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From: Rose Rubino 
Sent: Friday, January 07, 2022 12:01 AM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] 1600 Teston Important Meeting on Tuesday January 18, 2022 at 7pm ‐ City of Vaughan Notice of 
Public Meeting ‐ Z.21.036_19T‐21V007 

I agree with the Mackenzie Ridge rate payers president Mr Kennedy in opposing  this application for all the reasons he 
mentions, specifically  

We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm management pond, and a plan 
that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations from the TRCA 

  It was the TRCA that determined that the OS1-H area was not to be developed, as it was supposed to be left as 
natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a high slope), a significant part of the Oak Ridges 
Moraine, and therefore logically should have a storm management pond at the bottom/low point in the southern part of the 
development. 

Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential developments and I am concerned with 
flooding 

Rose Rubino 
Hunterwood Chase 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: JOHN DELUCA    
Sent: Friday, January 07, 2022 9:25 AM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] Public Meeting re 1600 Teston Rd on Tuesday January 18th at 7pm 
 
Please note our family is opposing the application re 1600 Teston Rd and welcome your support. There are many issues 
as brought to your attention by many neighbours including myself and many members of the Mackenzie Ridge Rate 
Payers Association. 
 
Thank you and look forward to your many responses on this very important matter. 
 
E. John De Luca 
Maple ON 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Perry Bender 
Sent: Friday, January 07, 2022 9:46 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] Milani application  

I very much oppose any changes to the original legal agreement  between Milani and the MacKenzie Ridge Ratepayer 
Association. There is a municipal election coming up in the near future and we need our municipal council to look after 
the needs of our community. All of us are concerned with the storm management proposed changes. This is fraught with 
future problems. Also our area has terrible congestion and no public transportation. The existing roads cannot handle 
the traffic as is.  Proper planning is needed. Please do not give in to a developer who doesn’t care about the 
environment or the people who will be adversely affected. Thanks  

Sent from my iPhone 
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Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Plan of Subdivision Amendment
Zoning By-law Amendment
Public Meeting
January 18, 2022

Teston Sands Subdivision
1600 Teston Road
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Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Purpose of the Public Meeting

To review an application to amend the draft approval of a proposed Plan of 
Subdivision  and the implementing Zoning By-law Amendment for lands located at 
1600 Teston Road. 



Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Property Description

• Legally described as Part 
26, Concession 3.

• Located northwest of the 
Dufferin Street and Teston 
Road intersection.

• Subject lands have an 
area of 13.69 ha (33.83 
acres).

• Approx. 62 m frontage on 
Teston Road.

• Subject lands were used 
for agricultural purposes 
and contain a residence 
and several accessory 
buildings.

• Western portion of the 
lands are forested and 
include a pond.



Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Surrounding Land Use



Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Background

• Applications for an Official Plan Amendment, 
Zoning By-law Amendment and Plan of 
Subdivision were submitted in 2017.

• Following a LPAT hearing in January 2020, 
OPA #28, By-law 081-2020 were approved.

• Draft approval was granted to a residential 
plan of subdivision comprised of 90 single 
detached residential lots, public roads, open 
space blocks, and environmental protection 
blocks.

• Changes to the stormwater management 
scheme require adjustments to the alignment 
of Street A and the lots and blocks in the 
southern portion of the subdivision.  

• These changes to the plan require 
amendments to the draft plan of subdivision 
approval and the zoning by-law. 

• The proposed changes do not require an 
amendment to the Official Plan.



Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Current Draft Approved Plan of Subdivision



Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Proposed Changes to Plan of Subdivision



Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Proposed Plan of Subdivision



Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment



Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Existing Zoning By-law Exceptions

The following exceptions were approved with the passing of By-law 081-
2020:

• The minimum exterior side yard is 2.4 m.

• The minimum interior side yard on a lot abutting a non-residential use 
is 1.2m.



Teston Sands Subdivision
January 18, 2022 Public Meeting

Additional Proposed Zoning By-law Exceptions

The following additional exceptions are proposed in the zoning by-law 
amendment:

• The minimum rear yard be 6.0 m.

• The minimum building height be 13.0 m.

• The minimum width of the driveway at the curb be 9.0 m for lots with 
triple garages.

• The minimum rear yard for an accessory building or structure shall be 
0.6 m.

• A porch shall mean a structure abutting the main wall of a building 
that is covered by a roof, balcony or enclosed space or room and is 
open to the air on at least one side, with or without a foundation.
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From: Vitaliy P    
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 12:01 AM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] file Z. 21.03619T‐21V0007 
 
To whom it may concern:  
 
As you know there is a public meeting coming up regarding 1600 Teston road! 
 
As you are aware, the problematic developer again is trying to change the application that we as a community all agreed 
upon already a while back. We have spent years dealing with this situation, and AGAIN have to fight the changes that 
the developer is trying to propose.  
 
We do not want ANY changes to the already previously agreed application and plan. We cannot as residents of this 
community keep fighting and oppose silly changes that the developer is trying to make regarding adding more units, and 
changing to some never tested storm management system.  
 
Please somebody there in the city pay attention to us and our beautiful community. I hope you will have our back and 
not let the developer get all the changes that he wants to make.  
 
We as a community will be there at the virtual meeting on Tuesday, and will keep fighting for this all not to go through.  
 
Hope for your understanding.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Vitaliy From Maple Ridge Ratepayers group!! 
 

ferranta
Public Mtg



1

 

From: Hadi Afrasiabi    
Sent: Sunday, January 16, 2022 11:33 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca; Maurizio Bevilacqua <Maurizio.Bevilacqua@vaughan.ca> 
Subject: [External] 1600 Teston Rd ‐ file Z. 21.03619T‐ 21V0007 

 
January 16, 2022 
 
Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Vaughan Councillors,  
 
We are writing the communication in opposition to Zoning By-law Amendment File Z.21.046 of the Draft Plan 
of Subdivision Amendment 19T-17V009. Below are the reasons we opposition.  
 
Reasons this is a problematic application: 
  
1) We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm management pond, 
and a plan that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations from the TRCA. The city really 
should not consider these major changes that are far more than "tweaks” (as the Deputy City Manager of 
Planning noted) but are major and ones that will lead to a series of cascading changes. In short, the city has a 
fiduciary function of protecting the public from poor development decisions when an LPAT decision is made. 
The other issue is, does the city have the authority to make these changes that have major implications 
significantly impacting this development when there is a clear LPAT agreement?   
 

2) They are asking for ridiculous exemptions that I discuss below. Even with the 90 units that we agreed on 
in the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will 
not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots 
would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to more water running off from the 
hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm management pond.     
  
3) It was the TRCA that determined that the OS1-H area was not to be developed, as it was supposed to 
be left as natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a high slope), a significant part of 
the Oak Ridges Moraine, and therefore logically should have a storm management pond at the bottom/low point 
in the southern part of the development. The other major problem with the application is that the city did not 
include the TRCA comments in the package they sent nor Savanta's natural heritage studies (there are at least 2 
studies and possibly more that were not included). Savanta submitted a very substandard and questionable 2019 
Environmental Impact Assessment report of the Rizmi lands (11333 Dufferin) at Kirby/Dufferin. 
  
4) Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential developments. While a couple 
of these tanks have been used in industrial developments in York Region, one is being piloted and the one in 
Richmond Hill was studied by TRCA and found to have deficiencies – it was not working as designed. Once 
built, deficiencies are almost impossible to rectify. 
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Some studies point out the benefits of these tanks such as keeping water cool for slow downstream release 
benefiting some aquatic species. The main problem is that the developer wants to put the storage tank on 
the side of a hill, whereas the stormwater management pond is always located at a low point in the subdivision 
such as the Laurentian, Maple Downs, and Mackenzie Ridge ponds.      
  
The downsides of storm management tanks are numerous ranging from cost issues to other problems that 
may be associated with flooding and here are other reasons not to use storm management tanks: 
           
          a)     They are expensive, difficult and costly to fix, can clog, and empty slowly. This would probably 
result in flooding.  

  
          b) The TRCA reviewed the water storage tank located in Richmond Hill, which sits underneath the 
commercial plaza parking lot. It found that water does not drain at as it should, did not meet the 
objectives of the design which means that water ponds and can contribute to West Nile Virus 
  
           c) The risk of placing them in residential areas such as a valley land like 1600 Teston are high in 
terms of malfunctions and flooding. With what are seen as 100 or even 200 year storms on the west coast 
and east coast seem more frequent and have led to extensive and dramatic flooding. Storm management 
tanks empty very slowly and do get clogged, as well as difficult to clean. Storm management ponds are 
easily cleaned and maintained. Storm management tanks may have to be taken apart once they stop 
draining at an enormous expense to taxpayers.  
  
           d) Who is going to compensate those who experience flood damage as a result of irresponsible 
decisions? Will councillors and engineers who support using storm management tanks in residential areas share 
the costs and responsibility when residence and insurance companies sue them?  
 

          e) The storm management tank will be on a hill and not at the lowest part of the subdivision, but at one of 
the highest points. How will the water get up there? Will there be pumping stations? How about drainage? 
Will we have flooding issues, since the tank is on a hill above parts of the subdivision? What will be the 
long range costs of such a ridicious proposal? Who will cover the costs of maintainence? The storm 
management was placed where the old house will be torn down because it is one of the lowest parts of the 
development (in OS1-H) in order to easily draining the Little Don River (next to the proposed storm 
management pond).  
 

Proposed Zone Exemptions: 
 

Unfortunately, even though we have a clear LPAT agreement for 90 lots, there is also a request for zone 
exemptions for the 90 residential lots for building heights, read year setbacks, setbacks to accessory structures, 
yard encroachments and side yard setback reductions adjacent to public walkways and open space blocks. Put 
simply, they want to build larger units, with a notable footprint (taking up more lot, smaller backyards (which 
are not too generous relative to our area), and much higher than permitted. In short, even with the 90 units 
that we agreed on in the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. 
As it is, there will not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other 
uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to more water running off 
from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm management pond.     
  
  
Final Thoughts: 
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What is most troubling is that documents are missing such as the TRCA, Savanta, and other reports. It was 
the TRCA that determined the OSI-H designation and for that portion not to be developed. We also do not 
know what they want to place on what could be “freed up” OS1-H land. The documentation provided does 
not say what will happen if this OS1-H land stays in private hands instead of being a storm management pond 
and hill that would be part of the natural heritage system on the property. Having this green space on the Oak 
Ridges Moraine (ORM) adds to the area and preserves part of the ORM. Based on the attached 2017 drawings 
(see the attachment), we can only guess that it would be a future phase 2 development. This would 
probably be quite a few townhouses. In addition, my guess that this would also open the possibility of the 
90 lots becoming over 250 to 300 townhouses. If the OSI-H land is included, it could be well over 300 
townhouses shoehorned into this piece of land. In terms of development, it seems everything goes to 
maximize intensification. Then, with all these hard surfaces, how would the storm management tank 
operate on a hill? In addition, there is still NO park being proposed/added to this development and the 
children of the area must walk at least 1+ km to the closest park. Moving the stormwater management pond 
to a storage tank on a hill freeing up OS1-H land (where the pond was supposed to be) and now having the 
ability to be developed as a future phase, would create a further erosion of the greenspace left. Also, if the 
storage tanks fail, who will be flooded? 
  
So far, we do not have public transportation on Dufferin north of Major Mackenzie. The Kirby GO 
station is not a reality nor do we have public transportation on Kirby. Dufferin north of Eagle's Nest has 
two lanes as well as Kirby and Teston. The Teston extension is complicated, going through two former 
landfills (Toronto and Vaughan), wetlands, and other sensitive areas (not to mention the estimated 
$100,000,000.00 bridge over the Little Don). The Kirby extension has been a problematic process, so far 
costing us almost $1,000,000.00 extra for the financially botched Kirby Road Environmental 
Assessment. Our schools will eventually be overflowing again, roads will be again jammed with traffic, 
and water supply (water pressure) / wastewater will surely become an issue due to the York Region's 
questionable management and almost 3 billion dollar debt, along with potential flooding problems.     
  

We will have to hire a lawyer and experts to help navigate through this unnecessary mess. I do blame the city for not 
stopping the developer for trying to change this LPAT agreement that took us so long to negotiate in terms time and 
financial resources, all to have this headache of more unnecessary development and the potential townhouses. Keep in 
mind that whatever happens at 1600 Teston will set a precedent in Vaughan and will influence development of 
Rizmi (11333 Dufferin), the property at the northeast corner of Teston and Dufferin, the land north of Kirby by 
Dufferin, and other land. This developer has already put townhouses in at Grand Trunk and made a Faustian 
bargain with the city and TRCA, ignoring residents. Once a terrible precedent like this is set, we will have further 
issues that are far worse with rogue developers and some councilors who continually ignore us, putting us into debt 
instead of promoting responsible and thoughtful development. I have always said we are not against forward-
thinking development and would prefer state-of-the-art planning guided by civic-minded innovators. 

  

Best Regards, 

Hadi Afrasiabi 

 Hunter Woodchase, Maple, On,  

 



January 15, 2022 

 

Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Vaughan Councillors, 

 

We are a family residing in Mackenzie Ridge of Maple. Given the recent development on 1600 
Teston plan, we have become very concerned where this is going. We are also very concerned 
how the City makes the decisions and the future livability of the city of Vaughan.  

 

We are writing the communication in opposition to Zoning By-law Amendment File Z.21.046 of 
the Draft Plan of Subdivision Amendment 19T-17V009. Below are the reasons we opposition. 

  

Reasons this is a problematic application: 

1) We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm 
management pond, and a plan that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations 
from the TRCA. The city really should not consider these major changes that are far more than 
"tweaks” (as the Deputy City Manager of Planning noted) but are major and ones that will lead 
to a series of cascading changes. In short, the city has a fiduciary function of protecting the 
public from poor development decisions when an LPAT decision is made. The other issue is, 
does the city have the authority to make these changes that have major implications 
significantly impacting this development when there is a clear LPAT agreement?   

2) They are asking for ridiculous exemptions. Even with the 90 units that we agreed on in 
the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, 
there will not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and 
other uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to 
more water running off from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper 
storm management pond.     

3) It was the TRCA that determined that the OS1-H area was not to be developed, as it was 
supposed to be left as natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a 
high slope), a significant part of the Oak Ridges Moraine, and therefore logically should have a 
storm management pond at the bottom/low point in the southern part of the development. The 
other major problem with the application is that the city did not include the TRCA comments in 
the package they sent nor Savanta's natural heritage studies (there are at least 2 studies and 
possibly more that were not included). Savanta submitted a very substandard and questionable 
2019 Environmental Impact Assessment report of the Rizmi lands (11333 Dufferin) at 
Kirby/Dufferin. 

4) Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential developments. 
While a couple of these tanks have been used in industrial developments in York Region, one is 
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being piloted and the one in Richmond Hill was studied by TRCA and found to have deficiencies 
– it was not working as designed. Once built, deficiencies are almost impossible to rectify. 

Some studies point out the benefits of these tanks such as keeping water cool for slow 
downstream release benefiting some aquatic species. The main problem is that the 
developer wants to put the storage tank on the side of a hill, whereas the stormwater 
management pond is always located at a low point in the subdivision such as the Laurentian, 
Maple Downs, and Mackenzie Ridge ponds.      

The downsides of storm management tanks are numerous ranging from cost issues to other 
problems that may be associated with flooding and here are other reasons not to use storm 
management tanks: 

          a)     They are expensive, difficult and costly to fix, can clog, and empty slowly. This 
would probably result in flooding.  

          b) The TRCA reviewed the water storage tank located in Richmond Hill, which sits 
underneath the commercial plaza parking lot. It found that water does not drain at as it 
should, did not meet the objectives of the design which means that water ponds and can 
contribute to West Nile Virus 

           c) The risk of placing them in residential areas such as a valley land like 1600 Teston 
are high in terms of malfunctions and flooding. With what are seen as 100 or even 200 year 
storms on the west coast and east coast seem more frequent and have led to extensive and 
dramatic flooding. Storm management tanks empty very slowly and do get clogged, as well 
as difficult to clean. Storm management ponds are easily cleaned and maintained. Storm 
management tanks may have to be taken apart once they stop draining at an enormous 
expense to taxpayers.  

           d) Who is going to compensate those who experience flood damage as a result of 
irresponsible decisions? Will councillors and engineers who support using storm management 
tanks in residential areas share the costs and responsibility when residence and insurance 
companies sue them?  

          e) The storm management tank will be on a hill and not at the lowest part of the 
subdivision, but at one of the highest points. How will the water get up there? Will there be 
pumping stations? How about drainage? Will we have flooding issues, since the tank is on a 
hill above parts of the subdivision? What will be the long range costs of such a ridicious 
proposal? Who will cover the costs of maintainence? The storm management was placed 
where the old house will be torn down because it is one of the lowest parts of the 
development (in OS1-H) in order to easily draining the Little Don River (next to the 
proposed storm management pond).  

 

 

  



Proposed Zone Exemptions: 

Unfortunately, even though we have a clear LPAT agreement for 90 lots, there is also a request 
for zone exemptions for the 90 residential lots for building heights, read year setbacks, setbacks 
to accessory structures, yard encroachments and side yard setback reductions adjacent to public 
walkways and open space blocks. Put simply, they want to build larger units, with a notable 
footprint (taking up more lot, smaller backyards (which are not too generous relative to our area), 
and much higher than permitted. In short, even with the 90 units that we agreed on in the 
LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, 
there will not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and 
other uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to 
more water running off from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper 
storm management pond.     

Final Thoughts: 

What is most troubling is that documents are missing such as the TRCA, Savanta, and other 
reports. It was the TRCA that determined the OSI-H designation and for that portion not to be 
developed. We also do not know what they want to place on what could be “freed up” OS1-
H land. The documentation provided does not say what will happen if this OS1-H land stays in 
private hands instead of being a storm management pond and hill that would be part of the 
natural heritage system on the property. Having this green space on the Oak Ridges Moraine 
(ORM) adds to the area and preserves part of the ORM. Based on the attached 2017 drawings, 
we can only guess that it would be a future phase 2 development. This would probably be 
quite a few townhouses. In addition, we'd assume that this would also open the possibility 
of the 90 lots becoming over 250 to 300 townhouses. If the OSI-H land is included, it could 
be well over 300 townhouses shoehorned into this piece of land. In terms of development, it 
seems everything goes to maximize intensification. Then, with all these hard surfaces, how 
would the storm management tank operate on a hill? In addition, there is still NO park 
being proposed/added to this development and the children of the area must walk at least 
1+ km to the closest park. Moving the stormwater management pond to a storage tank on a hill 
freeing up OS1-H land (where the pond was supposed to be) and now having the ability to be 
developed as a future phase, would create a further erosion of the greenspace left. Also, if the 
storage tanks fail, who will be flooded? 

So far, we do not have public transportation on Dufferin north of Major Mackenzie. The 
Kirby GO station is not a reality nor do we have public transportation on Kirby. Dufferin 
north of Eagle's Nest has two lanes as well as Kirby and Teston. The Teston extension is 
complicated, going through two former landfills (Toronto and Vaughan), wetlands, and 
other sensitive areas (not to mention the estimated $100,000,000.00 bridge over the Little 
Don). The Kirby extension has been a problematic process, so far costing us almost 
$1,000,000.00 extra for the financially botched Kirby Road Environmental Assessment. Our 
schools will eventually be overflowing again, roads will be again jammed with traffic, and 
water supply (water pressure) / wastewater will surely become an issue due to the York 



Region's questionable management and almost 3 billion dollar debt, along with potential 
flooding problems.     

We will have to hire a lawyer and experts to help navigate through this unnecessary mess. We do blame 
the city for not stopping the developer for trying to change this LPAT agreement that took us so long to 
negotiate in terms time and financial resources, all to have this headache of more unnecessary 
development and the potential townhouses. Keep in mind that whatever happens at 1600 Teston will 
set a precedent in Vaughan and will influence development of Rizmi (11333 Dufferin), the property 
at the northeast corner of Teston and Dufferin, the land north of Kirby by Dufferin, and other 
land. This developer has already put townhouses in at Grand Trunk and made a Faustian bargain 
with the city and TRCA, ignoring residents. Once a terrible precedent like this is set, we will have 
further issues that are far worse with rogue developers and some councilors who continually ignore 
us, putting us into debt instead of promoting responsible and thoughtful development.  

  

Stay Safe. 

 

Best, 
 

Li Family   
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From: Mackenzie Ridge Rate Payers Association <mackenzieridgerpa@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, January 16, 2022 8:25 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca; Marilyn Iafrate <Marilyn.Iafrate@vaughan.ca>; Gina Ciampa 
<Gina.Ciampa@vaughan.ca>; Isabel Leung <Isabel.Leung@vaughan.ca> 
Cc: Mackenzie Ridge Rate Payers Association <mackenzieridgerpa@gmail.com>; Rob Kenedy <rkenedy@yorku.ca> 
Subject: [External] Speaking and Submission Regarding Teston Sands Zoning By‐law Amendment File Z.21.046 of the 
Draft Plan of Subdivision Amendment 19T‐17V009 for 1600 Teston Rd. 
 
Please include this communication for the Tuesday January 18th meeting   
 

January 15, 2022 
  
Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Vaughan Councillors,  
  
We are writing the communication in opposition to any changes to the LPAT agreement that we worked so hard 
at achieving and are deeply disappointed that the city is considering these changes regarding Zoning By-law 
Amendment File Z.21.046 of the Draft Plan of Subdivision Amendment 19T-17V009. Below are the reasons we 
oppose it. I will be speaking to this item. Please see the attachment. 
  
Reasons this is a problematic application: 
  
1) We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm management pond, 
and a plan that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations from the TRCA. The city really 
should not consider these major changes that are far more than "tweaks” (as the Deputy City Manager of 
Planning noted) but are major and ones that will lead to a series of cascading changes. In short, the city has a 
fiduciary function of protecting the public from poor development decisions when an LPAT decision is made. 
The other issue is, does the city have the authority to make these changes that have major implications 
significantly impacting this development when there is a clear LPAT agreement?   
  
2) They are asking for ridiculous exemptions that I discuss below. Even with the 90 units that we agreed on 
in the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will 
not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots 
would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to more water running off from the 
hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm management pond.     
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3) It was the TRCA that determined that the OS1-H area was not to be developed, as it was supposed to 
be left as natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a high slope), a significant part of 
the Oak Ridges Moraine, and therefore logically should have a storm management pond at the bottom/low point 
in the southern part of the development. The other major problem with the application is that the city did not 
include the TRCA comments in the package they sent nor Savanta's natural heritage March 2018 nor Mr. Lucas' 
2018 Landform Conservation Study.  
  
4) Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential developments. While a couple 
of these tanks have been used in industrial developments in York Region and one is being piloted; the one in 
Richmond Hill was studied by TRCA and found to have deficiencies – it was not working as designed. Once 
built, deficiencies are almost impossible to rectify. 
  
Some studies point out the benefits of these tanks such as keeping water cool for slow downstream release 
benefiting some aquatic species. The main problem is that the developer wants to put the storage tank on 
the side of a hill, whereas the stormwater management pond is always located at a low point in the subdivision 
such as the Laurentian, Maple Downs, and Mackenzie Ridge ponds.      
  
The downsides of storm management tanks are numerous ranging from cost issues to other problems that 
may be associated with flooding and here are other reasons not to use storm management tanks: 
           
          a)     They are expensive, difficult and costly to fix, can clog, and empty slowly. This would probably 
result in flooding.  

  
          b) The TRCA reviewed the water storage tank located in Richmond Hill, which sits underneath the 
commercial plaza parking lot. It found that water does not drain at as it should, did not meet the 
objectives of the design which means that water ponds and can contribute to West Nile Virus 
  
           c) The risk of placing them in residential areas such as a valley land like 1600 Teston are high in 
terms of malfunctions and flooding. With what are seen as 100 or even 200 year storms on the west and 
east coasts seeming more frequent and lead to extensive and dramatic flooding, I am not sure why the 
city is considering putting a storm management tank on a hill. Storm management tanks empty very 
slowly and do get clogged, as well as difficult to clean. Storm management ponds are easily cleaned and 
maintained. Storm management tanks may have to be taken apart once they stop draining at an enormous 
expense to taxpayers.  
  
           d) Who is going to compensate those who experience flood damage as a result of irresponsible 
decisions? Will councillors and engineers who support using storm management tanks in residential areas share 
the costs and responsibility when residence and insurance companies sue them? Is the city also prepared to take 
on the liability along with the engineers and councillors who support this mess? 
  
          e) The storm management tank will be on a hill and not at the lowest part of the subdivision, but at one of 
the highest points. How will the water get there? Will there be pumping stations? How about drainage? 
Will we have flooding issues, since the tank is on a hill above parts of the subdivision? What will be the 
long-range costs of such a ridiculous proposal? Who will cover the costs of maintenance? The storm 
management was placed where the old house will be torn down because it is one of the lowest parts of the 
development (in OS1-H) in order to easily draining the Little Don River (next to the proposed storm 
management pond).  
  
Proposed Zone Exemptions: 
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Unfortunately, even though we have a clear LPAT agreement for 90 lots, there is also a request for zone 
exemptions for the 90 residential lots for building heights, read year setbacks, setbacks to accessory structures, 
yard encroachments and side yard setback reductions adjacent to public walkways and open space blocks. Put 
simply, they want to build larger units, with a notable footprint (taking up more lot, smaller backyards (which 
are not too generous relative to our area), and much higher than permitted. In short, even with the 90 units 
that we agreed on in the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. 
As it is, there will not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other 
uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to more water running off 
from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm management pond.     
  
  
Final Thoughts: 
  
What is most troubling is that documents are missing such as the TRCA comments on this proposal, 
Savanta March 2018 study, Mr. Lucas' 2018 Landform Conservation Study and other reports. Last week 
we had to ask the city for a series of studies. Also, Planit has not been working properly for over a week. It was 
the TRCA that determined the OSI-H designation and for that portion not to be developed. We also do not 
know what they want to place on what could be “freed up” OS1-H land. The documentation provided does 
not say what will happen if this OS1-H land stays in private hands instead of being a storm management pond 
and hill that would be part of the natural heritage system on the property. Having this green space on the Oak 
Ridges Moraine (ORM) adds to the area and preserves part of the ORM. Based on the attached 2017 drawings, 
we can only guess that it would be a future phase 2 development. This would probably be quite a few 
townhouses. In addition, my guess that this would also open the possibility of the 90 lots becoming over 
250 to 300 townhouses. If the OSI-H land is included, it could be well over 300 townhouses shoehorned 
into this piece of land. In terms of development, it seems everything goes to maximize intensification. 
Then, with all these hard surfaces, how would the storm management tank operate on a hill? In addition, 
there is still NO park being proposed/added to this development and the children of the area must walk at 
least 1+ km to the closest park. We are also quite concerned about the large tagged and other trees that 
have been removed on the property.  Moving the stormwater management pond to a storage tank on a hill 
freeing up OS1-H land (where the pond was supposed to be) and now having the ability to be developed as a 
future phase, would create a further erosion of the greenspace left. Also, if the storage tanks fail, who will be 
flooded? 
  
So far, we do not have public transportation on Dufferin north of Major Mackenzie. The Kirby GO 
station is not a reality nor do we have public transportation on Kirby. Dufferin north of Eagle's Nest has 
two lanes as well as Kirby and Teston. The Teston extension is complicated, going through two former 
landfills (Toronto and Vaughan), wetlands, and other sensitive areas (not to mention the estimated 
$100,000,000.00 bridge over the Little Don). The Kirby extension has been a problematic process, so far 
costing us almost $1,000,000.00 extra for the financially botched Kirby Road Environmental 
Assessment. Our schools will eventually be overflowing again, roads will be again jammed with traffic, 
and water supply (water pressure) / wastewater will surely become an issue due to the York Region's 
questionable management and almost a 3 billion dollar debt, along with potential flooding problems.     
  

Best, 

Robert A. Kenedy, PhD 
President of the MacKenzie Ridge Ratepayers Association  
   
CC: clerks@vaughan.ca and council@vaughan.ca.  
Robert A. Kenedy, PhD 
President of the MacKenzie Ridge Ratepayers Association  
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Associate Professor 
Department of Sociology 
238 McLaughlin College 
York University 
4700 Keele Street 
Toronto, Ontario M3J 1P3 
CANADA 
rkenedy@yorku.ca 
416 736-2100 ext. 77458 
FAX 416 736-5715 
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From: sue    
Sent: Saturday, January 15, 2022 6:20 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca 
Cc: Council@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] file Z. 21.03619T‐21V0007 
 

To all concerned: 
Reasons why our household is against the above-mentioned: 
 

We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm management pond, 
and a plan that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations from the TRCA. The city really 
should not consider these major changes that are far more than "tweaks” (as the Deputy City Manager of 
Planning noted) but are major and ones that will lead to a series of cascading changes. In short, the city has a 
fiduciary function of protecting the public from poor development decisions when an LPAT decision is made. 
The other issue is, does the city have the authority to make these changes that have major implications 
significantly impacting this development when there is a clear LPAT agreement?   
 

Ridiculous exemptions are being asked for. Even with the 90 units that have been agreed on in the LPAT 
minutes of settlement, these will translate to larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will not be a 
park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots would be very 
small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to more water running off from the hard surfaces that 
need to make its way into a proper storm management pond.     
  
Also, the TRCA had determined that the OS1-H area was not to be developed, as it was supposed to be 
left as natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a high slope), a significant part of 
the Oak Ridges Moraine, and therefore logically should have a storm management pond at the bottom/low point 
in the southern part of the development. The other major problem with the application is that the city does 
not include the TRCA comments in the package they sent nor Savanta's natural heritage studies (there are at 
least 2 studies and possibly more that were not included). Savanta submitted a very substandard and 
questionable 2019 Environmental Impact Assessment report of the Rizmi lands (11333 Dufferin) at 
Kirby/Dufferin. 
  
Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential developments. While a couple of 
these tanks have been used in industrial developments in York Region, one being piloted in Richmond Hill was 
studied by TRCA and found to have deficiencies – it was not working as designed. Once built, deficiencies are 
almost impossible to rectify. 
  
Some studies point out the benefits of these tanks such as keeping water cool for slow downstream release 
benefiting some aquatic species. The main problem is that the developer wants to put the storage tank on 
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the side of a hill, whereas the stormwater management pond is always located at a low point in the subdivision 
such as the Laurentian, Maple Downs, and Mackenzie Ridge ponds.      
  
The downsides of storm management tanks are numerous ranging from cost issues to other problems that 
may be associated with flooding and here are other reasons not to use storm management tanks: 
           
          a)     They are expensive, difficult and costly to fix, can clog, and empty slowly. This would probably 
result in flooding.  

  
          b) The TRCA reviewed the water storage tank located in Richmond Hill, which sits underneath the 
commercial plaza parking lot. It found that water does not drain as it should and did not meet the 
objectives of the design which means that water ponds can contribute to West Nile Virus 
  
           c) The risk of placing them in residential areas such as a valley land like 1600 Teston are high in 
terms of malfunctions and flooding. With what are seen as 100 or even 200 year storms on the west coast 
and east coast seem more frequent and have led to extensive and dramatic flooding. Storm management 
tanks empty very slowly and get clogged, and are also difficult to clean. Storm management tanks may have 
to be taken apart once they stop draining at an enormous expense to taxpayers.  
  
           d) Who is going to compensate those who experience flood damage as a result of 
irresponsible decisions? Will councillors and engineers who support using storm management tanks in 
residential areas share the costs and responsibility when residence and insurance companies sue them?  
 

          e) The storm management tank will be on a hill and not at the lowest part of the subdivision, but at one of 
the highest points. How will the water get up there? Will there be pumping stations? How about drainage? 
Will we have flooding issues, since the tank is on a hill above parts of the subdivision? What will be the 
long range costs of such a ridiciously shortsighted proposal? Who will cover the costs of maintainence? 
The storm management was placed where the old house will be torn down because it is one of the lowest 
parts of the development (in OS1-H) in order to easily draining the Little Don River (next to theproposed 
storm management pond).  
 

Proposed Zone Exemptions: 
 

Even though we have a clear LPAT agreement for 90 lots, there is also a request for zone exemptions for the 90 
residential lots for building heights, read year setbacks, setbacks to accessory structures, yard encroachments 
and side yard setback reductions adjacent to public walkways and open space blocks. It is clear that the 
intention is to build larger units, with a notable footprint (taking up more lot, smaller backyards (which are not 
too generous relative to our area), and much higher than permitted. In short, even with the 90 units that have 
been agreed on in the LPAT minutes of settlement, this will amount to much larger houses with smaller 
lots, no access to a parkAs it is, there will not be a park, and as already mentioned above, this will lead to 
more water running off from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm 
management pond.     
  
  
Final Thoughts: 
  
Where are the pertinent documents, that it, the TRCA, Savanta, and other reports. It was the TRCA that 
determined the OSI-H designation and for that portion not to be developed. It would also be good to know how 
the “freed up” OS1-H land will be used. Is more building planned?  
The documentation provided does not say what will happen if this OS1-H land stays in private hands instead of 
being a storm management pond and hill that would be part of the natural heritage system on the property. 
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Having this green space on the Oak Ridges Moraine (ORM) adds to the area and preserves part of the ORM. 
Moving the stormwater management pond to a storage tank on a hill freeing up OS1-H land (where the pond 
was supposed to be) and now having the ability to be developed as a future phase, would create a further 
erosion of the greenspace left. Also, if the storage tanks fail, who will be flooded? 
  
So far, we do not have public transportation on Dufferin north of Major Mackenzie. The Kirby GO 
station is not a reality nor do we have public transportation on Kirby. Dufferin north of Eagle's Nest has 
two lanes as well as Kirby and Teston. The Teston extension is complicated, going through two former 
landfills (Toronto and Vaughan), wetlands, and other sensitive areas (not to mention the estimated 
$100,000,000.00 bridge over the Little Don). The Kirby extension has been a problematic process, so far 
costing us almost $1,000,000.00 extra for the financially botchedKirby Road Environmental 
Assessment. Our schools will eventually be overflowing again, roads will be again jammed with traffic, 
and water supply (water pressure) / wastewater will surely become an issue due to the York Region's 
questionable management and almost 3 billion dollar debt, along with potential flooding problems.     
  

Why hasn't the city stopped the developer for trying to change this LPAT agreement that took us so long to negotiate in 
terms, time and financial resources. We are concerned at the terrible precedent all this will set and are tired of councilors 
who continually ignore us, putting us into debt instead of promoting responsible and thoughtful development.  
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From: Rose Rubino    
Sent: Saturday, January 15, 2022 6:02 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca; Mario Ferri <Mario.Ferri@vaughan.ca>; Maurizio Bevilacqua 
<Maurizio.Bevilacqua@vaughan.ca>; Marilyn Iafrate <Marilyn.Iafrate@vaughan.ca> 
Subject: [External] Application Issues ‐ 1600 Teston Road ‐ Zoning By‐law Amendment File Z.21.046 Draft Plan of 
Subdivision Amendment 19T‐17V009 
 

To Whom It May Concern, 
 

I am writing you to air the following grievances regarding the above mentioned proposed agreement of 90 
units on 1600 Teston Road.  
 

Reasons this is a problematic application: 
  
1) We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm management 
pond, and a plan that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations from the TRCA. The city really 
should not consider these major changes that are far more than "tweaks” (as the Deputy City Manager of 
Planning noted) but are major and ones that will lead to a series of cascading changes. In short, the city 
has a fiduciary function of protecting the public from poor development decisions when an LPAT decision 
is made. The other issue is, does the city have the authority to make these changes that have major 
implications significantly impacting this development when there is a clear LPAT agreement?   
 

2) They are asking for ridiculous exemptions that I discuss below. Even with the 90 units that we agreed 
on in the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will 
not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots 
would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to more water running off from the hard 
surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm management pond.     
  
3) It was the TRCA that determined that the OS1-H area was not to be developed, as it was supposed to 
be left as natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a high slope), a significant part of 
the Oak Ridges Moraine, and therefore logically should have a storm management pond at the bottom/low 
point in the southern part of the development. The other major problem with the application is that the city 
did not include the TRCA comments in the package they sent nor Savanta's natural heritage studies 
(there are at least 2 studies and possibly more that were not included). Savanta submitted a very 
substandard and questionable 2019 Environmental Impact Assessment report of the Rizmi lands (11333 
Dufferin) at Kirby/Dufferin. 
  
4) Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential developments. While a 
couple of these tanks have been used in industrial developments in York Region, one is being piloted and 
the one in Richmond Hill was studied by TRCA and found to have deficiencies – it was not working as 
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designed. Once built, deficiencies are almost impossible to rectify and the developer wants to put the 
storage tank on the side of a hill, whereas the stormwater management pond is always located at a low 
point in all subdivisions. 
  
The downsides of storm management tanks are numerous ranging from cost issues to other problems 
that may be associated with flooding, They are expensive, difficult and costly to fix, can clog, and empty 
slowly. This would probably result in flooding as water does not drain at as it should and can contribute to 
West Nile Virus. Another risk of placing them in residential areas such as a valley land like 1600 Teston 
are high in terms of malfunctions and flooding. Storm management tanks empty very slowly and do get 
clogged, as well as difficult to clean. Storm management ponds are easily cleaned and maintained.  
 

The storm management tank will be on a hill and not at the lowest part of the subdivision, but at one of the 
highest points. How will the water get up there? Will we have flooding issues, since the tank is on a hill 
above parts of the subdivision? What will be the long range costs of such a ridicious proposal? Who will 
cover the costs of maintainence?  
 

Even with the 90 units that we agreed on in the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger 
houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, 
a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house.  
  
We have been told that documents are missing such as the TRCA, Savanta, and other reports. It was the 
TRCA that determined the OSI-H designation and for that portion not to be developed. 
  
So far, we do not have public transportation on Dufferin north of Major Mackenzie. The Kirby GO station is 
not a reality nor do we have public transportation on Kirby. Dufferin north of Eagle's Nest has two lanes as 
well as Kirby and Teston. The Teston extension is complicated, going through two former landfills 
(Toronto and Vaughan), wetlands, and other sensitive areas (not to mention the estimated 
$100,000,000.00 bridge over the Little Don). The Kirby extension has been a problematic process, so far 
costing us almost $1,000,000.00 extra for the financially botched Kirby Road Environmental 
Assessment. Our schools will eventually be overflowing again, roads will be again jammed with traffic, and 
water supply (water pressure) / wastewater will surely become an issue due to the York Region's 
questionable management and almost 3 billion dollar debt, along with potential flooding problems.     
  

Rose Rubino 
 Hunterwood Chase 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Joseph Vukman    
Sent: Saturday, January 15, 2022 12:19 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca 
Cc: Council@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] Opposition to 1600 Teston development application  
 
Hello,  
 
My name is Joseph Vukman and I’m a resident of  Germana Pl.  
Upon carefully  reviewing the planned development amendment file Z. 21. 046 of the draft plan of subdivision 
amendment 19T‐17V009, I would like to formally declare my opposition.  
 
There’s currently an LPAT agreement of 90 new units with proper store management pond being installed. I am 
concerned that the tweaks recommended and proposed will leave Vaughan residents in the years to come on the 
financial hook for years to come due to potential storm tank management. 
 
Currently, without a park or recreational green space at the bottom of this valley, storm and water run off can lead to 
catastrophic flooding. Have we not already seen increased rainfall in neighbouring communities? While other 
municipalities are planning for this future financial burden, and approving ‘storm‐of‐the‐century’ ready developments, it 
would seem as though approving this amendment parallels the thoughtless development in Vaughan 20 years ago. We 
know more, we’ve seen the damage of heavy rainfall, there is no room for willful ignorance.  
 
Finally, due to limited public transit accessibility in the corridor, and the fact that it allows for single lane access for now, 
and into the foreseeable future, how can council ignore the morning and afternoon gridlock that will ensue, if more than 
90 detached homes are built? Again willful ignorance is not an excuse. Vaughan council and city’s planning department,  
have a duty to protect the residents of Vaughan from illogical plans of poorly placed storm tanks, or higher density 
developments on single lane corridors.  
 
Joseph Vukman 
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From:    
Sent: Sunday, January 16, 2022 1:59 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] Z.21.036_19T‐21V007 / 1600 Teston Road Proposed Development 
 

 
 

Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Councillors: 
 
I wish to address the above Subject as a citizen of Vaughan, a Ward 1 resident and a member 
of Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers Association residing adjacent to, and dependent upon, 
Dufferin Street: 
 
Our Association President, Rob Kenedy, has already raised in detail numerous critical concerns 
with respect to the proposed development.  As council members elected by us to manage the 
affairs of the City of Vaughan in the best interests of its citizens, taxpayers and voters, I 
implore you to recognize these concerns as indeed critical and to give them your full, objective 
and thoughtful attention and analysis, consistent with your responsibilities of office.  
 
In summary, these critical concerns include, but may not be limited to: 

1. The existing and clear LPAT agreement for 90 residential lots on the 1600 Teston 
Road property, as well as the meaningful inputs and analyses that led to this 
agreement, notably the prudent recommendations from the TRCA; 

2. The proposed substitution of a standard wastewater management pond with an 
underground tank of necessarily limited capacity, highly dubious location, seriously 
questionable efficacy and problematic maintainability:  

3. The current lack of public transportation on Dufferin Street to serve this location, 
combined with the two‐lane limitations of traffic flow on Dufferin Street that already 
create massive traffic jams each workday due in large part to the intersection at 
Teston Road; 
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4. The devastating additional impact on Dufferin Street that will result from longer east‐
west traffic signal duration required to accommodate this development’s in‐and‐out 
residential vehicles and school buses; 

5. The unreasonable lack of a park space within the subject area for use, socializing, 
exercise and general enjoyment by the residents and their children; and, not least by 
any means, 

6. The potential negative impacts on area schools, utilities and services, notably 
including freshwater supply and pressure, as well as stormwater and sewage 
capacity, handling and treatment. 

 
Your process and decisions with respect to each of these issues, plus others that may yet be 
raised, will send your electors a clear message as to your commitment to, and concern for, 
defensible and desirable future residential development within our fair city. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention. 
 
Yours very truly, 
Douglas E. Carl, MBA, P.Eng., 

 Kootenay Ridge, Maple 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: JOHN DELUCA    
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 8:51 AM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca 
Cc: Council@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] Zoning By‐law Amendment File Z.21.046 
 
January 17, 2022 
 
  
 
Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Vaughan Councillors, 
 
  
 
We are writing the communication in opposition to Zoning By‐law Amendment File Z.21.046 of the Draft Plan of 
Subdivision Amendment 19T‐17V009. Below are the reasons we opposition. 
 
  
 
Reasons this is a problematic application: 
 
  
 
1) We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm management pond, and a plan 
that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations from the TRCA. The city really should not consider these 
major changes that are far more than "tweaks” (as the Deputy City Manager of Planning noted) but are major and ones 
that will lead to a series of cascading changes. In short, the city has a fiduciary function of protecting the public from 
poor development decisions when an LPAT decision is made. The other issue is, does the city have the authority to make 
these changes that have major implications significantly impacting this development when there is a clear LPAT 
agreement?   
 
  
 
2) They are asking for ridiculous exemptions that I discuss below. Even with the 90 units that we agreed on in the LPAT 
minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will not be a park, so if a family 
wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house. Of 
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course, this will lead to more water running off from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm 
management pond.     
 
  
 
3) It was the TRCA that determined that the OS1‐H area was not to be developed, as it was supposed to be left as 
natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a high slope), a significant part of the Oak Ridges 
Moraine, and therefore logically should have a storm management pond at the bottom/low point in the southern part of 
the development. The other major problem with the application is that the city did not include the TRCA comments in 
the package they sent nor Savanta's natural heritage studies (there are at least 2 studies and possibly more that were 
not included). Savanta submitted a very substandard and questionable 2019 Environmental Impact Assessment report of 
the Rizmi lands (11333 Dufferin) at Kirby/Dufferin. 
 
  
 
4) Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential developments. While a couple of these 
tanks have been used in industrial developments in York Region, one is being piloted and the one in Richmond Hill was 
studied by TRCA and found to have deficiencies – it was not working as designed. Once built, deficiencies are almost 
impossible to rectify. 
 
  
 
Some studies point out the benefits of these tanks such as keeping water cool for slow downstream release benefiting 
some aquatic species. The main problem is that the developer wants to put the storage tank on the side of a 
hill, whereas the stormwater management pond is always located at a low point in the subdivision such as the 
Laurentian, Maple Downs, and Mackenzie Ridge ponds.      
 
  
 
The downsides of storm management tanks are numerous ranging from cost issues to other problems that may be 
associated with flooding and here are other reasons not to use storm management tanks: 
 
           
 
          a)     They are expensive, difficult and costly to fix, can clog, and empty slowly. This would probably result in 
flooding.  
 
  
 
          b) The TRCA reviewed the water storage tank located in Richmond Hill, which sits underneath the commercial 
plaza parking lot. It found that water does not drain at as it should, did not meet the objectives of the design which 
means that water ponds and can contribute to West Nile Virus 
 
  
 
           c) The risk of placing them in residential areas such as a valley land like 1600 Teston are high in terms of 
malfunctions and flooding. With what are seen as 100 or even 200 year storms on the west coast and east coast seem 
more frequent and have led to extensive and dramatic flooding. Storm management tanks empty very slowly and do get 
clogged, as well as difficult to clean. Storm management ponds are easily cleaned and maintained. Storm management 
tanks may have to be taken apart once they stop draining at an enormous expense to taxpayers.  
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           d) Who is going to compensate those who experience flood damage as a result of irresponsible decisions? Will 
councillors and engineers who support using storm management tanks in residential areas share the costs and 
responsibility when residence and insurance companies sue them?  
 
  
 
          e) The storm management tank will be on a hill and not at the lowest part of the subdivision, but at one of the 
highest points. How will the water get up there? Will there be pumping stations? How about drainage? Will we have 
flooding issues, since the tank is on a hill above parts of the subdivision? What will be the long range costs of such a 
ridicious proposal? Who will cover the costs of maintainence? The storm management was placed where the old house 
will be torn down because it is one of the lowest parts of the development (in OS1‐H) in order to easily draining the 
Little Don River (next to the proposed storm management pond).  
 
  
 
Proposed Zone Exemptions: 
 
  
 
Unfortunately, even though we have a clear LPAT agreement for 90 lots, there is also a request for zone exemptions for 
the 90 residential lots for building heights, read year setbacks, setbacks to accessory structures, yard encroachments 
and side yard setback reductions adjacent to public walkways and open space blocks. Put simply, they want to build 
larger units, with a notable footprint (taking up more lot, smaller backyards (which are not too generous relative to our 
area), and much higher than permitted. In short, even with the 90 units that we agreed on in the LPAT minutes of 
settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will not be a park, so if a family wants a 
decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this 
will lead to more water running off from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm management 
pond.     
 
  
 
  
 
Final Thoughts: 
 
  
 
What is most troubling is that documents are missing such as the TRCA, Savanta, and other reports. It was the TRCA that 
determined the OSI‐H designation and for that portion not to be developed. We also do not know what they want to 
place on what could be “freed up” OS1‐H land. The documentation provided does not say what will happen if this OS1‐H 
land stays in private hands instead of being a storm management pond and hill that would be part of the natural 
heritage system on the property. Having this green space on the Oak Ridges Moraine (ORM) adds to the area and 
preserves part of the ORM. Based on the attached 2017 drawings (see the attachment), we can only guess that it would 
be a future phase 2 development. This would probably be quite a few townhouses. In addition, my guess that this would 
also open the possibility of the 90 lots becoming over 250 to 300 townhouses. If the OSI‐H land is included, it could be 
well over 300 townhouses shoehorned into this piece of land. In terms of development, it seems everything goes to 
maximize intensification. Then, with all these hard surfaces, how would the storm management tank operate on a 
hill? In addition, there is still NO park being proposed/added to this development and the children of the area must walk 
at least 1+ km to the closest park. Moving the stormwater management pond to a storage tank on a hill freeing up OS1‐
H land (where the pond was supposed to be) and now having the ability to be developed as a future phase, would create 
a further erosion of the greenspace left. Also, if the storage tanks fail, who will be flooded? 
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So far, we do not have public transportation on Dufferin north of Major Mackenzie. The Kirby GO station is not a reality 
nor do we have public transportation on Kirby. Dufferin north of Eagle's Nest has two lanes as well as Kirby and Teston. 
The Teston extension is complicated, going through two former landfills (Toronto and Vaughan), wetlands, and other 
sensitive areas (not to mention the estimated $100,000,000.00 bridge over the Little Don). The Kirby extension has been 
a problematic process, so far costing us almost $1,000,000.00 extra for the financially botched Kirby Road Environmental 
Assessment. Our schools will eventually be overflowing again, roads will be again jammed with traffic, and water supply 
(water pressure) / wastewater will surely become an issue due to the York Region's questionable management and 
almost 3 billion dollar debt, along with potential flooding problems.     
 
  
 
We will have to hire a lawyer and experts to help navigate through this unnecessary mess. I do blame the city for not 
stopping the developer for trying to change this LPAT agreement that took us so long to negotiate in terms time and 
financial resources, all to have this headache of more unnecessary development and the potential townhouses. Keep in 
mind that whatever happens at 1600 Teston will set a precedent in Vaughan and will influence development of Rizmi 
(11333 Dufferin), the property at the northeast corner of Teston and Dufferin, the land north of Kirby by Dufferin, and 
other land. This developer has already put townhouses in at Grand Trunk and made a Faustian bargain with the city and 
TRCA, ignoring residents. Once a terrible precedent like this is set, we will have further issues that are far worse with 
rogue developers and some councilors who continually ignore us, putting us into debt instead of promoting responsible 
and thoughtful development. I have always said we are not against forward‐thinking development and would prefer 
state‐of‐the‐art planning guided by civic‐minded innovators. 
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
E.J. De Luca 
Vaughan ON 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  



Meredith Baker 
Turkstra Mazza Associates 

15 Bold Street 
Hamilton Ontario Canada L8P 1T3 

905.529.3476 x2240 
mbaker@tmalaw.ca 

VIA EMAIL 

City of Vaughan 
Office of the City Clerk 
2141 Major Mackenzie Dr. 
Vaughan, ON  L6A 1T1 

Attention:  Mayor & Members of Council 
 City Clerk 

January 17, 2022 

Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Members of City Council: 

Re: APPLICATIONS TO REVISE ZONING & DRAFT APPROVED PLAN OF SUBDIVISION (“Applications”) 
  1600 Teston Road, City of Vaughan (“Subject Lands”) 
  Cam Milani, Teston Sands Inc. (“Owner”) 

We are counsel to MacKenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ Association (“MRRA”), whose members include 
homeowners adjacent to or in close proximity to the Subject Lands. Our client received notice that a 
public meeting relating to the above-noted Applications is scheduled for January 18, 2022. We are 
writing on behalf of our client in advance of the meeting to express its opposition to the Applications. 

BACKGROUND 

The Owner applied for an Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft Plan of 
Subdivision approval to permit a residential subdivision on the Subject Lands in July 2017. The City of 
Vaughan (“City”) approved the applications subject to Conditions of Draft Plan Approval in June 2018, 
and MRRA subsequently appealed the City’s decisions with respect to all three instruments to the Local 
Planning Appeal Tribunal (“LPAT”).   

After lengthy negotiations, in February 2019, MRRA and the Owner reached a settlement which 
comprised revisions to all three instruments (“Settlement Plan”). Among other things, the Settlement 
Plan included a minimum 10 metre fenced buffer in order to buffer existing residents from the proposed 
development. The parties presented the Settlement Plan to the LPAT on June 26, 2019. In written 
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decisions issued January 3, 2020 and March 16, 2020, which are enclosed with this correspondence, the 
Tribunal approved the Settlement Plan, subject to Conditions of Draft Plan Approval, permitting the 
development of a 90-lot single detached residential subdivision on the Subject Lands (“Approved 
Development”). The Approved Development included a stormwater management pond.  

It is MRRA’s understanding that the Owner has been in the process of clearing the conditions applicable 
to the Tribunal-approved Draft Plan of Subdivision.  

CURRENT APPLICATIONS 

After the lengthy appeal process that culminated in the Approved Development, the Owner now wishes 
to change its plans, and has applied to revise the Tribunal-approved zoning and draft approved Plan of 
Subdivision (“Applications”). The Applications propose changes to the stormwater management for the 
development to eliminate the pond from the subdivision plan and to use underground storage tanks 
within an open space block instead, as well as other amendments to accommodate this change. The 
relocation of the stormwater management system would result in the former pond location being 
vacated. The Owner also proposes zone exceptions to all 90 residential lots for building height, rear yard 
setbacks, setbacks to accessory structures and yard encroachments and side yard setback reductions 
adjacent to public walkways and open space blocks.  

OWNER SHOULD BE HELD TO PREVIOUS SETTLEMENT 

As noted, the Owner and MRRA were involved in lengthy negotiations to arrive at the Settlement Plan 
that was the foundation of the Approved Development. The Owner has already used municipal and 
Tribunal resources and gone through a public process with respect to development on the Subject 
Lands. The City (and the Ontario Land Tribunal, as explained below) should hold the Owner to its plans, 
and refuse the Applications.  

JURISDICTION OVER DRAFT PLAN REMAINS WITH TRIBUNAL 

The Draft Plan of Subdivision for the Subject Lands was approved, subject to conditions, by the LPAT first 
via oral decision in the June 2019 LPAT settlement hearing. This approval was confirmed in the enclosed 
January 3, 2020 written decision. The Owner now seeks to revise the Tribunal-approved Draft Plan of 
Subdivision.  

The jurisdiction over the application to revise the Draft Plan of Subdivision lies with the Tribunal (now 
the Ontario Land Tribunal (“OLT”)), not with the City. This determination is made based on a detailed 
reading of section 51 (“Plan of subdivision approvals”) of the Planning Act. In particular, subsection 
51(56.1) provides that the Tribunal may, by order, provide that the final approval of the plan of 
subdivision for the purposes of subsection (58) is to be given by the approval authority in which the land 
is situate (in this case, the City). Subsection 51(58) makes it clear that the approval authority is only able 
to approve the plan of subdivision if satisfied that the plan of subdivision is in conformity with the 
approved draft plan of subdivision (in this case the Tribunal-approved Draft Plan of Subdivision) and that 
the conditions of approval have been or will be fulfilled. The Tribunal did, in this case, refer final 
approval of the plan of subdivision to the City pursuant to subsection 51(56.1) (see paragraph 46 of the 
January 3, 2020 decision). 
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It is a common understanding that, as the Act expressly gives authority for the Tribunal to refer a 
specific decision (i.e. final approval of a plan of subdivision that is in conformity with the approved draft 
plan of subdivision) to the approval authority, the Tribunal must retain authority over all other aspects 
of the draft plan process that are not captured by subsection 51(56.1), including decisions with respect 
to revisions to Tribunal-approved draft plans of subdivision. 

The City must refer the Owner’s Draft Plan of Subdivision amendment application to the OLT. 

FUTURE PLANS UNKNOWN 

The Owner has already received approval for a development proposal on the Subject Lands through one 
lengthy process. It now seems to be initiating another public process to vary that proposal in such a way 
that would remove a stormwater storage pond from one area of the development, leaving a vacant 
section of land. The Owner’s Applications are notably silent as to plans for the vacated lands. Our client 
believes that the Owner may have plans for further intensification, perhaps townhouses, for this section 
of land. Adding housing on the vacated section of land would require further development applications 
and approvals.  

Piecemeal, incremental planning, as described here, should not be permitted. An effective public 
process is dependent on the Owner being clear and upfront as to its plans for the Subject Lands. Absent 
fulsome information as to the Owner’s plans for the vacated section of land, the Applications are 
incomplete and premature, and should be refused on this basis. We note that subsection 51(24)(b) of 
the Planning Act specifically requires that in considering a draft plan of subdivision, a decision maker, in 
this case the OLT, shall have regard to whether the proposed subdivision is premature. Subsection 
51(24) also requires regard for the suitability of the land for the purposes for which it is to be subdivided 
and the adequacy of utilities, municipal services and school sites, among other considerations. These 
factors cannot be properly considered without full details of the Owner’s ultimate plans for the Subject 
Lands. 

CONCERNS WITH STORMWATER MANAGEMENT TANK 

MRRA has concerns with respect to the proposal to place a stormwater management tank on the 
Subject Lands. It is unusual to see this method of stormwater management within residential 
development; these tanks empty slowly, are expensive to maintain and carry a risk of failure. Further, a 
stormwater management tank in the location proposed may increase the likelihood of flooding. It is 
essential that this proposal be thoroughly examined.  

Our client is particularly alarmed by the absence of environmental and natural heritage studies within 
the application materials. Environmental impact is a significant concern and needs to be considered by 
the City (and OLT) in its review of the Applications, particularly as the Subject Lands are located within 
the Oak Ridges Moraine and are environmentally sensitive. Subsection 51(24) of the Planning Act also 
requires regard to the conservation of natural resources and flood control, as well as matters of 
provincial interest including the protection of ecological systems, when considering a draft plan of 
subdivision.  
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City staff have advised MRRA that Toronto Region Conservation Authority (“TRCA”) has been circulated 
for review and comment on the Applications but that their comments have not yet been received. In the 
context of the Owner’s previous development applications for the Subject Lands, in 2018, TRCA 
expressed concerns regarding the southern sector of the Subject Lands as they present complex 
landscape grading and stabilization challenges, particularly in relation to stormwater management. It is 
essential that TRCA’s comments be received and thoroughly considered prior to a decision being made 
on the Applications.  

We respectfully request notice of any deliberation or decision in respect of the Applications by the City. 
MRRA would also welcome an opportunity to meet with City staff to discuss the concerns outlined 
herein.  

We thank you for your receipt of this correspondence and would be grateful for your acknowledgment 
of receipt.  

Yours very truly 

Meredith Baker 

cc. Laura Janotta, Planner, Development Planning, City of Vaughan
Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Administrative Services and City Solicitor, City of Vaughan

Encl. 
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The Ontario Municipal Board (the “OMB”) is continued under the name Local Planning 
Appeal Tribunal (the “Tribunal”), and any reference to the Ontario Municipal Board or 
Board in any publication of the Tribunal is deemed to be a reference to the Tribunal. 

PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 17(24) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ Association 
Subject: Proposed Official Plan Amendment No. 28 (OPA 

28) 
Municipality:  City of Vaughan 
LPAT Case No.:  PL180665 
LPAT File No.:  PL180665 
LPAT Case Name: Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ Association v. 

Vaughan (City) 

PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 34(19) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ Association 
Subject: By-law No. 151-2018  
Municipality:  City of Vaughan 
LPAT Case No.: PL180665 
LPAT File No.:  PL180666 

PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 51(39) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ Association 
Subject: Proposed Plan of Subdivision 
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APPEARANCES: 

Parties Counsel 

City of Vaughan P. Patterson, J. LeSage

McKenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ 
Association 

D. Donnelly, A. Whyte, M. Fletcher (student-at-
law)

Teston Sands Inc. M. Di Vona, L. Zuliani (student-at-law)

MEMORANDUM OF ORAL DECISION DELIVERED ON JUNE 26, 2019 BY C. 
CONTI AND JOHN DOUGLAS AND ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL 

INTRODUCTION 

[1] This is the memorandum for a decision for an appeal by the McKenzie Ridge

Ratepayer’s Association (“Appellant”) against the adoption by the City of Vaughan 

(“City”) of applications by Teston Sands Inc. (“Applicant”) for an Official Plan 

Amendment (“OPA”), Zoning By-law Amendment (“ZBA”) and Draft Plan of Subdivision 

for a property at 1600 Teston Road (“subject property” / “property”) in Vaughan. Two 

proceedings were convened on the above noted date for the appeals. A Case 

Management Conference, the second for the appeals, dealt with the proposed OPA and 

ZBA, and the first Pre-hearing Conference (“PHC”) dealt with draft plan of subdivision. 

[2] Prior to the proceedings the Tribunal had been informed that the parties had

reached a settlement regarding the OPA and ZBA. A settlement agreement is included 

in the joint document book at Exhibit 5, Tab 17. Prior to the PHC, there had been no 

proceedings dealing with the draft plan of subdivision and it was not clear if others with 

an interest in the appeal would seek party or participant status and if the appeal of the 

subdivision would be fully settled. At the PHC the Tribunal heard a request for 

participant status for Junge S. Lee who was represented by Y.S. Min of Min and 

Heard: June 26, 2019 in Vaughan, Ontario 
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Associates Inc. Architect. Participant status was granted to Mr. Lee on consent. 

Through the course of the PHC the concerns of Mr. Lee were resolved and therefore 

the appeal of the plan of subdivision was also fully settled.   

[3] The appeals were considered under the provisions of the Planning Act (“Act”) 

and the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal Act (“LPATA”) that were in force under Bill 139. 

Under the provisions the grounds for appeal of the OPA and ZBA were limited to 

concerns for consistency with a policy statement under s. 3(1) of the Act, lack of 

conformity or conflict with a provincial plan, or lack of conformity with an applicable 

official plan.  Through the first hearing event under Bill 139, the Tribunal could not, on its 

own initiative, revise and approve the OPA and ZBA. However, under s. 17(49.4) and s. 

34 (26.3) of the Act, the Tribunal shall approve a revised application that has the 

consent of the parties if the consistency and conformity tests are met. 

[4] In addition, under the provisions of LPATA that were in force through Bill 139 no 

party could adduce evidence for the OPA and ZBA appeals, but the Tribunal could call 

and examine witnesses.  

[5] For the subdivision appeal under s. 51 (39), the provisions of the Act and LPATA 

under Bill 139 did not impose the same restrictions on the ground for appeal or on the 

Tribunal’s authority to approve a revised proposal. In addition the parties were permitted 

to adduce evidence.     

THE PROPOSAL 

[6] The Applicant owns the subject property at 1600 Teston Road which consists of 

a 13.69 hectare (“ha”) parcel located approximately 150 metres (“m”) west of Dufferin 

Street, south of Kirby Road in the area of north Maple. The property is within the Urban 

Boundary of the City and it fronts onto approximately 346 m of the unopened road 

allowance of Teston Road located at the southern boundary.  

[7] The proposal involves the construction of 90 single-family lots on approximately 
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6.5 ha of the property. Access to the subdivision is proposed from the frontage on the 

unopened road allowance. Teston Road will be extended to the west and Street A is 

proposed to run northerly to provide access to the subdivision lots. The proposed lots 

have frontages of 12, 17, 18 and 20 m. The 20 m lots are proposed to abut the larger 

lots on adjacent lands to the north and east. The part of the subject property to the west 

of the developable portion has been identified as a natural heritage area. The proposal 

includes a buffer adjacent to the natural heritage area and a fenced buffer adjacent to 

existing residential development to the north and east. 

EVIDENCE 

[8] The Tribunal called two witnesses to provide evidence regarding the proposed 

OPA and ZBA. The Tribunal heard from Peter Smith, a Partner at Bousfields Inc. Mr. 

Smith is a Registered Professional Planner with approximately 38 years of experience. 

Mr. Smith provided opinion evidence in land use planning. 

[9] The Tribunal also heard evidence from Tom Hilditch of Savanta Inc. Mr. Hilditch 

has approximately 38 years of experience in the field of ecology. He provided opinion 

evidence in natural heritage evaluation and analysis.    

[10] With regard to the draft plan of subdivision, Mr. Di Vona called Mr. Smith who 

provided opinion evidence in the area of land use planning. 

OPA and ZBA 

[11] The Tribunal heard that the proposal has been amended in order to achieve the 

settlement. The original proposal was for 87 lots with a density of approximately 13 

units/hectare (Exhibit 6, para. 14). The revised proposal now consists of 90 lots with a 

proposed buffer adjacent to the natural heritage area and a fenced 10 m buffer adjacent 

to the residential areas to the north and east. According to the evidence, the revised 

proposal will have a density of approximately 13.8 units/hectare.    
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[12] Mr. Smith’s opinion was that the proposed OPA (Exhibit 2) and ZBA (Exhibit 3) 

meet the tests for consistency and conformity as set out in the Act under Bill 139. Mr. 

Smith’s evidence was that the proposed OPA and ZBA are consistent with the 

Provincial Policy Statement (“PPS”). Mr. Smith indicated that the proposal will provide 

for the efficient use of infrastructure and assist in providing a range and mix of housing 

as required through PPS policies. He also indicated that the proposed buffer will help to 

maintain biodiversity.  

[13] Mr. Smith’s evidence also addressed the natural heritage provisions of the PPS. 

He indicated that the proposal does not include development or site alteration within a 

significant natural feature and that a Natural Heritage Evaluation has been prepared by 

Savanta Inc. which demonstrates that the proposal will have no negative impacts on 

adjacent natural heritage features.  

[14] With regard to provincial plans, the subject property is subject to both the Growth 

Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (“Growth Plan”) and the Oak Ridges Moraine 

Conservation Plan (“ORMCP”). Mr. Smith’s evidence was that the Growth Plan 

emphasizes the need to make use of the existing land supply in proximity to existing 

roads and services. He indicated that the proposal is adjacent to existing services and is 

intended to use an extension of Teston Road. 

[15] Mr. Smith referred to the greenfield density targets and noted that the York 

Region Official Plan requires designated greenfield areas to achieve an average 

minimum density of 50 residents and jobs per hectare. His opinion was that the 

proposed density of the proposal is in keeping with the greenfield density target. 

[16] Mr. Smith's opinion was that the proposal conforms with the Growth Plan. 

[17] Mr. Smith stated that the natural heritage evaluation prepared by Savanta 

addressed the requirements to the ORMCP.   

[18] Mr. Smith indicated that the subject site is within an Urban Area as identified in 
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the York Region Official Plan and is adjacent to lands identified as an Environmentally 

Significant Area and a Life Science Area of Natural and Scientific Interest. In addition, 

the subject property and adjacent land are identified as being within a Highly Vulnerable 

Aquifer. Mr. Smith indicated that the Natural Heritage Evaluation has demonstrated that 

the proposal will have no negative impacts.  

[19] Mr. Smith stated that the OPA and ZBA conform to the York Region Official Plan. 

He noted that a Holding Symbol will be placed on specific lots and blocks at the request 

of the Region related to the alignment of the extension of Teston Road. The areas to 

which the Holding Symbol applies are set out in the By-law.  

[20] Mr. Smith’s evidence was that the subject property is within the Urban Area and 

is designated as Natural Areas and Countryside in the City’s Official Plan. He indicated 

that a site specific policy applies to the site which allows for limits of an Enhancement 

Area to be determined through environmental studies. The Natural Heritage Evaluation 

prepared by Savanta Inc. has delineated the appropriate boundaries in this case of the 

development and the natural heritage area to be protected.  

[21] The subject property is also identified as Community Area in the City’s Official 

Plan. Policies related to Community Areas set out minimum densities for greenfield 

areas and require that new development respect and reinforce the existing scale, 

height, massing, lot pattern, building type, character, form and planned function of the 

immediate area. Mr. Smith’s opinion was that the proposal meets these policies. 

[22] Mr. Smith’s evidence also referred to policies in the City’s Official Plan regarding 

protection of the Oak Ridges Moraine. He indicated that the proposal conforms to these 

policies. 

[23] It was Mr. Smith’s opinion that the proposal conforms with the City’s Official Plan 

subject to final approval of the OPA, and the ZBA conforms to the Official Plan as 

amended by the OPA.  
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[24] Mr. Hilditch discussed the Natural Heritage Evaluation that he prepared (Exhibit 

5, Tab 13). He stated that the majority of the natural features are on the western part of 

the property, but that the natural heritage evaluation covered the entire property. 

According to his report, the portion of the lands that are intended for development are 

designated as Settlement Area in the ORMCP, while the remaining portion is 

designated as Natural Core Area (Exhibit 5, Tab13, p. 299).  

[25] Mr. Hilditch indicated that there are significant woodlands to the west of the 

property, but the woodlands on the property are too small to be significant. However, 

there is some significant wildlife habitat on the property. Mr. Hilditch also stated that 

there are no provincially significant wetlands in proximity to the property, however, there 

are unevaluated wetlands in the area. 

[26] Mr. Hilditch’s evidence was that any impacts of the proposal will be avoided and 

mitigated through measures undertaken as part of the proposal including the 

establishment of the buffer. He stated that there will also be restoration planting 

undertaken in the buffer area.  

[27] Mr. Hilditch’s opinion was that the proposal will have no negative impact on the 

natural heritage features and functions. He stated that the proposal is consistent with 

the PPS, and meets the requirements of the ORMCP, Regional Official Plan and City’s 

Official Plan. 

[28] The Tribunal heard that the measures to deal with natural heritage features in the 

area were acceptable to the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.   

[29] The Tribunal reviewed the submissions and considered the evidence. The 

opinion evidence provided by Mr. Smith and Mr. Hilditch was uncontested. The 

proposed OPA will redesignate areas of the property that are suitable for development 

as Low Rise Residential and rezone the property from Agricultural and Open Space 

Environmental Protection to Residential and Open Space Conservation. As noted 

Holding provisions are placed on specific areas.  
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[30] The Tribunal accepted the evidence and the expert opinions provided by Mr. 

Smith and Mr. Hilditch. In view of the above, the Tribunal found that the proposed OPA 

and ZBA were consistent with the PPS, conform with the Growth Plan and the ORMCP, 

conform with the Regional Official Plan and the City’s Official Plan.  

[31] The parties requested that the Tribunal issue an oral decision and that direction 

be provided regarding provisions in the settlement agreement related to the 

implementation of the fenced buffer. 

[32] The Tribunal issued the following oral decision: 

Based upon the uncontradicted opinion evidence, the Tribunal finds that the 
proposed OPA and ZBA as amended in Exhibits 2 and 3 are consistent with the 
PPS, conform to the Growth Plan and ORMCP, and conform to the York Region 
Official Plan, and the ZBA conforms to the City of Vaughan Official Plan as 
amended. Based upon the above the appeals are allowed in part. In 
consideration of s. 17 (49.4) and 34 (26.3) of the Act the OPA and ZBA are 
approved. 

The Tribunal directs that items 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 of the Minutes of Settlement be 
implemented in conjunction with this approval. 

Draft Plan of Subdivision 

[33] At the PHC for the proposed draft plan of subdivision, the Tribunal heard that Mr. 

Lee’s concerns involved stormwater management, traffic and safety concerns. The 

Tribunal was informed that the conditions of draft plan approval (Exhibit 2 filed at the 

PHC) had been amended to address Mr. Lee’s concerns. In particular, condition #10 

was amended to provide for an enhanced landscaping along the boundary with Mr. 

Lee’s property at 1500 Teston Road. Also condition #45 was amended to require 

preparation of a report in consultation with Mr. Lee.   

[34] Mr. Di Vona called Mr. Smith to provide evidence in support of the plan of 

subdivision and he referred to the evidence provided in his affidavit related to the 

subdivision (Exhibit 6, para. 79). He confirmed that the plan of subdivision has regard 

for all requirements in s. 51(24) of the Act. Pursuant to s. 51 (24) (a) the plan has regard 
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for matters of provincial interest. It is not premature and is in the public interest. The 

plan conforms to the Official Plan as amended by the proposed OPA as required in s. 

51(24) (c). Furthermore the land is suitable for the purposes for which it is to be 

subdivided as required in s. 51(24) (d). The sizes of the lots in the subdivision provide 

for compatible relationships with existing development.  

[35] Mr. Smith‘s planning opinion was that all requirements of s. 51 (24) of the Act 

have been met by the proposed subdivision. He stated that the plan of subdivision is 

consistent with the PPS, conforms with the Growth Plan and the ORMCP, conforms 

with the Regional Official Plan and the City’s Official Plan. He also indicated that the 

proposed conditions of draft plan approval are appropriate.   

[36] The Tribunal heard that the Region’s conditions were satisfactory to counsel, but 

they may require some revisions. Mr. Di Vona requested that the Tribunal issue an oral 

decision approving the subdivision and approving all draft plan conditions except those 

of York Region, and that the final order be withheld until the Region confirms that it is 

satisfied with the conditions. He also requested that final approval be delegated back to 

the City, pursuant to s. 51 (56) of the Act.  

[37] The other parties agreed with Mr. Di Vona’s submissions.  

[38] After considering the evidence and submissions, the Tribunal accepted the 

opinion evidence provided by Mr. Smith. The Tribunal found that the plan of subdivision 

is consistent with the PPS, conforms to the Growth Plan and ORMCP and conforms to 

the York Regional Official Plan and the Vaughan Official Plan as amended. The 

Tribunal found that the subdivision has regard for the requirements of s. 51 (24) of the 

Act and that the conditions of draft plan approval are reasonable with regard to s. 51 

(25) of the Act. 

[39] In view of the above the Tribunal provided the following oral decision: 

In view of the uncontested opinion evidence in support of the draft plan of 
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subdivision and conditions of draft plan approval, the Tribunal orders that the 
appeal is allowed in part and the plan of subdivision is approved subject to the 
draft plan conditions filed as Exhibit 2 except for the conditions of York Region. 
The final order approving the conditions of York Region will be withheld until the 
revised conditions are submitted to the Tribunal.  

Pursuant to s. 51 (56.1) of the Act final approval of the plan will be referred back 
to the City. 

CONCLUSION 

[40] The Tribunal carried out these proceedings according to the provisions of the Act 

and LPATA that were in force under Bill 139. Through the submissions of the parties 

including the Case Synopsis and Responding Case Synopsis and the evidence 

provided by the witnesses the Tribunal was satisfied that the legislative tests were met 

for the OPA and ZBA, and except for some potential revisions to York Region’s 

conditions of draft plan approval, were met for the plan of subdivision.    

[41] The parties expressed some concern about the potential effect of the transitional 

regulation for Bill 108 on the appeal. For clarity purposes, the Tribunal is making this 

decision for the OPA, the ZBA and the subdivision effective on the date that the oral 

decisions were issued pursuant to Rule 24.3 of the Tribunal’s Rules of Practice and 

Procedure.  

[42] The parties are directed to provide to the Tribunal, the final conditions of draft 

plan approval after the Region of York is satisfied so that final approval can be given.  

[43] The Tribunal’s order is provided below. 

ORDER       

[44] The Tribunal orders that the appeals are allowed in part and the City of Vaughan 

Official Plan is amended as set out in Attachment 1 and City of Vaughan Zoning By-law 

No. 1-88 is amended as set out in Attachment 2; 

[45] Furthermore, the Tribunal finds that the proposed draft plan of subdivision 
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provided in Exhibit 4 is approved subject to the conditions set out in Exhibit 2 entered at 

the Pre-hearing Conference for the plan of subdivision appeal, except for the conditions 

of York Region. The final order related to the conditions of York Region will be withheld 

until revised conditions are submitted or the Tribunal is informed that York Region has 

been satisfied;  

[46] The Tribunal orders that pursuant to s. 51 (56.1) of the Planning Act final 

approval of the plan of subdivision is referred to the City; 

[47] Items 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 of the Minutes of Settlement shall be implemented in 

conjunction with this approval; and 

[48] The effective date of this decision and order is June 26, 2019 the date of the oral 

decision.     

 
 
 

“C. Conti” 
 
 

C. CONTI 
VICE-CHAIR 

 
 
 
 

“John Douglas” 
 
 

JOHN DOUGLAS 
MEMBER 

 
If there is an attachment referred to in this document, 

please visit www.elto.gov.on.ca to view the attachment in PDF format. 
 
 

Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
A constituent tribunal of Tribunals Ontario – Environment and Land Division 

Website: www.elto.gov.on.ca  Telephone: 416-212-6349  Toll Free: 1-866-448-2248 
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The Ontario Municipal Board (the “OMB”) is continued under the name Local Planning 
Appeal Tribunal (the “Tribunal”), and any reference to the Ontario Municipal Board or 
Board in any publication of the Tribunal is deemed to be a reference to the Tribunal. 
 
 
 
PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 17(24) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ Association 
Subject: Proposed Official Plan Amendment No. 28 (OPA 28) 
Municipality:  City of Vaughan 
LPAT Case No.:  PL180665 
LPAT File No.:  PL180665 
LPAT Case Name:  Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ Association v. Vaughan 

(City) 
 
 
 
 
PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 34(19) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ Association 
Subject: By-law No. 151-2018  
Municipality:  City of Vaughan 
LPAT Case No.:  PL180665 
LPAT File No.:  PL180666 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
Tribunal d’appel de l’aménagement 
local 
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PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 51(39) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers’ Association 
Subject: Proposed Plan of Subdivision 
Property Address/Description: 1600 Teston Road/Part of Lot 26, Concession 3 
Municipality:  City of Vaughan 
LPAT Case No.:  PL180665 
LPAT File No.:  PL180666 
 
 
 
 
 
BEFORE:   
   
   
C. CONTI )  
VICE-CHAIR ) Monday, the 16th day of 
 )  
JOHN DOUGLAS ) March, 2020  
MEMBER   
   
 
 
 
    

THIS MATTER having come on for a motion hearing and the Tribunal, in its Decision 

issued on January 3, 2020 (the “Decision”), having withheld its Order related to the 

conditions of York Region until revised conditions are submitted or the Tribunal is 

informed that York Region has been satisfied; 

 

THE TRIBUNAL ORDERS that the conditions of draft plan of subdivision approval set 

out in Exhibit 2, as noted in the Decision, is hereby replaced and to be substituted with 

the revised set of conditions – which includes the revised conditions by York Region – 

as set out in the manner attached to this Order as Attachment “A”; 

 

C15 
Page 40



  3  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

AND THE TRIBUNAL ORDERS that the draft plan of subdivision set out in Exhibit 4, as 

noted in the Decision, is approved subject to the revised set of conditions as set out in 

the manner attached to this Order as Attachment “A”. 

 

 

 

 

“Evelyn Dawes” 
 
 

DEPUTY REGISTRAR 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

If there is an attachment referred to in this document, 
please visit www.elto.gov.on.ca to view the attachment in PDF format.   

 
Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 

A constituent tribunal of Tribunals Ontario – Environment and Land Division 
Website: www.elto.gov.on.ca  Telephone: 416-212-6349  Toll Free: 1-866-448-2248
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Mosaik Pinewest Inc. (“Mosaik”) 

We are counsel to Mosaik, who have an interest in lands on the east side of Pine Valley 
Drive, north of Major Mackenzie Drive and south of Teston Road, legally described as 
Part of Lot 23, Concession 6, City of Vaughan, Regional Municipality of York and 11, 15, 
23 and 27 of Lansdowne Avenue. Mosaik is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal 
proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of Mosaik, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, as 
contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively addressing 
transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to the failure of the City 
to carry forward its site-specific zoning approval into the New ZBL; the failure of the New 
ZBL to account for possible future zoning relief; and the ten year limit on transition rights.  

Site Specific Exemptions 

It appears that s. 1.6.2.6 has been introduced to address situations where site specific 
approvals have not been addressed by the New ZBL. Problematically, the new clause 

Michael Melling 
michaelm@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4515 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 

File No. 704167 

ferranta
Public Mtg
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fails to account for situations where an exception has been incorrectly transposed into the 
New By-law.  

A provision clarifying that the original site-specific approval prevails in the event of a 
conflict with the New By-law should be added.  

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under By-law 1-88 (the 
“Former ZBL”) under certain conditions, as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended, because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”.  This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions. Furthermore, it is not clear that a minor variance 
arising from a site plan application intended to implement an existing zoning amendment 
could “comply” with Zoning By-law 1-88, where compliance is a precondition to the 
application of 1.6.2.8.1.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10 year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 

Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Michael Melling 
MWM: al 
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copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services, and City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager 
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator 
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of 3911 Teston Road Inc. (the “Company”)  

We are counsel to the Company, the owner of the property located near the southwest 
corner of Teston Road and Weston Road, municipally known as 3911 Teston Road.   

The Company is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning the 
New ZBL.  

On behalf of the Company, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New 
ZBL, as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to its in-process zoning 
by-law, official plan and subdivision approval applications which were deemed complete 
on May 19, 2021. Our client is also concerned about the treatment of its in-process site 
plan application which was filed after October 20, 2021. Lastly, our client is concerned 
that the Proposed Amendments still impose a 10 year time limit on transition rights.  
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Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s. 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions, which indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2). However, that flexibility does not apply where a 
related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application prior 
to October 20, 2021, as is the case here, but it should.  

The flexibility afforded by s. 1.6.3.3.2 is ultimately negated by the requirement to comply 
with the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. While such limiting language is 
present, it is not clear that our client’s site plan application would be transitioned.  

Section 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for approval of applications filed on or before October 20, 
2021, omits Official Plan and Site Plan approvals, which should be included, and is also 
affected by the “as it read on October 20, 2021” issue. 

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10 year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 
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Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 
 

 
 
Michael Melling 

MWM: al 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services, and City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager 
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator 
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Lindvest Properties (Pine Valley) Limited et al. 

We are counsel to Lindvest Properties (Pine Valley) Limited, Lindvest Properties (Pine 
Valley RB) Limited, 1387700 Ontario Limited and Roybridge Holdings Limited (the 
“Companies”), which have an interest in the lands listed in Appendix A. The Companies 
are an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of the Companies, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New 
ZBL, as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing the transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to the failure of the 
New ZBL to accurately carry forward its site-specific zoning approval that was approved 
under Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former ZBL”). Also, the Proposed Amendments do not 
account for possible future amendments to the zoning approval, and the transition rights 
are still limited to ten years.  
 
Site Specific Exemptions 

It appears that s. 1.6.2.6 has been introduced to address situations where site-specific 
approvals have not been addressed in the New ZBL. Problematically, the new clause fails 
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to account for situations where an exception has been incorrectly transposed into the New 
By-law.  

A provision clarifying that the original site-specific approval prevails in the event of a 
conflict with the New By-law should be added.  

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10 year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 

Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  

Yours sincerely, 

DAVIES HOWE LLP 
 

 
 
Michael Melling 
MWM: al 
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copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  
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Appendix A  
 

• Part of East Half of Lot 24 and 25, Concession 7, City of Vaughan, Regional 
Municipality of York 

• Part of Lots 23 and 24, Concession 7, City of Vaughan, Regional Municipality of 
York 

• Part of Lot 25, Concession 7, City of Vaughan, Regional Municipality of York 
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Rutherford Heights Inc. (“Rutherford”) 

We are counsel to Rutherford, the owner of property located south of Rutherford Road 
and west of Highway 27, municipally known as 10, 20, and 25 Di Benedetto Lane and 
110 Simmons Street. Rutherford is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding 
concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of Rutherford, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, 
as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing the transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to whether its site-
specific zoning permissions have been accurately brought forward into Exception 831 of 
the New ZBL; the failure of the New ZBL to account for possible future zoning relief; and 
the ten year limit on transition rights.  

Site Specific Exemptions 

It appears that s. 1.6.2.6 has been introduced to address situations where site-specific 
approvals have not been addressed by the New ZBL. Problematically, the new clause 
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fails to account for situations where an exception has been incorrectly transposed into the 
New By-law.  

A provision clarifying that the original site-specific approval prevails in the event of a 
conflict with the New By-law should be added.  

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10 year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 

Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 

 

 
 
Michael Melling 
MWM: al 
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copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  

 



 

Davies Howe LLP • The Tenth Floor • 425 Adelaide Street West • Toronto • Ontario • M5V 3C1 

 

January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of ZZEN Group of Companies Ltd. (“ZZEN Group”) 

We are counsel to ZZEN Group, which manages the lands listed in Appendix A. ZZEN 
Group is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of ZZEN Group, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, 
as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional and technical provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed 
Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to whether the site-
specific provisions on its various lands have been accurately brought forward into the 
New ZBL. Another concern relates to the continued imposition of a 10-year limit on 
transition rights. Lastly, our client wishes to specifically request the removal of a Holding 
(H) symbol that was erroneously reapplied to its lands.  

Site Specific Exemptions 

It appears that s. 1.6.2.6 has been introduced to address situations where site-specific 
approvals have not been addressed by the New ZBL. Problematically, the new clause 
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fails to account for situations where an exception has been incorrectly transposed into the 
New By-law.  

A provision clarifying that the original site-specific approval prevails in the event of a 
conflict with the New By-law should be added.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 

Holding Symbol Removal 

The City has mistakenly replaced Holding (H) symbol to lands located west of Highway 
27 on the south side of Milani Boulevard. The Holding (H) symbol was removed on May 
18, 2021 through By-law 067-2021. Accordingly, please revise Schedule A of the New 
ZBL in accordance with By-law 067-2021 as part of the technical revisions being 
completed.  

Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  

Yours sincerely, 

DAVIES HOWE LLP 
 

 
 
Michael Melling 

MWM: al 
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copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  
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Appendix A 
 

• In the vicinity of Weston Road and Ashberry Boulevard, being described as Block 
181, Plan 65M-3391 and also known as Lot 18, Concession 5. 

• In the vicinity of Major Mackenzie Drive and Highway 400, being described as 
Block 223, Draft Approved Plan 19T-97V37 or also known as Part of Lot 20, 
Concession 5. 

• In the vicinity of Zenway Boulevard and Highway 27 being described as Lot 7, 
Concession 9. 

• Lands west of Highway 27 on the south side of Milani Boulevard, being Part of 
Block 41 and Blocks 2, 3 and 4 on Registered Plan 65M-3627, in Lot 8, Concession 
9. 

• 6100 - 6260 Highway 7 and 7990 Highway 27. 

• 7551 Huntington Road and 6701 Highway 7. 

• 6535 Langstaff Road. 

• 8631 Highway 50. 

• 250 - 251 New Enterprise Way. 
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of The Q Towers General Partner Inc. (“Q Towers”) 

We are counsel to Q Towers, which has an interest in lands at the southwest corner of 
Major Mackenzie Drive West and Fossil Hill Road, known as Part of Lot 20, Concession 
6 and 77 to 87 Woodstream Boulevard. Q Towers is an Appellant in the Ontario Land 
Tribunal proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of Q Towers, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, 
as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to its in-process zoning 
by-law, official plan and subdivision approval applications (Files OP.21.001, Z.21.002 and 
19T-21V001), which were deemed complete on February 25, 2021. Additionally, our client 
is concerned the City has failed to accurately carry forward its site-specific zoning 
permissions into Exception 265 of the New ZBL and that the Proposed Amendments still 
maintain a 10 year time limit on transitional rights. 
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Site-Specific Exemptions 

It appears that s. 1.6.2.6 has been introduced to address situations where site-specific 
approvals have not been addressed by the New ZBL.  Problematically, the new clause 
fails to account for situations where an exception has been incorrectly transposed into the 
New By-law.   

A provision clarifying that the original site-specific approval prevails in the event of a 
conflict with the New By-law should be added.  

Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s. 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions, which indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2).  However, that flexibility does not apply where 
a related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application 
prior to October 20, 2021, as is the case here.  

Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by the requirement to comply with the Former 
ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”.  Similarly, Section 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for 
approval of applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site 
Plan approvals, which should be included, and is also affected by the “as it read on 
October 20, 2021” issue. 

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary.  Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10 year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 
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Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours sincerely, 

MWM: al 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services, and City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator 
Ms. Rosemarie Humphries, R.P.P., M.C.I.P., Humphries Planning Group Inc.  
Client 
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Velmar Centre Property Limited (“Velmar”) 

We are counsel to Velmar, the owner of lands located at 4101 Rutherford Road. Velmar 
is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of Velmar, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, as 
contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively addressing 
transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to ensuring its existing 
zoning application, which was deemed complete on June 13, 2019 and is before the 
Tribunal as Case No. OLT-21-001045 (along with related Site Plan and Official Plan 
Amendments), will be recognized under the New ZBL. Additionally, our client is 
concerned that the Proposed Amendments still maintain a 10 year time limit on 
transitional rights.  

Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s. 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   
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If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions, which indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2).  However, that flexibility does not apply where 
a related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application 
prior to October 20, 2021, as is the case here.  

Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by the requirement to comply with the Former 
ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”.  Similarly, Section 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for 
approval of applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site 
Plan approvals, which should be included, and is also affected by the “as it read on 
October 20, 2021” issue. 

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary.  Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10 year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 

Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  

Yours sincerely, 

Michael Melling 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services, and City Solicitor 
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MWM: al 

Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator 
Ms. Rosemarie Humphries, R.P.P., M.C.I.P., Humphries Planning Group Inc. 



January 17, 2022 

The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario  
L6A 1T1 

Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk 

Re: Comment Letter – File Z.21.052 – Amendment to Transition Provisions of 
CZBL 001-2021 - Comprehensive Zoning By-law of the City of Vaughan  
Item 3 – January 18, 2022 Committee of the While Public Meeting 
10568 Islington Avenue (the “Subject Property”) 
Part 1, Plan 65R-16052, Lot 24 
Portside Developments (Kleinburg) Inc.   

Humphries Planning Group Inc. (HPGI) represents Portside Developments (Kleinburg) Inc., 
owner of the lands located at 10568 Islington Avenue, in the City of Vaughan and legally 
described as Part 1, Plan 65R-16052, Lot 24, City of Vaughan, Region of York.  

The City of Vaughan Council passed By-law 001-2021 on October 20th 2021, which is a new 
Comprehensive Zoning By-law for the City of Vaughan. HPGI has reviewed the Public 
Meeting Staff Report for Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBLA) File Z.21.052, which outlines 
proposed amendments to the transition policies of By-law 001-2021 and we will provide 
detailed feedback to Staff on the proposed amendments, as it relates to the Subject Lands. 
The Owner has an ongoing appeal to By-law 001-2021, related to the existing transition 
policies and how they relate to the Owner’s ongoing Planning applications and as such, the 
Owner has an interest in the proposed changes to the transition policies. 

We request notification of any upcoming meeting or decision related to ZBLA File Z.21.052. 
If you have any further questions regarding the above noted information, feel free to 
contact the undersigned at extension 246 

Yours sincerely,  
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC. 

Mark McConville, MCIP, RPP, M.Sc.Pl. 
Associate 

cc. Daniel Montagner
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January 17, 2022 

The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario  
L6A 1T1 

Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk 

Re: Comment Letter – File Z.21.052 – Amendment to Transition Provisions of 
CZBL 001-2021 - Comprehensive Zoning By-law of the City of Vaughan  
Item 3 – January 18, 2022 Committee of the While Public Meeting 
4603 & 4611 Highway 7 (the “Subject Lands”) 
2058258 Ontario Limited (the “Owner”) 

Humphries Planning Group Inc. (HPGI) represents 2058258 Ontario Limited (the “Owner”), 
the owner of the lands located at 4603 & 4611 Highway 7, within the City of Vaughan, 
Region of York.  

The City of Vaughan Council passed By-law 001-2021 on October 20th 2021, which is a new 
Comprehensive Zoning By-law for the City of Vaughan. HPGI has reviewed the Public 
Meeting Staff Report for Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBLA) File Z.21.052, which outlines 
proposed amendments to the transition policies of By-law 001-2021 and we will provide 
detailed feedback to Staff on the proposed amendments, as it relates to the Subject Lands. 
The Owner has an ongoing appeal to By-law 001-2021 and the Owner has an ongoing site 
plan application (File DA.13090) and as such, the Owner has an interest in the proposed 
changes to the transition policies. 

We request notification of any upcoming meeting or decision related to ZBLA File Z.21.052. 
If you have any further questions regarding the above noted information, feel free to 
contact the undersigned at extension 246 

Yours sincerely,  
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC. 

Mark McConville, MCIP, RPP, M.Sc.Pl. 
Associate 

cc. 2058258 Ontario Limited
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January 17, 2022 

The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario  
L6A 1T1 

Attn: Todd Coles, City Clerk 

Re: Comment Letter – File Z.21.052 – Amendment to Transition Provisions of 
CZBL 001-2021 - Comprehensive Zoning By-law of the City of Vaughan 
Item 3 – January 18, 2022 Committee of the While Public Meeting 
Langvalley Holding & K&K Holdings Limited  

Humphries Planning Group Inc. (HPGI) represents Langvalley Holdings, owner of the lands 
located at 2180 Langstaff Road, in the City of Vaughan and legally described as Part W ½ 
Lot 11, Concession 4, City of Vaughan, Region of York.  

We are also representing on behalf of K&K Holdings Limited, owner of the lands located at 
the northwest corner of Keele Street and Kirby Road, legally described as Part of Lot 31, 
Concession 4, City of Vaughan, Region of York.  

The City of Vaughan Council passed By-law 001-2021 on October 20th 2021, which is a new 
Comprehensive Zoning By-law for the City of Vaughan. HPGI has reviewed the Public 
Meeting Staff Report for Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBLA) File Z.21.052, which outlines 
proposed amendments to the transition policies of By-law 001-2021, and we will provide 
detailed feedback to Staff on the proposed amendments, as it relates to the Subject Lands. 
The Owner has an ongoing appeal to By-law 001-2021, related to the existing transition 
policies and how they relate to the Owner’s ongoing Planning applications and as such, the 
Owner has an interest in the proposed changes to the transition policies. 

We request notification of any upcoming meeting or decision related to ZBLA File Z.21.052. 
If you have any further questions regarding the above noted information, feel free to 
contact the undersigned at extension 244. 

cc. Nick Cortellucci
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January 17, 2022 

The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario  
L6A 1T1 

Attn: Todd Coles, City Clerk 

Re: Comment Letter – File Z.21.052 – Amendment to Transition Provisions of 
CZBL 001-2021 - Comprehensive Zoning By-law of the City of Vaughan 
Item 3 – January 18, 2022 Committee of the While Public Meeting 
4433, 4455 and 4477 Major Mackenzie Drive (the “Subject Lands”) 
Lots 2, 3 and 4, Registered Plan M-1191 
Valley Major Developments Limited 

Humphries Planning Group Inc. (HPGI) represents Valley Major Developments Limited, 
owner of the lands located at 4433, 4455 and 4477 Major Mackenzie Drive, in the City of 
Vaughan and legally described as Lots 2, 3 and 4, Registered Plan M-1191, City of Vaughan, 
Region of York.  

The City of Vaughan Council passed By-law 001-2021 on October 20th, 2021, which is a new 
Comprehensive Zoning By-law for the City of Vaughan. HPGI has reviewed the Public 
Meeting Staff Report for Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBLA) File Z.21.052, which outlines 
proposed amendments to the transition policies of By-law 001-2021 and we will provide 
detailed feedback to Staff on the proposed amendments, as it relates to the Subject Lands. 
The Owner has an ongoing appeal to By-law 001-2021, related to the existing transition 
policies and how they relate to the Owner’s ongoing Planning applications and as such, the 
Owner has an interest in the proposed changes to the transition policies. 

We request notification of any upcoming meeting or decision related to ZBLA File Z.21.052. 
If you have any further questions regarding the above noted information, feel free to 
contact the undersigned at extension 244. 

cc. Scott Lafete
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January 17, 2022 

The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario  
L6A 1T1 

Attn: Todd Coles, City Clerk 

Re: Comment Letter – File Z.21.052 – Amendment to Transition Provisions of 
CZBL 001-2021 - Comprehensive Zoning By-law of the City of Vaughan 
Item 3 – January 18, 2022 Committee of the While Public Meeting 
400 Bradwick Drive (the “Subject Property”) 
Lot 9, Block 16, Concession 3 
TDC Medical Properties Inc. 

Humphries Planning Group Inc. (HPGI) represents TDC Medical Inc., owner of the lands 
located at 400 Bradwick Drive, in the City of Vaughan and legally described as Lot 9, Block 
16, Concession 3, City of Vaughan, Region of York.  

The City of Vaughan Council passed By-law 001-2021 on October 20th 2021, which is a new 
Comprehensive Zoning By-law for the City of Vaughan. HPGI has reviewed the Public 
Meeting Staff Report for Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBLA) File Z.21.052, which outlines 
proposed amendments to the transition policies of By-law 001-2021 and we will provide 
detailed feedback to Staff on the proposed amendments, as it relates to the Subject Lands. 
The Owner has an ongoing appeal to By-law 001-2021, related to the existing transition 
policies and how they relate to the Owner’s ongoing Planning applications and as such, the 
Owner has an interest in the proposed changes to the transition policies. 

We request notification of any upcoming meeting or decision related to ZBLA File Z.21.052. 
If you have any further questions regarding the above noted information, feel free to 
contact the undersigned at extension 244. 

cc. Lyle Juravsky

ferranta
Public Mtg



January 17, 2022 

The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario  
L6A 1T1 

Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk 

Re: Comment Letter – File Z.21.052 – Amendment to Transition Provisions of 
CZBL 001-2021 - Comprehensive Zoning By-law of the City of Vaughan 
Item 3 – January 18, 2022 Committee of the While Public Meeting 
7476 Kipling Avenue (the “Subject Property”) 
Part of Lot 4, Concession 8 
Portside Developments (Kipling) Inc.   

Humphries Planning Group Inc. (HPGI) represents Portside Developments (Kipling) Inc., 
owner of the lands located at 7476 Kipling Avenue, in the City of Vaughan and legally 
described as Part of Lot 4, Concession 8, City of Vaughan, Region of York.  

The City of Vaughan Council passed By-law 001-2021 on October 20th, 2021, which is a new 
Comprehensive Zoning By-law for the City of Vaughan. HPGI has reviewed the Public 
Meeting Staff Report for Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBLA) File Z.21.052, which outlines 
proposed amendments to the transition policies of By-law 001-2021 and we will provide 
detailed feedback to Staff on the proposed amendments, as it relates to the Subject Lands. 
The Owner has an ongoing appeal to By-law 001-2021, related to the existing transition 
policies and how they relate to the Owner’s ongoing Planning applications and as such, the 
Owner has an interest in the proposed changes to the transition policies. 

We request notification of any upcoming meeting or decision related to ZBLA File Z.21.052. 
If you have any further questions regarding the above noted information, feel free to 
contact the undersigned at extension 244. 

cc. Daniel Montagner
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KLM File: P-2172  
 
January 17, 2022  
 
By E-mail to clerks@vaughan.ca  
His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council  
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan  
2141 Major Mackenzie Dr W 
Vaughan, ON  
L6A 1T1 
 
Attention:  Todd Coles, City Clerk  

You Worship Mayor Bevilacqua and Members of Council  
 

Re:   Committee of the Whole – January 18, 2022  
  City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-Law 001-2021 (“CZBL”) 
  Amendment to Transition Provisions City Wide By-law 001-2021, File Z.21.052 
  Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments 

Submission of Prima Vista Estates Inc. (“Prima Vista”) and 840999 Ontario Limited 
(“840”) c/o Gold Park Group 

 
 
KLM Planning Partners Inc. submits the following on behalf of our client, Prima Vista and 840 c/o Gold 
Park Group with respect to the above noted matter.  We have reviewed the two Committee of the 
Whole Report and recommendation with respect to the amendments to the above noted items. We 
continue to express our client’s position that they wish to exclude their lands from the CZBL and remain 
subject to By-law 1-88 or that site specific exemption or transition provisions are crafted to address our 
client’s circumstances. Notwithstanding, our concern regarding the proposed amendments relate to the 
following issues:  
 

1) We are concerned that the amendments to transition provisions do not go far enough to address 
the underlying concerns related to subdivision applications filed prior to adoption of the CZBL and 
the various Planning Act applications that may be required to fully implement or develop all lots 
and blocks in the subdivision.  For this reason, we continue to express the desire to be excluded 
from the new CZBL or that site specific exemption or transition provisions are crafted to address 
our clients circumstances. Zoning compliance is triggered at various stages including registration 
(which may require re-zonings or variances to address red-line revisions occurring through 
detailed design or developer or market changes to lotting, etc.), approval of associated site plans, 
revisions to approved site plans both of which may result in associated minor variances being 
identified through review or builders desire to seek variances. Furthermore, there are typically 
further implementing applications that arise related to lots and blocks that require exemption 
from Part Lot Control for creation of lots, Potl’s, etc., consent to sever and condominium 
approvals all of which require zoning compliance and from time to time relief through variances 
or re-zonings.  In addition, the building permit process can result in zoning relief being required 
through the City review or requests being sought by builders to address design issues or unique 
circumstances that arise.  Limiting zoning relief to variances is not sufficient in a potential case 
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where zoning relief required doesn’t meet the tests of a variance.  The language should be clear 
that any minor variances or re-zonings would vary or amend By-law 1-88 as amended and that 
building permits would be issued provided the application complies with By-law 1-88, as it read 
at the time of the issuance of the building permit.  We believe a separate section under 1.6.3 that 
allows applicants to rely on By-law 1-88, as amended for subdivision applications filed and 
deemed complete on or before October 20, 2021 and all subsequent Planning Act applications 
that may be required and building permits would be appropriate to ensure a smooth transition 
and certainty in the process. 
 

2) S.1.6.2.6. appears to address issues where site specific exceptions have not been included in 
Section 14. However, it would be appropriate to expand this to also include provisions to ensure 
that By-law 1-88, as amended prevails in the case of any conflicts that exist with section 14 of the 
CZBL and the site specific provisions of By-law 1-88, as amended. 

3) S. 1.6.2.8.1 does seem to allow applications excluding (excluding Official Plan Amendments and 
Zoning By-law Amendments) filed after October 20, 2021.  However, we are concerned that 
associated s.1.6.2.8.2 would still restrict the issuance of building permits to applications that 
comply with the provisions of By-law 1-88, as amended as it read on October 20, 2021.  This is 
consistent with the Transition preamble provisions and needs to be revised to avoid negating the 
approvals.  The same concerns arise from the language in s1.6.3.3.1 and s1.6.3.3.2. 

4) We continue to have concerns with the repealing of the transition provisions after 10 years.  
Circumstances impacting the rate of development and potential associated delays are unique to 
all properties and owners and we do not believe that one date will address all.  We would request 
that this be deleted and left to future reviews which could take place in ten years or at least 
following OP reviews.   

 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and would request that you provide notice of future 
steps and any future Committee meetings dealing with this issue and look forward to the opportunity to 
work with staff towards resolving these issues prior to adoption. Should you have any questions, please 
do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.  
 
Yours truly, 
KLM PLANNING PARTNERS INC. 
 
 
 
 
 
Mark Yarranton, BES, MCIP, RPP 
PRESIDENT 
 
Cc: Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning & Growth Management 
 Brandon Correia, City of Vaughan 

Graziano Stefani, Gold Park Group 
Gerard Borean, Parente Borean 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Office of the City Clerk 

City of Vaughan 

2141 Major Mackenzie Dr. 

Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1 

January 17, 2022 

File 7935-1 

 

 

Attn: Todd Coles, City Clerk 

 

RE: Committee of the Whole – January 18, 2022 

City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021  

Amendments to Transition Provisions  

 Agenda Item 3.3 

 

Weston Consulting is the planning consultant for Dufcen Construction Inc., the registered owner 

of the property located at 7850 Dufferin Street in the City of Vaughan (herein referred to as the 

“subject property”). We have reviewed the Committee of the Whole Report with respect to 

amendments to the transition provisions of By-law 001-2021 and are pleased to provide the 

following comments. 

 

The subject property is zoned C7 Service Commercial Zone under By-law 1-88. Applications for 

Official Plan Amendment (OP.17.013) and Zoning By-law Amendment (Z.17.040) were submitted 

to the City of Vaughan on December 4, 2017 and deemed complete on June 20, 2019. The 

applications were appealed to the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT) on March 16, 2020 pursuant to 

subsections 17(40) and 34(11) of the Planning Act. The OLT approved a settlement agreement 

between the City of Vaughan and Dufcen Construction Inc. through an interim order that was 

issued on June 20, 2021. The approved settlement agreement provides for the rezoning of the 

subject property from C7 Service Commercial Zone to RM2 Multiple Residential Zone with site 

specific provisions and OS2 Open Space Zone. The final Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-

law Amendment reflecting of the settlement agreement have been submitted to the Tribunal and 

we anticipate approval and enactment of these instruments shortly. 

 

According to Maps 55 and 56 of Schedule ‘A’ of By-law 001-2021, the subject property is zoned 

CMU Community Commercial Mixed Use Zone. This zone does not reflect the zoning that has 

been approved by the OLT through the settlement agreement. We have reviewed the transition 

clause of By-law 001-2021 and the proposed amendments contained in Attachment 3 of the 

Committee of the Whole Report and we are concerned that it does not go far enough in the 

transitioning of the approved OLT Zoning once in place.  
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We request that Policy 1.6.3.3.7 be further amended to recognize the approved OLT Zoning By-

law Amendments to Zoning By-law 1-88 through a City-initiated administrative amendments to By-

law 001-2021 without the requirement for further amendments to be initiated by proponents. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Please contact the undersigned at  

extension 236 should you have any questions regarding this submission.   

 

Yours truly,  

WESTON CONSULTING  

 

 

 

 

 

Kevin Bechard, BES, M.Sc., RPP 

Senior Associate 



 

Davies Howe LLP • The Tenth Floor • 425 Adelaide Street West • Toronto • Ontario • M5V 3C1 

January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 

Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of York Major Holdings Inc. (“York Major”) 

We are counsel to York Major, which has an interest in lands listed in Appendix A. York 
Major is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of York Major, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, 
as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to the failure of the City 
to correctly transpose its site-specific zoning permissions into the New ZBL. Specifically, 
the Proposed Amendments omit site-specific zoning definitions for “Residence Suite” and 
“Dwelling, Apartment” as included in the City’s former Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”).  

Site-Specific Exemptions 

It appears that s. 1.6.2.6 has been introduced to address situations where site-specific 
approvals have not been addressed by the New ZBL.  Problematically, the new clause 
fails to account for situations where an exception has been incorrectly transposed into the 
New By-law.   

Michael Melling 
michaelm@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4515 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 

File No. 704180 
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A provision clarifying that the original site-specific approval prevails in the event of a 
conflict with the New By-law should be added.  

Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  

Yours sincerely, 

MWM: al 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services, and City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator 
Mr. Ryan Mino-Leahan, B.U.R.Pl., M.C.I.P, R.P.P., KLM Planning Partners Inc. 
Client 

Michael Melling
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Appendix A 

• 10500 Dufferin Street.

• 10000 Dufferin Street.

• 1500, 1520, 1530 and 1540 Major Mackenzie Drive.

• 1840, 1850, 1860 and 1900 Major Mackenzie Drive.

• 150, 170, 190, 200 McNaughton Road East.

• 191 McNaughton Road East.

• 211 McNaughton Road East.

• 225 McNaughton Road East.

• 245 McNaughton Road East.

• 99, 100, 110, 111 and 120 Eagle Rock Way.

• 200, 211, 220, 250, 251, 270, 271, 290, 291, 310, 311, 330, 331, 370, 401, 420,
421, 471, 480, 520, 521 Rodinea Road.
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Mr. Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole (Public Meeting), January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Zepco Holdings Inc. (“Zepco”) 

We are counsel to Zepco, owner of the property known municipally as 3500 King Vaughan 
Road and legally described as Part of Lot 1, Concession5, Reference Plan 65R-26586, 
in the City of Vaughan, in the Regional Municipality of York. Zepco is an Appellant in the 
Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning the New ZBL. Zepco’s appeal has been 
assigned Appeal No. 55. 

On behalf of Zepco, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, as 
contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively addressing 
transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to the following issues:  

Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s.1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

Michael Melling 
michaelm@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4515 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 

File No. 704171 
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If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions, which indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2). However, that flexibility does not apply where a 
related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application prior 
to October 20, 2021, as is the case here.  

Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by the requirement to comply with the Former 
ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. Similarly, Section 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for 
approval of applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site 
Plan approvals, which should be included, and is also affected by the “as it read on 
October 20, 2021” issue. 

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s.1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 

Conclusion 

Zepco has been participating in the ADR process with City staff and looks forward to the 
opportunity to continue to work toward the satisfactory resolution of these issues with staff 
in that process, prior to Committee’s consideration of the recommended follow-up staff 
report currently contemplated in March 2022.  
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We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 
 

 
 
Michael Melling 

MWM: rm 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Mr. Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Gatehollow Estates Inc. (“Gatehollow”) 

We are counsel to Gatehollow, the owner of the lands municipally known as 9681 Islington 
Avenue.  Gatehollow is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal (the “Tribunal”) 
proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of Gatehollow, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, 
as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s specific concerns regarding the 
proposed revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed 
Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to how the New ZBL 
will affect its existing zoning by-law amendment, which was approved in principle 
pursuant to a settlement and Tribunal Order, but is awaiting finalization.  In particular, our 
client is concerned that the Proposed Amendments do not include official plan 
amendments in the "Other Approvals" section, do not account for possible future 
amendments, and continue to impose a 10-year limit on transition rights.  

Michael Melling 
michaelm@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4515 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 
File No. 703328-01 
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Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s. 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions.  The latter indicate that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2). However, that flexibility does not apply where a 
related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application prior 
to October 20, 2021, as is the case here.  

Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by the requirement to comply with the Former 
ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”.  Similarly, s. 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for approval of 
applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site Plan 
approvals, which should be included, and is also affected by the “as it read on October 
20, 2021” issue. 

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 
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Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 

 

 
 
Michael Melling 

MWM: am 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  

 



 

Davies Howe LLP • The Tenth Floor • 425 Adelaide Street West • Toronto • Ontario • M5V 3C1 

 

January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Mr. Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Kentview Estates Inc. (“Kentview”) 

We are counsel to Kentview, the owner of lands municipally known as 10398 and 10402 
Islington Avenue. Kentview is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding 
concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of Kentview, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, as 
contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively addressing 
transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s specific concerns regarding the 
proposed revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed 
Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to how the New ZBL 
will treat its zoning by-law and official plan amendment applications, which were deemed 
complete on November 26, 2018.  In particular, our client is concerned that the Proposed 
Amendments do not include official plan amendments in the "Other Approvals" section, 
do not account for possible future amendments, and continue to impose a 10-year limit 
on transition rights.  

Michael Melling 
michaelm@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4515 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 
File No. 702656-01 
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Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s. 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions.  The latter indicate that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2).  However, that flexibility does not apply where 
a related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application 
prior to October 20, 2021, as is the case here.  

Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by the requirement to comply with the Former 
ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”.   Similarly, s. 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for approval 
of applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site Plan 
approvals, which should be included, and is also affected by the “as it read on October 
20, 2021” issue. 

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended, because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”.  This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 
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Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 

 

 
 
 
Michael Melling 

MWM: am 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of 2117969 Ontario Inc. (the “Company”) 

We are counsel to the Company, the owner of the lands located at the northeast corner 
of Jane Street and Highway 7 West, municipally known 2986 & 2966 Highway 7. The 
Company is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal (the “Tribunal”) proceeding 
concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of the Company, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New 
ZBL, as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing transition provisions and technical revisions. 

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s specific concerns regarding the 
proposed revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed 
Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to how the New ZBL 
will affect its existing appeals, which are currently in front of the Tribunal.  In addition, the 
Proposed Amendments do not account for possible future amendments and continue to 
impose a 10-year limit on transition rights.   

John M. Alati 
johna@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4509 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 
File No.  702614-1 
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Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s. 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions. The latter indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2). However, that flexibility does not apply where a 
related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application prior 
to October 20, 2021, as is the case here.  

Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by the requirement to comply with the Former 
ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”.  Similarly, s. 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for approval of 
applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site Plan 
approvals, which should be included, and is also affected by the “as it read on October 
20, 2021” issue. 

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 
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Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours truly, 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 
 

 
 
John M. Alati 

JMA: go 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 

Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of 7800 Jane Street Inc. / Metrus (Terra) Properties (“Aspen 
Ridge”) 

We are counsel to Aspen Ridge, the owner of the lands municipally known as 7800 Jane 
Stree. Aspen Ridge is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning 
the New ZBL.  

On behalf of the Aspen Ridge, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New 
ZBL, as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing transition provisions and technical revisions. 

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s specific concerns regarding the 
proposed revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed 
Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to how the New ZBL 
will impact its ability to obtain future amendments to its applications, which were deemed 
complete in April, 2020. In addition, the Proposed Amendments do not include proposed 
official plan amendments as part of the transitioned applications, and continue to impose 
a 10-year limit on transition rights.  

John M. Alati 
johna@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4509 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 

File No.  704181 
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Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s. 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions. The latter indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2). However, that flexibility does not apply where a 
related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application prior 
to October 20, 2021, as is the case here.  

Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by the requirement to comply with the Former 
ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”.  Similarly, s. 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for approval of 
applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site Plan 
approvals, which should be included, and is also affected by the “as it read on October 
20, 2021” issue. 

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 
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Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours truly, 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 

 
 
John M. Alati 

JMA: go 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 

Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Midvale Estates Limited (“Midvale”) 

We are counsel to Midvale, the owner of the lands municipally known as 2938 Highway 
7. Midvale is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal (the “Tribunal”) proceeding 
concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of the Midvale, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, 
as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s specific concerns regarding the 
proposed revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed 
Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to how the New ZBL 
will affect its existing appeals, which are currently in front of the Tribunal.  In addition, the 
Proposed Amendments do not account for possible future amendments and continue to 
impose a 10-yea limit on transition rights.  

John M. Alati 
johna@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4509 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 
File No.  702618-1 
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Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s. 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions. The latter indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2). However, that flexibility does not apply where a 
related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application prior 
to October 20, 2021, as is the case here.  

Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by the requirement to comply with the Former 
ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”.  Similarly, s. 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for approval of 
applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site Plan 
approvals, which should be included, and is also affected by the “as it read on October 
20, 2021” issue. 

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 



Page 3 

Davies Howe LLP • The Tenth Floor • 425 Adelaide Street West • Toronto • Ontario • M5V 3C1 

 

Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours truly, 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 

 
 
 
John M. Alati 

JMA: go 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Armland Management Inc. (“Armland”)  

We are counsel to Armland, which manages the lands listed in Appendix A.  Armland is 
an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of Armland, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, as 
contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively addressing 
transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to the failure of the City 
to carry forward its site-specific zoning approval into the New ZBL; the failure of the New 
ZBL to recognize past minor variances and consents; and the ten year limit on transition 
rights.  

Site Specific Exemptions 

It appears that s. 1.6.2.6 has been introduced to address situations where site specific 
approvals have not been addressed by the New ZBL. Problematically, the new clause 
fails to account for situations where an exception has been incorrectly transposed into the 
New By-law. A provision clarifying that the original site-specific approval prevails in the 
event of a conflict with the New By-law should be added.  

Michael Melling 
michaelm@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4515 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 

File No. 704164 
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Recognition of Past Minor Variance and Consent Applications 

As proposed to be revised, s. 1.6.2 of the New ZBL does not account for minor variance 
and consent applications that pre-date January 1, 2010.  Minor variances and lots 
resulting from consent applications should be recognized, regardless of their approval 
date.   

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10 year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 

Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  

Yours sincerely, 

MWM: al 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services, and City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager 
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator 

Michael Melling 
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Appendix A 

Subject Lands  

• 11421 & 11455 Weston Road 

• 3620 Kirby Road 

• 11950 Jane Street 

• 12110 Jane Street 

• 3210 Kirby Rd 

• 3270 Kirby Rd. and  
Parts 1 and 2 Plan 65R-27753 

• Part of Lot 31, Concession 5 

• 11600 Jane Street 

• 4100 Teston Road 

• 11660 Weston Road 

• 3920 King-Vaughan Road 

• 2400 Teston Road 

• 2615 Kirby Road 

• 120 Spinnaker Way 

• 9222 Keele St 

• 4160 Steeles Avenue 

• 1 & 11 Sonoma Blvd 

• 3420, 3450, 3500, 3520, 3560 Major 
MacKenzie 

• 8300 Jane Street 

• 8400 Jane Street  

• 8700 Dufferin Street  

• 101 Bradwick Drive  

• 3680 & 3650 Langstaff Road  

• 3255 Rutherford Road  

• 525, 533, 541, 551 Cityview Blvd.  

• 9200 Weston Road  

• 5100 Rutherford  

• 505 Cityview Blvd. 

• 240 Milani Blvd. (Block 6, 65M-4385) 
and Block 1 Plan 65M-4386 

• 3231 Langstaff Road 

• 1867 Major Mackenzie Drive 

• 177 Whitmore Road 

• 630 Aberdeen Avenue 

• 9401 Jane Street 

• 9929 Keele Street 

• 9070 Jane Street 

• 3191 Rutherford Road 

 

 



 

 

Davies Howe LLP • The Tenth Floor • 425 Adelaide Street West • Toronto • Ontario • M5V 3C1 

 

January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
   
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole (Public Meeting)January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Condor Properties Ltd. (“Condor”) 

We are counsel to Condor, which manages the Lands listed in Appendix A. Condor is 
an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of Condor, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, as 
contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively addressing 
transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed Amendments”). 

Our client’s position is that the lands listed in Appendix A should not be included in the 
New ZBL, but rather, should remain subject to By-law 1-88. Alternatively, our client’s 
concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to the following issues:  

Site Specific Exemptions 

It appears that s. 1.6.2.6 has been introduced to address situations where site-specific 
approvals have not been addressed by the New ZBL. Problematically, the new clause 
fails to account for situations where an exception has been incorrectly transposed into the 
New By-law. A provision clarifying that the original site-specific approval prevails in the 
event of a conflict with the New By-law should be added.  

Michael Melling 
michaelm@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4515 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 

File No. 704182 
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Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s.1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the Preamble to the 
transition provisions, which indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2). However, that flexibility does not apply where a 
related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application prior 
to October 20, 2021, as is the case here.  

Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by the requirement to comply with the Former 
ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. Similarly, Section 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for 
approval of applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site 
Plan approvals, which should be included, and is also affected by the “as it read on 
October 20, 2021” issue. 

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s.1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the Fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10 year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 
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Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter. 
We look forward to an opportunity to work with staff toward resolving these issues prior 
to Committee’s consideration of the recommended follow-up staff report currently 
contemplated in March 2022. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 

 

 
 
Michael Melling 

MWM: go 

copy: Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator 
Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
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Appendix A:  Subject Lands  
 

1.  Country Wide Homes (Pine Valley Estates) Inc.  
Part of Lots 23 and 24, Concession 7 
 

2.  Country Wide Homes (Teston Road) Inc. 
Part of Lot 25, Concession 7 
 

3.  Country Wide Homes Woodend Place Inc. 
Part of Lot 8, All of Lots 9 and 10, Registered Plan 65M‐1191, and Block 42 
Registered Plan 65M‐4149 
 

4.  Fenmarcon Developments Inc. 
Part of the East Half of Lot 28, Concession 5 
 

5.  Kleindor Developments Inc.  
All of Block 200, Plan 65M‐4383 

 

6.  Silverpoint (Peninsula) Inc., Silverpoint Peninsula Inc.  
Blocks 90, 91 and 92, Plan 65M‐4266 
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File:  P-3294 
 
January 17, 2022 
 
City of Vaughan 
Office of the City Clerk 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive 
Vaughan, ON  
L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Hon. Mayor Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
     
Re:  Committee of the Whole Meeting - Tuesday January 18, 2022 
  Agenda Item 3.3 
  City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021, Amendments to  
  Transition Provisions (Z.21.052) 
 
Dear Hon. Mayor Bevilacqua and Members of Council: 
 
KLM Planning Partners Inc. is the planning consultant for Mimi Khuu, pertaining to the lands 
located at 1 Edison Place in the City of Vaughan (the “Subject Lands”).   
 
Our client has an interest in the appropriate finalization of the transition provisions of the City-
Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law (the “CZBL”) as a result of an ongoing matter at the Ontario 
Land Tribunal (OLT) with respect an under appeal Minor Variance application. A Minor Variance 
application to vary provisions of then in-force Zoning By-law 1-88 was submitted by our client 
prior to the adoption of the CZBL, and a decision (resulting in the filing of an appeal to the OLT) 
was also made by the City of Vaughan Committee of Adjustment prior to this time on January 14, 
2021.  In review of the adopted and proposed transition provisions of the CZBL, it appears these 
recognize Minor Variance applications submitted/in-process/approved before CZBL adoption for 
continued review under Zoning By-law 1-88 for building permitting purposes. However, regarding 
our client’s specific situation where a final decision is to be made by the OLT after CZBL adoption, 
the adopted and proposed transition provisions of the CZBL do not provide clear direction.  
 
In this instance, it is suggested that transition provision 1.6.2.1 should be revised to clearly 
indicate that Minor Variance applications made before or on October 20, 2021, and approved by 
the OLT on or after this date, should not be subject to the requirements of the CZBL.   
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Please consider this to be our formal request to be notified of all future Public Hearings, Open 
Houses, Committee of the Whole and Council meetings and decisions relating to this matter. As 
always, we would be pleased to meet with City staff to discuss our concerns.  If you would like to 
arrange a meeting to discuss the above, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
KLM PLANNING PARTNERS INC. 
                                                                                              
 
 
Marshall Smith, BES, PMP, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Planner 
MSmith@KLMPlanning.com 
905-669-4055 x 222 
 
cc: Mimi Khuu, Owner of 1 Edison Place  
 Gerard Borean, Parente-Borean LLP 

mailto:MSmith@KLMPlanning.com
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Susan Sigrist    
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 12:25 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] Teston Sands Development ‐ 1600 Teston Road, File 19T‐17V009 
 
Dear Council and Staff, 
 
We strongly oppose the proposed zoning and revised draft plan of subdivision File 19T‐17V009. 
 
We are in complete agreement with the submission by our President of the Mackenzie Ridge Ratepayers Group on this 
matter. 
 
We can just not understand how an LPAT decision can be so easily challenged by a developer, or how or why the City of 
Vaughan is even accepting and reviewing this proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Sigrist 
Mark Hubbard 
and family 
 
Ward 1 Vaughan Residents 

ferranta
Public Mtg



1

 

From: Noel Gabriel    
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 1:22 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca 
Cc: mackenzieridgerpa@gmail.com 
Subject: [External] Opposition to Zoning By‐law Amendment File Z.21.046 of the Draft Plan of Subdivision Amendment 
19T‐17V009.  
 

Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Vaughan Councillors,  
  
I am writing the communication in opposition to Zoning By-law Amendment File Z.21.046 of 
the Draft Plan of Subdivision Amendment 19T-17V009. Below are the reasons for the opposition.  
  
Reasons this is a problematic application: 
  
1) We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm 
management pond, and a plan that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations from 
the TRCA. The city really should not consider these major changes that are far more than "tweaks” 
(as the Deputy City Manager of Planning noted) but are major and ones that will lead to a series of 
cascading changes. In short, the city has a fiduciary function of protecting the public from poor 
development decisions when an LPAT decision is made. The other issue is, does the city have the 
authority to make these changes that have major implications significantly impacting this 
development when there is a clear LPAT agreement?   
  
2) Even with the 90 units that we agreed on in the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be 
much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will not be a park, so if a family wants a 
decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots would be very small with a 
larger house. Of course, this will lead to more water running off from the hard surfaces that 
need to make its way into a proper storm management pond.     
  
3) It was the TRCA that determined that the OS1-H area was not to be developed, as it was 
supposed to be left as natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a high 
slope), a significant part of the Oak Ridges Moraine, and therefore logically should have a storm 
management pond at the bottom/low point in the southern part of the development. The other major 
problem with the application is that the city did not include the TRCA comments in the package 
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they sent nor Savanta's natural heritage studies (there are at least 2 studies and possibly more that 
were not included). Savanta submitted a very substandard and questionable 2019 Environmental 
Impact Assessment report of the Rizmi lands (11333 Dufferin) at Kirby/Dufferin. 
  
4) Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential 
developments. While a couple of these tanks have been used in industrial developments in York 
Region, one is being piloted and the one in Richmond Hill was studied by TRCA and found to have 
deficiencies – it was not working as designed. Once built, deficiencies are almost impossible to 
rectify. 
  
Some studies point out the benefits of these tanks such as keeping water cool for slow 
downstream release benefiting some aquatic species. The main problem is that the developer 
wants to put the storage tank on the side of a hill, whereas the stormwater management pond is 
always located at a low point in the subdivision such as the Laurentian, Maple Downs, and 
Mackenzie Ridge ponds.      
  
The downsides of storm management tanks are numerous ranging from cost issues to other 
problems that may be associated with flooding and here are other reasons not to use storm 
management tanks: 
           
          a)     They are expensive, difficult and costly to fix, can clog, and empty slowly. This 
would probably result in flooding.  

  
          b) The TRCA reviewed the water storage tank located in Richmond Hill, which sits 
underneath the commercial plaza parking lot. It found that water does not drain at as it 
should, did not meet the objectives of the design which means that water ponds and can 
contribute to West Nile Virus 
  
           c) The risk of placing them in residential areas such as a valley land like 1600 Teston 
are high in terms of malfunctions and flooding. With what are seen as 100 or even 200 
year storms on the west coast and east coast seem more frequent and have led to extensive 
and dramatic flooding. Storm management tanks empty very slowly and do get clogged, as 
well as difficult to clean. Storm management ponds are easily cleaned and maintained. Storm 
management tanks may have to be taken apart once they stop draining at an enormous 
expense to taxpayers.  
  
           d) Who is going to compensate those who experience flood damage as a result 
of irresponsible decisions? Will councillors and engineers who support using storm management 
tanks in residential areas share the costs and responsibility when residence and insurance 
companies sue them?  
  
          e) The storm management tank will be on a hill and not at the lowest part of the subdivision, 
but at one of the highest points. How will the water get up there? Will there be pumping 
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stations? How about drainage? Will we have flooding issues, since the tank is on a hill above 
parts of the subdivision? What will be the long range costs of such a ridicious proposal? Who 
will cover the costs of maintainence? The storm management was placed where the old house 
will be torn down because it is one of the lowest parts of the development (in OS1-H) in order 
to easily draining the Little Don River (next to the proposed storm management pond).  
  
  
 
Thanks, 
 
Christopher Noel Gabriel 

 Germana Place 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1 
   
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Islamic Shia Ithna-Asheri Jamaat of Toronto (“ISIJ”) 

We are counsel to ISIJ, the owner of the lands municipally known as 9000 Bathurst Street, 
Vaughan.  ISIJ is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal proceeding concerning the 
New ZBL.  

On behalf of ISIJ, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, as 
contained in the Staff Report dated January 18, 2022, addressing the transition 
provisions. 

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional provisions of the New ZBL and specifically with regard to 
section 1.6.4.  

While our client acknowledges the proposed clarification revision to section 1.6.4.1, 
section 1.6.4.2, as written, repeals of the transition provisions of the New ZBL after 10 
years.  This provision, combined with section 1.6.4.1 as revised, continues to not address 
developments in which the build-out horizon is potentially greater than 10 years, it also 
does not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate liability for property owners 
and is arbitrary.  Our client urges the City to adopt a more measured approach by 
converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of the transition provisions in 10 years.  

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.   

Mark Flowers 
markf@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4513 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 
File No. 700916-10 
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Yours truly, 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 
 

 
 
Mark R. Flowers 

Professional Corporation 

MRF:SL 

copy: Client 
Martin Quarcoopome, Weston Consulting  

 



1

From: Patricia Susin    
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 1:40 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] Letter of Opposition to Zoning 
 

January 15, 2022 

 Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Vaughan Councillors, 

 We are writing the communication in opposition to Zoning By-law Amendment File Z.21.046 of the Draft Plan 
of Subdivision Amendment 19T-17V009. Below are the reasons we opposition. 

 Reasons this is a problematic application: 

  

1) We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm management pond, 
and a plan that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations from the TRCA. The city really 
should not consider these major changes that are far more than "tweaks” (as the Deputy City Manager of 
Planning noted) but are major and ones that will lead to a series of cascading changes. In short, the city has a 
fiduciary function of protecting the public from poor development decisions when an LPAT decision is made. 
The other issue is, does the city have the authority to make these changes that have major implications 
significantly impacting this development when there is a clear LPAT agreement?   

  

2) They are asking for ridiculous exemptions that I discuss below. Even with the 90 units that we agreed on 
in the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will 
not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots 
would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to more water running off from the 
hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm management pond.     

  

3) It was the TRCA that determined that the OS1-H area was not to be developed, as it was supposed to 
be left as natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a high slope), a significant part of 
the Oak Ridges Moraine, and therefore logically should have a storm management pond at the bottom/low point 
in the southern part of the development. The other major problem with the application is that the city did not 
include the TRCA comments in the package they sent nor Savanta's natural heritage studies (there are at least 2 
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studies and possibly more that were not included). Savanta submitted a very substandard and questionable 2019 
Environmental Impact Assessment report of the Rizmi lands (11333 Dufferin) at Kirby/Dufferin. 

  

4) Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential developments. While a couple 
of these tanks have been used in industrial developments in York Region, one is being piloted and the one in 
Richmond Hill was studied by TRCA and found to have deficiencies – it was not working as designed. Once 
built, deficiencies are almost impossible to rectify. 

  

Some studies point out the benefits of these tanks such as keeping water cool for slow downstream release 
benefiting some aquatic species. The main problem is that the developer wants to put the storage tank on 
the side of a hill, whereas the stormwater management pond is always located at a low point in the subdivision 
such as the Laurentian, Maple Downs, and Mackenzie Ridge ponds.      

  

The downsides of storm management tanks are numerous ranging from cost issues to other problems that 
may be associated with flooding and here are other reasons not to use storm management tanks: 

           

          a)     They are expensive, difficult and costly to fix, can clog, and empty slowly. This would probably 
result in flooding.  

  

          b) The TRCA reviewed the water storage tank located in Richmond Hill, which sits underneath the 
commercial plaza parking lot. It found that water does not drain at as it should, did not meet the 
objectives of the design which means that water ponds and can contribute to West Nile Virus 

  

           c) The risk of placing them in residential areas such as a valley land like 1600 Teston are high in 
terms of malfunctions and flooding. With what are seen as 100 or even 200 year storms on the west coast 
and east coast seem more frequent and have led to extensive and dramatic flooding. Storm management 
tanks empty very slowly and do get clogged, as well as difficult to clean. Storm management ponds are 
easily cleaned and maintained. Storm management tanks may have to be taken apart once they stop 
draining at an enormous expense to taxpayers.  

  

           d) Who is going to compensate those who experience flood damage as a result of irresponsible 
decisions? Will councillors and engineers who support using storm management tanks in residential areas share 
the costs and responsibility when residence and insurance companies sue them?  
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          e) The storm management tank will be on a hill and not at the lowest part of the subdivision, but at one of 
the highest points. How will the water get up there? Will there be pumping stations? How about drainage? 
Will we have flooding issues, since the tank is on a hill above parts of the subdivision? What will be the 
long range costs of such a ridicious proposal? Who will cover the costs of maintainence? The storm 
management was placed where the old house will be torn down because it is one of the lowest parts of the 
development (in OS1-H) in order to easily draining the Little Don River (next to the proposed storm 
management pond).  

  

Proposed Zone Exemptions: 

  

Unfortunately, even though we have a clear LPAT agreement for 90 lots, there is also a request for zone 
exemptions for the 90 residential lots for building heights, read year setbacks, setbacks to accessory structures, 
yard encroachments and side yard setback reductions adjacent to public walkways and open space blocks. Put 
simply, they want to build larger units, with a notable footprint (taking up more lot, smaller backyards (which 
are not too generous relative to our area), and much higher than permitted. In short, even with the 90 units 
that we agreed on in the LPAT minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. 
As it is, there will not be a park, so if a family wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other 
uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this will lead to more water running off 
from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm management pond.     

  

  

Final Thoughts: 

  

What is most troubling is that documents are missing such as the TRCA, Savanta, and other reports. It was 
the TRCA that determined the OSI-H designation and for that portion not to be developed. We also do not 
know what they want to place on what could be “freed up” OS1-H land. The documentation provided does 
not say what will happen if this OS1-H land stays in private hands instead of being a storm management pond 
and hill that would be part of the natural heritage system on the property. Having this green space on the Oak 
Ridges Moraine (ORM) adds to the area and preserves part of the ORM. Based on the attached 2017 drawings 
(see the attachment), we can only guess that it would be a future phase 2 development. This would 
probably be quite a few townhouses. In addition, my guess that this would also open the possibility of the 
90 lots becoming over 250 to 300 townhouses. If the OSI-H land is included, it could be well over 300 
townhouses shoehorned into this piece of land. In terms of development, it seems everything goes to 
maximize intensification. Then, with all these hard surfaces, how would the storm management tank 
operate on a hill? In addition, there is still NO park being proposed/added to this development and the 
children of the area must walk at least 1+ km to the closest park. Moving the stormwater management pond 
to a storage tank on a hill freeing up OS1-H land (where the pond was supposed to be) and now having the 
ability to be developed as a future phase, would create a further erosion of the greenspace left. Also, if the 
storage tanks fail, who will be flooded? 
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So far, we do not have public transportation on Dufferin north of Major Mackenzie. The Kirby GO 
station is not a reality nor do we have public transportation on Kirby. Dufferin north of Eagle's Nest has 
two lanes as well as Kirby and Teston. The Teston extension is complicated, going through two former 
landfills (Toronto and Vaughan), wetlands, and other sensitive areas (not to mention the estimated 
$100,000,000.00 bridge over the Little Don). The Kirby extension has been a problematic process, so far 
costing us almost $1,000,000.00 extra for the financially botched Kirby Road Environmental 
Assessment. Our schools will eventually be overflowing again, roads will be again jammed with traffic, 
and water supply (water pressure) / wastewater will surely become an issue due to the York Region's 
questionable management and almost 3 billion dollar debt, along with potential flooding problems.     

  

We will have to hire a lawyer and experts to help navigate through this unnecessary mess. I do blame the city for not 
stopping the developer for trying to change this LPAT agreement that took us so long to negotiate in terms time and 
financial resources, all to have this headache of more unnecessary development and the potential townhouses. Keep in 
mind that whatever happens at 1600 Teston will set a precedent in Vaughan and will influence development of 
Rizmi (11333 Dufferin), the property at the northeast corner of Teston and Dufferin, the land north of Kirby by 
Dufferin, and other land. This developer has already put townhouses in at Grand Trunk and made a Faustian 
bargain with the city and TRCA, ignoring residents. Once a terrible precedent like this is set, we will have further 
issues that are far worse with rogue developers and some councilors who continually ignore us, putting us into debt 
instead of promoting responsible and thoughtful development. I have always said we are not against forward-
thinking development and would prefer state-of-the-art planning guided by civic-minded innovators. 

  

Respectfully, 

Patricia Miglietta-Susin 
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From: Helen Traicus    
Sent: Saturday, January 15, 2022 2:32 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca 
Subject: [External] Fw: File Z.21.03619T‐21V0007 
 

To whom it may concern, 
As a resident of Vaughan, I would like to state that my husband and I are in opposition to the Zoning By‐law 
Amendment File Z.21.03619T‐21V0007. 
I know that our neighbour Robert Kennedy has stated his concerns and we are in complete agree with all the 
points he has mentioned in his letter to Council. We feel there is no reason to reiterate those concerns but to 
make you aware that we, along with the vast majority of our neighbours are of the same mind. 
We hope that Vaughan Council will vote in the only logical manner and that is to oppose the above mentioned 
zoning by‐law. 
Ted and Helen Traicus 

Hunterwood Chase 
Maple, Ontario 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Catherine Lazaric    
Sent: Monday, January 17, 2022 3:02 PM 
To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Council@vaughan.ca; Maurizio Bevilacqua <Maurizio.Bevilacqua@vaughan.ca> 
Subject: [External] File Z. 21.03619T‐21V0007 
 
Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Vaughan Councilors, 
 
  
 
I am writing this communication in opposition to Zoning By‐law Amendment File Z.21.046 of the Draft Plan of 
Subdivision Amendment 19T‐17V009. Below are the reasons we opposition. 
 
  
 
Reasons this is a problematic application: 
 
  
 
1) We have a signed LPAT agreement of 90 units on 1600 Teston, with a proper storm management pond, and a plan 
that was based on clear and thoughtful recommendations from the TRCA. The city really should not consider these 
major changes that are far more than "tweaks” (as the Deputy City Manager of Planning noted) but are major and ones 
that will lead to a series of cascading changes. In short, the city has a fiduciary function of protecting the public from 
poor development decisions when an LPAT decision is made. The other issue is, does the city have the authority to make 
these changes that have major implications significantly impacting this development when there is a clear LPAT 
agreement?   
 
  
 
2) They are asking for ridiculous exemptions that I discuss below. Even with the 90 units that we agreed on in the LPAT 
minutes of settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will not be a park, so if a family 
wants a decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house. Of 
course, this will lead to more water running off from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm 
management pond.     
 
  
 
3) It was the TRCA that determined that the OS1‐H area was not to be developed, as it was supposed to be left as 
natural heritage land due to it being at "top of bank" (the top of a high slope), a significant part of the Oak Ridges 
Moraine, and therefore logically should have a storm management pond at the bottom/low point in the southern part of 
the development. The other major problem with the application is that the city did not include the TRCA comments in 
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the package they sent nor Savanta's natural heritage studies (there are at least 2 studies and possibly more that were 
not included). Savanta submitted a very substandard and questionable 2019 Environmental Impact Assessment report of 
the Rizmi lands (11333 Dufferin) at Kirby/Dufferin. 
 
  
 
4) Storm management tanks have not ever been used in Vaughan residential developments. While a couple of these 
tanks have been used in industrial developments in York Region, one is being piloted and the one in Richmond Hill was 
studied by TRCA and found to have deficiencies – it was not working as designed. Once built, deficiencies are almost 
impossible to rectify. 
 
  
 
Some studies point out the benefits of these tanks such as keeping water cool for slow downstream release benefiting 
some aquatic species. The main problem is that the developer wants to put the storage tank on the side of a hill, 
whereas the stormwater management pond is always located at a low point in the subdivision such as the Laurentian, 
Maple Downs, and Mackenzie Ridge ponds.      
 
  
 
The downsides of storm management tanks are numerous ranging from cost issues to other problems that may be 
associated with flooding and here are other reasons not to use storm management tanks: 
 
           
 
          a)     They are expensive, difficult and costly to fix, can clog, and empty slowly. This would probably result in 
flooding.  
 
  
 
          b) The TRCA reviewed the water storage tank located in Richmond Hill, which sits underneath the commercial 
plaza parking lot. It found that water does not drain at as it should, did not meet the objectives of the design which 
means that water ponds and can contribute to West Nile Virus 
 
  
 
           c) The risk of placing them in residential areas such as a valley land like 1600 Teston are high in terms of 
malfunctions and flooding. With what are seen as 100 or even 200 year storms on the west coast and east coast seem 
more frequent and have led to extensive and dramatic flooding. Storm management tanks empty very slowly and do get 
clogged, as well as difficult to clean. Storm management ponds are easily cleaned and maintained. Storm management 
tanks may have to be taken apart once they stop draining at an enormous expense to taxpayers.  
 
  
 
           d) Who is going to compensate those who experience flood damage as a result of irresponsible decisions? Will 
councilors and engineers who support using storm management tanks in residential areas share the costs and 
responsibility when residence and insurance companies sue them?  
 
  
 
          e) The storm management tank will be on a hill and not at the lowest part of the subdivision, but at one of the 
highest points. How will the water get up there? Will there be pumping stations? How about drainage? Will we have 
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flooding issues, since the tank is on a hill above parts of the subdivision? What will be the long range costs of such a 
ridiculous proposal? Who will cover the costs of maintenance? The storm management was placed where the old house 
will be torn down because it is one of the lowest parts of the development (in OS1‐H) in order to easily draining the 
Little Don River (next to the proposed storm management pond).  
 
 
Proposed Zone Exemptions: 
 
  
 
Unfortunately, even though we have a clear LPAT agreement for 90 lots, there is also a request for zone exemptions for 
the 90 residential lots for building heights, read year setbacks, setbacks to accessory structures, yard encroachments 
and side yard setback reductions adjacent to public walkways and open space blocks. Put simply, they want to build 
larger units, with a notable footprint (taking up more lot, smaller backyards (which are not too generous relative to our 
area), and much higher than permitted. In short, even with the 90 units that we agreed on in the LPAT minutes of 
settlement, these will be much larger houses with smaller lots. As it is, there will not be a park, so if a family wants a 
decent size lot for children, a pool, pets, and other uses, the lots would be very small with a larger house. Of course, this 
will lead to more water running off from the hard surfaces that need to make its way into a proper storm management 
pond.     
 
  
 
  
 
Final Thoughts: 
 
  
 
What is most troubling is that documents are missing such as the TRCA, Savanta, and other reports. It was the TRCA that 
determined the OSI‐H designation and for that portion not to be developed. We also do not know what they want to 
place on what could be “freed up” OS1‐H land. The documentation provided does not say what will happen if this OS1‐H 
land stays in private hands instead of being a storm management pond and hill that would be part of the natural 
heritage system on the property. Having this green space on the Oak Ridges Moraine (ORM) adds to the area and 
preserves part of the ORM. Based on the attached 2017 drawings (see the attachment), we can only guess that it would 
be a future phase 2 development. This would probably be quite a few townhouses. In addition, my guess that this would 
also open the possibility of the 90 lots becoming over 250 to 300 townhouses. If the OSI‐H land is included, it could be 
well over 300 townhouses shoehorned into this piece of land. In terms of development, it seems everything goes to 
maximize intensification. Then, with all these hard surfaces, how would the storm management tank operate on a hill? 
In addition, there is still NO park being proposed/added to this development and the children of the area must walk at 
least 1+ km to the closest park. Moving the storm water management pond to a storage tank on a hill freeing up OS1‐H 
land (where the pond was supposed to be) and now having the ability to be developed as a future phase, would create a 
further erosion of the greenspace left. Also, if the storage tanks fail, who will be flooded? 
 
  
 
So far, we do not have public transportation on Dufferin north of Major Mackenzie. The Kirby GO station is not a reality 
nor do we have public transportation on Kirby. Dufferin north of Eagle's Nest has two lanes as well as Kirby and Teston. 
The Teston extension is complicated, going through two former landfills (Toronto and Vaughan), wetlands, and other 
sensitive areas (not to mention the estimated $100,000,000.00 bridge over the Little Don). The Kirby extension has been 
a problematic process, so far costing us almost $1,000,000.00 extra for the financially botched Kirby Road Environmental 
Assessment. Our schools will eventually be overflowing again, roads will be again jammed with traffic, and water supply 
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(water pressure) / wastewater will surely become an issue due to the York Region's questionable management and 
almost 3 billion dollar debt, along with potential flooding problems.     
 
  
 
We will have to hire a lawyer and experts to help navigate through this unnecessary mess. I do blame the city for not 
stopping the developer for trying to change this LPAT agreement that took us so long to negotiate in terms time and 
financial resources, all to have this headache of more unnecessary development and the potential townhouses. Keep in 
mind that whatever happens at 1600 Teston will set a precedent in Vaughan and will influence development of Rizmi 
(11333 Dufferin), the property at the northeast corner of Teston and Dufferin, the land north of Kirby by Dufferin, and 
other land. This developer has already put townhouses in at Grand Trunk and made a Faustian bargain with the city and 
TRCA, ignoring residents. Once a terrible precedent like this is set, we will have further issues that are far worse with 
rogue developers and some councilors who continually ignore us, putting us into debt instead of promoting responsible 
and thoughtful development. I have always said we are not against forward‐thinking development and would prefer 
state‐of‐the‐art planning guided by civic‐minded innovators. 
 
 Thank you.. 
Catherine Lazaric 
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, ON 
L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Laurier Harbour (Keele) Inc. (“Laurier”) 

We are counsel Laurier, the owner of the lands municipally known as 9785 and 9797 
Keele Street (the “Subject Lands”). Laurier is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal 
(the “Tribunal”) proceeding concerning the New ZBL. Laurier’s appeal has been assigned 
Appeal No. 83. 

On behalf of Laurier, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, as 
contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively addressing 
the transition provisions and technical revisions.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional and technical provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed 
Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to the effect of the New 
ZBL on its applications, which have been approved in principle by the Tribunal, but not 
yet received final approval. In addition, the Proposed Amendments do not account for 
possible future amendments to its application, the transition rights have a limit of ten 
years, and Exception 295 is inaccurately applied to the Subject Lands.  

Aaron I. Platt 
aaronp@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4500 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 
File No. 702888-01 
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Site Specific Exemptions 

It appears that s. 1.6.2.6 has been introduced to address situations where site specific 
approvals have not been addressed by the New ZBL. Problematically, the new clause 
fails to account for situations where an exception has been incorrectly transposed into the 
New By-law. A provision clarifying that the original site-specific approval prevails in the 
event of a conflict with the New By-law should be added. 

Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in section 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law 
amendment deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 
(the “Former ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the preamble to the 
transition provisions, which indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2). However, that flexibility does not apply where a 
related application is filed concurrently with the zoning by-law amendment application 
prior to October 20, 2021, as is the case here. Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated 
by the requirement to comply with the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. 
Similarly, Section 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for approval of applications filed on or before 
October 20, 2021, omits Official Plan and Site Plan approvals, which should be included, 
and is also affected by the “as it read on October 20, 2021” issue. 

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  
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Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in section 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition 
provisions of the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of 
indeterminate liability for property owners and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to 
adopt a more measured approach by converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of 
the transition provisions in 10 years. 

Technical Amendments 

Schedule A to the New ZBL inappropriately applies Exception 295 to parts of the Subject 
Lands. Such revision to Schedule A should be included as part of the technical revisions 
being completed. 

Conclusion 

Laurier has been participating in the ADR process with City staff and looks forward to the 
opportunity to continue to work toward the satisfactory resolution of these issues.  
 
We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours truly, 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 

 

 
 
Aaron I. Platt 
Professional Corporation 

AIP: go 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  
Mr. Ryan Guetter, Weston Consulting 
Client 
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January 17, 2022 

By E-Mail Only to clerks@vaughan.ca 

His Worship Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council 
The Corporation of the City of Vaughan 
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive  
Vaughan, ON  
L6A 1T1 
 
Attention: Todd Coles, City Clerk  

Your Worship and Members of Council: 

Re: Committee of the Whole, January 18, 2022 
City-Wide Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (the “New ZBL”) 
Transition Provision Amendments, File No. Z.21.052 
Inconsistencies and Administrative Amendments  
Submission of Sharewell Investments Inc. (“Sharewell”) 

We are counsel Sharewell, the owner of the property municipally known as 9929 Keele 
Street (the “Subject Lands”). Sharewell is an Appellant in the Ontario Land Tribunal 
proceeding concerning the New ZBL.  

On behalf of Sharewell, we have reviewed the proposed modifications to the New ZBL, 
as contained in two separate Staff Reports dated January 18, 2022, respectively 
addressing transition provisions and other technical.  

The purpose of this letter is to express our client’s concern regarding the proposed 
revisions to the transitional and technical provisions of the New ZBL (the “Proposed 
Amendments”). 

Our client’s concerns regarding the Proposed Amendments relate to the site-specific 
provisions on the Subject Lands, and whether the Proposed Amendments will apply so 
that they do not preclude future applications. In addition, the Proposed Amendments do 
not account for possible future amendments to Planning Act approvals and the transition 
rights are limited to ten years. 

Aaron I. Platt 
aaronp@davieshowe.com 

Direct:  416.263.4500 
Main:  416.977.7088 
Fax:  416.977.8931 

File No. 703889 
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Zoning By-law Amendments and Concurrent Applications 

The proposed changes in s. 1.6.3.3.1 do not clarify whether a zoning by-law amendment 
deemed complete as of October 20, 2021 would amend Zoning By-law 1-88 (the “Former 
ZBL”), or the New ZBL, or both.   

If the intent is to amend the Former ZBL, there is a conflict with the preamble to the 
transition provisions, which indicates that assessments of transition issues will be 
determined under the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”, which would negate 
an approval obtained after that date. 

There seems to be an intent to allow certain applications that implement a zoning by-law 
amendment filed on or before October 20, 2021, but not yet approved, to be assessed 
under the Former ZBL (see s. 1.6.3.3.2). However, that flexibility does not apply where a 
related application is filed concurrently with a zoning by-law amendment application prior 
to October 20, 2021, as is the case here. Furthermore, the flexibility is again negated by 
the requirement to comply with the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. Similarly, 
s. 1.6.3.3.5, which allows for approval of applications filed on or before October 20, 2021, 
omits Official Plan and Site Plan approvals, which should be included, and is also affected 
by the “as it read on October 20, 2021” issue. 

Related and Future Applications 

The transition provisions seem to allow applications (excluding Official Plan 
Amendments) that implement a zoning approval to be assessed under the Former ZBL 
under certain conditions as provided for in s. 1.6.2.8.1 of the New ZBL.  

However, this provision does not function as intended, because building permit 
applications arising from applications transitioned under s. 1.6.2.8.1 will still be subject to 
the Former ZBL “as it read on October 20, 2021”. This limiting language is also found in 
the Preamble to the transition provisions.  

Ten Year Time Limit 

The proposed revisions in s. 1.6.4.2, which as written repeals the transition provisions of 
the New ZBL after 10 years, do not address the fundamental problem of indeterminate 
liability for property owners, and are arbitrary. Our client urges the City to adopt a more 
measured approach by converting the 10-year sunset date to a review of the transition 
provisions in 10 years. 
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Conclusion 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and kindly request confirmation of 
receipt of these written submissions, along with, notice of all future steps in this matter.  
 
Yours truly, 
DAVIES HOWE LLP 
 

 
 
 
Aaron I. Platt 
Professional Corporation 

AIP: go 

copy: Ms. Wendy Law, Deputy City Manager, Legal and Administrative Services & City Solicitor 
Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Deputy City Solicitor, Planning and Real Estate 
Ms. Candace Tashos, Legal Counsel 
Mr. Nick Spensieri, City Manager  
Mr. Haiqing Xu, Deputy City Manager, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Brandon Correia, Manager of Special Projects, Planning and Growth Management 
Mr. Elvio Valente, Building Standards, Manager, Zoning Services and Zoning Administrator  
Mr. Ryan Guetter, Weston Consulting 
Client 
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SITE CONTEXT
AERIAL

Vaughan Inn

Diversified Ulbrich of 

Canada

(Steel Distributor)

A&G Truck Trailer Parking

Robertson Electric

Metalworks 

Corporation

Agricultural Uses

(Future Multi-Unit Warehouse Complex)

Korson Furniture

Distribution Centre

Future Industrial Warehouse

and Hotel

Costco

N

Subject Site
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SITE OVERVIEW
AERIAL

HIGHWAY 7
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Site Size: 10.09 acres

Ownership: Seven 427 Developments Inc.

Current Use: Vacant

Subject Site

Costco

Vaughan Inn

Diversified Ulbrich of Canada

(Steel Distributor)

Agricultural Uses

(Future Multi-Unit Warehouse Complex)

Runway Road
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SITE CONTEXT
STREET VIEW

LOOKING NORTH FROM HIGHWAY 7 LOOKING SOUTH FROM NEW HUNTINGTON

LOOKING WEST FROM NEW HUNTINGTON LOOKING EAST FROM RUNWAY ROAD
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Vaughan Official Plan: Employment Commercial Mixed-Use

5

PLANNING OVERVIEW
OFFICIAL PLAN AND ZONING BY-LAW DESIGNATION

Zoning: C5 – Community Commercial

The following uses are permitted: commercial; office building; The

following uses shall be permitted only if they are carried on entirely within

a shopping centre and with no open storage: Any "commercial" use

permitted in a C4 Zone; Eating Establishment; Convenience with Drive-

Through; Office Building; Place of Amusement

Vaughan’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law 001-2021 (under appeal)

proposes EMU (Employment Commercial Mixed-Use Zone) zoning on

the site which plans to introduce light manufacturing use, micro-

manufacturing, and service or repair shop uses. Commercial storage

remains a forbidden use.

Subject Site Subject Site Subject Site

Site Specific Zoning: E-1519 – Community Commercial

Site specific zoning E-1519, enacted through By-law Number 101-2013, 

amended the City’s Zoning By-law 1-88 to rezone the lands shown above, 

from “A” Agricultural Zone to C5 Community Commercial Zone and EM3 (H) 

Retail Warehouse Employment Area Zone with the Holding Symbol “(H)”, in 

manner shown above.



PUBLIC MEETING, COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLENEW HUNTINGTON ROAD & HIGHWAY 7 6

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
OVERVIEW

SITE STATISTICS

Office GFA 

Industrial GFA

Total GFA

FSI

Storeys

Lot Coverage

Parking Proposed

Parking Required

951 m2

17,000 m2

17,951 m2

0.44

1

43.44%

199 spaces

189 spaces
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

RENDERING
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THANK YOU
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APPENDIX
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
ELEVATIONS
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
ELEVATIONS
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

BUILDING SECTIONS
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