
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). 

C15 
Page 2



Page 3 

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 
Property Address/Description: 1600 Teston Road/ Part of Lot 26, Concession 3 
Municipality:  City of Vaughan 
Municipal File No.:  19T-17V009 
LPAT Case No.:  PL180665 
LPAT File No.:  PL180685 

Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
Tribunal d’appel de l’aménagement 
local 

ISSUE DATE: January 03, 2020 CASE NO(S).: PL180665 
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2 PL180665 

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 
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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”; 
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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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ATTACHMENT “A” 

 

C15 
Page 42



  5  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 43



  6  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 44



  7  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 45



  8  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 46



  9  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 47



  10  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 48



  11  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 49



  12  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 50



  13  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 51



  14  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 52



  15  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 53



  16  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 54



  17  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 55



  18  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 56



  19  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 57



  20  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 58



  21  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 59



  22  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 60



  23  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 61



  24  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 62



  25  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 63



  26  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 64



  27  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 65



  28  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 66



  29  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 67



  30  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 68



  31  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 69



  32  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 70



  33  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 71



  34  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 72



  35  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 73



  36  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 74



  37  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 75



  38  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 76



  39  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 77



  40  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 78



  41  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 79



  42  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 80



  43  PL180665 
 
 
 

 
C15 

Page 81



  44  PL180665 
 
 
 

 

 

C15 
Page 82


