insist it follow 

the RFP this time and produce a proposal that can realistically be assessed, both as to cost and quality. 

Ignoring the RFP has consequences that an extensive consultation process can not necessarily fix: the 

point of a competitive bidding process is to force each player to calculate the lowest price at which it 

can make money, thus identifying the lowest feasible price, absent bid-rigging. But this can’t happen if 

one bidder (a) ignores the rules and bids on something different, and (b) never says what price it is 

bidding. 

These points are discussed more fully below, with specific reference to passages in the MIDP. 

 

Sidewalk Labs has no relevant experience. 

“Sidewalk Labs is an Alphabet company (and a sibling company of Google), founded in 2015.” (Overview, 

p. 59). Sidewalk employees worked on various past development projects (Overview, pp. 61 and 62) but 

the MIDP cites no previous project in which Sidewalk Labs itself was involved. Sidewalk also appears to 

have no experience in managing residential condominium, rental or commercial properties, or in 

providing municipal or utility-like services. It has never been a partner to government. 

Embarking on a multi-decade project with a new and untried partner obviously presents risks to 

Waterfront Toronto and its component levels of government, particularly in view of the experimental 

nature of the project. Its “risk profile... is fundamentally different from that of a market standard 

project.” (MIDP vol 3 p. 96, 157.)  

A useful mental exercise: if Google’s name was not associated with it, would the project proposed in the 

MIDP be seriously considered by WT?  

If all or some of the project in the MDIP is deemed worth pursuing, WT should consider issuing RFP’s for 

the many aspects of the outlined project beyond the scope of RFP No. 2017-13. Suppliers with 

established track records may submit attractive bids.  

 

The MIDP goes beyond the RFP  

The scope of the MIDP goes beyond the relevant Request for Proposal, RFP 2017-13, in significant ways. 

(a) Sidewalk seems to have misunderstood the job description in the RFP, despite being in close 

communication with WT while drafting the MIDP. Sidewalk proposes to be “lead developer” at Quayside 

and Villiers West; but the RFP says WT seeks an “Innovation and Funding Partner” at Quayside. 
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WT clarified in the NTR that it, not Sidewalk, will be the lead developer at Quayside, and furthermore, as 

it says at p. 7: “Should the MIDP go forward, it should be on the basis that Waterfront Toronto lead a 

competitive, public procurement process for developer(s) to partner with Waterfront Toronto and 

Sidewalk Labs (as our Innovation and Funding Partner).” 

 

(b)The MIDP greatly exceeds the geographic area in the RFP. The Sidewalk proposal encompasses not 

only the 4.9 hectare Quayside site in the RFP (Vol 3, pp. 88-97) but also the adjacent 8 hectare Villiers 

West site (Vol 3, pp. 98 -107). The MIDP admits  “...Villiers was not specifically identified in the RFP” (Vol 

3, p. 105). Sidewalk also proposes to be “lead developer of advanced systems” (Volume 3, p. 116) in the 

62 hectare surrounding area which it terms the River District (Volume 3, p. 59), part of the larger IDEA 

area. 

In the MIDP, Sidewalk’s right to be lead developer of Villiers West would be “earned”, not through 

winning a competitive RFP, but rather based on project milestones at Quayside (vol 3, p. 28, the 

“milestones” are outlined to some extent at vol 3, p. 40 and 210 - 211). Beyond the Quayside and Villiers 

stages, reaching further milestones would entitle Sidewalk to be lead developer for advanced systems in 

the River District (vol 3, pp. 113, 115, 211).  

Details of the proposed milestones would be negotiated at some future time. It seems that, provided 

the contractually-defined milestones are met, WT would be prohibited from seeking competitive bids on 

many key future stages of waterfront redevelopment. 

This would defeat the transparency and even-handedness that has been key to WT’s success. It creates 

the impression that Sidewalk fundamentally misunderstands WT’s history and methods. 

WT seems to share this concern. The NFT (p. 3) mentions that it has concerns about “the project scope 

beyond Quayside.” 

 

(c)The MIDP exceeds the time frame in the RFP. It proposes a contractual arrangement between WT and 

Sidewalk that would last decades, much longer than contemplated in the RFP. 

If Sidewalk is “lead developer” of Villiers West, as it proposes, that contractual arrangement would last 

at least until the estimated completion of that project in 2029 (vol 3, p. 205), well beyond the 2026 

projected completion date for Quayside (vol 3, p. 203).   

Sidewalk also asks to be “lead developer of advanced systems” (Volume 3, p. 116) in the 62 hectare 

River District (Volume 3, p. 59), which might not be completed until 2040 (NTR p. 12). 
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The MIDP calls for taxpayer subsidies of unknown size 

The MIDP proposes that the development would meet and perhaps exceed certain Waterfront Toronto 

objectives specified in the RFP: it would be climate-positive, or close to it (vol 3, p. 186), through the use 

of a variety of technologies. There would be 20% affordable housing and 20% middle income housing 

units (vol 3, p. 188). The density would be lower than permitted under present zoning, and the project 

would use timber as a building material. Sidewalk says all this will reduce market returns (vol 3, p. 159).  

Other benefits of the project will include not only job creation, but also “new mobility”, and “urban 

innovation” (vol 3, pp. 184-5, 190-193). However, Sidewalk again expects all this will result in “higher-

than-market costs” (vol 3, p. 158).   

Real estate revenue to Sidewalk will come from “the sources traditionally associated with real estate 

projects: rental revenue, income from the sale of condominiums, and income from the sale of individual 

buildings.” (vol 3, p. 179). (Querry: if Sidewalk is an “innovation partner” to WT rather than lead 

developer, does this imply a different payment model?) 

To the extent that these policy goals lower real estate returns to Sidewalk, the MIDP proposes “a 

discount on the sale price of Quayside and Villiers West lands to account for the additional requirements 

imposed by Waterfront Toronto” (Vol 3, pp. 44, 158). It appears the price could be adjusted up “if 

Quayside’s returns are higher than anticipated.” (Vol 3, p. 159) Conversely, it seems the land price could 

also be negotiated down on a net basis: unspecified “performance payments”, would be payable by WT 

in 2028, 2032 and 2035 (vol 3, p.177 - 178) as would many other advisory, management and technology-

related fees, discussed below.  

In effect, therefore, the taxpayer/government owner is subsidizing the project and its objectives to an 

unknown extent by accepting a discounted price for what may be the most desirable land in the city. 

The decision to proceed is therefore necessarily political in nature. Are taxpayers/voters willing to 

subsidize the progressive agenda implicit in the RFP and the MIDP? Furthermore, are they willing to 

subsidize such innovations concentrated in a relatively small corner of the City of Toronto? 

It is concerning that the challenge of building a zero-emission building at an affordable cost is not 

mentioned in the MIDP, which simply assumes subsidies (“other people’s money”) will cover the higher 

cost.  

But surely cost is key, if the technology is to be scaled-up, not only in the Portlands but around the 

world, as WT wants. WT says in the NTR (p. 3) it seeks “a well researched path to achieving a climate 

positive development at a greater scale.” WT notes in the RFP (p.6) it wants its Partner to “help create 

and fund a globally-significant community that will showcase advanced technologies, building materials, 

sustainable practices and innovative business models that demonstrate pragmatic solutions toward 

climate positive urban development” (italics added). 
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While I am far from an expert on the engineering involved in designing a zero-emission building, I would 

guess it is relatively easy to design such a building if money is no object. The challenge is to do it with 

cost-efficient technologies that can feasibly be adopted on a sufficiently large scale that there would 

actually be a positive impact on climate change.   

WT appears to recognize that tax-payers may prove unwilling to fund a virtue-signalling but costly 

experiment, but may support a “pragmatic solution” likely to be widely adopted. The MIDP does not 

indicate that Sidewalk shares this view. 

The MIDP often proposes some arrangement that will result in either higher-than-market  costs or 

below-market revenues, without clarifying who the real subsidy-payer is. It may be taxpayers, or it may 

be someone else.  

For example, if there will be below-market rental rates for retail units to ensure a “diverse” set of 

service providers such as non-profits, whose economic interests and revenues are reduced? Another 

example, it seems condo owners at Quayside will pay more for environmentally-friendly, hi-tech waste 

management. Can they decide in time they would prefer less costly “normal” waste management 

services? Can people living in zero-emission buildings open the window?  If not, they are in a sense 

paying a subsidy by living with the inconvenience of not being able to do so. 

Are subsidy-payers, whether taxpayers, building owners or condo unit owners, free to decide not to pay 

the subsidy? If not, who imposes the subsidy obligation, by what legal mechanism?  

Thought should be given to the consequences of imposing subsidy obligations without consent of the 

subsidy-payers.  

 

The Quayside proposal is a complex bundled package, and difficult to assess from a government 

procurement point of view 

If the proposed project goes ahead, Sidewalk will wear many hats. 

It will be, first of all, a real estate developer. Sidewalk predicts the Quayside real estate project alone 

would not “enable Sidewalk to obtain market-level returns” but the combined project at Quayside and 

Villiers “may be able to achieve market-level returns...comparable to other Toronto real estate 

development programs” (vol 3, p. 174-175). 

Apart from the real estate returns, Sidewalk expects revenues from a variety of other services (vol 3, 

table of Sidewalk’s potential sources of revenue, p. 179), including: 

 “Advisory services” and “technology deployment” (vol 3, page 176, 179). 
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 Providing optional financing on municipal infrastructure (vol 3, p. 135 -175), at the “lowest cost 

of capital possible” to be negotiated but presumably at a rate that would earn a reasonable 

return on capital to Sidewalk, the lender. 

 Optional financing of LRT, financing to be offered “at market rates to be negotiated” (vol 3, p. 

130 - 134, 161), again presumably at a rate that would earn a reasonable return on capital to 

Sidewalk, the lender. 

 Setting up a tall timber factory “which would have the same potential upside and risks as other 

investments in manufacturing” (vol 3, p. 175). 

 Managing the design of municipal infrastructure (vol 3, p. 175), at an 8% percentage fee. 

 Acting as lead developer, and potential provider of financing services, on “advanced systems” 

such as waste management, power grid, thermal grid, “dynamic streets”, storm water 

management, parking management, Mobility Subscription Package, and digital communication 

(vol 3, p. 108-113, 128, 139 - 140, 175), as set out in detailed Implementation Agreements to be 

negotiated at some later time (vol 3, p.112).  

 Running a venture fund ($10 million) which “would have stand-alone economics and the same 

potential upside as typical venture investing” (vol 3, p. 30, 179). 

 As a middleman with respect to technology deployment: “In the vast majority of circumstances, 

the technologies recommended for advancing the project would be purchased, commissioned, 

or licensed from existing vendors.” (vol 3, p. 121). But in a “tiny fraction” of instances, Sidewalk 

would act as developer of in-house “purposeful solutions (vol 3, p. 123), namely, “technological 

innovations that at the time of their development can objectively and impartially be shown to 

have no suitable alternatives available in the market” which would include dynamic curbs, 

standardized mounts and “Perform”, a real-time energy modelling tool. This designation would 

last for 10 years. (vol 3, p. 123). 

 As a system operator. Sidewalk will get operating revenue from running advanced systems, 

directly or through a joint venture, in addition to a design and planning fee (vol 3, p.113), the 

value of which is estimated at around $3 million annually over 15 years (vol 3, p.115, 176). 

Sidewalk would also get a fee of 2% up to 7% from “third party operators.” (vol 3, p.117, 175) 

Some of these services would be provided “at cost” (a highly flexible concept in the context of an R&D 

project) as set out in Implementation Agreements (vol 3, p.117, 175) but “these services would only be 

provided to the extent that Sidewalk achieves the agreed-upon project milestones” vol 3, p.176). That is, 

if Sidewalk did not achieve the milestones, WT (or someone else) would presumably pay more, even if 

not at fault. 
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As an urban development leader in other cities; Quayside will be a “globally significant demonstration 

project” (Overview, p. 55) - an R&D project which Sidewalk hopes to monetize around the world. 

Further increasing the complexity of the proposed contractual relationship, and the many payments that 

would pass back and forth between Sidewalk and WT, Sidewalk proposes to pay WT a 10% share of 

“upside value” for certain technology developed in connection with the project, above an agreed-on 

threshold (vol 3 p. 126 -127). 

Sidewalk also promises not to assert its digital-innovation-related or software related Canadian patents 

filed during the development of Sidewalk Toronto and related to Sidewalk Toronto, unless sued first for 

patent infringement (vol 3, pp. 127).  

This is not an abstraction. Sidewalk is seeking US patent protection now, and likely also seeks Canadian 

equivalent patents, likely still confidential. See Sidewalk Lab’s US Patent Application A1 0031436, 

published January 31, 2019 “Waste Chute Devices and Methods of Using Same”.  

In general, patent application are confidential for eighteen months after they are filed. Canadian patent 

applications are probably filed a year after the US application due to treaty provisions. ( I am an 

intellectual property lawyer.) 

WT should ask for all patent applications in the US or Canada made by Sidewalk or its affiliates, or 

expected. 

With respect to the 10%, I support the comments in the DSAP Preliminary Commentary and Questions 

on Sidewalk Lab’s Draft Master Innovation and Development Plan, published September 10, 2019, p. 19 

- 21.  

It seems the components of the MIDP package cannot be separated (except perhaps the financing 

options, for example for the LRT, described as “optional”). Sidewalk, for example, will not proceed with 

construction of Quayside unless government commits to sell Villiers West to Sidewalk. (vol 3, p. 209). 

This is the Costco approach: “We can only give you a great price on peanut butter if you buy three jars.” 

It is a hard sell tactic, and WT is right to reject it. 

The bundled nature of the proposal makes difficult from a government procurement point of view to 

assess whether any particular proposed service or transaction represents good value for taxpayers, 

particularly as the entire proposal far exceeds the RFP.  

Many details are left to Implementation Agreements, not yet negotiated. 

 

Waterfront Toronto must make three payments of unknown size to Sidewalk 

Most important, The MIDP proposes that three “performance payments” be paid by WT to Sidewalk in 

2028, 2032 and 2035 (vol 3, p.177 - 178). These would “fairly compensate the company for its role in 
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accelerating development on the eastern waterfront and advancing Waterfront Toronto’s priority 

outcomes”. The performance payments would be tied to vague “stage gates” or milestones (vol 3, pp. 

210 - 211). The MIDP provides no estimate of how much the performance payments would be and little 

guidance on how they would be calculated. 

Given the complex bundling of of the package, we have no idea what the price tag is, over-all or for any 

single component. 

 

The MIDP proposes that many new governance bodies, taking power from governments, owners and 

individuals. 

The MDIP proposes at least five “management entities” of advanced systems and solutions, including 

the Urban Data Trust (UDT)(vol 3, pp. 69, 223), the Waterfront Housing Trust (WHT)(vol 3, pp. 69, 223), 

the Waterfront Transportation Management Association (WTMA) (vol 3, p. 70, 223), the Open Space 

Alliance (OSA) (vol 3, p. 68, 222) and the Waterfront Sustainability Association (WSA) (vol 3, p. 69, 223) 

and a “public administrator” (vol 3, p. 62 - 67) with a role similar to that of WT. 

This proliferation of decision-making bodies seems to take authority away from individuals, landowners, 

condominium owners, and elected officials. It is not clear how individuals would be selected to sit on 

these entities. Would they be democratically elected?   

In a conventional condominium building, for example, a board elected under the Condominium Act 

chooses service providers, such as internet or garbage and recycling management, and has discretion 

over reserve fund capital allocation questions such as whether solar panels, battery facilities, insulation 

or recharging stations for electric vehicles will be installed and if so how widely.  

Will the new governance bodies have power to override decisions made by the people who make them 

now and if so, by what legal or political mechanism? 

My own experience on the board of a condo building located close to the Quayside site (10 Queens 

Quay West) has been that if given a chance to vote on options, unit owners will nearly always choose 

the cheapest option, regardless of environmental concerns or aesthetic qualities others may deem 

desirable. Condo owners are reluctant to pay a premium for property upgrades (for example, renovating 

the courtyards at 10 Yonge and 10 Queens Quay) that they see as benefitting mainly the public, not 

themselves. 

The MIDP seems to propose micro-management by possibly unelected boards made up of a supposedly 

enlightened elite, rather than by ordinary people making decisions for themselves.  

 

Data ownership and privacy 
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The data issues have already been widely discussed elsewhere.  I will note only that electronic privacy 

has been a problem for decades.  This will still be the case whether Quayside is built or not.  

There is little point in creating more restrictive rules governing privacy and data at Quayside than exist in 

the rest of the country. Any such rules would have no real effect; they would be window-dressing to 

mollify public concerns that Sidewalk will make the privacy problem worse than it already is. 

It seems a futile exercise to spend months or years crafting complex privacy rules governing three or 

four city blocks. 

 

 Conclusion 

It seems clear that the MDIP cannot be accepted as it is, for simple reasons of efficient government 

procurement.  

WT has already said it has concerns about extending the project beyond Quayside, and that it, not 

Sidewalk, will be “lead developer” at Quayside. 

The ambitious and complex MDIP vastly exceeds the RFP, not only in geographic scope but also in the 

duration and scope of the services proposed. This is worrying because it suggests means the bidding 

process may have been ineffective in identifying the lowest price and best operator, but also because of 

what it suggests about Sidewalk’s desirability as a long-term WT partner. The lengthy consultation 

process can not necessarily correct these problems. 

SL’s lack of a track record makes it especially difficult to accept the claims in the RFP on faith. 

The bundled nature of the proposal makes it difficult or impossible to evaluate whether there is value 

for money for each of the interlocking and varied services on offer. The price tag is unknown. 

If Waterfront Toronto wishes to embark on a project as large in scopes the MIDP through a 

“partnership” with one supplier, options might include:  

 withdrawing the RFP and issue a new and larger RFP for Quayside, West Villiers and the River 

District, clarifying the desired role of the partner, setting out the many high-tech, real estate and 

management opportunities on offer, so that all interested parties, including of course Sidewalk, 

can bid on the opportunity. 

 asking Sidewalk to re-submit its proposal, but insist it follow the RFP this time, and produce a 

scaled-down proposal limited to Quayside, in which Sidewalk is “Partner” not “lead developer”.  

 at some point, issue other RFP’s for the many aspects of the outlined project beyond the scope 

of RFP No. 2017-13, so other parties can submit bids. 
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Micro-concerns 

I was co-chair of the York Quay Neighbourhood Association for several years, and have been involved 

with other neighbourhood associations.  I was also on the condo board of 10 Queens Quay West, at 

Yonge street, just west of the Quayside site.  

Two issues that consumed a great deal of time in all these organizations were mundane: dogs and noise. 

Dogs: if the project goes ahead in some form, thought should be given to how to handle dogs. Will unit 

owners and tenants be allowed to own dogs. If so, where will the dogs run off-leash? Thought should be 

given to an off-leash area (possibly on a rooftop, as now happens in Manhattan) because if dogs live 

there but have nowhere to run, owners will let them run everywhere and defecate everywhere, killing 

landscaping, and may in some instances posing a danger to others. The acrimony between parents of 

young children, in particular, and dog-owners can reach extraordinary levels. 

Noise: YQNA has spent a lot of its time over the years dealing with noise concerns arising from noise on 

the waterfront such as amplified music and airport noise. As well, noise from one unit to another is a 

constant concern in residential condo buildings.  

I am concerned that both unit-to-unit and exterior-source noise concerns may be accentuated in timber 

buildings. Sound may travel through them even more than through concrete buildings.  

Has thought been given to the noise effects of timber construction? This should be studied, both with 

respect to unit-to-unit noise, and external-source noise. 

The Rebel nightclub and associated Cabana Pool Bar are located under 700 meters away from the 

Quayside site, and even closer to Villiers West. Noise disputes between the Toronto Islanders (about the 

same distance over the water) and the nightclub go back decades. I represented YQNA in a 17 day 

hearing in 2017 and 2018 regarding an attempt by Rebel’s owners to get a new liquor license allowing 

longer hours, more people and more amplified music. Chris Glaisek of WT was a witness. The decision is 

here. 

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onlat/doc/2018/2018canlii79631/2018canlii79631.html?autocompleteStr

=2018%20canlii%2079631&autocompletePos=1 

The License Appeal Tribunal found that the Islander suffered stress over the years because of noise from 

the nightclub, cited an earlier decision to the same effect in 2006 also involving the Islanders and the 

predecessor of the nightclub. The Tribunal ruled there shall be no amplified music on the patio, yet 

amplified music continues there. The nightclub appealed to the Divisional Court. The appeal may be 

heard in early 2020.  

Quayside should play close attention because the nightclub, in addition to noise concerns, is linked to 

overdose drug deaths and shootings. A loud nightclub could potentially create an area of urban blight, 

affecting the Quayside project should it proceed. 

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onlat/doc/2018/2018canlii79631/2018canlii79631.html?autocompleteStr=2018%20canlii%2079631&autocompletePos=1
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onlat/doc/2018/2018canlii79631/2018canlii79631.html?autocompleteStr=2018%20canlii%2079631&autocompletePos=1

