
 
 

 
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE (1) – JUNE 4, 2025 

 
COMMUNICATIONS 

 
 

   
Disclaimer Respecting External Communications 
Communications are posted on the City’s website pursuant to Procedure By-law Number 7-2011.  The City 
of Vaughan is not responsible for the validity or accuracy of any facts and/or opinions contained in 
external Communications listed on printed agendas and/or agendas posted on the City’s website. 

   
 
 

Please note there may be further Communications.  
 

Page 1 of 1 
 

Distributed May 30, 2025 Item No. 

C1. Sabrina, dated May 23, 2025. 5 
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12 
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CAUTION! This is an external email. Verify the sender's email address and
carefully examine any links or attachments before clicking. If you believe this may
be a phishing email, please use the Phish Alert Button.

From: Clerks@vaughan.ca
To: John Britto
Subject: FW: [External] Reference Number Z.21.002
Date: Friday, May 23, 2025 3:43:02 PM

 
From: Paul  
Sent: Friday, May 23, 2025 3:29 PM
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca
Subject: [External] Reference Number Z.21.002

 

 
This is a written submission to an official plan amendment, and rezoning
amendment  proposal on the southwest corner of Major Mackenzie and Fossil Hill (Reference
Number Z.21.002).
 
As a member of the community who lives in  very close proximity to this land, I am
in complete disagreement with this proposal.
 
When we purchased our home, we researched the proposal of the land around us including
the land in question, and purchased our home based on what was planned to be built there.  It
is completely unfair to change the proposal when people purchase their home based on what
is expected, approved and planned to be there and then to have it completely changed into
something completely different . 
The proposal causes many problems such as congestion; not just congestion with traffic which
is already very congested (in particular at that intersection which has seen many
accidents) but also community congestion.  The amount of shops and cars are turning our
residential community, which consists of many young families, into a busy and dangerous
place.  It is no longer a quiet , safe community to raise children.  Our schools are also
congested and this proposal will only continue to overcrowd our schools and further
deteriorate our community.  We bought our homes to get away from the busy, dangerous and
congested city of Toronto but these proposals and numerous residential unit buildings are
turning Vaughan into Toronto. This is a low density residential area.  This area cannot support
a high density population when we are zoned as low density.  Current infrastructure cannot
support it.  Your own ‘Guide to Vaughan’s Planning Process’ mailed to residents states that
‘our city must grow in ways that are smart and any change must meet the needs and values of
current and future residents’.  How does over congested roads, over congested schools,
and over crowded communities meet the needs and values of families trying to raise young
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children in a safe, quiet community?   Instead of looking to destroy our community, why not
choose to enhance it?  We need more green spaces for children and people to roam not 10-
storey buildings with overcrowding number of people.  Green spaces ‘reflect the needs and
values of current  and future residents’.  Not only will the overcrowding destroy our
community but just the sight of it will as well.  It is a great eyesore to those of us who look out
our window only to see views blocked from large buildings.
 
I look forward to either watching or reading the minutes of this meeting that discusses and
votes on the proposal so I, along with other community members, can know and post with
praise the names of our 'representatives' elected in their position that actually represented
the concerns of their voters and make note of those who prioritized the concerns of the
money hungry corporations over their constituents.

Thank you
Sabrina 



Subject: Objection to Proposed Commercial Development : 2081447 Ontario Inc., 10489 
Islington Ave. FileDA.17.071 

To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing as the owner/resident of Kellam St. Kleinburg Village, to formally state my 
strong opposition to the proposed commercial development located at 10489 Islington Ave 
(known as Ambiance and Local Cafe),  which directly abuts my residential property.

This proposal presents multiple deficiencies in meeting existing zoning bylaws and 
development standards, which will have a significant negative impact on the livability, safety, 
and enjoyment of my home. Also impacting the members of this family’s emotional and mental 
well being.   The key concerns are as follows:

1. Excessive Height: The proposed height exceeds what is appropriate or permissible for a 
development adjacent to a residential property, resulting in privacy loss and visual 
intrusion.

2. Insufficient Parking: The proposed number of parking spaces does not meet bylaw 
requirements, which may lead to overflow parking on nearby residential streets, 
including mine.

3. Inadequate Setbacks: The lack of appropriate setbacks fails to provide a proper buffer 
between commercial and residential land uses, intensifying the impact of noise, light, and 
congestion.

4. Noise Pollution: The nature and intensity of commercial activity will introduce 
unacceptable levels of noise, especially during early morning or late evening hours.

5. Garbage Bin Placement: The planned location of waste disposal areas is too close to 
residential boundaries, leading to potential odor issues, vermin, and unsightly 
conditions.

6. Transformer Location: Placement of electrical infrastructure near residential homes 
raises concerns about safety, noise, and property value.

7. Light/ Sound /Vehicle emission Pollution from Parking Lot: The current design directs 
bright lighting and vehicle noise toward adjacent homes, disrupting nighttime peace and 
violating light pollution standards. Vehicle emissions directly infiltrate into bedroom/
dining windows.

8. Loitering & Safety Concerns: The development could invite increased loitering or 
trespassing, raising security concerns for nearby residents.

This project, in its current form, is incompatible with the surrounding residential context and 
violates the intent of land use bylaws designed to protect adjacent homeowners. A commercial 
property of the current magnitude if approved will set precedence to future developers leaving 
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the village strained and depleted of its charm. I respectfully request that the project be revised or 
denied until these deficiencies are properly addressed.

Please confirm that this objection has been received and included in the official record. I am 
prepared to attend any public hearings or consultations to voice these concerns further.

Sincerely,

 
Maria Pizzitola 

 Kellam St.  
 



 
 
DATE: May 29, 2025 

TO:  Mayor and Members of Council 

FROM: Vince Musacchio, Interim Deputy City Manager, Planning, Growth 
Management and Housing Delivery 
 

RE:  COMMUNICATION – Committee of the Whole (1), June 4, 2025  
 
Report #23, Item #2 
 
GB (MAPLECRETE) LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.25.005 
185 DOUGHTON ROAD, 108-112 MAPLECRETE ROAD 
VICINITY OF DOUGHTON ROAD AND MAPLECRETE ROAD 

 
 
Recommendation 

 
1. THAT Recommendation 1. a) iii. be deleted and replaced with the following: 
 

“iii. Permit the following maximum floor plate sizes for Tower B: 
• 875 square metres – Level 7 
• 799 square metres – Levels 8 to 41 
• 776 square metres – Levels 42 and 43” 

 
Background 
 
The proposed change is administrative in nature as Levels 8-9 were inadvertently omitted 
from the list and is not the result of any changes to the proposed development.  
 
For more information, contact Monica Wu, Senior Planner – VMC, Policy Planning and 
Special Programs Department, ext. 8161. 
 
Respectfully submitted by 
 
 
 
 
 
Vince Musacchio, Interim Deputy City Manager,  
Planning, Growth Management and Housing Delivery 
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DATE: May 29, 2025 

TO: Mayor and Members of Council 

FROM: Vince Musacchio, Deputy City Manager, Infrastructure Development  

RE: COMMUNICATION – Item 12, Report 23 - Committee of the Whole (1) 

– June 4, 2025

AMENDMENTS TO SITE ALTERATION BY-LAW 031-2024 AND FEES 
AND CHARGES BY-LAW 251-2024 TO ESTABLISH FRAMEWORK 
FOR ADMINISTERING AND ENFORCING GRADING PERMITS  

Recommendation 

That the report of the Deputy City Manager, Infrastructure Development dated June 4, 
2025, titled Amendments to Site Alteration By-law 031-2024 and Fees and Charges By-
law 251-2024 to Establish Framework for Administering and Enforcing Grading Permits 
be amended as follows: 

1. That Attachment 1 be amended as follows:

a) The title on the first page of Attachment 1 shall be amended to read:
“Rationale for the Amendments to Site Alteration By-Law 031-2024 and the
Fees and Charges By-law 251-2024 to Establish Framework for
Administering and Enforcing Grading Permits”.

b) A chart outlining the amendments to the Fees and Charges By-law 251-2024
shall be appended to the end of Attachment 1.

Background 

The report titled Amendments to Site Alteration By-law 031-2024 and Fees and 
Charges By-law 251-2024 to Establish Framework for Administering and Enforcing 
Grading Permits includes Attachment 1, which provides context and justification for 
recent amendments. To enhance clarity and completeness, it is necessary to amend 
Attachment 1 by updating its title to accurately reflect the scope of the document—
specifically, the rationale behind amendments to both Site Alteration By-law 031-2024 
and Fees and Charges By-law 251-2024. Additionally, including the addition of a chart 
that summarizes the amendments to the Fees and Charges By-law 251-2024 will 
provide greater transparency and facilitate understanding of the changes. 

For more information, contact Andrew Pearce, Acting Director, Development 
Engineering Department, ext. 8255 

Attachments 

1. Attachment 1 – Rationale for the Amendments to Site Alteration By-Law 031-
2024 and the Fees and Charges By-law 251-2024 to Establish Framework for
Administering and Enforcing Grading Permits

Respectfully submitted by 

Vince Musacchio 
Deputy City Manager 
Infrastructure Development 
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Attachment 1 

Rationale for the Amendments to Site Alteration By-Law 031-2024 and the Fees and 
Charges By-law 251-2024 to Establish Framework for Administering and Enforcing 

Grading Permits

Section Recommendation Rationale/Result 
Section 8.1.1 (1)No Person shall conduct, undertake, cause,

permit or carry out the construction of any of the
items set out in Schedule “A” without a Grading
Permit.

This is based on the need to 
regulate site grading activities 
to ensure proper drainage, and 
compliance with municipal 
engineering standards. 

Section 8.1.2 (2)An application made by an Owner or an
Authorized Agent for a Grading Permit shall be in
the form required by the Director, and shall be
accompanied by:
(a)a description of the proposed construction;
(b)plans providing complete details of the
construction, that have been stamped by a
qualified professional engineer or surveyor if
required by the Director;
(c) plans, documents, or any other information
required by the Director;
(d) payment of the applicable non-refundable
Grading Permit application fee set out in the Fees
and Charges By-law;
(e) payment of a Grading Permit security
deposit as set out in the Fees and Charges By-
law;

This provision authorizes a 
grading permit process that 
protects public interest, mitigates 
risk, ensures proper 
development standards, and 
allows for cost recovery and 
compliance assurance. 

Section 8.1.3 (3) The Director may refuse to issue a
Grading Permit or accept a Grading Permit
application if:
(a) the proposed construction would
contravene any City by-law or any other
applicable law or City standards;
(b) any of the requirements set out in 8.1(2)
have not been provided to the satisfaction of the
Director;
(c) the application does not contain sufficient
information to enable the Director to determine
whether the proposal will contravene any City by-
law or any other applicable law or City standards;
(d) the Owner refuses to enter into and sign a
Grading Permit Agreement; or
(e) an administrative penalty issued to the
Owner under this By-law is unpaid;

This provision ensures that the 
City maintains legal, technical, 
and procedural oversight over 
grading activities, by approving 
applications that meet permit 
requirements. It protects the 
municipality, the environment, 
and the integrity of municipal 
processes. 

Section 8.1.4 (4) Prior to or upon issuing a Grading Pemit,
the Director, at their sole discretion, may impose
conditions that the Director deems appropriate,
including the requirement for the Owner to enter
into a Grading Permit Agreement with the City, for
which the Director hereby has the delegated

This provision provides the 
Director with the authority and 
discretion needed to ensure 
grading permits are responsibly 
issued, site-appropriate, and 
legally enforceable. It balances 



Attachment 1 
 
 

authority to enter into and execute on terms and 
conditions satisfactory to the Director. 

regulatory flexibility with 
municipal protection, while 
streamlining the process to 
avoid delays or unnecessary 
bureaucracy. 

Section 8.1.5 (5) Where an application for a Grading Permit 
remains inactive or incomplete for six (6) months 
after it is made, the application may be deemed 
by the Director to have been abandoned and the 
file closed. 

This provision allows staff to 
take action on these files to 
address any audit requirements 
regarding the management and 
clearing of pending permit 
applications.   

Section 8.1.6 (6) Where the Director refuses to issue a 
Grading Permit or accept a Grading Permit 
application or deem an application to be 
abandoned as set out in sections 8.1(3) and 
8.1(5) of this By-law, upon written request by the 
Owner, the Grading Permit application fee, if one 
was provided, will be refunded in accordance with 
section 8.1(7). 

This provision ensures that 
applicants are treated equitably 
when their grading permit 
applications are refused or 
closed due to inactivity, while still 
allowing the City to retain funds 
for any services already 
performed. It strikes a balance 
between customer service and 
cost recovery. 

Section 8.1.7 (7) The amount of Grading Permit application 
fees refundable shall be calculated as a 
percentage of the total Grading Permit application 
fee as follows:  
(a) eighty percent (80%) if the application is 
cancelled prior to review;  
(b) fifty percent (50%) if the application is 
cancelled after commencement of the review, 
prior to Grading Permit issuance and the pre-
construction site inspection has not been 
conducted;  
(c) forty percent (40%) if the application is 
cancelled after commencement of the review, 
prior to Grading Permit issuance and the pre-
construction site inspection has been completed. 

This provision helps to ensure 
that the city recovers permit 
administration costs up to the 
point of cancellation. 

Section 8.1.8 (8) Notwithstanding any other section in this 
by-law, the Director has the delegated authority to 
approve, exempt/waive, issue, revoke, transfer, 
extend, renew, amend, or close a Grading Permit 
or application for a Grading Permit. 

This provision ensures that the 
grading permit system is 
administered efficiently, 
consistently, and professionally 
by delegating comprehensive 
authority to the Director. It 
provides the necessary 
discretion and flexibility to 
manage a variety of real-world 
situations while maintaining 
municipal control and 
accountability. 

Section 8.1.9 (9) The Owner shall contact the City once the 
construction for which the Grading Permit was 

This provision ensures that all 
permitted grading work is 
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issued, is complete and ready for a final 
inspection and shall pay any required re-
inspection fees as set out in the Fees and 
Charges By-law. 

completed to the City’s 
satisfaction while allowing the 
City to recover costs for 
additional inspections required 
to address deficiencies.  

Section 8.1.10 (10) No Person shall construct any of the items 
set out in Schedule “A” except in accordance with 
the plans, specifications, documents and any 
other information on the basis of which the 
Grading Permit was issued, as well as any 
conditions set out in the Grading Permit 
Agreement, except for any changes that have 
been approved in writing by the Director. 

This provision ensures that 
grading work is completed as 
approved through the permit 
process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 8.1.11 
and 8.1.12 

(11) Prior to the Grading Permit expiring, the 
Owner shall: 
(a) apply for and obtain another Grading 
Permit or obtain a renewal of the Grading Permit 
in the form required by the Director and pay any 
applicable fees as set out in the Fees and 
Charges By-law; or 
(b) pass a final inspection to the Director’s 
satisfaction;  
(12) If a Grading Permit has expired, no Person 
shall continue any work on the item for which the 
Grading Permit was issued, until another Grading 
Permit is issued or the Grading Permit is renewed. 

These provisions ensure the 
timely completion of  permitted 
works. Should the grading work 
not be completed before the 
noted expiry date, the permit 
holder must obtain and pay for a 
renewal of the grading permit.  
 
If the permitted works are 
complete, the permit holder must 
contact the City to initiate final 
inspection.  

Section 8.1.13 
and 8.1.14 

(13) The Director may revoke a Grading Permit 
if: 
(a) it was issued in error, or on mistaken, 
false, or incorrect information; or 
(b)  the construction taking place is not in 
accordance with the Grading Permit, this By-law, 
or the Grading Permit Agreement.  
(14) If a decision is made by the Director to 
refuse to issue a Grading Permit, refuse to accept 
a Grading Permit application, deem an application 
abandoned, or revoke a Grading Permit, the 
Director shall provide a written notice of that 
decision to the Owner. 

the Director has the authority to 
revoke permits in the event of 
the listed scenarios.  

Section 8.1.15 (15) During the course of the construction of an 
item in Schedule “A”, no Person shall disturb, 
damage, or foul City property; 

This provision protects the City’s 
physical assets, public safety, 
and environmental quality by 
ensuring that construction 
activities associated with grading 
do not negatively impact public 
property.  
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Section 8.1.16 
and 8.1.17 

(16) With respect to the Grading Permit security 
deposit referred to in subsection 8.1(2)(e), the 
Director may: 
(a)  in the event of a contravention of section 
8.1(15) and non-compliance with an Order to 
restore or clean the disturbed, damaged, or fouled 
City property, the Director may require that work 
be undertaken to restore or clean the disturbed, 
damaged, or fouled City property, and draw upon 
the security deposit to apply it to expenses 
incurred by the City to restore or clean the 
disturbed, damaged, or fouled City property;   
(b) withhold the return of the security deposit if 
the construction was not completed in accordance 
with the plans, specifications, documents and any 
other information on the basis of which the 
Grading Permit was issued, as well as any 
conditions set out in the Grading Permit 
Agreement, unless the Director is otherwise 
satisfied that there are no adverse impacts on 
other properties because of the condition of the 
Property; and 
(c) withhold the return of the security deposit if 
any outstanding inspection fees required under 
section 8.1(9) have not been paid. If inspection 
fees required under section 8.1(9) have not been 
paid, the Director may draw upon the security 
deposit to satisfy payment. 
(d) if a Grading Permit has been revoked or 
expired, withhold the return of the security deposit 
until a final inspection has been passed to the 
Director’s satisfaction; and 
(e) if the security deposit was drawn upon for 
any reason, require the security deposit to be 
replenished to one hundred percent of the original 
amount within (30) days of the Director’s request; 
(17) If the Director has required that the 
Grading Permit security deposit be replenished to 
one hundred percent of the original amount, no 
Person shall continue any work on the item for 
which the Grading Permit was issued and the 
security deposit is associated, until that security 
deposit is replenished to the Director’s 
satisfaction. 

Together, these clauses form a 
robust financial and enforcement 
framework that: 
 
Protects City infrastructure and 
funds 
 
Ensures compliance with permit 
terms 
 
Encourages responsible 
behavior from permit holders 
 
Provides the City with clear 
authority to act and recover 
costs when needed 
 
They reflect a best practice in 
municipal permit administration, 
helping balance development 
facilitation with municipal risk 
management. 

Section 8.1.18 (18) When all relevant provisions, terms and 
conditions of the Grading Permit, the Grading 
Permit Agreement, and this By-law, have been 
complied with and completed to the satisfaction of 
the Director, the Grading Permit security deposit, 
or any balance of it remaining if the City drew 

This provision ensures that the 
grading permit security deposit 
is returned only when all 
obligations have been satisfied 
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upon it in accordance with section 8.1(16), shall 
be released to the entity that provided it. 

Section 8.1.18, 
11.0(3.1), 16.1 

(19) Where the City, its employees, contactors, 
or agents have performed work to restore or clean 
City property disturbed, damaged, or fouled as a 
result of, or related to the construction 
contemplated in the Grading Permit, all expenses 
incurred by the City in doing the work, including  a 
15%  administrative fee, shall be deemed a debt 
to the City and if the expenses cannot be fully 
recovered by drawing upon the Grading Permit 
security deposit, they will be added to the tax roll 
and collected in the same manner as municipal 
taxes.  
 
(b) add section 11.0(3.1) as follows: 
 
(3.1) Notwithstanding section 11.0(3), the 
amount of the administrative penalty for a 
contravention of section 8.1 is two hundred and 
fifty dollars ($250).  
 
(c) add section 16.1 as follows:  
16.1 Grading Permit Transition 
(1)  All Grading Permit applications made prior 
to section 8.1 of this By-law coming  
into force and effect are deemed to have been 
made on the same day that  
section 8.1 comes into force and effect. 
(2) Any Grading Permit valid and binding at 
the date that section 8.1 comes into force and 
effect shall not require further authorization 
pursuant to this By-law until the Grading Permit 
expires, is amended, renewed, revoked, or is 
otherwise terminated. 

These provisions ensure that the 
City can: 
 
• Recover any costs incurred 

by the city.  Encourage 
compliance with 
administrative penalties and 
debt recovery tools, 

Grading Permit Transition is to 
ensure a smooth and 
administratively consistent 
transition between the old and 
new regulatory framework 
introduced by Section 8.1 of the 
updated By-law.  
 

Definitions (d) add the following definitions to section 
3.0(7): 
“Grading Permit” means a formal authorization 
issued by the City under this By-law for the 
construction of the items set out in Schedule “A” 
but does not include a Permit; 
“Grading Permit Agreement” means an agreement 
entered into between the City and Owner setting 
out certain requirements and conditions relating to 
the construction authorized by a Grading Permit.  
 
(e) delete and replace the definition of 
“Permit” at section 3.0(7) with the following: 
“Permit” means a formal authorization issued by 
the City under this By-law and includes a Site 

These changes are necessary 
to: 
 
Differentiate between permit 
types 
 
Support consistent application of 
specific requirements and 
conditions 
 
Enhance clarity for enforcement, 
compliance, and administration 
 
 



Attachment 1 

Alteration Agreement, but does not include a 
Grading Permit or a Grading Permit Agreement; 

6.0(2)(b) (f) delete and replace section 6.0(2)(b) with
the following:
“(b) any Lot containing one or more occupied
residential dwellings, but not including an
occupied dwelling on Agricultural Lands where
Site Alteration is not part of Normal Farm
Practices, with the exception of sections 1.0, 2.0,
3.0, 8.1, 9.0, 10.0, 11.0, 12.0, 15.0, 16.1, 17.0,
18.0 and Schedule “A” as they pertain to the
enforcement and administration of Grading
Permits, Grading Permit Agreements, Grading
Permit applications, and Grading Permit security
deposits;”

This amendment ensures that 
occupied residential lots are not 
overburdened by full site 
alteration regulations, while still 
maintaining targeted control over 
grading activities through 
Grading Permits. It provides a 
clear, balanced, and enforceable 
framework that protects 
municipal interests, adjacent 
properties, and public 
infrastructure. 

Schedule A A grading permit is required for the following: 

Accessory structure* greater than 10 square 
metres 

Any ground floor addition 

Loggia/covered porch poured concrete greater 
than 25 millimetres to 2.5 centimetres (one inch) 
deep 

New door addition side elevation that requires 
excavation 

New house construction (infill) 

Sunroom with foundation 

Walk-up basement 

These types of construction 
activities where a grading permit 
would be required. 

Pursuant to the amended Fees and Charges By-law 251-2024, the following additions shall be 
made to Schedule “K”: 

Residential Grading Permits 2025 2026 HST 

Grading Permit Security Deposit 
(New House Construction - Infill) $10,000.00 $10,000.00 E 

Grading Permit Security Deposit 
(structures 40 metres squared or 
greater) 

$5,000.00 $5,000.00 E 
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Grading Permit Security Deposit 
(structures less than 40 metres 
squared) 

$2,500.00 $2,500.00 E 

Grading Permit Renewal $202.00 $208.00 E 

Grading Permit Revision 75% of the original 
permit fee. 

75% of the original 
permit fee. E 



CAUTION! This is an external email. Verify the sender's email address and
carefully examine any links or attachments before clicking. If you believe this may
be a phishing email, please use the Phish Alert Button.

From: Clerks@vaughan.ca
To: John Britto
Subject: FW: [External] OPA File OP.17.012 / Zoning By-Law Amendment File Z.17.033 - 10489 Islington Avenue

(Comments re June 4th Committee of the Whole meeting)
Date: Monday, June 2, 2025 8:42:08 AM

 
From: Paul Fallone <Paul.Fallone@cmls.ca> 
Sent: Sunday, June 1, 2025 12:28 AM
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Judy Jeffers <Judy.Jeffers@vaughan.ca>
Cc: Marilyn Iafrate <Marilyn.Iafrate@vaughan.ca>; 
Subject: [External] OPA File OP.17.012 / Zoning By-Law Amendment File Z.17.033 - 10489 Islington
Avenue (Comments re June 4th Committee of the Whole meeting)
 

 
To: City of Vaughan, Office of the City Clerk
 
My wife (Cinzia Recine) and I (Paul Fallone) own the three (3) small properties within the immediate
vicinity of the subject lands, situated on the northeast corner of Kellam Street & Islington (
Islington) and along the north side of Kellam Street ( ).  The subject
application therefore has a direct impact on the operation of our buildings.
 
Due to the limited parking availability in the Village, parking remains an important concern for all
business owners and their patrons. Limited parking supply for commercial uses has been shown to
have detrimental and adverse effects on local businesses, deterring customers, and driving up
vacancy rates. As such due to its parking deficiencies, the Subject Application does not conform with
the Provincial Planning Statement 2024 to “building strong, healthy communities with an emphasis
on efficient development and land use patterns, wise use and management of resources, protecting
public health and safety”.  
 

Notwithstanding By-law 64-2019, two lay-by parking spots are currently located on Kellam
Street, and the City’s intention was to incorporate them in the 2024 KBVI Project. Now one of
the two lay-by parking stalls on Kellam Street is being removed.  The new street parking as
part of the KBVI does not mitigate the removal of the lay-by stall as the number of street
parking stalls within the immediate vicinity of the project will actually decrease after the KBVI
is completed.

 
Based on the current by-laws, the Application should include 15 spots.  The submitted Parking
Justification (Cadevcon, Nov. 13, 2020) identified a need for 14 spots, yet the Subject
Application proposes 10 full-time spots (excluding 2 spaces in the recycling/garbage removal
area).  City staff acknowledges the 2 spots cannot be counted in the parking calculations in
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accordance with Zoning By-Law 001-2021 (Policy 6.1.3).  Notably, the site plan does not
appear to identify a waste storage enclosure and the Report does not mention adherence
or commentary about compliance with waste and recycling by-laws.

 
In summary, 1 street stall is being eliminated and the project has a deficiency of 4 spots,
equating to a net deficit of 5 stalls (and arguably 6).

 
The Subject Application also contravenes the Vaughan Official Plan, 2010, Policy 12.4.7.b ii “have a
maximum Floor Space Index within the range of 0.20 to 1.0 depending on the lot frontage, depth,
proposed use, site constraints, and standards established by the Zoning Bay-law”.  In fact, the
Subject Application proposes a Floor Space Index of 1.09, beyond the upper limit of 1.0 times and
well beyond the median range of 0.60 times.  The City staff Report cites previous municipal
approvals related to 10422 & 10432 Islington Ave. (the former gas station, Files OP 16.002) with a
Floor Space Index of 1.27 times as the primary justification. This example does not seem comparable
/ relevant for the following reasons:
 

The redevelopment at 10422 & 10432 Islington Ave. did not ultimately proceed
The development was planned to contain a residential component on all 3 floors, implying a
higher proportion of residential use and hence lower relative parking demand
The development incorporated larger setbacks from the main street

 
In summary, the staff Report did not provide relevant or actual examples of projects in the Kleinburg
main street area that exceed 1.0 times.
 
Due to both the parking deficiencies and proposed exceedance of the Floor Index, the Subject
Application also contravenes the goals and policies of the Vaughan Official Plan, 2010, Section
12.4.1.1 Kleinburg Core  “(to) ensure that land use and built form are compatible with the scale and
character” and “(to) encourage mixed use in the core at a modest scale”.
 
Conclusion:
 
This is an egregious project. No modifications have been made subsequent to the Public Meeting on
December 3, 2024 and multiple concerns raised by the community at that time.  It is extremely
alarming that the City continues to entertain the Subject Application in its current form, resulting in
a de facto Public subsidy for the development in the form of material encroachments, removal of
street parking, and waiver of the required Cash-in-lieu for deficient parking. 
 
Could the City not protect other local businesses by enforcing a more balanced development?
Various exceptions can be supported, but the current Application is too one-sided at the expense of
Vaughan tax payers and local businesses.  If the following recommendations are adhered to, the
Application would still be economically viable for the proponents and local stakeholders wouldn’t
feel so short-changed.
 
Our Recommendations:
 



Cash in Lieu should be paid for 5 spots (vs. 2). The Report does not adequately support or
justify waiving the Cash-in-Lieu payment on the other 3 spots.

 
Reduction in the Floor Space Index to the maximum of 1.0x (vs. 1.09), as 1.0 is the upper end
that is permitted under the Vaughan Official Plan and no relevant exceptions within the
Kleinburg Core have been referenced in the staff Report.

 

-----
 
Cinzia Recine will be attending the Public Meeting to offer her deputation in person, unfortunately I
cannot attend in person.
 
Paul Fallone
Residing at  Granary Road,
Kleinburg ON
L0J 1C0
 
Owner of

 Islington,  Kellam St.,  Kellam St.,
Kleinburg ON
L0J 1C0
 



FOUNDED IN 2003

190 Pippin Road 
Suite A 
Vaughan ON 
L4K 4X9 

~ Do Something Good Everyday! ~ STAY SAFE ~ 

 

  

  

June 2, 2025 
HPGI File: 20648 
 
 
Development Planning Department  
Development Planning Department 
City of Vaughan   
2141 Major Mackenzie Dr W 
Maple, Ontario 
L6A 1T1 
 
 
Attn:  Clerks Department 
 
Re:  June 4th, 2025 Committee of the Whole Meeting – Item 5 

The Q Towers Limited Partnership and The Q Towers General Partner Inc.    
Part of Lot 20, Concession 6 
Vicinity of Major Mackenzie Drive & Fossil Hill Road  
City Files: OP.21.001, Z.21.002, DA.21.001 

 
Humphries Planning Group Inc. represents The Q Towers Limited Partnership and The Q 
Towers General Partner Inc., the applicant for the above noted matter.   We are supportive 
of the overall draft conditions of approval for the Site Plan Application (DA.21.001), with 
the exception of Condition No. 2(e) which states the following per Real Estate’s comments 
dated February 1, 2021: 
 
“The Owner shall convey land at the rate of one hectare per 300 units and/or pay to the 
City of Vaughan, cash‐in‐lieu of the dedication of parkland at the rate of one hectare per 
500  units,  or  at  a  fixed  unit  rate  for  the  residential  component  and  cash‐in‐lieu  of  the 
dedication of parkland equivalent to two percent of the value of the Subject Lands for the 
commercial  component  prior  to  issuance  of  a  building  permit,  in  accordance  with  the 
Planning Act and  the City’s Cash‐in‐Lieu of Parkland Dedication policy. The Owner  shall 
submit an appraisal of the Subject Lands prepared by an accredited appraiser for approval 
by the Real Estate Department, and the approved appraisal shall form the basis of the cash‐
in‐lieu payment. 
 
The Owner is proposing a privately‐owner public space. Should the privately‐owner public 
space not be provided,  the Owner will not be eligible for a parkland credit and to meet 
dedication  requirements  under  the  Planning  Act,  the  VOP  2010  and  current  Parkland 
Dedication By‐Law and amendments, payment‐in‐lieu of parkland will be applicable at the 
time of building permit.” 
 
However, the February 2021 comments from Real Estate, and subsequently the above 
noted ratios, pre‐date Bill 23 which is when the new parkland ratios came in to effect. 

brittoj
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The Q Towers Limited Partnership and The Q Towers General Partner Inc. 
June 2, 2025 
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Per  the  attached  confirmation  from  Real  Estate,  the  cash‐in‐lieu  clause  (‘CIL’)  is  as 
follows: 
 
“For high‐density residential development, the Owner shall, prior to the  issuance of a 
Building Permit, convey land at the rate of 1 ha per 600 net residential units and/or pay 
to Vaughan by way of certified cheque, cash‐in‐lieu of the dedication of parkland at the 
rate of 1 ha per 1000 net residential units, or at a fixed unit rate, at Vaughan’s discretion, 
in accordance with the Planning Act and the City of Vaughan Parkland Dedication By‐
law. Notwithstanding the above, such parkland contribution—whether  in  the  form of 
parkland conveyance or cash‐in‐lieu as determined by the City—shall be subject to a cap 
of (i) 10% of the Lands or value of the Lands if the Lands are 5 ha or less; or (ii) 15% of 
the Lands or value of the Lands if the Lands are greater than 5 ha.”  
  
“Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the Owner shall pay to the City of Vaughan 
by way of certified cheque a community benefits charge equivalent to 4% of the value of 
the  subject  lands  in  accordance  with  Section  37  of  the  Planning  Act  and  the  City’s 
Community Benefits Charge By‐law. The Owner shall submit an appraisal of the subject 
lands, pursuant to City’s Community Benefits Charge By‐law, prepared by an accredited 
appraiser  for  approval  by  the  Vaughan  Real  Estate  Department,  and  the  approved 
appraisal  shall  form  the  basis  of  the  calculation  of  the  community  benefits  charge 
payment.”  
 
As such, we request that the wording of Condition No. 2(e) of the draft Site Plan Approval 
Conditions  be  revised  to  reflect  the  current  CIL  clause  for  outstanding  cash  in  lieu 
payments over above any POPS being provided.  
 
We trust that this matter will be resolved quickly and look forward to continue to work 
with staff so as not to delay final approval by Council. 
 
 
Yours truly, 
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC. 
 
 
Rosemarie Humphries BA, MCIP, RPP 
President 
 
cc.  The Q Towers Limited Partnership and The Q Towers General Partner Inc.   
 
Attch.   Email – Email from Real Estate re: cash‐in‐lieu clause for parkland, dated June 2, 

2025 
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Isabella Meggetto

From: Ashley Ben-Lolo <Ashley.Ben-Lolo@vaughan.ca>
Sent: June 2, 2025 11:03 AM
To: Isabella Meggetto; Judy Jeffers
Cc: Tania Dowhaniuk; Rosemarie Humphries
Subject: RE: [External] RE: Cash-in-Lieu of Parks - Q Towers (DA.21.001)

Hello,  
 
Below is the CIL clause:  
 
“For high-density residential development, the Owner shall, prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, 
convey land at the rate of 1 ha per 600 net residential units and/or pay to Vaughan by way of certified 
cheque, cash-in-lieu of the dedication of parkland at the rate of 1 ha per 1000 net residential units, or at 
a fixed unit rate, at Vaughan’s discretion, in accordance with the Planning Act and the City of Vaughan 
Parkland Dedication By-law. Notwithstanding the above, such parkland contribution—whether in the 
form of parkland conveyance or cash-in-lieu as determined by the City—shall be subject to a cap of (i) 
10% of the Lands or value of the Lands if the Lands are 5 ha or less; or (ii) 15% of the Lands or value of 
the Lands if the Lands are greater than 5 ha.”  
  
“Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, the Owner shall pay to the City of Vaughan by way of certified 
cheque a community benefits charge equivalent to 4% of the value of the subject lands in accordance 
with Section 37 of the Planning Act and the City’s Community Benefits Charge By-law. The Owner shall 
submit an appraisal of the subject lands, pursuant to City’s Community Benefits Charge By-law, 
prepared by an accredited appraiser for approval by the Vaughan Real Estate Department, and the 
approved appraisal shall form the basis of the calculation of the community benefits charge payment.”  
 
 
Regards, 
 
Ashley Ben-Lolo  
Real Estate Office Coordinator & Lease Administrator 
905-832-8585, ext. 8894 | ashley.ben-lolo@vaughan.ca 

City of Vaughan l Real Estate Department 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive, Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1 
vaughan.ca 

 
 
 
 
From: Isabella Meggetto <imeggetto@humphriesplanning.com>  
Sent: Monday, June 02, 2025 10:56 AM 
To: Judy Jeffers <Judy.Jeffers@vaughan.ca>; Ashley Ben-Lolo <Ashley.Ben-Lolo@vaughan.ca> 

Planner
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT 1
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Cc: Tania Dowhaniuk <Tania.Dowhaniuk@vaughan.ca>; Rosemarie Humphries <rhumphries@humphriesplanning.com>
Subject: [External] RE: Cash-in-Lieu of Parks - Q Towers (DA.21.001) 
Importance: High 
 

  
Good morning, 
 
This maƩer is scheduled for Wednesday CofW, we would like an answer by today. Please advise. 
 
Thank you,  
 
Isabella Meggetto (BA Hons.) 
Intermediate Planner 
 
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC. 
190 Pippin Road, Suite A, Vaughan L4K 4X9 
t: 905.264.7678 ext 251  f: 905.264.8073 e: imeggetto@humphriesplanning.com 
 
From: Judy Jeffers <Judy.Jeffers@vaughan.ca>  
Sent: May 29, 2025 12:01 PM 
To: Ashley Ben-Lolo <Ashley.Ben-Lolo@vaughan.ca> 
Cc: Isabella Meggetto <imeggetto@humphriesplanning.com>; Tania Dowhaniuk <Tania.Dowhaniuk@vaughan.ca> 
Subject: Cash-in-Lieu of Parks - Q Towers (DA.21.001) 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Ashley, 
 
Please see the attached Real Estate comments and the below e-mail to advise if the information is correct? The 
Real Estate comments were included in the sta  report’s Attachment 13 that is going to the June 4, 2025 
Committee of the Whole meeting. 
 
Regards, 
 
Judy Jeffers, RPP MCIP 
Planner  

905.832.8585, ext. 8645 | Judy.Jeffers@vaughan.ca 

City of Vaughan l Development and Parks Planning Department   
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive, Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1 
vaughan.ca 
                               
 
 
 

 
From: Isabella Meggetto <imeggetto@humphriesplanning.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2025 11:50 AM 

 
CAUTION! This is an external email. Verify the sender's email address and carefully examine any 
links or attachments before clicking. If you believe this may be a phishing email, please use the 
Phish Alert Button.  
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To: Judy Jeffers <Judy.Jeffers@vaughan.ca>; Tania Dowhaniuk <Tania.Dowhaniuk@vaughan.ca> 
Subject: [External] RE: Courtesy Meeting Notice - Q Towers (DA.21.001) 
Importance: High 
 

  
Hi there, 
 
I hope this email finds you well. 
 
Following up on the draŌ site plan condiƟons for Q Towers (DA.21.001), one condiƟon requires the Site Plan Agreement 
to implement the following: 
 
The Owner shall convey land at the rate of one hectare per 300 units and/or pay to the City of Vaughan, cash-in-lieu of 
the dedicaƟon of parkland at the rate of one hectare per 500 units, or at a fixed unit rate for the residenƟal component 
and cash-in-lieu of the dedicaƟon of parkland equivalent to two percent of the value of the Subject Lands for the 
commercial component prior to issuance of a building permit, in accordance with the Planning Act and the City’s Cash-in-
Lieu of Parkland DedicaƟon policy. The Owner shall submit an appraisal of the Subject Lands prepared by an accredited 
appraiser for approval by the Real Estate Department, and the approved appraisal shall form the basis of the cash-in-lieu 
payment. 
 
The Owner is proposing a privately-owner public space. Should the privately-owner public space not be provided, the 
Owner will not be eligible for a parkland credit and to meet dedicaƟon requirements under the Planning Act, the VOP 
2010 and current Parkland DedicaƟon By-Law and amendments, payment-in-lieu of parkland will be applicable at the 
Ɵme of building permit. 
 
Are the “one hectare per 300 units” and “one hectare per 500 units” in reference to the residenƟal parkland component 
above a typo? SecƟon 42(3) of the Planning Act allows 1 ha to 600 units for conveyance, with a cap of 10% of the site 
given that the site is about 1 hectare (s. 42(3.3)). The cash in lieu rate is 1 ha to 1,000 units (s. 42(6.0.1). Please advise. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Isabella Meggetto (BA Hons.) 
Intermediate Planner 
 
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC. 
190 Pippin Road, Suite A, Vaughan L4K 4X9 
t: 905.264.7678 ext 251  f: 905.264.8073 e: imeggetto@humphriesplanning.com 
 
From: Judy Jeffers <Judy.Jeffers@vaughan.ca>  
Sent: May 16, 2025 11:05 AM 
To: Judy Jeffers <Judy.Jeffers@vaughan.ca> 
Subject: Courtesy Meeting Notice - Q Towers 
 
Good morning, 
 
Please see the attached Courtesy Meeting Notice. 
 
Regards, 

 
CAUTION! This is an external email. Verify the sender's email address and carefully examine any 
links or attachments before clicking. If you believe this may be a phishing email, please use the 
Phish Alert Button.  
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Judy Jeffers, RPP MCIP 
Planner  

905.832.8585, ext. 8645 | Judy.Jeffers@vaughan.ca 

City of Vaughan l Development and Parks Planning Department   
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive, Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1 
vaughan.ca 
                               
 
 
 

 
This e-mail, including any attachment(s), may be confidential and is intended solely for the attention and 
information of the named addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient or have received this 
message in error, please notify me immediately by return e-mail and permanently delete the original 
transmission from your computer, including any attachment(s). Any unauthorized distribution, 
disclosure or copying of this message and attachment(s) by anyone other than the recipient is strictly 
prohibited.  



CAUTION! This is an external email. Verify the sender's email address and
carefully examine any links or attachments before clicking. If you believe this may
be a phishing email, please use the Phish Alert Button.

 
From: A Mom <amautoauto@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 3, 2025 8:29 AM
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca
Subject: [External] Service issues.

 

 
 

 

 

June 2, 2025
Good afternoon, Mayor and Members of Council, my name
is Ali Momeni and I live at Keele Street. I am here to
ask for your help. I bought my property in 2004,
understanding it to be a 1.3-acre site with a 60 ft
TransCanada pipeline easement. My property tax bill
identifies my property to be 1.28 acres and now in the staff
report it is shown as .48ha which converts to 1.186 acres,
which is incorrect. I have told staff this, but it has not been
corrected.

mailto:amautoauto@gmail.com
mailto:Clerks@vaughan.ca
brittoj
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In 2008 I went to the City to try to rezone the property and
was given a copy of a block map that was representative of
what I understood my property to be. A week later I was
given a different map that showed my property to be
reduced in size and a different shape. This started me on
an investigation to find out why my property dimensions
had been changed. This costly and time-consuming
process has resulted in me determining that there have
been several surveying errors over many decades. I also
found out that the landowner to the north and west of me
has registered a survey that reduced my property and
amended the west boundary without notifying me. This is
what the City is now using to represent my property.
I wanted to bring to your attention that through this
investigative work, I discovered that there is a significant
piece of TC hardware (access pipe) that is installed on my
property outside of the easement. This hardware is usually
located beside the underground pipe (as it is in other
locations in the easement), however the access pipe
located on my property closest to Keele St. is beyond the
easement and therefore brings into question where the
actual pipeline is located as it crosses Keele St.
I also discovered that the Enbridge Gas line is misidentified
on the survey, it is shown to be running outside of my
eastern property boundary as it approaches the north part
of my property. However, when the technician arrived to



locate the pipeline, he found it to be located west of my
eastern boundary property line in the northern part of my
property.
At the Public Hearing the Land Owners Group were tasked
to work with me to sort out the issues I have previously
raised, however a Survey Report has been produced by the
Block 27 Land Owner Group that does not take into
account all the discrepancies I have gathered. It was only

provided to me last week, although it is dated May 13th,
and it only focuses on the property dimensions and does
not address the pipeline issues I have raised. I do not agree
with the findings in the report.
I do not have any issue with the new proposed zoning of my
land in the Block Plan, however I think it is very important
that the western property boundary and the discrepancies
in pipeline locations gets resolved before any further
partitioning of the north-east of Block 27 proceeds.
Thank You!
 



Attachment 1





























































































































































CAUTION! This is an external email. Verify the sender's email address and
carefully examine any links or attachments before clicking. If you believe this may
be a phishing email, please use the Phish Alert Button.

From: Clerks@vaughan.ca
To: John Britto
Subject: FW: [External] Fwd: 10489 Islington Ave, Kleinburg
Date: Tuesday, June 3, 2025 9:15:24 AM
Attachments: IMG_2154.heic

 
From: vistaone (Vista One) <vistaonerealty@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 3, 2025 9:09 AM
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca
Subject: [External] Fwd: 10489 Islington Ave, Kleinburg

 

 

 
Please find below email communications for Item 6.4 – CoW (1) – June 4th

 

From: Domenic Gurreri <domenic.gurreri@forestgroup.ca>
Date: June 3, 2025 at 6:29:55 AM EDT
Subject: 10489 Islington Ave, Kleinburg


To whom this may concern,
 
As the owner of 10483 Islington Ave, Kleinburg. I am fully in support of the
application attached. 
 
I could be reached at my contact information below. 
 
Thank you 
 
 
Domenic Gurreri, MBA
President 
 
Awarded one of Canada’s
Best Managed Companies
 

mailto:Clerks@vaughan.ca
mailto:John.Britto@vaughan.ca
mailto:domenic.gurreri@forestgroup.ca
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Forest Group 
240 Chrislea Rd.
Vaughan, ON L4L 8V1

C: 
T: 905.913.9291 Ext: 228
E: domenic.gurreri@forestgroup.ca 
     www.forestgroup.ca

tel:905.913.9291;228
mailto:domenic.gurreri@forestgroup.ca
http://www.forestgroup.ca/
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