
Purpose of Deputation

Appealing to the City to 
follow their own VOP Policy 

9.1.2.3 (a-b)
Resident of 41 years in Seneca Heights

By:  David Rembacz



VOP Large Lot Neighbourhoods

This policy has been amended in order to 
“respect and reinforce” the existing character of a 

neighbourhood.

Extract from the City Council meeting November 15, 2016



Amendment – VOP 9.1.2.3 
I would like members of the committee to specifically look at the proposed changes 
that was extracted and minuted from the council meeting dated November 15, 2016.

• https://www.vaughan.ca/council/minutes_agendas/Extracts/39ph1101_16ex_2.pdf

a. Lot frontage: In the case of lot creation, new lots should be equal to or exceed the 

frontages of the adjacent nearby and facing adjoining or facing lots or the average 

of the frontage of the adjoining lots where they differ; 

b. Lot area: The area of new lots should be consistent with the size of adjacent and 

nearby adjoining or facing lots;

c. Lot configuration: New lots should respect the existing lotting fabric in the

immediate vicinity immediately surrounding area;

https://www.vaughan.ca/council/minutes_agendas/Extracts/39ph1101_16ex_2.pdf


Rationale for Amendment
Page 23 and 24 (extract from city council meeting minutes, 2016) 

provide rationale and the proposed changes to the original VOP 2010

The rationale behind the adopted changes was that any
severance in an “established, large-lot neighbourhood, the 
policies shall apply to all developments within these areas.”

Essentially, the policy is being amended with stricter language
and parameters in order to “respect and reinforce” mature, 

established, unique large lot neighbourhoods. 



Policy Department confirmation 

Email from Policy 
Department confirming 

and acknowledging error 
in VOP 2010

Policy 9.1.2.3. (b)



Extracts from Nancy Tuckett’s memo, director of Development Planning;   Revised staff memo, October 28, 2021  

With respect to the revised, 
updated VOP Policy 9.1.2.3 (b) 
This report from Department of 
Planning, that recommended 
approval (with no objection), 
is no longer applicable

adjoining 

Policy 9.1.2.3 (a and b)



This is INCORRECT

This is NOT good planning as it most certainly 
does NOT meet the criteria outlined in the 
amended VOP (2010) Section 9.1.2.3, 
specifically a and b



Humphries Planning relied on outdated policy language 
“adjacent” as opposed to “adjoining”

VOP   Policy 9.1.2.3. b   ---- Lot area: The area of new lots should be 

consistent with the size of adjacent and nearby adjoining or facing lots;

Humphries Planning Slide Deck Presentation



Humphries report 
??????

According to updated language “adjoining” for 9.1.2.3. (b)
This report is incorrect.

??????
These are not adjoining 
properties

These are not adjoining properties

These are not adjoining properties



Conforming to Policy 9.1.2.3 (a,b)

If the city is to conform to Policy 9.1.2.3 (a, b)  in order to “respect and reinforce” our large lot
neighbourhood of Seneca Heights, then these are the only ADJOINING properties:
150 Monsheen Drive  &   64 Tayok Drive 



Policy 9.1.2.3 (a, b)  REQUIREMENTS

REQUIRED (avg. of 2 
adjoing lots)

Proposed Lot A Proposed Lot B

FRONTAGE 31.3m 23.7m 22.4m

LOT AREA 2298.9sq.m 794sq.m 794sq.m

64 Tayok Drive                  32.1m frontage 2985.9 sq.m lot size
150 Monsheen Drive      30.5m frontage 1611.9 sq.m lot size


