COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE — FEBRUARY 28, 2012

COMMUNICATIONS

Distributed February 17, 2012

Cl.

C2.

Cs3.

Mr. Joel Hertz.
M. Daiter, dated February 1, 2012.

Ms. Georgina Lee, dated February 13, 2012.

Distributed February 24, 2012

Item No.

Deputation a)
Deputation b)

Deputation d)

C4. Mr. Yurij Michael Pelech, dated February 23, 2012. 14
Distributed February 28, 2012

C5. T.W. Bermingham, dated February 27, 2012. 14
C6. Ms. Rosemarie L. Humphries, dated February 23, 2012. 14
C7. Mr. Barry A. Horosko, dated February 27, 2012. 14
C8. Mr. Antony Niro, dated February 25, 2012. 17
Co. Mr. Antony Niro, dated February 25, 2012. 25
C10. Leo and Carmela Verrilli, dated February 26, 2012. 22
Cl1. Leo and Carmela Verrilli, dated February 26, 2012. 22
C12. Adam and Monica Caschera, dated February 27, 2012. 22
C13. Anthony and Stephanie Bellomo, dated February 27, 2012. 22
Cl14. Mark and Daniela Fazari, dated February 26, 2012. 22
C15. Stefanie and Anthony Agozzino, dated February 26, 2012. 22
Cl16. Romino and Tanya Costanzo, dated February 26, 2012. 22
C17. Fabio and Karina Grosso, dated February 26, 2012. 22
C18. John and Melissa Russo, dated February 26, 2012. 22
C19. Ehab and Shereen Rofaiel, dated February 26, 2012. 22
C20. Marco and Anna Corrente, dated February 26, 2012. 22

Disclaimer Respecting External Communications

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

Please note there may be further Communications.
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C21. Ms. Norma Arnone, dated February 27, 2012. 22
C22. Mr. Vincent Soares, dated February 27, 2012. 22

Distributed at the February 28, 2012 Committee of the Whole meeting

C23. Mr. Richard T. Lorello, dated February 28, 2012. 19
C24. Memorandum from the Commissioner of Planning, dated February 25
28, 2012.
C25. Ms. A. Darker, dated February 28, 2012 22
C26. Mr.R. Lorello, dated February 28, 2012 22
c27. Ms. M. Bell, dated February 28, 2012 22
C28. Ms.C. Liddy, dated February 28, 2012 19
C29. Ms. R. Humphries, dated February 23, 2012 14
C30. Mr. G. Palma, dated February 28, 2012 Dep C
C31. Mr. K. Schwenger, dated February 28, 2012 22
C32. Mr. D. Brand, dated February 28, 2012 22
C33. Mr. S Roberts, dated February 28, 2012 22
C34. Mr. R. Rodaro, dated February 28, 2012 22
C35. Mr. R. Rodaro, Coloured Elevations, dated February 28, 2012 22

Disclaimer Respecting External Communications

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

Please note there may be further Communications.
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RE: The Vaughan Hospital Motorcycle Ride-June 10", 2012 COMMUNICATION
CW- £ . N

TO:; Members of Vaughan Council
ITEM # - Presentations & Deputations a)

Recommendation:

The ACME (All Canadian Motorcycle Enthusiasts} Motorcycle Club and The Vaughan Hospital Foundation
have teamed up again this year to present the Vaughan Hospital Motorcycle Ride to benefit the new
Hospital in Vaughan. They seek endorsement by The City of Vaughan for this Ride. Last year the Ride
raised in excess of $14,000.

Economic Impaci:
Further funds will be raised for the New Vaughan Hospital.
Background:

In the past number of years, The Acme Motorcycle Club has held Rides to raise funds for charities,
including Diabetes and of course, last year, The Vaughan Hospital.

ACME seeks and encourages the participation of Members of Council to attend the Event.

Further, we request the use of the outside facilities of the new Civic Centre, which is the perfect place to
commence the Ride.

On Sunday, June 10“’, 2012, we would like to commence the event at the Civic Centre at 8:00 a.m., with
coffee and refreshments and short Presentations to the participants by Municipally Elected Officials.

We will require washroom facilities to be available, as well as parking for volunteers and spectators. We
will also require a sound system.

Our goal is to raise a further $14,000 to $20,000 for The Hospital.

Relationship to Vaughan Vision 2020:

This meets the Vaughan Vision objectives of enhancing community events and City excellence.
Conclusion:

This would be in the best interests of Vaughan and the new Vaughan Hospital

Attachments:

None



g

Report prepared and respectfully submitted by:
Styles Q. Weinberg, Chairperson
Vaughan Hospital Motorcycle Ride

President of ACME Motorcycle Club
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COMMUNICATION
Britto, John CW - 2
From: Property Manager YRCC 834 [110promenade@rogers.com] Presentations & Deputations b)
Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 11:04 AM
To: Britto, John
Cc: midaiter@gmail.com
Subject: Promenade Circle Sidewalk

Attachments: Mayor and Members of Council -Re Promenade Circle Sidewalk.docx
February 1, 2012
Re: Deputation — Promenade Circle Sidewalk
Dear Sir:

First thank you in advance for your help in assuring that the matter of the Promenade Circle Pedestrian walkway
will be placed on the appropriate agenda for consideration by Council.

| have a letter attached outlining our concerns with respect to the sidewalk on Promenade Circle between the
YRT transit terminal and 88/ 100 Promenade Circle.

Please advise when | may appear before Council or Committee of the whole so that | may speak to the matter at
an appropriate time.

If you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact me at 905-886-6167. My residence
address is unit #411 — 110 Promenade Circle, Thornhill, Ontario, L4 J 7WS8.

Yours truly,

M. Daiter
President
YRCC 834

Andreea Neata

Site Administrator

Brookfield Residential Services Ltd.
YRCC 834

110 Promenade Circle

Thornhill, Ontario

L4) 7W8

Office: (905) 882-9475

E-mail: 110promenade@rogers.com

2/1/2012



January 23, 2012
Mayor and Members of Council
Re: Promenade Circle — Sidewalk

| am writing to you on behalf of the nearly 800 residents of 110 and 120 Promenade
Circle. For some time now discussions have been held with Councillor Shefman, the
management of the Promenade Mall, and ourselves on the status of the sidewalk on
Promenade Circle running between York Region Transit terminal and 88-100 Promenade Circle.
| want to pubtically thank Councillor Shefman for his help over the past months. At this time
however the situation from our perspective remains unresolved.

The sidewalk in question lies on private property which seemingly was a requirement of
the 1989 site plan agreement with the site plan developer (Bathurst and Seven). One of the
conditions of the Agreement Section 1 (Subheading h) reads as follows: “a continuous
pedestrian walkway be provided along Promenade Circle linking the three residential buildings
to the Transit shelter and land to the South and that any fencing must not obstruct pedestrian
movement along the walkway”. it ought to be remembered that the Agreement was presented
to Council in !uly 1989, so that it is now more than 22 years old.

During the 22 years from the time of the consideration of the Agreement to now there
has been a noted change in the development of the impacted area. It is of interest to note that
under the section of the Agreement titled “landscaping” the Vaughan Recreation Department
commented as follows: “A Municipal sidewalk is required adjacent to the Promenade Ring Road
and must be approved by the Town of Vaughan Engineering Department.” As | understand it, a
municipal sidewalk is not a sidewalk located on private property. The Agreement goes on to
read in part “the site ptan approved be conditional upon the fulfillment of Vaughan Planning
and Recreation Department Agreement”.

Here we are 22 years later. The York Region Transit site has been redeveloped and now
serves a larger population of the G.T.A. There are more busses and more passengers. The
sidewalk in question is currently used by Transit residents of all ages from all over the G.T.A.
There are people going and coming from the Promenade mall which is significantly busier since
the establishment of the T & T Grocery store. There are students going to and coming from St.
Elizabeth’s School on New Westminster, people using Trudeau Park and the library on Clark
Avenue. Very few residents of 110 and 120 Promenade use the sidewalk so it appears to us that
the residents of 110 and 120 Promenade are unfairly responsible for providing a very public
pedestrian way for others.



The municipal responsibility to ensure that the public is kept safe is virtually non-
existent. Unfortunately the York Region police given the private nature of the Promenade Ring
Road, not withstanding that the road is used extensively by motorists and various Transit
Departments and the general public visiting the LCBO and the mall, are unable to provide any
assistance. The mall owners have made a number of changes to the Ring Road streetscape to
try and alleviate the problem of pedestrian movement hetween the mall and the York Region
Transit property. The changes in our view have not produced the desired result and mall users
cross Promenade Circle wherever it is convenient for them to do so.

There are a number of new pedestrian crossing and stop signs located in the area of 110
and 120 Promenade but in that the newly placed stop signs and the pedestrian crossings are
not covered by municipal legislation they are unenforceable. The lack of enforcement creates a
false sense of security for any unsuspecting user who has the expectation that motorists will
obey the stop signs and the pedestrian cross walks. The street lighting especially in the vicinity
of the cross walks is not providing sufficient illumination especially in the winter months of
shortened day-length.

We would urge Council to give immediate consideration to amending the 1989 site plan
agreement to make the sidewalk and indeed the right of way the responsibility of the
Municipality. The sidewalk being the most important concern to our residents.

The Boards of 110 and 120 are quite prepared to either provide the Municipality with an
easement agreement covering the sidewalk or to give the property in question to the
municipality at no cost (other than legal fees). The fence line on Promenade Circle will then
become the new property line.

In summary in view of all changes in land use over the past 22 years since the original
1989 Agreement was signed, including Council’s policy of intensification, the increasing
population density in the area, changing traffic patterns as the result of new commercial
development (ie Wal-Mart and T&T) and changes to pedestrian movement we would urge
Council to give immediate consideration to the hundreds of Vaughan citizens availing
themselves of the sidewalk in question and to appropriately amend the 1989 site plan
agreement dealing with the development of 110 and 120 Promenade.

Yours truly,
M. Daiter
President
YRCC 834
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COMMUNICATION

(
From: Abrams, Jeffrey
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 10:33 AM
To: Bellisario, Adelina
Subject: Fw: request for deputation
Fyi

CW - :e_\o.?.'é\\l
TEM -_DeA> d\.

From: Georgina [mailto:georgina@movingforward2015.com]

Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 10:26 AM
To: Abrams, Jeffrey
Subject: request for deputation

Good Morning,
| was hoping that | would be able to address the Mayor and members of council again. 2011 was an amazing year for the Moving
Forward Foundation and | would love to share our successes, updates and future plans and goals.

Please let me know if this is possible

Thank you
Georgina

.

Georging Lee — Executive Director
Moving Forward Foundation

8763 Bayview Avenue, #11 Richmond Hifl, On L4B 3V1

Office 289-597-6398 Fax 289-597-6399
georgina@movingforward2015.com

www.movingforward2015.com

N

2/13/2012



Enginears.
Plannars - :
Project Managers

EMC File No.: 205102-PL. _ & 7
February23 2002 T
. ~Via Emajl John:MacKenzie@vatighan.ca and Hand Delivery
" Planning Department T S SNt .

City of Vaughan, - LT T _ .
2141 MajorMackenz:eDrive t S R T C L\

Vaughan, ON LBA 1T1 : ‘ st
- COMMUNICATION
Attention:- John MacKenzm, M Sc (PI), MC!P, RPP

CommteslonerofPlannlnq T i CW - Fe)o(uw(\{ 28

Dear Sir R : : . SE . \q
Re: ,?Clty of: Vaughan Offimal Plan (2010} o N . L '|TEM -

h2|

- 'Domenic Marzano /.Enza Realty lelted k;' L
*99.8 89 Nashville Road' e

" Part Lot 24, Coricassion’ 8 and Part of Lots 52 to 57 Registered Plan 9

. (geographic Township of Vaughan) - SRR

: :_(Iemburq. Crtv of. Vauqha ‘..-York Reqion

§.

Further to our review of the Planmng Departmenl staft’ report entitled: “Modlr calrons to the Vaughan Official
Plan-2010 (Volume 2)” which:is being tabled with: Committee of the Who]e for conslderatlon at-the Tuesday,
February 28 2012 meetmg please be adwsed as folIOWS R S :

1, based on our’ wntten submissmns and “discuissions wnth staff the above—noted lands weré partof a
land use demgnalaon modification request relative to Vaughan ‘Official Plan 2010 (Volume 1) and
that modification - was: recommended by staff in: the report tabled at the- Monday, September 12,

.20 Spec:lal Comniltee of the' Whiole meefing ‘and. subseqtiently approved by City Council on
: September 27201 (excerpts appended &s Attachment 1), and

2, Vaughan Official Plan 2010 — Volume 2. contams pollcles assomated with the Kieinburg: Core
{Section."12.4), wherein: Map. 12 4A:::Kleinburg Core is. altached dep;ctmg relevant land use
desrgnahons {excerpt appended as Aitachment 2). S

Given the fand use desngnation approved assocrated W|th Plan schedules (Schedule 2 and Schedule 13-G)
within Volume 1,-we request that Cily. staff gnsure {hat the paraltel and concomitant. change Is also reflected
within the Plan schedule (Map 12.4A) conlamed w;thm Volume 2, modlfymg that map schedule accordingly.

Thank you very much for your altention to thts matter and we ask that you please adwse as to how Vaughan
Official Plan 2010 modifications will evol\re from Volume 1.intg- Volume 2 of the document.

Yours truly.
EMC GROUP LM}

? +ffoo! Pelech, MA(PY), MCIP, RPP
I

ior Planner

- attchs.

c.c. Jeffrey A. Abrams, Vaughan City Clerk Jeffrev Abrams@vauqhan ca .
Dlana Birchall, Vaughan Diréctor of Policy Planning D lana Birchali@vaughan.ca
Roy McQuillan, Vaughan Manager of Policy Planning Roy. McQurilan@vaughan Jor:}
Steven Dixon, Vaughan Planning _m_n__[_}r_;g_r_t_@ygy_gm
Heather Konefat, Yark Region Director of Community Planning heather kohefat@vork. ca
Doménic Marzano/ Enza Really lelted domenlc@alnhamaralhon com

22051 02_\Plannmg\_20_51 02 PlgDept VOP2010 Itr Feb2312.doc

7577 Keele Street, Suite 200, Vaughan, Ontario L4K4X3 Tel: (906) 738-3939 Fax: (905) 788-6993

st pampon e



“SPEGIAL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE - SEPTEMBER 12,2011 -

MODIFICATIONS TO THE VAUGHAN OFFICIAL PLAN - 2010 {YOLUME 1)
RESPONSE TO PUBLIC, GOYERNMENT AND AGENCY SUBMISSIONS
FILE 25.1 '

Recommendation

The Commissioner of Planning recommends thal:

1,1 The Cily of Vaughan Official Plan, Volume 1 (VOP 2010), adopted Seplémber 7, 2010 be
© modified In-accordance with the fecommendations set out in Attachment No. 1 to- this

' repoit;

2, VOP 2010, Volume 1 be further modified in accordance with the analyses and.
fecommendallons set out in the ssction of the report enlifled "Key Policy Areas —~ Analysis

and Recommended Modifications”;

3 This report be forwarded to the Region of-York as the City of Vaughan's recommended
maodifications to VOP 20190, Volume 1 and Ihat {he Region be requested to. modify the
plan accordingly, as part of ihe process leading.to the approval of the Plan; and;

4. The Raglon of York be requested to modify Schedule 9, (VOP 2010, Volume 1) "Future
Transporialion Network® to accommodele changes that may resuit from Council's
approval of the Clly's Transporiation Master P,

Contributlon to Sustalnability

Goal 2 of Green Directions Vaughan, the City's Community Sustainability and Environmenlal
Master Plan, focuses on the new Official Plan {o “ensure susteinable development and
redevelopment”. The désceiption of Goal 2 explains the transformative vision for the new Official

Plan,

Vaughan I8 commilted to sustainable land use, Vaughan Tomorrow, our-consolidated
Growth Management Strategy - 2031, has a central focus on ¢reating a cutling-edge
Officlal Plart that wilt provide for Increased land use densities, efficlent public transit,
considerations for employment fands and open space systems, as well as walkable,
hurman scale nelghbourhoods that includs services, retall, and an atlractive public realm.
The plan will guide the creation of the physical form that will reflect a *complete”
community.

Eeonomic Impact

The Vaughan Official Plan 2010 establishes the planning framework for development throughout
the Cily to 2031. The Plan, when approved, will have a posilive mpact on the City of Vaughan In

terms of mianaging growth and fostering refail and residential intensification and employment

opportunities while fulfilling the City’s obligations to conform with Provincial policies and meet
Regionally [mposed targets for residential and employment growth,

Communications Plan

Notice of this meeting has been communicated to the public by tha followlng means:
« Postedon {hewwwvsughanca online calendar, Vaughen Tomorrow website
www.vaughantomotrow.ca, Clty Page Online’ and Cily Update (corporate monthly e-
newslelier);
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12.4

Kleinburg Core

12.4.14 Goals
12.4.1.9. The foliowing are the goals for the Kleinburg Core area:
General:

a.

I

Ensure that land use and built form are conipalible with the scale and
character of the existing community and integrated with the existing and
contemplated pattern of development in the surrounding area;

Establish a well-defined public realny,

Promote pedestrian-oriented development pattarns; and,

Ensure, to the fullest extent possible, that the heritage resources, both buift
and natural, of the Kleinburg Core area are protected in accordance with the
Kleinburg-Nashville Conservation District Study and Plan:

Commercial Growth:

i
if.
ill.

vi.

vil.
viii.

i,

Ensure a prosperous and vibrant Kleinburg core area;

Ensure servicing capacity for redevelopment/intensification;

Ensure core area development complements existing development in overall
size and scale;

Establish policies to implement the Kleinburg-Nashville Herltage
Conservalion District Plan as per Part ¥ of the Ontario Heritage Act;

Protect existing core area neighbourhoods and residences from incompatible
commercial infrusion,

Encourage mixed-use in the core area at a modest scale;

Provide for limited fo modest expansion of the commercial area;

Ensure that commercial development takes place In accordance with the
provisions of the Kleinburg-Nashville Heritage Conservation District Plan,
ensure it remains at a village scale and ensure it complements the historic,
rural village character and architectural heritage of the community;
Encourage physical design which pramotes safety and security;

Develop a public realm compased of streets and public spaces that are
clearly defined by buildings and other visual amenities, including landscape
elements, sidewalks, and bicycle paths:

Sensitively manage the core area of Kleinburg through the reinforcement of
the traditional pattern of development and preservation of existing historic
buildings and the unique environmental features which give the Village its
speclal character;

CHAPTER 12 AREA SPECIFIC POLICIES  12-13
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From: Bonsignore, Connie on behalf of Abrams, Jeffrey

Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2012 12:42 PM

To: Bellisario, Adelina

Subject: FW: #205102-PL Marzano / Enza Realty, Kelienburg, Vaughan
Attachments: PlgDept VOP2010 V2 Itr Feb2312.pdf

Communication for CW Feb 28, 2012.

Connie Bonsignore
Administrative Assistant

Office of the City Clerk

Telephone: (905) 832-8585 Ext. 8280

Email Address: connie.bonsignore@vaughan.ca

From: Yurij Pelech [mailto:ypelech@emcgroup.ca]

Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2012 11:30 AM

To: MacKenzie, John

Cc: Birchall, Diana; McQuillin, Roy; Dixon, Steven; 'Heather Konefat'; Abrams, Jeffrey; 'Domenic Marzano';
filing@emcgroup.ca

Subject: #205102-PL Marzano / Enza Realty, Kelienburg, Vaughan

Good afternoon Sir: _

Please refer to the attached correspondence relative to your "Modifications to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (Volume 2)"
staff report as tabled for consideration at the February 28, 2012 Committee of the Whole meeting. Thank you very much
for your attention to this matter and should we need to discuss, we ask that you kindly please advise

accordingly. Regards.

Yurij

Yurij Michael Pelech, MA{PI), MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner

fad
%E : CERVESLIEY . LR T WS

Engineers, Planners, Project Managers
7877 Keele Street, Suite 200, Concard, Ontario L4K 4X3

T.(905)738-3939 F.(905)738-6993
www.emegroup.ca

To help us stop the spread of viruses, we request that all email sent to our office includes project name, number, and reciplent's name in the subject line.
CONDITIONS OF RECEIPT OF DIGITAL DATA

n the event of a dispute over inconsistencies between documents contained in the attached storage media and the original documents retained by

ZMC Group Limited, those retained bx EMC Grol#) Limited shall constitute the griginal document for record keeping punposes. Unautharized altefation,
copying or use of this digital data shall be deemed an_infringement of the Canadian Cn[:fbynght Act. Information coritained in this transmission

may beé of a preliminary nature or subject fo revision. The receiver fs responsible to confirm the valldnt{ of it prior i using it for aryfpurpose

authorized by the act of distribution. Electronic coPles of engineering plans prepared by EMC Group Limited are NOT to be used for construction

layout purposes. The receiver of such electronic files is to refer to [egal plans prepared by the surveyor as well as standard detail drawings and specifications
prepared by the municipality for layout purposes. For site plans, the teceiver is 10 refer to the architect’s site plan for bullding and site layout details

1
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February 27, 2012 ITEM - \ "\

ViA E-MAIL

Mayor and Members of the Committee of the Whole
City of Vaughan

c¢/o City Clerk

2141 Major Mackenzie Dr.

Vaughan, Ontario:

LeA 1T

Re:  Committee of the Whole February 28, 2012
Re: Item 14

Re:  Modifications to the Vaughan Official Plan — 210 (Volume II)

Re: File 25.1

Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP
Barristers & Solicitors

Patent &Trade-mark Agents

199 Bay Street

Suite 4000, Commerce Court West
Toronto ON MBL 1A9 Canada

Telr 41 6-863-2400 Fax: 418—863-2653

T. W. Bermingham

_Pariner

Dir: 416-863-2946
tim.bermingham@blakes:com

Referance; 24580/799

We represent United Parcel Service Canada Ltd. (“"UPS™), the owner of a large parcel of land in the
northeast quadrant of Steeles Avenue West and Jane Street. We have written and met with Staff of the
Planning departmentto explain the concems UPS has with regard to the proposed Official Plan policies.
Most recently, we sent the attached letter to City Staff setting out the principal policies which in the view of

UPS require modification.

We are writing to ensure that these concerns are part of the Record and are addressed in the processing of

the Vaughan Official Plan.

Although the letter was submitted in advance of the date by which it was requested, it does not appear to
have been included or commented upon in the Report which is currently before the Committee of the Whole.

We remain willing to meet and resolve these issues at the earliest opportunity.

Yours very truly,

T. W. Bermingham
TWB/mg
Encl.

c Robert Dragicevic
United Parcel Service Canada Ltd,
Diana Birchall
Clement Chong

222075621

MONTREAL OTTAWA TORONEO CALGARY

NEW YORK CHICAGD LONDON BAHRAIN AlL-KHOBAR™ BEUING

* Associated Offica

VANCOUVER
SHANGHAI blakes.com



Blake, Cassels & Graydon LLP
Bafristers & Solicitors

Patent & Trade-mark Agents

199 Bay Street

Suite 4000, Commerce Court West
Toronto ON MSL 1A9 Canada

Tel; 416-863-2400 Fax: 416-863-2653

T. W. Bermingham

February 15, 2012 Partner

Dir: 416-863-2046
lim.bermingham@btakes.com

WITHOUT PREJUDICE Reference: 24580/799

VIA E-MAIL

Diana Birchali

City of Vaughan

Director of Policy Planning
City of Vaughah

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

LBA 1T1

Dear Diana:

Re:  Chapter 11, Section 3 City of Vaughan Official Plan - UPS

We received the draft revisions to Chapter 11, Section 3 of the Council adopted City of Vaughan New
Official Plan (the Steele's West Secondary Pian) We als¢ received your request for comments by February
16, 2012 in order to report to a Committee of the Whole for February 28"

We have not had time to do a comprehensive review of the changed policies, but have been forced to
conclude that the changes do not respond to the concerns we have been expressing.

Key among our concerns has been:

(@)
{b)

©

(d)
(?)‘

22202702.2

the removal of the Employment use designation from the lands;

the omission of the requirement to require sensitive land uses proposed in the vicinity of the
site to provide the mitigative measures for protecting the Employment use activities as a
condition of planning approvals for such sensitive uses;

the omission of explicit permissions for the uses permitted on the fands. In this regard, the
deletion of Section 7.2 of what was OPA 620 is of particular concern;

the omission of policies relating to OPA 450, 500 and 529; and

the removal of numerous OMB approved changes to OPA 620..

MONTREAL OTTAWA TORONTQ CALGARY VANCOUVER
MNEW YORK CHICAGO LONDON -BAHRAIN AL-KHUBAR®* BELING SHANGHAI* blakes.com

~ Asseciated Qifice
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Page 2

These issues are fulty addressed in the proposed revisions. Particular changes and comments are as
follows:

(a) Employment designation

In light of the elimination of the Employment Uses designation, it is not sufficient to reference policy
11.3.14.6(b). That does not provide an Employment Use Designation. It may serve to allow UPS to
operate, develop and expand, but it raises questions as to:

(1) whether the UPS Lands have some-sort of *non conforming status” . The context of
OPA 620 was that Employment Use would continue to be the approved land use
designation; and

(ii). whether the absence of a designation opens any opportunity for a sensitive use
proponent to argue that in the context of, for example, MOE Guidelings, that the UPS
lands do not fully qualify as an industrial type of employment use.

We think that the Plan needs to contain a‘text statement that the lands shown on Map 11.3.F of the
Secondary Plan are designated for Employment Uses for as long as the existing use continues. We think
that statement should be located in Part | of the Plan, but as noted in our meeting we are open to solutions
that are unambiguous..

{b) OMB Approved Version of OPA 620
We need to do a further detailed review but it appears that this has been rectified.
ic) Section 11.3.14{6d)

Words have been introduced that we do not understand and that appear to create confusion. We think that
the new additions to OPA 620 should be edited as shown, for clarity and to eliminate what would otherwise
be a conflict within the plan as to who is responsible for mitigation where sensitive uses are introduced. We
think that the clear intent of the Plan is that section 11.3.13(3) applies to expansmns that are within the
existing zoning and that the more qualified right of UPS to expand referred to in subsection 11.3.13(6d)
applies o circumstarices where the expansion goes beyond the existing zoning.

Extensions or expansions of such uses beyond that permitted by the existing zoning shall be permitted
without amendment to this Secondary Plan, provided that the intent of this Secondary Plan,~as-it
applies-to-adiacont-properties; is not compromised and the tests prescribed below, are met:

i. the road pattern and transit routes envisioned by this Secondary Plan as jt applies to _adjacent
properties are not compromised or precluded in the long-term;

222027022

MONTREAL OTTAWA. TORGNTO CALGARY VANCOUVER

NEW YOBK CHICAGO LONDON BAHRAIN AL-KHOBAR" BEIANG . SHANGHAI hlakes.com
* Associated Office



Page 3

ii. the proposed expansion or ehfargement of the existing. use. shall not unduly aggravate the
situation created by the existence of the use, especially in regard fo the requirements. of the
zoning by-faw;

fiil. the characteristics of the existing use and the extension or enlargement shall be examined with
regard to noise, vibration, fumes, smoke, dust, odour, lighting, parking, and traffic
generation;

iv. the neighbouring sensifive uses will be protected where necessary by the provision of
landscaping, buffering or screening devices, and measures to reduce nuisances and, where
necessary, by regulations for alfeviating adverse effects caused by lighting or advertising
signs. Such provisions and regulations shall be applied to the proposed extension or
enlargement and, where feasible, shall also be extended to the existing use in order to
improve its compatibifity with the surrounding area; and/or;

v. in all cases where -an ex:simg use seriously affects the amenity of the surrounding area,
consideration shall be given to the possibility of ameliorating such conditions, as a condition
of approwng an application for extensron or enlargement of the ex:stmg use—and—whe;e

{d) Implementation Policies
Section 11,.3.14.1 reads:

“The policies contained in OPA 620 related to the zoning by-law, development concept plans and
site plan control have been removed and replaced with references to overall policies in Chapter 10
of Volume [ of the City of Vaughan Official Plan. Section 11.3.14.1 provides:

The policies contained in this Secondary Plan shall apply to the land shown on Map A as the
Steeles West Secondary Plan Area, subject to the provisions of Section 11.1.14.2 to 11.3.14.4.
Except as otherwise provided here in the policies of this Secondary Plan shall supersede any other
policies as contained in Chapters 1 through 10 and 12 of the Official Plan.””

The reference to 11.1.14.2 is presumably a typographical error for11.3.14.2.

With that typographical error corrected, the substantive problem is that the provisions of Section 10 appear
tc have been overridden, which was clearly not intended.

Please note also that the numbering skips from 11.1.14.3 to 11.1.14.5.

22202702.2

MONTREAL OTTAWA TORONTO CALGARY VANCOUVER

NEW YORK CHICAGO LONDON  BAHRAIN  AL-KHOBAR® BELING SHANGHAI" biakes.com
* Associated Qffice
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(e}  Local Corridor

Under the previous plan, and in the context in which OPA 620 was seftied, the UPS lands were not a "local

corfidor”. The current plan proposes to-change that and many of the corridor policies are not appropriate for
the UPS lands. The Plan should state (probably in conjunction with the designation) that the Local Corridor

policies do not apply to the UPS Lands, at least while they are used for Employment Uses.

* ok

We look forward to resolving this matter.

Yours very truly,

el

T. W. Bermingham
TWB/mg

c: C. Chong
4. Lambis
R. Dragicevic

22202702.2

MONTREAL OTTAWA TORONTO CALGARY VANCOUVER

NEW YORK CHICAGD LONDON BAHRAIN ALKHOBAR® BELING SHANGHAI blakes.com
* Ascoiates Chice



HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

216 Chrislea Road
Suite 103
Vaughan, ON

L4L 855

T. 905-264-7678
F: 805-264-8673

February 23, 2012

HPGI File: 08172

Mayor and Members of Council

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

Re: City of Vaughan Committee of the Whole Meeting February 28, 2012~ ltem 14
Official Plan Review ~Volume 2 _
KK Holdings ~ North West Quadrant of Kirby Road & Keele Street

Humphries Planning Group Inc., represents KK Holdings, owner of 17 acres of land located at
Pt Lot 31, Concession 4 (north/west quadrant of Keele Street and Kirby Road).
Correspondence was provided to the City of Vaughan dated June 14", August 30" and
September 7, 2010, September 10, 2011 and January 29, 2011 in addition to conducting
meetings and discussions with Regional Planning and local Planning staff as recently as January
2012, On behalf of KK Holdings, Humphries Planning has reviewed the staff report for the
above mentioned item and find that there is no reference or acknowledgement to the
September 10 or January 29" correspondence that has been previcusly provided to the City.

In 1998 the City of Vaughan approved an agreement that would extend full municipal services
to my clients fand on the north-west corner of Keele and Kirby. Since that time a portion of
the site has been developed to include a number of service commercial uses including a gas
station, car wash, a drive through eating establishment and a facility for the repair of
farm/heavy equipment and trucks. The initial development also provided for the construction
of a road north of Kirby that is fully serviced. The effect of this development is the creation of
a remnant parcel of fully serviced land that is surrounded on three sides with existing
development and has municipal roads along the south and west property line. Thereisa
railroad corridor along the east property line. It must be acknowledged that this is a very
unique situation within the City of Vaughan and any consideration of a land use change will
not be precedent setting in any way.

The continuation of agricultural uses on this remnant parce! is not practical and does not

reflect the true nature of the property. The continuation of an agricultural zone with it fimited
permitted uses also does not recognize the fact that the site is fully serviced. The City should

www. humphriesplanning.com



Attn: Mayor and Members of Councit

Re: Vaughan OP Review — Request for Modification
KK Holdings

Page20f3

want to take advantage and make better use of the existing infrastructure from and economic
development perspective.

We are once again formally requesting that the City of Vaughan incorporate a modification to
its adopted Official Plan which includes a site specific provision for the subject land which
maintains a rural designation that provides for “place of worship/institutional, fransportation
and industrial uses”. 1t is our opinion that the request is appropriate and represents good
planning for the following reasons:

¢ The subject land is located outside the existing or proposed urban boundary, however
it is currently serviced with municipal infrastructure inclusive of sanitary and water.

» A portion of the site is subject to land use approvals for service commercial uses
inclusive of gas station and car wash, drive-thru eating establishment and motor
vehicle sales and repair for farm/heavy equipment /trucks{By-law 179-2009).

» Itis not practical to expect that Agricultural uses to locate on the remainder of the
subject site in either the near or long-term as the site is bounded on three sides by
existing transportation infrastructure (west- railway, south-Kirby Road, east-Keele
Street) and existing development along Kirby Road and Keele Street.

» The requested policy for KK Holdings is not anticipated to create a precedent or pre-
determine land uses for adjacent landholdings. We believe that this particular case is
the only existing situation in the City at present time.

in support of the above request, a site specific policy proposed for the subject site is provided
below:

Section 13.1.

The lands at the north west corner of Kirby Road and Keele Street are identified on Schedule
14-C and are subject to policies set out in Section 13.X of this Plan.

13.X Neorth West Corner of Kirby Road and Keele Sireet

13.X.X General

13t Notwithstanding Policy 9.2.2,17 a) and b) of the Official Plan, for the area within
the Heavy lines on Map 13.x.x., a place of worship, institutional, transportation
and industrial uses shall be permitted.



FE’/F

Attr: Mayor and Members of Council

Re: Vaughan OP Revisw — Request for Modification
KK Holdings

Page3of 3

Map 13.x.x

Yours truly,
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

THE FHY il

Rosemarie L. Humphries BA, MCIP, RPP

cc. KK Holdings- Mr. Nick Cortellucci
Mr. Augustine Ko, Region of York Planning Department
Mr. John Mackenzig, Vaughan Planning Commissioner
Mr. Roy McQuillan Planning Department



BRATTY AND PARTNERS, LLP

BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS

PLEASE REFER TO:

Barry Horasko (Exié: 339)

Emall: bhorosko@bratty.com
Asslstant: Suzette Gotha (Ext: 240)
Email; sgotha@bratty.com
Telephone; (805)760-2700

February 27, 2012

The Corporation of the City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
! c #

Vaughan, Ontario
L6A 1T1 ‘ COMMUNICATION

cw. Feb 28112
Attention: Jeffrey A. Abrams, City Clerk \ L\

ITEM -

Dear Mr. Abrams:

Re: City of Vaughan draft Official Plan
1541677 Ontario Inc.
File Number OP.25.1

We are the solicitors acting on behalf of 1541677 Ontario Inc. 1541677 Ontario Inc. is the owner
of the site at the northwest corner of Bathurst Street and North Park Road municipally known as
7890 Bathurst Street.

Land Use Schedule 13 ~ T of the City of Vaughan draft Official Plan proposes that the site be
designated as Mid-Rise Mixed-Use with a maximum height of 12 storeys and a maximum dens1ty
of a Floor Space Index of 3.5.

We are writing to express concerns related to this designation. As owners of the property, our
clients believe that the height of the site is too restrictive. The height and density should be
increased to allow flexibility in design in achieving a high quality development.

Kindly note that applications have been filed for an OPA and Rezoning by the owners of this
property.” It is our submission that recognition should be provided so that the final approved
documents are reflected in the new official plan

Please keep us informed as this matter proceeds.

Yours fruly,
BRATTY AND PARTNERS, LLP

T WK

Barry A. Horosko
cc: 1541677 Ontario Inc.

7501 Keele Streef, Sulte 200 Vaughan, Ontario  L4K 1Y2 T 9058-760-2600 F 905-760-2900  www.bratty.com
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- ™| COMMUNICATION
Subject: FW: Legal Services Contract Award Item 17 ¢
' 2012 CW -
Attachments: Aug 9 Letter to lafrate.pdf l —:]__
ITEM -

From: Antony Niro TimeForChangeVaughan [mailto:antony.niro@timeforchangevaughan.ca]

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2012 1:14 PM

To: Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Rosati, Gino; Shefman, Alan; Racco, Sandra; Di Biase,
Michael; Carella, Tony; Iafrate, Marilyn

Cc: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Caroline Grech
Subject: Legal Services Contract Award Item 17 on Committee of the Whole Fabruary 28, 2012

Dear Members of Council,

Attached you will find my letter to members of Council from last summer on this item. My opinion remains adamantly
the same regarding the retention of Aird and Berlis on the Rizmi matter specifically and by extension, | am against their
retention on any future matters in Vaughan whatsoever.

In reading this report, scores were allotted based on some criteria. One of the criteria mentioned in the report is
“Success Rate” of the firm. | think my position was clear in the attached letter regarding the lack of success we have had
with Aird and Berlis. On the biggest matter in the history of our City on the $150Million Lawsuit, Aird and Berelis has

_ lostin front of 7 judges a total of 3 out of 3 times! They have a 0% success rate on that file. On the Rizmi OMB Hearing,

they lost on a motion in 2003 regarding the Oak Ridges Moraine applicability to the file, they appealed to the courts and
lost again. That’s 0 for 2. They are a total of O for 5. Still 0% success rate. With such a poor record on a file, and with
success rate a key criteria for awarding further jobs, how did staff come to the conclusion that Aird and Berlis are the
right firm for Vaughan? They may succeed elsewhere in Ontario, but for us, they have failed and that is all that should
matter to Vaughan.
Secondly, another criteria in the report is “conflicts or potential conflicts of interest”. Again, the letter attached clearly
spells out the fact that Aird and Berlis are in my opinion in a direct conflict of interest because they may be implicated in
the $150Million lawsuit as allegedly giving direction to close the files that are the subject of that lawsuit. This fact, at the
very least, puts them in a potential conflict of interest which Vaughan should not take part in.
Finally, there is absolutely no mention of Value for the these contracts. There is not one $ dollar amount mentioned,
only the opinion of staff that they think the firms are offering some discounts to their rates. If their rates are too high to
begin with, those discounts mean nothing. Without the Public knowing the hourly rates and schedules of the hourly
rates for each of the fawyers involved in the retainer agreements, Vaughan residents have absolutely no idea if they are
getting value for money. This at the very least should be included in the public report for the various firms being
awarded the contracts. There should also be a provision that the legal firms are not hired for matters over $25,000.00
unless specifically authorized by Council direction. Failing such a check and balance, we run the risk of out of control
spending for external lawyers.
| respectfully request Council to do the following: .
<l--[if IsupportLists}-->1. <I--[endif]-->Remove Aird and Berlis from the approved list as well as remove them from
working on any current matters {specifically Rizmi).
<l--(if IsupportLists]-->2.  <!--[endif]-->A $25,000.00 limit on staff discretion should also be implemented. Anything
above that should require Council authorization.
<!--[if lsupportLists]-->3.  <!--[endif]->Any renewals past the 2 years, is at the sole discretion of Council, not staff.
<I--[if IsupportLists]-->4.  <!--[endif]-->I also request the balance of the report be deferred and brought back with a
full and detailed schedule of hourly rates of each lawyer by name and years of experience being provided to the
City by the successful bidders so that Vaughan residents have the opportunity to provide their opinions on value

1



for tax dollars. Also, any other “benefits” to the City such as training as mentioned, needs to be specifically
outlined.
I do plan on attending council to speak to this matter and hope Council members will support these requests.
. -Antony.
(\ Founder Time For Change Vaughan



Antony Niro
Maplewood Ravines Community
333 Laurentian Blvd.
Maple, ON
LGA 2V3
(416) 846-6476

Antony.niro@gmail.com

August 9, 2011
Councillor lafrate
2141 Major Mackenzie Dr.
Vaughan, ON
L6A IT1

Re. Rizimi Gravel Pit

This letter is addressed to you as the local councillor most concerned with the above-
referenced matter, with copies furnished to a number of other Council members. the three
Local/Regional Councillors, Deb Schulte, Michael Di Biase, and Gino Rosati, as well as the
Mayor. As the adjoining ward councillor, Sandra Racco, has an indirect interest in this issue, I
have copied her as well. Also, as the Rizmi/Milani Lands Working Group was struck to
formulate a settletnent, I am copying the chair of the group, Councillor Tony Carella. You and
all of these other Council members are responsible to have this issue resolved.

You indicated that “We are further ahead than we have ever been before” in relation to
shutting down the gravel pit and settling this once and for all. That is now very clearly not the
case. It is time for change in the approach Vaughan should take in resolving this issue.

I have been involved since 2003 and am Party to the OMB Hearing. Ihave made contact and
asked various parties (Region, City, Landowner) for guidance on how to resolve this and in my
opinion, we are no closer fo a resolution than we were two years ago. In fact, the City’s current
approach has been to defer to legal advice for guidance and fight this out in court and the
OMB where we have done nothing but lose! From that perspective, we are farther behind.



On June 22, I met with Bruce Macgregor, CAO of the Region of York. Mr. Macgregor placed a
substantial amount of responsibility on the Province as the key decision maker. [ would agree
with him insofar as they need to implement a decision. However, the political force behind a
solution can only be the local municipality. Further, in discussing the provincial role, he said
the “Stay” needs to be lifted by the Province in order to be able to have this resolved through the
OMB via a facilitator or mediator.

The lifting of the Stay would allow for a process to continue at the OMB. However, I do not
think lifting the Stay, absent of an agreed-upon settlement by all the parties is beneficial at this
point in the negotiations. It may be the only solution should we not be able to agree on a
settlement. We may be perilously close to that point, but I am not willing to concede that the

Parties cannot agree quite yet.

The landowner has provided me with minutes to a settlement discussion between the
consultants that recently took place. Thave attached them below. The minutes clearly indicate
a serious problem and a starkly contrasting opinion quite at variance with the assurances given

to me by you and other members of council.

I can gather based on the minutes and discussions that the barrier to a solution is mostly tied to
some environmental concerns. In response to that, the landowner has hired an environmental
consultant, who presumably walked and mapped every inch of the site for environmental
features. He supports the environmental/development boundaries as indicated on Rizmi
proposal to scitle. The City and Region apparently disagree with those boundaries. [ am not an
environmental expert so I don’t know who is right. However, one might conclude that the most
recent up-to-date site specific investigative report done by the landowner’s expert might be
more credible than some outdated higher level non-site-specific study that the Region and the
City are relying upon.

City and Regional staff have provided their professional opinions about the development
proposals on these lands and as a Professional Engineer myself, I understand the professional
difficulty that may arise when forced to reconsider a previous opinion. Such reconsideration
might attack my credibility as a professional. For example, it is likely inappropriate for the City
or the Region to put their internal planners or environmental experts on the stand at the OMB
and provide an opinion in support of the settlement proposal as they have already indicated



publicly that they are opposed to any development whatsoever. Their credibility would come

into question.

The current process is failing and it must stop. If the intent is to resolve this matier, which you
clearly indicated to me and my community during the election, then you will take the
necessary steps to champion this effort. Whatever the Working Group has done to date

appears to have been unsuccessful.

Three Key Changes Needed

We need a change and it is logical now to request a change to three key players to bring new
perspective to solving this issue.

1.  New Environmental Expert

2. New Planning Consultants

3.  New Legal Advisers

The landowner has a professional environmental expert. Ithink the City needs one too. This
expert can provide a peer review of the field work and conclusions of the landowner’s expert
and be able to advise us from a fresh and unrestricted perspective whether or not the
development boundaries as proposed are reasonable. If he or she concludes that they are
unreasonable, then we will have a credible negotiating position against the landowner that
they are being too aggressive. If not, we will be able to decide with confidence that their

proposal is backed up by environmental science.

The second new team member we need is a planner. The current planning teams are
diametrically opposed to one another’s positions. As you have told me in the past, this is a
VERY complex issue and needs very experienced, creative professionals to solve it. The current
planning team at the City and Region, as already stated, are unable to change their professional
opintons, and further, likely don’t have the specialized creative skill set required for this
solution. Perhaps it is the same scenario as the City Hall cost overruns. Let’s avoid making the
same mistakes by hiring the right “skill set” now before it is too late.

The last new member of the team should obviously be new legal counsel. I am very adamant
about this point for numerous reasons. Past council members misrepresented to our

community that we were winning in court and the OMB and therefore convinced us Aird and
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Berelis was the firm best suited to represent our community’s interest. After further
investigation, and many added decisions by the court, we realize that Aird and Berelis has done
nothing but lose. They have yet to win ONE thing in court/OMB and cost us taxpayers likely
over a §1 million to date, not to mention the fact that we are in a very poor negotiating

position. They have brought absolutely nothing to the table and only hurt us.

Secondly, it is alleged that Jane Pepino from Aird and Berelis may be implicated in the $150
million lawsuit the landowner has filed. She is specifically named in the affidavits of Cam
Milani and Bernie Divona as giving advice to City staff to close the transitional files subject to
that litigation. See attached excerpts from the affidavits. [ might suggest that if significant
damages are awarded against the City in relation to that lawsuit and if the allegations that Aird
and Berelis are implicated in closing those files are in fact proven, then the City would be in a
very awkward position. The firm is in a clear conflict of interest and cannot possibly represent
the best interests of the City or the community properly. New and unbiased representation is
needed.

Lastly, attached you will find excerpts from a letter written by Aird and Berlis on an Oak Ridges
Moraine transitional matter in Richmond Hill IN SUPPORT of development based on those
transitional provisions and OMB decision from 2003 in favour of that landowner. Those facts
are very similar fo the facts surrounding the Rizmi lands and their OMB decision. Why has
Aird and Berlis not brought this fo the attention of Vaughan Council? Oak Ridges Moraine
transitional issues are not unfamiliar to the law firm and they should have provided you with
their creative legal precedents in other jurisdictions where they were successful in arguing
fransitional vesting for a solution. I find this omission telling in either their ability or
motivations. In either circumstance, they are not properly representing the interests of our

community and, in fact, all of the residents of Vaughan.
In conclusion.

The Working Group needs fo take control of this negotiation, in the interests of a political
solution, not a staff solution. Negotiations are falling apart at the hands of the current staff and
professional representation for the reasons spelled out above. [ request the Working Group
form this new team immediately and stave off “the VERY negative report” that the Region wants
to author in September or October. This new team could also represent the interests of the



Region for the same reasons and help to save costs for both parties. Please let me know when I

can be infroduced to our new representation.

Marilyn, I need not add that your credibility as a representative of this community hinges on
the resolution of these issues. As it stands now, it looks as if nothing has or will change, except
that a potentially disastrous lawsuit and gravel pit will go forward. Time is running out. The
Regional Planning report may be a point of no return to the bargaining table. This matter is in

your hands...

Yours Truly,

Antony Niro P.Eng.
Maplewood Ravines Community

Cc. Mayor and Members of Council
Rizmi Holdings Limited., Jeff Davies
TRCA, Jose Matera

Region of York, Bill Fisch

Mapledowns Golf and Country Clube
Woodland Acres Ratepayers Association
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From: Antony Nirc TimeForChangeVaughan [mailte:antony.niro@timeforchangevaughan.cal

Sent: Saturday, February 25, 2012 2:08 PM

To: Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Rosati, Gino; Shefman, Alan; Racco, Sandra; Di Biase,
Michael; Carella, Tony; Iafrate, Marilyn

Cc: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Caroline Grech

Subject: Batch Plant and Gravel Pit Type Use Application - February 28th Committee of the Whole

Dear Council Members,

Late Thursday night I saw an addendum item to the February 28" Committee of the Whole meeting adding the
“Batch Plant and Gravel Pit Type Use” Application in the Rural Area of Vaughan fronting on Hwy 400 onto the
agenda. I see the original Committee of the Whole recommendation to defer that item to April was overturned
at Council 4 days ago. I am disappointed in Council's decision.

The original deferral motion from Committee, as I understood it after my deputation that day on the item, was
intended to give the public time to digest the report, meet with staff and council members and inform my

- community members and those that are affected by this application. Over the past few weeks I have started that
process. I have met with the local councillor Iafrate and Regional Councillor Schulte and Grant Director of
Planning. Staff’s opinions are apparently based on some OMB decision in Western Vaughan for a Transport
Truck Terminal near the Intermodal facility. [ have repeatedly requested all the information from staff on that
OMB Decision, but as of yet have not received anything but editorial emails with no documents. It appears
there is no direct correlation between the OMB decision and the Batch Plant application.

The point here is that the original deferral motion was intended to provide me with some time to accomplish
these things. Ihave started the process, but am far from completing it. For Council to not only overturn the
deferral motion, but also fail to even inform the beneficiary of the deferral motion to begin with of that change
is disappointing.

I do intend on attending Committee to speak to this item again. I wanted however, to inform Councillors that I
do plan on sending a newsletter to North Maple, Block 12 and North Central Maple residents informing them of
Council decision on this application. I request a recorded vote so residents know if their elected official support
“Gravel Pit Type Uses”. This may not be extraction, but it operates like a Gravel Pit for all effective purposes
by shipping aggregates in and out along with the other accessory type uses like Mixing and Batch Plants,
outside storage and truck traffic that will only increase over time and be a stain on our image. There won't even
be a buffer on the 400 hwy blocking the unsightly visual this will provide to people enter Vaughan from the
north.

Residents of Maple have fought these types of uses for decades along Keele Street, the Keele Valley Dump Site
and obviously most currently the Rizmi Pit. For Council to support the approval (even temporarily) of this use

. is completely contrary not only to elected promises, but against good political and planning judgment. The

official plan 637 prohibits outside storage in this area. Period. No question about it. Staff has already said this

i



will open the door for more obnoxious uses to open up all along the 400. This will set the wrong precedent for
our City.

~ This is a prime example as to why we need a 6™ Rural Ward because elected officials don’t seem to give such
ases in low populated areas the attention they deserve. Their obnoxious uses are dumped into our area because
they think it doesn’t affect enough people to matter so let’s let it go. That is just plain wrong.

As the Founder of Time for Change Vaughan, a board member of numerous ratepayer associations, a past
President of the Maplewood Ravines Community Association and a strong advocate for the rural voice, I have
an obligation to inform our residents where our elected official stand on these matters.

I urge Council to turn this application down and vote against it. If you think this applicant will win at the OMB,
then let them prove their case in front of that Board. I think they will lose because they do not meet the general
intent of Plan (OPA. 637) which is a condition of the approval of a temporary zoning by law. The Plan clearly
states outside storage is specifically prohibited. Your recorded vote on the matter will be broadcast to the
community.

-Antony.

Antony Niro, P.Eng.
Founder Time For Change Vaughan
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From: Verrilli, Leo [mailto:Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 10:19 PM

To: 'markfazari@rogers.com’; Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna;
Clerks@vaughan.ca; Jeffers, Judy; MacKenzie, John

Cc: 'danielafazari@rogers.com’; 'vsoares@controlfiresystems.com'; 'marco.corrente@me.com’; 'jrusso@stitches.ca';
‘rofaiel@hotmail.com’; 'fgrosso@yahoo.com'; 'sagozzino@ellisdon.com’; 'monicherry@hotmail.com’; ‘abellomo@kpmg.ca';
‘thecostanzos@rogers.com'; 'chris_chatkiewicz@hotmail.com'; 'griniz27@hotmail.com'; 'moconesi@295.ca’;
Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com'

Subject: Re: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

We are very disappointed with the City Planners to endorse this and similar to my feliow neighbours, we will be joining
the petition along with the rest of cur neighbors which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE
0OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

Leo & Carmela Verrilli
240 Via Teodoro

‘From: MARK FAZARI [mailto:markfazari@rogers.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 10:27 AM
To: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca <maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca>;

gino.rosati@vaughan.ca <gino.rosati@vaughan.ca>; michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca <michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca>;
deb.schulte@vaughan.ca <deb.schulte@vaughan.ca>; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca

<Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca>; clerks@vaughan.ca <clerks@vaughan.ca>

Cc: Verrilli, Leo; Daniela Fazari. <danielafazari@rogers.com>; vsoares@controlfiresystems.com
<ysoares@controlfiresystems.com>; marco.corrente@me.com <marco.corrente@me.com>; jrusso@stitches.ca
<jrusso@stitches.ca>; rofaiel@hotmail.com <rofaiel@hotmail.com>; fgrosso@yahoo.com <fgrosso@yahoo.com>;
sagozzino@ellisdon.com <sagozzino@ellisdon.com>; monicherry@hotmail.com <monicherry@hotmail.com>;
abellomo@kpmg.ca <abellomo@kpmag.ca>; thecostanzos@rogers.com <thecostanzos@rogers.com>;

chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com <chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com>; griniz27@hotmail.com <griniz27@hotmail.com>;
moconesi@®295.ca <moconesi@295.ca>; Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com <Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com>

Subject: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING
BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Mark & Daniela Fazari
239 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge Ontario, LAH 0X6

We are writing to provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as we
will likely not be able to attend and provide comment in person.

We understand that there is now staff report available regarding the above mentioned application, and we

are very disappointed to read that this report was in favour of the application and recommends it for

approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any suggestion by the applicant to re-zone these
land to High Density Residential on the bases of the the below points.

1



» The fact that for both the current Official Plan and the new Official Plan, currently in the approval
stages, list this land as no more that low density residential containing at most single family dwellings.
This is evident in the fact that the current infrastructure in the area, including roads, walkways, traffic,
would not support this type of building and concentration of residence. This is also evident in the both
the Environmental and Visual impact to the surrounding residential areas adjacent to the proposed site,
both in Vellore Village and those on Woodend Place.

» The fact that the residents in the area feel as though we have been misrepresented by our rate payers
association - East Woodbridge(EWCA), as mentioned in the below email sent on June 15th 2011
following the Council Meeting June 14th 2011, at which the EWCA supported the application.

o This is apparent in the fact that there was a meeting held by Councillor Defrancesca at the
Vellore Village Community Centre on June 1st 2011, which members of the EWCA were in
attendance, and approximately 80 to 100 residents in the area unanimously disagreed with the
application. We would like to add that at no time during this meeting on June 1st 2011 did
anyone from the EWCA comment on support for the application.

o Itwas also evident in the show of disagreement by residents at the council meeting on June 14th
2011.

o At no time were residents in the area contacted by the EWCA for this issue or any other issue in
the 2.5 years living in the area.

» The Visual Impact Study completed by Royal Pine did not fully represent the full impact of a building of
this size. The study was completed at a time when the trees in the area were in full bloom, therefore
negating the fact that 6 months of the year there is complete transparency though the forest between the
residences on both Via Teodoro and Woodend Place. Also the mechanism used to demonstrate the
visual 1impact was a small narrow crane that does measure up to or come close to the size and girth of the
proposed building.

» This application and the approval of it will affect future applications for the adjacent lands on both the
north and south corners of Major MacKenzie and Pine Valley Drive and those on Major
MacKenzie between Pine Valley drive and Woodend Place. Of which none are listed as future high
density areas according to both the old and new official plan. This application and the approval of it
would lend to a greater chance of further Re-Zoning applications for these lands and increased density in
the area. There are areas designated for growth in the area according to both the new and old Official
Plans and these areas are not them, we ask that Council abide by that.

In October 2010 the residents in Vaughan voted for change in our comumunity which is evident in the council
we have today. We don't want to see misuse of our tax dollars in any form. We disagree with wasted money in
the development of an Official Plan that can change with the submission of any application, especially with the
implications and scope of the application at hand.

We still invite members of council to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries,
specifically those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan to truly gauge the
opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council representing the residents in the
area.

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

~ Thank you
Mark and Daniela Fazari
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From: MARK FAZARI| <markfazari@rogers.com>

To: carlodefrancesca@ewca.ca; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; gino.rosati@vaughan.ca:
nichael.dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca; clerks@vaughan.ca

Ce: Leo. Verrilli@dpsg.com; Mark Fazari <markfazari@rogers.com>; Daniela Fazari. <danielafarzari@rogers.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:13:09 AM

Subject: EWCA Misrepresentation at Council Meeting 6/14/2011 - RE:Z.06.005

I was very disappointed last night to hear the deputation of representatives of the East Woodbridge Community
Association (EWCA) endorsing and supporting the proposed plan and application by Royal Pine Homes -
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

As mentioned in my deputation last night, I had the opportunity in recent weeks to talk to many residents within
the boundaries of Via Campanile - west to Pine Valley Dr, Davos - north to Via Teodoro. This area is directly
south of the proposed site of development, and one of the areas that would be directly affected. I was not
surprised to learn that none of the residents I spoke to were in favour of the application. However, given this
information, and the endorsement from members of the EWCA, I would have to assume that residents in the
area listed above were not contacted by the EWCA to provide opinion.

[ invite members of the EWCA to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries, specifically
those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan, and include members of council to
truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council by the

EWCA representing the residents in the area

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is

. representative of the residents affected.

- Thank you

Mark Fazari

@
#de PLAY. Let's Play! We're denating $15 million to build or fix up 2,000 playgrounds. And 5 million kids will be jumping for joy. Join
oA FurrERlanAsas s at LetsPlay.com.

This e-mail (including any attachments) is confidential and may contain privileged information of Dr.Pepper Snapple Graup, Inc. and/or its
subsidiaries ("Dr Pepper Snapple Group"}. If you are not the intended recipient or recelve it in error, you may not use, distribute, disclose or
copy any of the information contained within it and it may be unlawful to do so. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us
immediately by returning this e-mail to us at mailerror@dpsg.com and destroy all copies. Any views expressed by individuals within this e-
mail do not necessarily reflect the views of Dr Pepper Snapple Group. This e-mail does not constitute a binding offer, acceptance,
amendment, waiver or other agreement, unless the intent that an e-mail will constitute such Is clearly stated in the body of the email.
Recipients are advised to subject this e-mail and attachments to their own virus checking, in keeping with good computing practice. Please
note that e-mail received by Dr Pepper Snapple Group may be monitored in accordance with applicable law.
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From: Leo Verrilli [mailto:leo.verrilli@sympatico.ca]
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 12:31 PM

To: Jeffers, Judy; Uyeyama, Grant; Ciafardoni, Joy; MacKenzie, John; DevelopmentPlanning@vaughan.ca; Shefman,
Alan; Carella, Tony; lafrate, Marilyn; Racco, Sandra; Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb;
DeFrancesca, Rosanna

Subject: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING
BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

[ am writing to provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL
PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as we will likely
not be able to attend and provide comment in person.

We are very disappointed to hear that the City issued out their report in favour of the application and
recommends it for approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any suggestion by the applicant
to re-zone these land to High Density Residential.

Why develop an OPA and spend millions of taxpayers’ money and time only to have it changed? This is a
complete waste of time.

" There are many areas in Vaughan already designated for Medium to High Density intensification, this area is
not one of them.

We ask that Royal Pine Homes kindly re-work their plan and stick to the guidelines allowed — a low density
building that conforms and in its uniformity to the homes that currently exist respecting its surroundings.

Thank you

Leo & Carmela Verrilli
240 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge, ON

L4H 0X6
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From: Monica C [mailto:monicherry@hotmail.com]

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2012 9:46 AM

To: Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Clerks@vaughan.ca;
Jeffers, Judy; MacKenzie, John; Iafrate, Marilyn; Shefman, Alan; Carella, Tony; Racco, Sandra

Subject: OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005,

Please let it be noted and considered that we too are in disagreement with the proposed plan and are
working on a petition from all neighbours which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT
FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

Adam and Monica Caschera
235 Via Teodoro
Vaughan, ON L4H 0X6
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From: Bellomo, Anthony [majlto:abellomo@kpmg.ca]

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2012 10:00 AM

To: MARK FAZARI; Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna;
Clerks@vaughan.ca; Iafrate, Marilyn; Carella, Tony; Racco, Sandra

Cc: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; Daniela Fazari.; vsoares@controlfiresystems.com; marco.corrente@me.com:
jrussog@stitches.ca; rofaiel@hotmail.com; farosso@yahoo.com; sagozzino@ellisdon.com; monicherry@hotmail.com:

thecostanzos@rogers.com; chris chatkiewicz@haotmail.com; griniz27@hotmail,com; moconesi@295.ca;
Tim.Sorechinsky@urs.com; Stephanie Bellomo

Subject: RE: Counci! Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

We are very disappointed that Vaughan planning staff recommended approval for the proposed
redevelopment. We would have thought that the underlying criteria to approve this application would have
been the Official Plan(s) as it is the City’s responsibility to uphold and defend the Official Plan(s). The Official
Plan(s) policies were professionally prepared, reviewed in mandatory public process with comments and
contribution by residents and approved by City council. We are shocked and concerned how this fundamental
criteria can be overlooked by planning staff and recommending approval. The Official Plan{s) have already
addressed areas for residential intensification and the Pine Valley Dr. south of Major Mackenzie Dr. was not

" one of the areas.

At the conclusion of the June 14" Public Meeting it was passed to move forward with Ward 3 community
meetings that included councillors and local ratepayers associations to address this issue and to my knowledge
this meeting never occurred. Again, another blatant disregard to the Vaughan residents impacted by this
decision.

Also, as pointed out in an earlier email, | trust Councillor Rosanna DeFrancesca would not participate in the
elected officials vote on this issue due to her perceived conflict of interest.

Please let it be noted and considered that we too are in disagreement with the proposed plan and are working
on a petition from all neighbours which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE
0OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

Anthony and Stephanie Bellomo
225 Via Teodoro, Woodbridge, ON L4H 0X6
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Any tax advice herein is based on the facts provided to us and on current tax law including judicial and
administrative interpretation. Tax law is subject to continual change, at times on a retroactive

" basis and may result in incremental taxes, interest or penalties. Should the facts provided to us

be incorrect or incomplete or should the law or its interpretation change, our advice may be

1



inappropriate. We are not responsible for updating our advice for changes in law or

interpretation after the date hereof. The advice or other information provided herein is
confidential and may be privileged and is for the sole use of KPMG’s client. The advice is based
on the specific facts and circumstances and the scope of KPMG’s engagement and associated
.erms of engagement as the case may be and is not intended to be relied upon by any other person.
KPMG disclaims any responsibility or liability for any reliance that any person other than

the client may place on this advice. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure,

copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it,

is prohibited and may be unlawful.
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From: MARK FAZARI [mailto:markfazari@rogers.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 11:27 AM

To: MARK FAZARI; Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna;
Clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; Daniela Fazari.; ysoares@controlfiresystems.com; marco.corrente@me.com;
irusso@stitches.ca; rofaiel@hotmail.com; fgrosso@vyahoo.com; sagozzino@ellisdon.com; monicherry@hotmaijl.com;
abellomo@kpma.ca; thecostanzos@rogers.com; chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com: griniz27@hotmail.com:
moconesi@295.ca; Tim,Sorochinsky@urs.com

Subject: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING
BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Mark & Daniela Fazari
239 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge Ontario, L4H 0X6

We are writing to provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application
OFFICTIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as we
will likely not be able to attend and provide comment in person.

- We understand that there is now staff report available regarding the above mentioned application, and we

are very disappointed to read that this report was in favour of the application and recommends it for
approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any suggestion by the applicant to re-zone these
land to High Density Residential on the bases of the the below points.

» The fact that for both the current Official Plan and the new Official Plan, currently in the approval
stages, list this land as no more that low density residential containing at most single family dwellings.
This is evident in the fact that the current infrastructure in the area, including roads, walkways, traffic,
would not support this type of building and concentration of residence. This is also evident in the both
the Environmental and Visual impact to the surrounding residential areas adjacent to the proposed site,
both in Vellore Village and those on Woodend Place.

» The fact that the residents in the area feel as though we have been misrepresented by our rate payers
association - East Woodbridge(EWCA), as mentioned in the below email sent on June 15th 2011
following the Council Meeting June 14th 2011, at which the EWCA supported the application.

o This is apparent in the fact that there was a meeting held by Councillor Defrancesca at the
Vellore Village Community Centre on June 1st 2011, which members of the EWCA were in
attendance, and approximately 80 to 100 residents in the area unanimously disagreed with the
application. We would like to add that at no time during this meeting on June 1st 2011 did
anyone from the EWCA comment on support for the application.

o It was also evident in the show of disagreement by residents at the council meeting on June 14th
2011.

o At no time were residents in the area contacted by the EWCA for this issue or any other issue in
the 2.5 years living in the area.



» The Visual Impact Study completed by Royal Pine did not fully represent the full impact of a building of
this size. The study was completed at a time when the trees in the area were in full bloom, therefore
negating the fact that 6 months of the year there is complete transparency though the forest between the
residences on both Via Teodoro and Woodend Place. Also the mechanism used to demonstrate the
visual impact was a small narrow crane that does measure up to or come close to the size and girth of the
proposed building.

» This application and the approval of it will affect future applications for the adjacent lands on both the
north and south comners of Major MacKenzie and Pine Valley Drive and those on Major
MacKenzie between Pine Valley drive and Woodend Place. Of which none are listed as future high
density areas according to both the old and new official plan. This application and the approval of it
would lend to a greater chance of further Re-Zoning applications for these lands and increased density in
the area. There are areas designated for growth in the area according to both the new and old Official
Plans and these areas are not them, we ask that Council abide by that.

In October 2010 the residents in Vaughan voted for change in our community which is evident in the council
we have today. We don't want to see misuse of our tax dollars in any form. We disagree with wasted money in
the development of an Official Plan that can change with the submission of any application, especially with the
implications and scope of the application at hand.

We still invite members of council to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries,
specifically those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan to truly gauge the
opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council representing the residents in the
area.

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you

Mark and Daniela Fazari

From: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>
To: carlodefrancesca@ewca.ca; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; gino.rosati@®vaughan.ca:

michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca; clerks@vaughan.ca
Cc: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; Mark Fazari <markfazari@rogers.com>; Daniela Fazari. <danielafazari@rogers.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:13:09 AM

Subject: EWCA Misrepresentation at Council Meeting 6/14/2011 - RE:Z.06.005

I was very disappointed last night to hear the deputation of representatives of the East Woodbridge Community
Association (EWCA) endorsing and supporting the proposed plan and application by Royal Pine Homes -
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

As mentioned in my deputation last night, I had the opportunity in recent weeks to talk to many residents within
the boundaries of Via Campanile - west to Pine Valley Dr, Davos - north to Via Teodoro. This area is directly
south of the proposed site of development, and one of the areas that would be directly affected. I was not
surprised to learn that none of the residents I spoke to were in favour of the application. However, given this
information, and the endorsement from members of the EWCA, I would have to assume that residents in the
area listed above were not contacted by the EWCA to provide opinion.

[ invite members of the EWCA to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries, specifically
those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan, and include members of council to
truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council by the

EWCA representing the residents in the area



Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you
Mark Fazari
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From: sagozzino@ellisdon.com [mailto:sagozzino@ellisdon.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 2:39 PM

To: markfazari@rogers.com

Cc: abellomo@kpmg.ca; chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com; Clerks@vaughan.ca; danielafazari@rogers.com; Schulte, Deb;
farosso@yahoo.com; Rosati, Gino; griniz27@hotmail.com; jrusso@stitches.ca; Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com;
marco.corrente@me.com; markfazari@rogers.com; Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Di Biase, Michael; moconesi@295.ca;

monicherry@hotmail.com; rofaiel@hotmail.com; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; thecostanzos@rogers.com;

Tim.Sorochinsky®@urs.com; vsoares@controlfiresystems.com
Subject: Re: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Please let it be noted that we too are in disagreement with the proposed plan and are working on a
petition from all neighbours which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE
0P.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Stefanie and Anthony Agozzino
243 Via Teodoro, Woodbridge, ON L4H 0X6

————— MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com> wrote: -----

To: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>, "maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca"
<maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca>, "gino.rosati@vaughan.ca" <gino.rosati@vaughan.ca>,
"michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca" <michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca>, "deb.schulte@vaughan.ca"
<deb.schulte@vaughan.ca>, "Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca"
<Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca>, "clerks@vaughan.ca" <clerks@vaughan.ca>

From: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>

Date: 02/26/2012 11:27AM

Cc: "Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com” <Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com>, "Daniela Fazari." <danielafazari@rogers.com>,
"vsoares@contrglfiresystems.com" <vsoares@controlfiresystems.com>, "marco.corrente@me.com"
<marco.corrente@me.com>, "jrusso@stitches.ca" <jrusso@stitches.ca>, "rofaiel@hotmail.com"
<rofaiel@hotmail.com>, "fgrosso@yahoo.com” <fgrosso@yahoo.com>, "sagozzino@ellisdon.com"
<sagozzino@ellisdon.com>, "mgonicherry@hotmail.com" <monicherry@hotmajl.com>,

"abellomo@kpmg.ca" <abellomo@kpmg.ca>, "thecostanzos@rogers.com" <thecgstanzos@rogers.com:>,
"chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com" <chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com>, "griniz27@hotmail.com”

<griniz27@hotmail.com>, "moconesi@295.ca" <moconesi@295.ca>, "Tim.Serochinsky@urs.com”
<Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com>

Subject: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE
OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Mark & Daniela Fazari
239 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge Ontario, L4H 0X6

We are writing to provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as
we will likely not be able to attend and provide comment in person.

1



We understand that there is now staff report available regarding the above mentioned application, and we

are very disappointed to read that this report was in favour of the application and recommends it for

approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any suggestion by the applicant to re-zone these
land to High Density Residential on the bases of the the below points.

» The fact that for both the current Official Plan and the new Official Plan, currently in the approval
stages, list this land as no more that low density residential containing at most single family dwellings.
This is evident in the fact that the current infrastructure in the area, including roads, walkways, traffic,
would not support this type of building and concentration of residence. This is also evident in the both
the Environmental and Visual impact to the surrounding residential areas adjacent to the proposed site,
both in Vellore Village and those on Woodend Place.

+ The fact that the residents in the area feel as though we have been misrepresented by our rate payers
association - East Woodbridge(EWCA), as mentioned in the below email sent on June 15th 2011
following the Council Meeting June 14th 2011, at which the EWCA supported the application.

o This is apparent in the fact that there was a meeting held by Councillor Defrancesca at the
Vellore Village Community Centre on June 1st 2011, which members of the EWCA were in
attendance, and approximately 80 to 100 residents in the area unanimously disagreed with the
application. We would like to add that at no time during this meeting on June 1st 2011 did
anyone from the EWCA comment on support for the application.

o It was also evident in the show of disagreement by residents at the council meeting on June 14th
2011.

o Atno time were residents in the area contacted by the EWCA for this issue or any other issue in
the 2.5 years living in the area.

» The Visual Impact Study completed by Royal Pine did not fully represent the full impact of a building of
this size. The study was completed at a time when the trees in the area were in full bloom, therefore
negating the fact that 6 months of the year there is complete transparency though the forest between the
residences on both Via Teodoro and Woodend Place. Also the mechanism used to demonstrate the
visual impact was a small narrow crane that does measure up to or come close to the size and girth of
the proposed building.

» This application and the approval of it will affect future applications for the adjacent lands on both the
north and south corners of Major MacKenzie and Pine Valley Drive and those on Major
MacKenzie between Pine Valley drive and Woodend Place. Of which none are listed as future high
density areas according to both the old and new official plan. This application and the approval of it
would lend to a greater chance of further Re-Zoning applications for these lands and increased density
in the area. There are areas designated for growth in the area according to both the new and old Official
Plans and these areas are not them, we ask that Council abide by that.

In October 2010 the residents in Vaughan voted for change in our community which is evident in the council
we have today. We don't want to see misuse of our tax dollars in any form. We disagree with wasted money in
the development of an Official Plan that can change with the submission of any application, especially with the
implications and scope of the application at hand.

We still invite members of council to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries,
specifically those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan to truly gauge the
opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council representing the residents in the
area.

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you |

Mark and Daniela Fazari
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From: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>

To: carlodefrancesca@ewca.ca; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; gino.rosati@vaughan.ca:
michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca; clerks@vaughan.ca
Cc: Leo . Verrilli@dpsg.com; Mark Fazari <markfazari@rogers.com>; Daniela Fazari. <danielafazari@rogers.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:13:09 AM

Subject: EWCA Misrepresentation at Council Meeting 6/14/2011 - RE:Z.06.005

I was very disappointed last night to hear the deputation of representatives of the East Woodbridge Community
Association (EWCA) endorsing and supporting the proposed plan and application by Royal Pine Homes -
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

As mentioned in my deputation last night, I had the opportunity in recent weeks to talk to many residents within
the boundaries of Via Campanile - west to Pine Valley Dr, Davos - north to Via Teodoro. This area is directly
south of the proposed site of development, and one of the areas that would be directly affected. I was not
surprised to learn that none of the residents I spoke to were in favour of the application. However, given this
information, and the endorsement from members of the EWCA, I would have to assume that residents in the
area listed above were not contacted by the EWCA to provide opinion.

[ invite members of the EWCA to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries, specifically
those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan, and include members of council to
truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council by the

EWCA representing the residents in the area

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

- Thank you

Mark Fazari
This e-mail is CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not its intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all
copies immediately.

This e-mail is CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not its intended rec1p1ent please notify the sender and delete all
copies immediately.
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From: Romino & Tanya [mailto:thecostanzos@rogers.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 3:10 PM

To: sagozzino@ellisdon.com; markfazari@rogers.com

Cc: abellomo@kpmg.ca; chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com; Clerks@vaughan.ca; danielafazari@rogers.com; Schulte, Deb;
fagrosso@vyahoo.com; Rosati, Gino; griniz27@hotmail.com; jrusso@stitches.ca; Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com;
marco.corrente@me.com; markfazari@rogers.com; Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Di Biase, Michael; moconesi@295.ca;
monicherry@hotmail.com; rofaiel@hotmail.com; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com:
vsoares@controlfiresystems.com

Subject: RE: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

We are extremely disappointed with our ward member Rosanna Defrancesca and council who are in favour
of this motion for not representing the homeowners best interest and views. In addition, the conflict of
interest involved with the rate payers Association Carlo Defrancesca and his relationship with councilor
Rosanna Defrancesca, is not ethical - especially that one is in favour of the building and the other is
supposed to be representing our so called voices....how can this be allowed??? Also, the official plans in
place should be followed......how can the city of Vaughan spend so much money to establish an official plan
and yet simply proceed to change it??? We are taxpayers that should be respected and represented for
our fair interests....we paid a premium for our lot based on the fact that the land behind our house was
officially planned as “low density”. We expect council to follow the official plan that was put in place.

Please let it be noted and considered that we too are in disagreement with the proposed pian and are
working on a petition from all neighbours which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT
FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

Romino and Tanya Costanzo
247 Via Teodoro, Woodbridge, ON L4H 0X6

From: sagozzino@ellisdon.com [mailto:sagozzino@ellisdon.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 2:39 PM

To: markfazari@rogers.com

Cc: abellomo@kpmag.ca; chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com; clerks@vaughan.ca; danielafazari@rogers.com:
deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; fgrosso@yahgo.com; gino.rosati@vaughan.ca; griniz27@hotmail.com; jrusso@stitches.ca;
Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; marco.corrente@me.com; markfazari@rogers.com; maurizio.bevilacqgua@vaughan.ca;
michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca; moconesi@295.ca; monicherry@hotmail.com; rofaiel@hotmail.com;
Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca; thecostanzos@rogers.com; Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com;
vsoares@controlfiresystems.com

Subject: Re: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Please let it be noted that we too are in disagreement with the proposed plan and are working on a
petition from all neighbours which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE
0OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Stefanie and Anthony Agozzino
243 Via Teodoro, Woodbridge, ON L4H 0X6



————— MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com> wrote: -----

To: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>, "maurizio.bevilacqua®@vaughan.ca"
<maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca>, "gino.rosati@vaughan.ca" <gino.rosati@vaughan.ca>,
"michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca" <michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca>, "deb.schulte@vaughan.ca"

<deb.schulte@vaughan.ca>, "Rosanna.DefFrancesca@vaughan.ca"”

<Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca>, "clerks@vaughan.ca" <clerks@vaughan.ca>

From: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>

Date: 02/26/2012 11:27AM

Cc: "Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com" <Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com>, "Daniela Fazari." <danielafazari@rogers.com>,
"vsoares@controlfiresystems.com" <vsoares@contrglfiresystems.com>, "marco.corrente@me.com”
<marcg.corrente@me.com:>, "jrusso@stitches.ca" <jrusso@stitches.ca>, "rofaiel@hotmail.com"”
<rofaiel@hotmail.com>, "fgrosso@vyahoo.com" <fgrosso@yahoo.com>, "sagozzino@ellisdon.com"
<sagozzino@ellisdon.com>, "monicherry@hotmail.com" <monicherry@hotmail.com>,
"abellomo@kpmg.ca" <abellomo@kpmg.ca>, "thecostanzos@rogers.com” <thecostanzos@rogers.com>,
"chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com" <chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com>, "griniz2Z@hotmail.com"
<griniz27@hotmail.com>, "moconesi@295.ca" <moconesi@295.ca>, "Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com"
<Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com>

Subject: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE
OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Mark & Daniela Fazari
239 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge Ontario, L4H 0X6

We are writing to provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as
we will likely not be able to attend and provide comment in person.

We understand that there is now staff report available regarding the above mentioned application, and we

are very disappointed to read that this report was in favour of the application and recommends it for

approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any suggestion by the applicant to re-zone these
land to High Density Residential on the bases of the the below points.

+ The fact that for both the current Official Plan and the new Official Plan, currently in the approval
stages, list this land as no more that low density residential containing at most single family dwellings.
This is evident in the fact that the current infrastructure in the area, including roads, walkways, traffic,
would not support this type of building and concentration of residence. This is also evident in the both
the Environmental and Visual impact to the surrounding residential areas adjacent to the proposed site,
both in Vellore Village and those on Woodend Place,

» The fact that the residents in the area feel as though we have been misrepresented by our rate payers
association - East Woodbridge(EWCA), as mentioned in the below email sent on June 15th 2011
following the Council Meeting June 14th 2011, at which the EWCA supported the application.

o This is apparent in the fact that there was a meeting held by Councillor Defrancesca at the
Vellore Village Community Centre on June 1st 2011, which members of the EWCA were in
attendance, and approximately 80 to 100 residents in the area unanimously disagreed with the
application. We would like to add that at no time during this meeting on June 1st 2011 did
anyone from the EWCA comment on support for the application.

o It was also evident in the show of disagreement by residents at the council meeting on June 14th
2011.
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o At no time were residents in the area contacted by the EWCA for this issue or any other issue in
the 2.5 years living in the area.

» The Visual lmpact Study completed by Royal Pine did not fully represent the full impact of a building of
this size. The study was completed at a time when the trees in the arca were in full bloom, therefore
negating the fact that 6 months of the year there is complete transparency though the forest between the
residences on both Via Teodoro and Woodend Place. Also the mechanism used to demonstrate the
visual impact was a small narrow crane that does measure up to or come close to the size and girth of
the proposed building.

» This application and the approval of it will affect future applications for the adjacent lands on both the
north and south corners of Major MacKenzie and Pine Valley Drive and those on Major
MacKenzie between Pine Valley drive and Woodend Place. Of which none are listed as future high
density areas according to both the old and new official plan. This application and the approval of it
would Iend to a greater chance of further Re-Zoning applications for these lands and increased density
in the area. There are areas designated for growth in the area according to both the new and old Official
Plans and these areas are not them, we ask that Council abide by that.

In October 2010 the residents in Vaughan voted for change in our community which is evident in the council
we have today. We don't want to see misuse of our tax dollars in any form. We disagree with wasted money in
the development of an Official Plan that can change with the submission of any application, especially with the
implications and scope of the application at hand.

We still invite members of council to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries,
specifically those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan to truly gauge the
opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council representing the residents in the
area.

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you

Mark and Daniela Fazari

From: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>

To: carlodefrancesca@ewca.ca; maurizio.bevilacgua@vaughan.ca; gino.rosati@vaughan.ca;
michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca; clerks@vaughan.ca
Cc: Leo. Verrili@dpsg.com; Mark Fazari <markfazari@rogers.com>; Daniela Fazari. <danielafazari@rogers.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:13:09 AM

Subject: EWCA Misrepresentation at Council Meeting 6/14/2011 - RE:Z.06.005

I was very disappointed last night to hear the deputation of representatives of the East Woodbridge Community
Association (EWCA) endorsing and supporting the proposed plan and application by Royal Pine Homes -
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

As mentioned in my deputation last night, I had the opportunity in recent weeks to talk to many residents within
the boundaries of Via Campanile - west to Pine Valley Dr, Davos - north to Via Teodoro. This area is directly
south of the proposed site of development, and one of the areas that would be directly affected. I was not
surprised to learn that none of the residents I spoke to were in favour of the application. However, given this
information, and the endorsement from members of the EWCA, I would have to assume that residents in the
area listed above were not contacted by the EWCA to provide opinion.



l invite members of the EWCA to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries, specifically
those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan, and include members of council to
truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council by the

EWCA representing the residents in the area

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you
Mark Fazari

This e-mail is CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not its intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete ali
copies immediately.

This e-mail is CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not its intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete ail
copies immediately.

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2012.0.1913 / Virus Database: 2114/4833 - Release Date: 02/26/12
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From: Fabio [mailto:fgrosso@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 3:26 PM

To: MARK FAZARI

Cc: Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Clerks@vaughan.ca;
Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; Daniela Fazari.; vsoares@controlfiresystems.com; marco.corrente@me.com; jrusso@stitches,ca;
rofaiel@hotmail.com; sagozzino@ellisdon.com; monicherry@hotmail.com; abellomo@kpmaq.ca;
thecostanzos@rogers.com; chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com; griniz27@hotmail.com; moconesi@295.ca;
Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com

Subject: Re: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Please let it be noted and considered that we too are in disagreement with the proposed plan and will be joining
the petition along with the rest of our neighbors which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN
AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

Fabio and Karina Grosso
232 Via Teodoro, Woodbridge, ON

( On Feb 26, 2012, at 11:27 AM, MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com™> wrote:

Mark & Daniela Fazari
239 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge Ontario, L4H 0X6

We are writing to provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine
Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW
AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as we will likely not be able to attend and provide comment in
person.

We understand that there is now staff report available regarding the above mentioned
application, and we are very disappointed to read that this report was in favour of the application
and recommends it for approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any
suggestion by the applicant to re-zone these land to High Density Residential on the bases of the
the below points.

» The fact that for both the current Official Plan and the new Official Plan, currently in the
approval stages, list this land as no more that low density residential containing at most
single family dwellings. This is evident in the fact that the current infrastructure in the
area, including roads, walkways, traffic, would not support this type of building and
concentration of residence. This is also evident in the both the Environmental and
Visual impact to the surrounding residential areas adjacent to the proposed site, both in
Vellore Village and those on Woodend Place.

t\_ » The fact that the residents in the area feel as though we have been misrepresented by our
rate payers association - East Woodbridge(EWCA), as mentioned in the below email sent

1



on June 15th 2011 following the Council Meeting June 14th 2011, at which the EWCA
supported the application.

o This is apparent in the fact that there was a meeting held by Councillor
Defrancesca at the Vellore Village Community Centre on June 1st 2011, which
members of the EWCA were in attendance, and approximately 80 to 100 residents
in the area unanimously disagreed with the application. We would like to add that
at no time during this meeting on June 1st 2011 did anyone from the EWCA
comment on support for the application.

o It was also evident in the show of disagreement by residents at the council
meeting on June 14th 2011,

o Atno time were residents in the area contacted by the EWCA for this issue or any
other issue in the 2.5 years living in the area.

» The Visual Impact Study completed by Royal Pine did not fully represent the full impact
of a building of this size. The study was completed at a time when the trees in the arca
were in full bloom, therefore negating the fact that 6 months of the year there is complete
transparency though the forest between the residences on both Via Teodoro and
Woodend Place. Also the mechanism used to demonstrate the visual impact was a small
narrow crane that does measure up to or come close to the size and girth of the proposed
building.

» This application and the approval of it will affect future applications for the adjacent
lands on both the north and south corners of Major MacKenzie and Pine Valley Drive
and those on Major MacKenzie between Pine Valley drive and Woodend Place. Of which
none are listed as future high density areas according to both the old and new official
plan. This application and the approval of it would lend to a greater chance of further Re-
Zoning applications for these lands and increased density in the area. There are areas
designated for growth in the area according to both the new and old Official Plans and
these areas are not them, we ask that Council abide by that.

In October 2010 the residents in Vaughan voted for change in our community which is evident in
the council we have today. We don't want to see misuse of our tax dollars in any form. We
disagrec with wasted money in the development of an Official Plan that can change with the
submission of any application, especially with the implications and scope of the application at
hand.

We still invite members of council to set up a community meeting with residents within its
boundaries, specifically those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed
plan to truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to
council representing the residents in the area.

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information
that is representative of the residents affected.

Thank you

Mark and Daniela Fazari

From: MARK FAZARI| <markfazari@rogers.com>

To: carlodefrancesca@ewca.ca; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; ging.rosati@vaughan.ca;
michael dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca;

clerks{@vaughan.ca
Ce: Leo. Verrilli@dpsg.com; Mark Fazari <markfazari@rogers.com>; Daniela Fazari.

<danielafazari@rogers.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:13:09 AM
Subject: EWCA Misrepresentation at Council Meeting 6/14/2011 - RE:Z.06.005

2



I was very disappointed last night to hear the deputation of representatives of the East Woodbridge Communit
Association (EWCA) endorsing and supporting the proposed plan and application by Royal Pine Homes -
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005,

As mentioned in my deputation last night, I had the opportunity in recent weeks to talk to many residents with
the boundaries of Via Campanile - west to Pine Valley Dr, Davos - north to Via Teodoro. This area is directly
south of the proposed site of development, and one of the areas that would be directly affected. I was not
surprised to leamn that none of the residents I spoke to were in favour of the application. However, given this
information, and the endorsement from members of the EWCA, I would have to assume that residents in the
area listed above were not contacted by the EWCA to provide opinion.

I invite members of the EWCA to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries, specifical
those 1n the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan, and include members of council
truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council by the

EWCA representing the residents in the area

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you
Mark Fazari
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From: John Russo [mailto:jrusso@stitches.ca]

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 4:12 PM

To: markfazari@rogers.com; Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna;
Clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; danielafazari@rogers.com; vsoares@controlfiresystems.com; marco.corrente@me.com;
rofaiel@hotmail.com; fgrosso@yahoo.com; sagozzino@ellisdon.com; monicherry@hotmail.com; abellomo@kpmg.ca;
thecostanzos@rogers.com; chris chatkiewicz@hotmail,com; gtiniz27@hotmail.com; moconesi@295.ca;
Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com

Subject: Re: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Roval Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Please let it be noted and considered that we too are in disagreement with the proposed plan and will be joining the
petition along with the rest of our neighbors which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE
OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE 7.06.005.

John and Melissa Russo
236 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge, Ont

This emaif may contain cenfidential or proprietary information for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by cthers is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this email in error, please contact the sender and delete alt copies. Any views or opinions [resented are solely those of the authar and do not
necessarlly represent those of the company. Email transmissions cannet be guaranteed to be secure, error-free and could contain viruses. We do not accept
respensibility for any errors or omissions in this message, or any atiachment, that has arisen as a result of e-mail transmission.

Ce courrigl peut contenir des renseignements confidentiels ou personnels & l'usage exclusif du destinataire prévu. I est sirictement interdit & une aulre personne
de prendre connalasance ou de diskibuer ce courriel. Sivous avez regu ce caurriel par erreur, veuillez communiquer avec l'expéditeur et supprimer toutes les
coples. Tout point de vue et loute opinion exprimées sont celles de 'auteur ef ne représentent pas nécessairement le point de vug et Fopinion de I'entreprise.
Naus ne pouvons garantir que les transmissions par courrier éleclronique seront sécuritaires et exemples d'erreurs et de virus. Nous n'acceptons adcune
responsabllité quant aux erreurs ou omissions dans ce message ou pidce jointe. résultant de la transmission par courrier élecironique,

From: MARK FAZARI [mailto:markfazari@rogers.com}
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 11:27 AM

To: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca <maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca>;

gino.rosati@vaughan.ca <gino.rosati@vaughan.ca>; michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca <michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca>;
deb.schulte@vaughan.ca <deb.schulte@vaughan.ca>; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca

<Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca>; clerks@vaughan.ca <clerks@vaughan.ca>

Cc: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com <Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com>; Daniela Fazari. <danielafazari@rogers.com>;
vsoares@controlfiresystems.com <vsoares@controlfiresystems.com>; marco.corrente@me.com
<marco.corrente@me.com>; John Russo; rofaiel@hotmail.com <rofaiel@hotmail.com>; farosso@yahoo.com
<farosso@yahgo.com>; sagozzino@ellisdon.com <sagozzino@ellisdon.com>; monicherry@hotmail.com
<monicherry@hotmail.com>; abellomo@kpmg.ca <abellomo@kpmg.ca>; thecostanzos@rogers.com
<thecostanzos@rogers.com>; chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com <chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com>; qriniz27@hotmail.com

<griniz27 @hotmail.com>; moconesi@295.ca <moconesi@295.ca>; Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com
<Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com>

Subject: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING
BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005
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Mark & Daniela Fazari
239 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge Ontario, L4H 0X6

We are writing to provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application
OFFICTIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as we
will likely not be able to attend and provide comment in person.

We understand that there is now staff report available regarding the above mentioned application, and we

are very disappointed to read that this report was in favour of the application and recommends it for

approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any suggestion by the applicant to re-zone these
land to High Density Residential on the bases of the the below points.

o The fact that for both the current Official Plan and the new Official Plan, currently in the approval
stages, list this land as no more that low density residential containing at most single family dwellings.
This is evident in the fact that the current infrastructure in the area, including roads, walkways, traffic,
would not support this type of building and concentration of residence. This is also evident in the both
the Environmental and Visual impact to the surrounding residential areas adjacent to the proposed site,
both in Vellore Village and those on Woodend Place.

o The fact that the residents in the area feel as though we have been misrepresented by our rate payers
association ~ East Woodbridge(EWCA), as mentioned in the below email sent on June 15th 2011
following the Council Meeting June 14th 2011, at which the EWCA supported the application.

o This is apparent in the fact that there was a meeting held by Councillor Defrancesca at the
Vellore Village Community Centre on June 1st 2011, which members of the EWCA were in
attendance, and approximately 80 to 100 residents in the area unanimously disagreed with the
application. We would like to add that at no time during this meeting on June 1st 2011 did
anyone from the EWCA comment on support for the application.

o It was also evident in the show of disagreement by residents at the council meeting on June 14th
2011.

o At no time were residents in the area contacted by the EWCA for this issue or any other issue in
the 2.5 years living in the area.

» The Visual Impact Study completed by Royal Pine did not fully represent the full impact of a building of
this size. The study was completed at a time when the trees in the area were in full bloom, therefore
negating the fact that 6 months of the year there is complete transparency though the forest between the
residences on both Via Teodoro and Woodend Place. Also the mechanism used to demonstrate the
visual impact was a small narrow crane that does measure up to or come close to the size and girth of the
proposed building.

« This application and the approval of it will affect future applications for the adjacent lands on both the
north and south comers of Major MacKenzie and Pine Valley Drive and those on Major
MacKenzie between Pine Valley drive and Woodend Place. Of which none are listed as future high
density areas according to both the old and new official plan. This application and the approval of it
would lend to a greater chance of further Re-Zoning applications for these lands and increased density in
the area. There are areas designated for growth in the area according to both the new and old Official
Plans and these areas are not them, we ask that Council abide by that.

In October 2010 the residents in Vaughan voted for change in our community which is evident in the council
we have today. We don't want to see misuse of our tax dollars in any form. We disagree with wasted money in
the development of an Official Plan that can change with the submission of any application, especially with the
implications and scope of the application at hand.

We still invite members of council to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries,
specifically those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan to truly gauge the
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opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council representing the residents in the
area.

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you

Mark and Daniela Fazari

From: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>

To: carlodefrancesca@ewca.ca; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; gino.rosati@vaughan.ca;
michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca; clerks@vaughan.ca

Ce: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; Mark Fazari <markfazari@rogers.com>; Daniela Fazari. <daniclafazari@rogers.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:13:09 AM

Subject: EWCA Misrepresentation at Council Meeting 6/14/2011 - RE:Z.06.005

I was very disappointed last night to hear the deputation of representatives of the East Woodbridge Community
Association (EWCA) endorsing and supporting the proposed plan and application by Royal Pine Homes -
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

As mentioned in my deputation last night, I had the opportunity in recent weeks to talk to many residents within
the boundaries of Via Campanile - west to Pine Valley Dr, Davos - north to Via Teodoro. This area is directly
south of the proposed site of development, and one of the areas that would be directly affected. I was not
surprised to learn that none of the residents I spoke to were in favour of the application. However, given this
information, and the endorsement from members of the EWCA, I would have to assume that residents in the
area listed above were not contacted by the EWCA to provide opinion.

i invite members of the EWCA to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries, specifically
those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan, and include members of council to
truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council by the

EWCA representing the residents in the area

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you
Mark Fazari
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From: The Rofaiels [mailto:rofaiel@hotmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 5:39 PM

To: markfazari@rogers.com; Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna;
Clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: [eo.verrilli@dpsg.com; danielafazari@rogers.com; vsoares@controlfiresystems.com; Marco; John Russo; Fabio
Grosso; sagozzino@ellisdon.com; monicherry@hotmail.com; abellomo@kpma.ca; thecostanzos@rogers.com;

chris chatkiewicz@hotmail.com; griniz27@hotmail.com; moconesi@®295.ca: tim.sorochinsky@urs.com

Subject: RE: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Please let it be noted and considered that we too are in disagreement with the proposed plan and will be joining
the petition along with the rest of our neighbors which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN
AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

Ehab and Shereen Rofaiel

226 Via Teodoro

- Woodbridge, ON

L4H 0X6

Date: Sun, 26 Feb 2012 08:27:13 -0800

From: markfazari@rogers.com

Subject: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE
OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

To: markfazari@rogers.com; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; gino.rosati@vaughan.ca;

michael. dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca;
clerks@vaughan.ca

CC: Leo.Vemilli@dpsg.com; danielafazari@rogers.com; vsoares@controlfiresystems.com;
marco.corrente(@me.com; jrusso@stitches.ca; rofaiel@hotmail.com; ferosso@yahoo.com;
sagozzino@ellisdon.com; monicherry@hotmail.com; abellomo@kpmg.ca; thecostanzos@rogers.com;
chris_chatkiewicz(@hotmail.com; griniz27@hotmail.com; moconesi@295.ca; Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com

Mark & Daniela Fazari
239 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge Ontario, L4H 0X6

We are writing to provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as we
will likely not be able to attend and provide comment in person.

We understand that there is now staff report available regarding the above mentioned application, and we

are very disappointed to read that this report was in favour of the application and recommends it for

1
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approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any suggestion by the applicant to re-zone these
land to High Density Residential on the bases of the the below points.

» The fact that for both the current Official Plan and the new Official Plan, currently in the approval
stages, list this land as no more that low density residential containing at most single family dwellings.
This is evident in the fact that the current infrastructure in the area, including roads, walkways, traffic,
would not support this type of building and concentration of residence. This is also evident in the both
the Environmental and Visual impact to the surrounding residential areas adjacent to the proposed site,
both in Vellore Village and those on Woodend Place.

« The fact that the residents in the area feel as though we have been misrepresented by our rate payers
association - East Woodbridge(EWCA), as mentioned in the below email sent on June 15th 2011
following the Council Meeting June 14th 2011, at which the EWCA supported the application.

o This is apparent in the fact that there was a meeting held by Councillor Defrancesca at the
Vellore Village Community Centre on June 1st 2011, which members of the EWCA were in
attendance, and approximately 80 to 100 residents in the area unanimously disagreed with the
application. We would like to add that at no time during this meeting on June 1st 2011 did
anyone from the EWCA comment on support for the application.

o It was also evident in the show of disagreement by residents at the council meeting on June 14th
2011.

o At no time were residents in the area contacted by the EWCA for this issue or any other issue in
the 2.5 years living in the area.

» The Visual Impact Study completed by Royal Pine did not fully represent the full impact of a building of
this size. The study was completed at a time when the trees in the area were in full bloom, therefore
negating the fact that 6 months of the year there is complete transparency though the forest between the
residences on both Via Teodoro and Woodend Place. Also the mechanism used to demonstrate the
visual impact was a small narrow crane that does measure up to or come close to the size and girth of the
proposed building.

« This application and the approval of it will affect future applications for the adjacent lands on both the
north and south corners of Major MacKenzie and Pine Valley Drive and those on Major
MacKenzie between Pine Valley drive and Woodend Place. Of which none are listed as future high
density areas according to both the old and new official plan. This application and the approval of it
would lend to a greater chance of further Re-Zoning applications for these lands and increased density in
the area. There are areas designated for growth in the area according to both the new and old Official
Plans and these areas are not them, we ask that Council abide by that.

In October 2010 the residents in Vaughan voted for change in our community which is evident in the council
we have today. We don't want to see misuse of our tax dollars in any form. We disagree with wasted money in
the development of an Official Plan that can change with the submission of any application, especially with the
implications and scope of the application at hand.

We still invite members of council to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries,
specifically those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan to truly gauge the
opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council representing the residents in the
area.

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you

Mark and Daniela Fazari
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From: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>

To: cariodefrancesca@ewca.ca; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; gino.rosati@vaughan.ca;
michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca; clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: Leo. Verrilli@dpsg.com; Mark Fazari <markfazari@rogers.com>; Daniela Fazari. <danielafazari@rogers.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:13:09 AM

Subject: EWCA Misrepresentation at Council Meeting 6/14/2011 - RE:Z.06.005

I was very disappointed last night to hear the deputation of representatives of the East Woodbridge Community
Association (EWCA) endorsing and supporting the proposed plan and application by Royal Pine Homes -
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

As mentioned in my deputation last night, I had the opportunity in recent weeks to talk to many residents within
the boundaries of Via Campanile - west to Pine Valley Dr, Davos - north to Via Teodoro. This area is directly
south of the proposed site of development, and one of the areas that would be directly affected. I was not
surprised to learn that none of the residents I spoke to were in favour of the application. However, given this
information, and the endorsement from members of the EWCA, I would have to assume that residents in the
area listed above were not contacted by the EWCA to provide opinion.

I invite members of the EWCA to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries, specifically
those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan, and include members of council to
truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council by the

EWCA representing the residents in the area

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you
Mark Fazari
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From: Marco Corrente [mailto:marco.corrente@me.com]

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 6:02 PM

To: MARK FAZARI

Cc: Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Clerks@vaughan.ca;
Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; Daniela Fazari.; vsoares@controlfiresystems.com; jrusso@stitches.ca: rofaiel@hotmail.com:
farosso@yahoo.com; sagozzino@ellisdon.com; monicherry@hotmail.com: abellomo@kpma.ca;
thecostanzos@rogers.com; chris_chatklewicz@hotmail.com; griniz27@hotmail.com: moconesi@295.ca;
Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com

Subject: Re: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Please let it be noted and considered that we too are in disagreement with the proposed plan and will be joining
the petition along with the rest of our neighbors which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN
AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

Marco & Anna Corrente

244 Via Teodoro

Woodbridge, ON

L4H 0X6

Marco Corrente

Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 26, 2012, at 11:27 AM, MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com> wrote:

Mark & Daniela Fazari
239 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge Ontario, L4H 0X6

We are writing o provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine
Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW
AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as we will likely not be able to attend and provide comment in
person.

We understand that there is now staff report available regarding the above mentioned
application, and we are very disappointed to read that this report was in favour of the application
and recommends it for approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any
suggestion by the applicant to re-zone these land to High Density Residential on the bases of the
the below points.

» The fact that for both the current Official Plan and the new Official Plan, currently in the
approval stages, list this land as no more that low density residential containing at most
1
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single family dwellings. This is evident in the fact that the current infrastructure in the
area, including roads, walkways, traffic, would not support this type of building and
concentration of residence. This is also evident in the both the Environmental and
Visual impact to the surrounding residential areas adjacent to the proposed site, both in
Vellore Village and those on Woodend Place.

» The fact that the residents in the area feel as though we have been misrepresented by our
rate payers association - East Woodbridge(EWCA), as mentioned in the below email sent
on June 15th 2011 following the Council Meeting June 14th 2011, at which the EWCA
supported the application.

o This 1s apparent in the fact that there was a meeting held by Councillor
Defrancesca at the Vellore Village Community Centre on June 1st 2011, which
members of the EWCA were in attendance, and approximately 80 to 100 residents
in the area unanimously disagreed with the application. We would like to add that
at no time during this meeting on June 1st 2011 did anyone from the EWCA
comment on support for the application.

o It was also evident in the show of disagreement by residents at the council
meeting on June 14th 2011.

o At no time were residents in the area contacted by the EWCA for this issue or any
other issue in the 2.5 years living in the area.

e The Visual Impact Study completed by Royal Pine did not fully represent the full impact
of a building of this size. The study was completed at a time when the trees in the area
were 1n full bloom, therefore negating the fact that 6 months of the year there is complete
transparency though the forest between the residences on both Via Teodoro and
Woodend Place. Also the mechanism used to demonstrate the visual impact was a small
narrow crane that does measure up to or come close to the size and girth of the proposed
building.

» This application and the approval of it will affect future applications for the adjacent
lands on both the north and south corners of Major MacKenzie and Pine Valley Drive
and those on Major MacKenzie between Pine Valley drive and Woodend Place. Of which
none are listed as future high density areas according to both the old and new official
plan. This application and the approval of it would lend to a greater chance of further Re-
Zoning applications for these lands and increased density in the area. There are areas
designated for growth in the area according to both the new and old Official Plans and
these areas are not them, we ask that Council abide by that.

In October 2010 the residents in Vaughan voted for change in our community which is evident in
the council we have today. We don't want to see misuse of our tax dollars in any form. We
disagree with wasted money in the development of an Official Plan that can change with the
submission of any application, especially with the implications and scope of the application at
hand.

We still invite members of council to set up a community meeting with residents within its
boundaries, specifically those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed
plan to truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to
council representing the residents in the area.

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information
that is representative of the residents affected.

Thank you
Mark and Daniela Fazari
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From: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>
To: carlodefrancesca@ewca.ca; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; ging.rosati@vaughan.ca;

michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schuite@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca;
clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; Mark Fazari <markfazari@rogers.com>; Daniela Fazari.
<danielafazari@rogers.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:13:09 AM

Subject: EWCA Misrepresentation at Council Meeting 6/14/2011 - RE:Z.06.005

I was very disappointed last night to hear the deputation of representatives of the East Woodbridge Communit
Association (EWCA) endorsing and supporting the proposed plan and application by Royal Pine Homes -
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

As mentioned in my deputation last night, [ had the opportunity in recent weeks to talk to many residents with
the boundaries of Via Campanile - west to Pine Valley Dr, Davos - north to Via Teodoro. This area is directly
south of the proposed site of development, and one of the areas that would be directly affected. I was not
surprised to learn that none of the residents I spoke to were in favour of the application. However, given this
information, and the endorsement from members of the EWCA, I would have to assume that residents in the
area listed above were not contacted by the EWCA to provide opinion.

I invite members of the EWCA to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries, specifical
those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan, and include members of council
truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council by the

EWCA representing the residents in the area

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you
Mark Fazari
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February 27, 2012 COSM_U_NICATION

| ow. Felp28[1%
The Mayor & Members of Commiltee of the whiole,
And the Mayor & Membeérs of Council ITEM - il

City of Vaughan
2141 MajorMackenzie Drive
Vaughan Ont. L6A 1T1

Re: Agenda item #22 / committee of Whole Mig February 28" 2012
File OP.06.002 & 2.06.005 /1668872 ONT. INC. Royal Pine Homes

Dear Sirs & Madams:

This letter is written extremely rushed as | feel the importance of the issue requires
something be done to stop or at least postpone any approvals.

| have lived and raised 3 generations of my family in Vaughan. ‘Watched the area
grow and develop. 1've supported the appropriate things that have improved the City
and helped the youth and families who decided to move and raise children here.

| must oppose this absurd development so close to conservation lands and a facility
that is educational to students and important to our city and to the Province of
Ontario. You as an elected government have an obligation to uphold your
commitment to the votersiresidents to keep the best interest of our area at the
forefront of your decisions. Not the big land developers who see only money signs,
and pay off corrupt people to get ahead. Think about your ethical responsibility to
this City and this particular parcel of land its vicinity to Kortright and the park lands
and wildlife. ' '

I oppose the plan, and think you should keep to the written Official Plan and what it
stands for. Have meetings and hear from people , you will see what the area
wants. | hope you will do what is right & not fold to pressure from builders and
money.

Mrs. Norma Arnone
Woogbridge resident
4%%0 Parkway — Woodbridge L4L 1A6

AL



C

n COMMUNICATION
Subject: FW: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Roy _
AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY- |CW - rep 2-8'/ (T

Importance: . ....” High ITEM - ég

From: Vince Soares [ mailto:VSoares@controlfiresystems.com]

Sent: Monday, February 27, 2012 8:07 AM

Ta: Bevilacqua, Maurizio

Cc: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; 'Daniela Fazari.'; marco.corrente@me.com; jrusso@stitches.ca; rofaiel@hotmail.com;
farosso@vyahoo.com; sagozzino@ellisdon.com; monicherry@hotmail.com; abellomo@kpmg.ca;
thecostanzos@rogers.com; chris chatkiewicz@hotmaijl.com; griniz27@hotmail.com; moconesi@295.ca;
Tim.Sorochinsky@urs.com; 'MARK FAZART'; Rosati, Gino; Di Biase, Michael; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna;
Clerks@vaughan.ca

Subject: RE: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002
ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Importance: High

Dear Mr Mayor

I would like to challenge the mayor to step up to the plate and stand behind his words!!! The citizens of the area have
spoken loud and clear, although the interest of the developers in the past have always been pushed through without
consideration for the impact on the infrastructure and concerns of the citizens, in the area, it has always been an
afterthought. It is quite obvious the persons reviewing these plans have had only on interest!

racciaimed for its responsible planning and economic leadershin, admired for ifs environmental
stewardship, renowned for its first class administration and transformed by the will of people

ko be agents of change, placing Vaughan at the forefront of 21st century cities capable of
capturing the magination of the world.”

http://www.city.vaughan.on.ca/vaughan/council/mayor/mayor hevilacqua message.cfm

l'am very disappointed with the City Planners to endorse this and similar to my fellow neighbours, we will be joining the
petition along with the rest of our neighbors which strongly disagrees with the OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE
OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

Vincent Scares

250 Via Teodoro .
Woodbridge Ontario, L4H 0X6
416 788-6662
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From: MARK FAZARI [mailto:markfazari@rogers.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 11:27 AM

To: MARK FAZARI; maurizio.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; gino.rosati@vaughan.ca; michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca;
Jeb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca; clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; Paniela Fazari.; vsoares@controlfiresystems.com; marco.corrente@me.com;
jrusso@stitches.ca; rofaiel@hotmajl.com; fgrosso@yahoo.com; sagozzino@ellisdon.com: monicherry@hotmail.com;
abellomo@kpmgd.ca; thecostanzos@rogers.com; chris_chatkiewicz@hotmail.com; griniz27@hotmail.com;
moconesi@295.ca; Tim.Scrochinsky@urs.com

Subject: Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP,06.002 ZONING
BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005

Mark & Daniela Fazari
239 Via Teodoro
Woodbridge Ontario, L4H 0X6

We are writing to provide comment for the Council Meeting Feb 28th/2012 - Royal Pine Application
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005 as we
will likely not be able to attend and provide comment in person.

We understand that there is now staff report available regarding the above mentioned application, and we

are very disappointed to read that this report was in favour of the application and recommends it for

approval. We disagree with all aspects of this application and any suggestion by the applicant to re-zone these
land to High Density Residential on the bases of the the below points.

» The fact that for both the current Official Plan and the new Official Plan, currently in the approval
stages, list this land as no more that low density residential containing at most single family dwellings.
This is evident in the fact that the current infrastructure in the area, including roads, walkways, traffic,
would not support this type of building and concentration of residence. This is also evident in the both
the Environmental and Visual impact to the surrounding residential areas adjacent to the proposed site,
both in Vellore Village and those on Woodend Place.

» The fact that the residents in the area feel as though we have been misrepresented by our rate payers
association - East Woodbridge(EWCA), as mentioned in the below email sent on June 15th 2011
following the Council Meeting June 14th 2011, at which the EWCA supported the application.

o This is apparent in the fact that there was a meeting held by Councillor Defrancesca at the
Vellore Village Community Centre on June 1st 2011, which members of the EWCA were in
attendance, and approximately 80 to 100 residents in the area unanimously disagreed with the
application. We would like to add that at no time during this meeting on June 1st 2011 did
anyone from the EWCA comment on support for the application.

o It was also evident in the show of disagreement by residents at the council meeting on June 14th
2011.

o At no time were residents in the area contacted by the EWCA for this issue or any other issue in
the 2.5 years living in the area.

» The Visual Impact Study completed by Royal Pine did not fully represent the full impact of a building of
this size. The study was completed at a time when the trees in the arca were in full bloom, therefore
negating the fact that 6 months of the year there is complete transparency though the forest between the
residences on both Via Teodoro and Woodend Place. Also the mechanism used to demonstrate the
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~ visual impact was a small narrow crane that does measure up to or come close to the size and girth of the
proposed building.

» This application and the approval of it will affect future applications for the adjacent lands on both the
north and south corners of Major MacKenzie and Pine Valley Drive and those on Major
MacKenzie between Pine Valley drive and Woodend Place. Of which none are listed as future high
density areas according to both the old and new official plan. This application and the approval of it ,
would lend to a greater chance of further Re-Zoning applications for these lands and increased density in
the area. There are areas designated for growth in the area according to both the new and old Official
Plans and these areas are not them, we ask that Council abide by that.

In October 2010 the residents in Vaughan voted for change in our community which is evident in the council
we have today. We don't want to see misuse of our tax dollars in any form. We disagree with wasted money in
the development of an Official Plan that can change with the submission of any application, especially with the
implications and scope of the application at hand.

We still invite members of council to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries,
specifically those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan to truly gauge the
opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council representing the residents in the
area.

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.

Thank you

Mark and Daniela Fazari

“rom: MARK FAZARI <markfazari@rogers.com>

- To: carlodefrancesca@ewca.ca; maurizic.bevilacqua@vaughan.ca; gino.rosati@vaughan.ca;

michael.dibiase@vaughan.ca; deb.schulte@vaughan.ca; Rosanna.DeFrancesca@vaughan.ca; clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: Leo.Verrilli@dpsg.com; Mark Fazari <markfazari@rogers.com>; Daniela Fazari. <danielafazari@rogers.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 11:13:09 AM
Subject: EWCA Misrepresentation at Council Meeting 6/14/2011 - RE:Z.06.005

I was very disappointed last night to hear the deputation of representatives of the East Woodbridge Community
Association (EWCA) endorsing and supporting the proposed plan and application by Royal Pine Homes -
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE Z.06.005.

As mentioned in my deputation last night, I had the opportunity in recent weeks to talk to many residents within
the boundaries of Via Campanile - west to Pine Valley Dr, Davos - north to Via Teodoro. This area is directly
south of the proposed site of development, and one of the areas that would be directly affected. I was not
surprised to learn that none of the residents I spoke to were in favour of the application. However, given this
information, and the endorsement from members of the EWCA, I would have to assume that residents in the
area listed above were not contacted by the EWCA to provide opinion,

I invite members of the EWCA to set up a community meeting with residents within its boundaries, specifically -
those in the area listed above who are directly affected by the proposed plan, and include members of council to
truly gauge the opinions of residents. Only after this can an opinion be provided to council by the

EWCA representing the residents in the area

Regardless of the outcome of this proposal, Council should be provided with proper information that is
representative of the residents affected.



.

Thank you
Mark Fazari



(

C R
COMMUNICATION

Subject: FW: Integrity Commissioner's 2011 Annual k {CW = r 2 | '
ITEM - M

From: Richard Lorello [mailto:rlorello@rogers.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 10:05 AM

To: Carella, Tony; Racco, Sandra; Rosati, Gino; Shefman, Alan; Iafrate, Marilyn; Schulte, Deb; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Di
Biase, Michael; Bevilacqua, Maurizio

- €c: Caroline Grech; Noor Javed; Megan {National Post) O'Toole; Antony Niro; Carrie Liddy; Abrams, Jeffrey

Subject: Integrity Commissioner's 2011 Annual Report

Mayor and Members of Council

Please accept my written deputation with respect to the above subject matter as | am not able to
attend foday's meeting.

| have read the Integrity Commissioner's 2011 Annual Report with interest. Specifically | note that
there was not a single complaint received from the public by the Integrity Commissioner in 2011 as
compared to 2009-2010 when there were 32 complaints received. There was also substantially fewer
fewer inquires from the public and staff.

While the Commissioners statistics for 2011 appear to be impressive | would not jump to the
conclusion that the numbers are a reflection of the Integrity Commissioners Office's success.

Speaking from personal experience, | have used the services of the Integrity Commissioner's
Office. The experience left me very disappointed in the effectiveness of the role and scope of the
Integrity Commissioner. [ also have reason to believe that others have encountered the same
disappointment.

In one of my experiences | worked with the Integrity Commissioner to investigate a particular matter
having to do with a former member of council. Although the Integrity Commissioner appeared to do
the due dilligence required of the investigation, the outcome of the final report was another matter. |
was personally provided with a report by the Integrity Commissioner which described her findings on
the matter in question. | was lead to believe that her findings would be brought to council. However,
the actual report that went to council was substantially different than the report that | was provided.
There was no notice provided to myself of the change in her findings. | found this to be highly
suspect.

Needless to say | felt deceived and misled.

On another occassion | submitted a complaint in early 2010 having to do with a different former
member of council. After several attempts to obtain a response within the Code of Conduct's
perscribed response time, | was provided a response in June of 2010, approximately 6 months from
the original request. The response indicated that no investigation could be initiated due to the
moratorium period imposed by the Code of Conduct on the Integrity Commissioner during an election
year. | felt that the Commissioner failed to follow her own protocol.
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Again [ felt deceived by the process and left me with a severe lack of confidence in the role of the
Integrity Commissioner's Office. And again ! believe that others have experienced similar
experiences.

i would be happy to provide you with the documentation surrounding the 2 complaints that |
described.

To be clear, regardiess of the decision or outcome of my complaints, | found the process to be
lacking, ineffective unfair and inconsistent. Unless changes are made | cannot see myself or other
residence using or relying on this service. Others that | have consulted with on this issue have
expressed similar experiences. While this may serve the purpose for some it was not the intended
goal for the Integrity Commissioners Office.

As a result 1 am asking council to review the role of the Integrity Commissioner with the goal of
making this role more effective for residence.

Sincerely
Richard T. Lorello
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DATE: FEBRUARY 28, 2012

TO: HONOURABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF COUNCIL  {ITEM - OIJ 2
FROM: JOHN MACKENZIE, COMMISSIONER OF PLANNING

RE: Communication — Addendum Item 25

Council Meeting — February 28, 2012

Zoning By-law Amendment File Z.10.002
Site Development File DA.11.086
2109179 Ontario Inc.

Ward 1

Background

The above noted report was deferred from the Council Meeting of February 21, 2012 (ltem 11) to the
February 28, 2012, Committee of the Whole meeting in order to have the Development Planning

( ) Department address the following questions raised by Council:
1) When was the approval for the culvert crossing over the tributary of the Humber River in
order to facilitate the relocation cf the single access road on the property?
2) When was the construction of the culvert and new driveway?

The Toronte and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) issued a Permit for the applicant to complete the
temporary culvert and hydroseeding construction works, which occurred on September 21, 2010 in the
location of the existing easterly driveway.

Attached is TRCA Permit C-110414 and stamped approved correspondence and drawings dated April 8,
2011 with expiry date of April 7, 2013 issued by the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority in their
attached letter dated June 15, 2011 for the proposed westerly culvert and driveway construction works.
In accordance with the Ministry of Natural Resources letter of August 30, 2010 (attached), the new
driveway construction can cccur only in dry conditions during the Ministry’s recommended time window to
avoid impacting Redside Dace (between July 1 and September 15). The TRCA approvals require among
other matters that appropriate sediment and erosion controls are implemented prior to and maintained
during construction; and, that a rehabilitation plan is implemented to restore the construction area back to
a pre-construction state.



"S?VAUG HAN memorandum

The applicant has not yet undertaken the westerly culvert and driveway construction works to date, which
will commence after Council has granted all approvals for the subject Zoning By-law Amendment and Site
Development applications, and must occur during the July 1 to September 15 window. Once the westerly
culvert and driveway are constructed, the existing easterly driveway will be removed.

Attachments
1. Letter dated August 30, 2010 from the Ministry of Natural Resources
2. Letter from TRCA dated June 15, 2011 and Permit C-110414 and approved Detail Drawings

Respectfully submitted,

JOHN MACKENZI
(\ _ Commissioner of Planning

Copy to: Clayton Harris, City Manager
Jeffrey A. Abrams, City Clerk
Grant Uyeyama, Director of Development Planning
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MNR File # AU-LOA-039-10 g? Ontario

Ministry of Ministere des Southern Region
Natural Resources Richesses Naturelles Aurora District Office
50 Bloomington Road
Aurora, ON L4G OL8

August 30, 2010

Al Shaw, Senior Aquatic Ecologist / Principal
RiverStone Environmental Sclutions Inc.
1-310 Taylor Road

Bracebridge ON P1L 1K1

RE: Concrete Batching Plant, 3501 King Vaughan Road, City of Vaughan

Dear Mr. Shaw,

The Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) has reviewed the information you provided by email
on July 30, 2010 regarding the proposed works at 3501 King Vaughan Road to assess the
potential impacts of the proposal on Redside Dace. From the information provided, it is MNR's
understanding that:

+ The work will take place at an existing crossing on an unnamed tributary of the East
Humber River

e The project will involve the removal of eroded road materials (gravel and concrete) in the
vaileylands and hand excavation of a new channel
The works will be conducted in the dry, upstream of an occupied Redside Dace stream

» A permit will be issued by the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)
pursuant to its regulatory powers under section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act,
authorizing the proposed works '

Based on a review of the information provided, MNR has determined that the North Oakville
Monitoring Stations will not adversely affect Redside Dace provided the following conditions
are implemented:

« Appropriate erosion and sediment controls shall be installed prior to beginning work
and maintained in working order until the areas have naturally stabilized in order to
prevent adverse impacts to the Redside Dace habitat downstream

+ A native non-invasive seed mix shall be used to siabilize and revegetate all disturbed
lands post-construction

o All work within the valleylands shall be conducted in the dry during the Ministry's
recommended timing window for Redside Dace (July 1 to September 15)

The Redside Dace construction timing window is recommended for occupied and non-occupied
reaches to help protect and restore species on a subwatershed scale. There is potential for
flexibility on the construction timing window however, this is dependent upon the potential risk



MNR File # AU-LOA-039-10 | f;} Ontario

Ministry of Ministere des Southern Region
Natural Resources Richesses Naturelles Aurora District Office
50 Bloomington Road
Aurora, ON L4G OLS8

imposed by the project on the known occupied reach of the species. TRCA will be the agency
evaluating these risks and issuing permits for the work. TRCA consults with MNR on timing
windows and timing window extension requests as they relate to Redside Dace streams or
reaches.

Please be advised that it is your responsibility to comply with all other relevant provincial or
federal legislation, municipal by-laws, other MNR approvals or required approvals from other
agencies. Your project has not been screened for any other Species at Risk and therefore there
may be additional requirements under the ESA 2007 related to other listed species.

Should any of the project parameters change, please notify the MNR Aurora District office
immediately to obtain advice on whether the changes may require authorization under the £SA
2007. Failure to carry out these projects as described above could result in contravention of the
ESA 2007.

If you have any concerns or questions please contact me at 905-713-7425 or at

melinda.thompson-black@ontario.ca

Sincerely,

Yy ebinda Dhonpson- Rlack.

Melinda Thompson-Black, Species at Risk Biologist,
Aurora District, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources

cC:
Mark Heaton, Management Biologist, MNR
Chloe Stuart, A/Manager, Permits & Agreements, MNR
Andy Baxter, Coordinator, Permits and Agreements, MNR
Maria Parish, Planning Ecology Supervisor, TRCA
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RIVERSTONE

k' v‘ﬂ RONMENTAL SOLUTIONS iNE.

April 27,2011 ey ﬁﬂﬁs&aﬁﬁﬁﬁ? %mwvf:: Qﬁﬁ Qf
RS#2010-039 L el AFRROWED by e

b Eyastive Ohmeittes on |
2109179 Ontario Inc: cﬁ@:‘s st :

Rosemarie: Hmnphnes T
Humphries Plaxuunngroup Tnc. 4PR &8 201
216 Chrislea Road, 811 Jiteil 0B

: @ wahzwz!!id oy H secompanted 1
Vaughan., ON ) Thisb‘? 4  permit* sfgied by @n IRCA.

1AL 8S5 | Enforcanant Officer andissubiotihereto. (1
‘ hgﬁ;ﬁﬂ'ﬁﬁ i Hst of ol THCR Bpproved d&eumems

SUBJECT: Revegetation Plan, 3501 King Vaughan Road, 2109179 Ontario Tic.

BACKGROUND

RiverStope Environmental Solutions In¢, (hereafter RiverStone) was retairied by 2109179 Ontatio Inc,
fo-complete a revegetation plan to coincide with the Proposed Driveway Plan piépdred by the
Municipal Tnfrastructure Group Lid (TMIG). In a meeting between TMIG and the Toronto Region
Conservation Anthority (TRCA) it was determinsd that more defailed information was required
regarding the-vegetation restoration for the banks of the proposed new, and existing crossings. These
recommendations-were prepared to:meet the Toronto Region Conservation Authorities Planning and
Development Procedural Manual, Appendix H, Post‘-conéﬁructibn:(-}hidelinas, July 2004, Areas for
revegetation are depicted.in Figure 1 and were determined as;per the information provided by the
Municipal Infrastructure: Grouwp:

REVEGETATION PLAN

On the subject property there are tworitiain areas in which there is 2 heed to restore natural vegetation.
These areas inictude th areas around the proposed new eresk crossing, and the disturbed aréas fromthe
reimoval of the existing crossing, Wil these areas there are two types.of vegetation establishinent
techniques that will be'employed to stabilize the banks-and open areas.

Hydroseeded Areas

Figure 1 shows in the areas in which the hydroseeding technique will be used to révégetate the open.
banks post-consiruction. The seed used will be a native:seed mix of the following species that has been
previously approved by the TRCA;

1-310 Taylor Road, Bracebridge Ontaria, PAL 1K1 /T 705.645.9887 FF 888,857.4979 /E info@rsenviro.ca



RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS iNC.

S BeciesCoTarOn NATIE |75 peetes n Clenti N A e [ FOrCen  OE It /6.

New Enpgland Aster Aster npvae-angline 2
Blick Byed Susan Rudbeckiahirta B2
Sand Dropseed | Spvrobolus eryptandrus {20
Canada Wild Rye | -Elymms-éanadensis 120

Canada Golded Rod | Solidago-canadensis 4
‘Wild Bergatnot | Monarda fistulosa . i1

'Smiodth: Blue Aster | -AsterTaeiiy 1
LitileBlugstem | Andropagon. scaparms 126
Indiarn Grass Sorghastrum nutans 20

RiverStoné recommierids the following to ensure the snccessfil vegetation restoration of the

hydroseededateas of the subject propeity;

= Allareas proposed for hydroseeding will be- seeded a¥ soom as possible-after construction, with

preferred application times being Apnl 30 to May 30, and August 15 to September 30.

Apphcatxon of seed durmg drought conditions or immediately prior to heayy raing ray resulé
in. the need for reapplication

o The site will be graded and prepared with a minimum:of 15em of a heavy clay-loam soil priox
to seeding. Soilsshould be. selected carefully to ensure they do not contain the seeds of knowil
invasive plant species.

- The seeding will be applied as per the specific manufactures requn'ements to thickness and

spread adequate to ensure éven végetative growth in order fo out¢ompeteinvasive plant
species.

o Straw mulch should be applied after seeding to increase the effectiveness. of the application to
a-depth of 25mm to-S0mm:.

o Area will be inspected penodlcally by aquahﬁed bmlog1st ‘to.ensure regrowth is occurring as
desired and to-assessif reapphcatlon is'necessary.

Slopes with Coir Fiber

As perthe plan provided by TMIG; several areas are proposed to be.graded to-aslope of3:1 and a

Caconut Coir fibre along with plantings of native rees and shrubs will be ised to stabilize'the slopes.

This'method of erosion control and vegetation restoration is‘effectivein areas of steep slopes and
provides Tongterm stabilization-and good wildlife habitat structure. Species selected for these areas
were chosen based oni their tolerance fo difficult and early successional conditions along with
commercial availability. Photograph I and Photograph 2 show examples.of finished plantings using
this method.

Greenbelt:Conformity Repert, 3601 King Vaughan Road; 2109179 Ontario Ine.



RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SCLUTIONS INC.

A

The following. recommendations will ensure the successful restoration in these areas;

Greenibeit Canfartnity Repott, 3501 King Vaughaii Road, 2109179 Ontatio. Inc. 3



RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS INC.

 All areas proposed for revegetation-will be planted as:soon as possible after constructiom, with
preferred planting times being Apnl 30 to. May:: 30, and August 15 to September 30

« Planting during drought. conditions may result i in the need for extrairrigation and/or loss of
plant materlal

« The site will be graded and prepared with a minimum of 15¢m of a. heavy clay-loam seil prior
fo planting. Soils should be selected carefully to ensure they do net contain the seeds of known
fnvasive plant species

« Coconut Coir Fibre blankets will be.applied to the area: as per the specific manufactures:
‘requirements, ensiring blankets:are completely fouehmg thé ground with 1o ‘tenting” caused
by sticks or rocks-underneath the fibre, Blankets should overlap and be:secured to the ground
using lands¢éapeé. Staplés or wooden stakes

« Native trees and shrubs acceptable for the subject property are;

- Red Maple (deer rubrum), S
Shining Willow-(Salit fucida), ™7
Black Willow:(Salix niigra), RECEIV ED
‘White Birch {Betula papyrifera), ' '
Red Osier Dogwosd (Comus stolamﬁera),

I

k]

¥V

- Nannybeny (Viburnum lentago), APR 2 9 7011
- Servieeberry (Amelanchzerspp) . . . L
- Common Elderberry (Sambucus canadensm) : PL&NNWG%R%KELG?MEM

‘Slender Willow (Salix petiolaris),
Natrow-leaved Meadowsweet (Spirea alba), and
Staghorn Sumac (Rhas typﬁmaj

i

Native tree oF shrubs, a minimum;of S¥cin in helghi: should be: planted ata. dens;ty of 1 shrub
perl m 2 nto-oles in the Coconut Coir Fibre. Tf shrubs less than:50cm in height are used
densﬂ:ywﬂl bé increased to2 shrubs per. I m?

* Bare-root plant stock may-be.used..pricir to-May 30, after which time container gtown plant
stoeK will be required.

» Atleast three different.species must be selected from the preceding list in order to create a
‘more diverse v’egetatmn structuré and habitat

o Area will be mspected periodically by 3 quahﬁed bmloglst ‘to ensure regrowih is:occurring ag
desired and to assess if replanting i IS pecessary

Webelieye the aboveidescriptioi and recormmendations should meet the TRGAs requirements for
details regarding the proposed vegetation restoration. Please-coitact us if there afe-any questions
regaiding this report, or if further information is reqired.

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Tne.

Greenbelt Corformity Report, 3501 King Viaughan Road, 2109179 Ontario inc. 4



Report prepared by:

Laura Alwari . ¥Gi13mour

Terrestrial Ecologist

RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SCLUTIONS INC.

Al Shaw, M.Sc.
Senior Aquatic Ecologist
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Bonsignore, Connie Aelol 2 @
2 VAL,

From: Bonsignore, Connie on behalf of Abrams, Jeffrey

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 11:28 AM

To: Bellisario, Adelina

Subject: FW: Agenda Item #22/Committee of Whole Mtg. Feb. 28th

Attachments: 20120228_111711.pdf

Connie Bonsignore

Administrative Assistant

Office of the City Clerk

Telephone: (905) 832-8585 Ext. 8280

Email Address: connie.bonsignore@vaughan.ca

"'E VAUGHAN

From: Gouzvaris, Shari

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 11:22 AM

To: Mayor and Members of Council

Cc: Bellisario, Adelina; Abrams, Jeffrey; Bonsignore, Connie; Barbieri, Enza; Canestraro, Rosanna; Cardile, Lucy;
Ciafardoni, Joy; Ciampa, Gina; De Luca, Franca; DeBuono, Michelle; Furfaro, Cindy; Guiney, Becky; Liscio,
Alexandria; Panicali, Adele; Ristic, Nicole; Russo, Anna; Tamburini, Nancy; Tarantini, Maria; Traub, Debi; Ye,
Wendy

Subject: Fwd: Agenda Item #22/Committee of Whole Mtg. Feb. 28th

Good morning,
This fax was just received on the Council fax machine - Re: Agenda Item #22

Thank you,
Shari

From: sharp-council@vgn.cty [mailto:sharp-council@vgn.cty] On Behalf Of sharp-council@
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 11:17 AM

To: Gouzvaris, Shari

Subject: Scanned image from Council Copier

2/28/2012
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Magnifico, Rose

C ? o
COMMUNICATION
From: Richard Lorello [rlorello@rogers.com]

)
. . W W 1+ 2 WD 5 N
cw_Ten il
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 11:39 AM ITEM -
To: Carella, Tony; Racce, Sandra; Rosati, Gino; Shefmg.n_mani—b#a{e,—ﬁmlyﬂmﬁm@,'ﬂéb;

DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Di Biase, Michael; Bevilacqua, Maurizio

Cc: Caroline Grech; Noor Javed; Megan (National Post) O'Toole; Abrams, Jeffrey;
commissionerofplanning

Subject: OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT FILE OP.06.002 ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT FILE
Z.06.005

Attachments: Ward 3 Zoning Amendment.pdf

Mayor and Members of Council

Please accept my written deputation with respect to the above subject matter as | am not able
to attend today's meeting.

| deeply concerned of the consequences and precedent that this proposed Official Plan
Amendment may have in the future. It is my understanding that staff did not agree with the
above amendment in a previous report and as a result | am puzzled as to why staff is now
recommending the change from "Estate Residential" to "High Density Residential-
Commercial”. This is quite a leap in zoning given that the area in question is still considered
rural in nature by many.

| am also deeply concerned of the implications of this zoning change and how it will affect the
rural nature of Ward 1 specifically the impact to Kleinburg and area. The effect of this change
has far reaching consequences and has the effect of rendering our highy touted Official Plan
as ineffective.

Vaughan's official plan was recently passed after millions of dollars were spent to come up
with a blue print as to how our city would develop going forward. It appears that we are
abandoning the vision of the Official Plan and the enormous financial investment that went into
it by taxpayers.

I would also like to remind Mayor Bevilacqua that when the issue of rescinding the urban
boundary expansion north of Teston (Block 41 and 27), the Mayor stated;

“We have fo have stable governance and stable governance means, to me, that we

cannot have a decision made a few months ago and send one signal to the marketplace

and citizens and then change that. | don’t think that would be fair,” Mr. Bevilacqua said,

adding he is comfortable with the boundary expansion.

| ask Mayor Bevilacqua.....Why does his statement not apply to the zoning amendment in
question?

Consistently this council and previous council have favored urban sprawl by virtue of their
voting on zoning matters. The current official plan strives to limit sprawl and encourage
responsible development. The proposed zoning amendment is not responsible and
encourages sprawl and destruction of green space by allowing high density development in a
area that was never conceived in the Official Plan

2/28/2012
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I ask council to stand by the Official Plan which is also a statement of our principles and
values. Please disregard the recommendation made by staff with respect to this matter. Your
voting record will speak volumes in future and will aiso set precedents for the future. 1 am also
requesting a recorded vote on this matter.

Sincerely
Richard T. Lorello

272812012



63 Riverside Dr. C
Woodbridge, On. COMMUNICATION

ow-Telo 2|12

ITEM - S a..____

February 28, 2012

Dear Mayor, Councilors, and Mr. Abrams,

| address my comments to Item 22 on today’s agenda, the proposed 6 storey condominium application
on Pine Valley Drive.

| believe the Council should stick to the zoning in the official plan at this location. The City will have
more than met the province’s quota for density by 2031, so there’s no need to change the present rural
residential zoning. It will greatly change the built character present along Pine Valley and at Woodend
St. | believe that it will also reduce the values of the homes in that area. Also, this kind of development
will be inappropriate across from the Kortright lands. Please save the 6 storey developments for the

urban designated areas.

Regarding the problem that the developer says they may get 10 storeys if they take it to the OMB, |
believe that municipalities should unite to protest the fact that the OMB can still override municipal
zoning in spite of the decisions of democratically elected Municipal Councils. Could networking with
other municipalities and working through the Association of Municipalities of Ontario speed up the
action on reducing the powers of the OMB? Ontario should reward cities that have met their density
quotas in their official plans by relieving them of interference by the OMB.

Sincerely yours,

Martha Bell
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e
COMMUNICATIOlN
Subject: FW: Integrity Commissioner's 2011 Annual Repor
Attachments: campbelljpg; campbell 2,jpg CW - F 23 8

ITEM - _ Lol 7

From: Carrie Liddy [mailto:carrie.liddy@sympatico.ca]

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 10:40 AM

To: Richard Lorello; Carella, Tony; Racco, Sandra; Rosati, Gino; Shefman, Alan; Iafrate, Marilyn; Schulte, Deb;
DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Di Biase, Michael; Bevilacqua, Maurizio

Cc: Caroline Grech; Noor Javed; megan o'toole; Antony Niro; Abrams, Jeffrey

Subject: Re: Integrity Commissioner's 2011 Annual Report

Mayor Bevilacqua, and Council,

I can add to Mr Lorello’s email below. I also filed a complaint during the years noted, and not only was
the complaint not kept confidential, (as is a legal requirement under the Act) but the Integrity
Commissioner told me that all of her reports are vetted by City Staff, namely Mr Harris and Ms Atwood-
Petkovsky.

During the few meetings I had with the Commissioner, the Commissioner spent more time talking about
how paranoid she was that her office was bugged, than talking to me about my complaint. She discussed
confidential files with me, notably: Paul D’Onofrio’s complaint against Mayor Linda Jackson and Councillor
DiVona's request for a ruling on if he broke the Municipal Elections Act. I do note that the Integrity

~ Commissioner did issue a report on the issue Councillor DiVona brought before her and subsequently then
denied her own report when Councillor DiVona disclosed the report to the media.

I also note that I was told the attached document was “leaked” from her office. (the document is sitting
on her table and was photographed) I suspect that Mr Donofrio was the recipient of taxpayer money
because of this document.

The complaint I filed was a serious complaint and yet she found “nothing wrong”, ignoring the
documentation given to her. She made it clear to me that she could not write anything in a report that
the City Manager and City Solicitor didn’t agree with. She made it ciear they changed her reports before
submitting to council, which is consistent with Mr Lorello’s experience. These actions are against the
Municipal Act, if anyone on council should have an inclination follow-up on this issue.

I have no confidence in the Integrity Commissioner and that is precisely why I will not under any
circumstances file a complaint with the current Office of the Integrity Commissioner again. Clearly, there
are serious issues with this council, however I am taking my complaints to the media, other levels of
government and to the courts, given the above. As an example, I note that the Mayor has not returned
even one email or phone call I have sent him. This is a clear breach of the code of conduct, however in
knowing in advance that the Integrity Commissioner’s findings will be to dismiss the complaint for some
reason, I refuse to waste my time filing a complaint. The office is a waste of taxpayer dollars and it
should be closed or completely revamped to adhere to the Municipal Act.

I know in advance that the concerns in this email will also not be returned, which is merely more proof of
the ineffectiveness of the Office.

. Fromi Richard Lorello <rlorello@rogers.com>
Reply-To: Richard Lorello <rlorello@rogers.com>
Date: Tue, 28 Feb 2012 07:05:15 -0800 (PST)




To: Tony Carella <Tony.Carella@vaughan.ca>, Sandra Racco <sandra.racco@vaughan.ca>, Rosatti
Rosatti <Gino.Rosati@vaughan.ca>, Alan Shefman <alan.shefman@vaughan.ca>, Marilyn Iafrate
<Marilyn.Iafrate@Vaughan.ca>, Deborah Schulte <Deh.Schulte@vaughan.ca>, Rosanna DeFrancesca
<Rosanna.DefFrancesca@vaughan.ca>, Michael DiBiase <Michael.DiBiase@vaughan.ca>, Maurizio
Bevilacqua <Maurizio.Bevilacqua@vaughan.ca>

Cc: Caroline Grech <cgrech@yrmg.com>, Noor Javed <njaved@thestar.ca>, megan o'toole
<motoole@nationalpost.com>, Antony Niro <antony.niro@gmail.com>, "Carrie. Liddy"

<carrie. liddy@sympatico.ca>, Jeffrey Abrams <jeffrey.abrams@vaughan.ca>

Subject: Integrity Commissioner's 2011 Annual Report

Mayor and Members of Council

Please accept my written deputation with respect to the above subject matter as | am not able to
attend today's meeting.

| have read the Integrity Commissioner's 2011 Annual Report with interest. Specifically | note that
there was not a single complaint received from the public by the Integrity Commissioner in 2011 as
compared to 2009-2010 when there were 32 complaints received. There was also substantially fewer
fewer inquires from the public and staff.

While the Commissioners statistics for 2011 appear to be impressive | would not jump to the
conclusion that the numbers are a reflection of the Integrity Commissioners Office's success.

Speaking from personal experience, | have used the services of the Integrity Commissioner's Office.
The experience left me very disappointed in the effectiveness of the role and scope of the Integrity
Commissioner. | also have reason to believe that others have encountered the same disappointment.

In one of my experiences | worked with the Integrity Commissioner to investigate a particular matter
~ having to do with a former member of council. Although the Integrity Commissioner appeared to do
the due dilligence required of the investigation, the outcome of the final report was another matter. |
was personally provided with a report by the Integrity Commissioner which described her findings on
the matter in question. | was lead to believe that her findings would be brought to council. However,
the actual report that went to council was substantially different than the report that | was provided.
There was no notice provided to myself of the change in her findings. | found this to be highly
suspect.

Needless to say | felt deceived and misled.

On another occassion | submitted a complaint in early 2010 having to do with a different former
member of council. After several attempts to obtain a response within the Code of Conduct's
perscribed response time, | was provided a response in June of 2010, approximately 6 months from
the original request. The response indicated that no investigation could be initiated due to the
moratorium period imposed by the Code of Conduct on the Integrity Commissioner during an election
year. | felt that the Commissioner failed to follow her own protocol.

Again | felt deceived by the process and left me with a severe lack of confidence in the role of the
Integrity Commissioner's Office. And again | believe that others have experienced similar
experiences.

I would be happy to provide you with the documentation surrounding the 2 complaints that |
described.



To be clear, regardless of the decision or outcome of my complaints, | found the process to be
lacking, ineffective unfair and inconsistent. Unless changes are made | cannot see myself or other
residence using or relying on this service. Others that | have consulted with on this issue have

~ expressed similar experiences. While this may serve the purpose for some it was not the intended
goal for the Integrity Commissioners Office.

As a result | am asking council to review the role of the Integrity Commissioner with the goal of
making this role more effective for residence.

Sincerely
Richard T. Lorello



HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.
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218 Chrislea Road
Suite 103
Vaughan, ON

L4l 885

T. 905-264-7678
F: 905-264-8073

\

February 23, 2012 COMMUNICATION

HPGI File: 08172
CW -

ITEM - l L\'

pX

Mayor and Members of Council
City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

LEA 1T1

Re: City of Vaughan Committee of the Whole Meeting February 28, 2012~ ltem 14
Official Plan Review -Volume 2
KK Holdings — North West Quadrant of Kirby Road & Keele Street

Humphries Planning Group Inc., represents KK Holdings, owner of 17 acres of land located at
Pt Lot 31, Concession 4 (north/west quadrant of Keele Street and Kirby Road).
Correspondence was provided to the City of Vaughan dated June 14", August 30" and
September 7, 2010, September 10, 2011 and January 29, 2011 in addition to conducting
meetings and discussions with Regional Planning and local Planning staff as recently as January
2012. On behalf of KK Holdings, Humphries Planning has reviewed the staff report for the
above mentioned item and find that there is no reference or acknowledgement to the
September 10 or January 29" correspondence that has been previously provided to the City.

In 1998 the City of Vaughan approved an agreement that would extend full municipal services
to my clients land on the north-west corner of Keele and Kirby. Since that time a portion of
the site has been developed to include a number of service commercial uses including a gas
station, car wash, a drive through eating establishment and a facility for the repair of
farm/heavy equipment and trucks. The initial development also provided for the construction
of a road north of Kirby that is fully serviced. The effect of this development is the creation of
a remnant parcel of fully serviced land that is surrounded on three sides with existing
development and has municipal roads along the south and west property line. Thereisa
railroad corridor along the east property line. It must be acknowledged that this is a very
unique situation within the City of Vaughan and any consideration of a land use change will
not be precedent setting in any way.

The continuation of agricultural uses on this remnant parcel is not practical and does not
reflect the true nature of the property. The continuation of an agricultural zone with it limited
permitted uses also does not recognize the fact that the site is fully serviced. The City should

i www.humphriesplanning.com




per

Attn: Mayor and Members of Council

Re: Vaughan OP Review — Request for Modification
KK Holdings

Page3of3

Map 13.x.x

Yours truly,
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC,

ThE VI nilh

Rosemarie L. Humphries BA, MCIP, RPP

cc. KK Holdings- Mr. Nick Cortellucci
Mr. Augustine Ko, Region of York Planning Department
Mr. John Mackenzie, Vaughan Planning Commissioner
Mr. Roy McQuillan Planning Department



HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

216 Chiisles Road

Suite 103
Vaughan, ON
L4L 885

T. 905-264-7678
F: 805-264-8073

September 10, 2011
HPGI File: 08172

Clerks Department, City of Vaughan
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1IT1

Attn:  Mr. leffrey Abrams

Re: City of Vaughan Official Plan Review, Modifications to Vaughan OP - 2010 Volume 1
KK Holdings — North West Quadrant of Kirby Road & Keele Street

On behalf of KK Holdings, Humphries Planning Group has reviewed staffs most recent report
and response to the modification request as related to submissions made on behalf of K¥
Holdings. Staff response as contained within Reference Item 168 R indicates that as a new

- zoning by-law will not be in place for a number years, there is no reason to provide for a site

specific policy for the subject site. We continue to remain concerned regarding staffs
approach to this unique site circumstance,

Land Use Mapping and policy continues to designate the entirety of the subject land holding as
“Agricultural”. The property has municipal services and has been developed with a gas bar, car
wash, drive-thru restaurant, truck and farm machinery sales and repair centre. A vacant area
of approximately 3 ha is left on the subject site for which similar type of development and/or
institutional uses including a private school and church is logically expected to occur. To
designate and expect agricultural uses for this urbanized location is inappropriate and not
representative of good planning.

We continue to object to the proposed Agricultural Designation and associated policies. A
We request that an urban boundary designation and/site specific policy for this site be
applied given its unigue circumstances.

Yours truly,
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

cc. KK Holdings- Mr. Nick Cortellucci
Mayor and Members of Council
Mr. lohn Mackenzie, Commissioner of Planning
Ms. Diana Birchall, Director of Policy Planning
Mr. Augustine Ko, Region of York

www frarmphiiesplanning.com
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HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

216 Chrislea Road
Suite 103
Vaughan, ON
L4L.8S5

T: 905-264-7678
F: 905-264-8073

January 29, 2011
HPGI Fife: 08172

Planning Department

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

Attn:  Mr. Roy McQuillan

Re: City of Vaughan Official Plan Review — Modification Request
KK Holdings — North West Quadrant of Kirby Road & Keele Street

Correspondence was provided to the City of Vaughan dated June 14™, August 20" and
September 7, 2010 on behalf of KK Holdings owner of 17 acres of land located at Pt Lot 31,
Concession 4 (north/west quadrant of Keele Street and Kirby Road). We are requesting that
the City of Vaughan incorporate a modification to its adopted Official Plan which includes a
site specific provision which permits “place of worship, transportation and industrial uses” on
the subject lands as these uses are considered complementary to the existing approved and
developed land uses on the remnant landholding.

Previous correspondence provided requested that the subject land be included within the
urban boundary designation as the lands currently are municipally serviced and have land use
approvals for with service commercial uses inclusive of gas station and car wash, drive-thru
eating establishment and motor vehicle sales and repair for farm/heavy equipment /trucks.
This information is supported by approved zoning by-law 179-2009 attached hereto.

The applicant has also indicated to staff that a place of worship and other institutional uses
may also be considered for the vacant portion of the site. The balance of the landholding is
situated to the north of the developed area and south of the greenbelt boundary. The
proposed official plan as adopted does not provide for agricultural —related uses and
specifically states that transportation and industrial uses will not be permitted.

It is our opinion, the incorporation of a site specific modification represents good land use
planning. Itis not practical nor appropriate to expect that Agricultural uses to locate on the

www. humphriesplanning.com



Attn: Mr. Roy McQuillan

Re: Vaughan OP Review —~ Request for Modification
KK Holdings

Page2o0f2

remainder of the subject site in either the near of long-term as the site is bounded on three
sides by existing transportation infrastructure (west- railway, south-Kirby Road, east-Keele
Street) and to the north by the Greenbelt and was previously subject to a Special Policy Area
by OPA 600 wherein industrial land uses were to be considered for the area between Keele
Street, and the rail line between Teston Road and King-Vaughan Road. Consideration of
unique locational attributes, surrounding uses and availability of municipal services, the
requested policy for KK Holdings is not anticipated to create a precedent or pre-determine
land uses for adjacent landholdings.

Yours truly,
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

Rosemarie kries BA, MC]P,\R B

cc. KK Holdings- Mr. Nick Cortellucci
Mr. Augustine Ko, Region of York Planning Department
Ms. Melissa Rossi, Planning Department
Mr. Mauro Peverini, Planning Department



| HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

216 Chrislea Road
Suite 103
Vaughan, ON
L41. 885

T: 905-264-7678

September 7, 2010
HPGI File: 08172 -

Tlerks Department

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

Attn:  Mr. Jeffrey Abrams
Clerk

Re: September 7, 2010 - Council Meeting

Vaughan Official Plan Review ~Special Committes of the Whole Report No. 42
KK Holdings

Further to Special Committee of the Whole Meeting held on August 31rst as refated to
Volume 2 of the Vaughan Official Plan Review process we are corresponding on behalf of KK
Holdings. Both written and verbal presentations were made on behalf of KK Holdings
regarding landholding at the north west cormer of Keele Street and Kirby Road. A request
was made respecting the City undertake Turther consideration as related to establishing a
special provision for this landholding which would permit industrial, transportation and
service uses. Review of the minutes from this meeting does not indicate that staff will be
undertaking such review prior to approval of the new official plan document. # is

respectfully requested that this be acknowledged and form part of the meeting minutes at
this time.

Yours truly,
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

Rosemarie L-Humphries-BA; CIP, RPP
Brasident

c¢, KK Heldings, Mr. Nick Cortelluce

F: 905-264-8073

www.humphriesplanning.com




| |HUMPHRIES-PLANNING GROUP INC.

’ August 302010
HPGI File: 08172

Cierks Department
City of Vaughan
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario
LBA1TL

Attn: M, Jeffrey Abrams

Re: City of Vaughan Official Plaﬁ Review
KK Holdings — North West Quadrant of Kirby Road & Keele Street

Correspondence was provided to your offices dated June 14™ on behalf of KK Holdings owner
of 17 acres of land located at PT Lot 31, Concession 4 {north/west quadrant of Keele Street
and Kirby Road). Comments made by City staff in response to the submission have been
reviewed with the landowner. We do not support the current draft Official Plan and are

providing further submissions at this time in support of a site specific provision being applied
to the subject site.

Previous correspondence provided requested that the subject land be included within the
urban boundary designation as the lands currently are municipally serviced and have land use
approvals for with service commercial uses inclusive of gas station and car wash, drive-thru
eating establishment and motor vehicle sales and repair for farm/heavy equipment /trucks. .
Further the apphcant has indicated to staff that a place of worship and other institutional uses
may also be considered for the vacant portion of the site. The balance of the landholding is
generally situated to the north of the developed area-and south of the greenbelt boundary.-
The proposed official plan would not provide for agncultural —related uses and specifically
states that transportation and industrial uses will not be permitted.

It is not practical to expect that Agricultural uses will locate on the remainder of the subject
site in either the near of long-term. It is therefore requested that a site specific policy be
established for this site which provides for additional flexibility for future development to
occur on the property inclusive of place of worship, transportation and industrial uses which
are considered complementary to the existing approved land uses. This request is being

216 Chrislea Road
Suite 103
Vaughan, ON

L4L 885

T. 805-264-7678 ) :
F: 905-264-8073 www humphriesplanning.com
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made in light of the fact that the site is bounded on three sides by existing transportation
infrastructure {west- railway, south-Kirby Road, east-Keele Street) and to the north by the
Greenbelt and was previously subject to a Special Policy Area by OPA 600 wherein industrial
land uses were to be considered for the area between Keele Street, and the rail line between
Teston Road and ng—Vaughan Road.. The requested policy for KK Holdings is not anticipated

to pre -detérmine future Iand uses for adjacent Iands Mappmg/ mformat;on is attqched for

refe rence purposes

We would be pleased to meet with staff and the City’s consulting team to further discuss thise
request.

Yours truly,
HumPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

Raosemarie L. Humphries BA, MCIP, RPP

cc. - KKHoldings- Mr. Nick Cortellucci
Mayor and Members of Council
Mr., John Zipay, Commissioner of Planning
Ms. Diana Birchall, Director of Policy Planning



BY-LAW

BY-LAW NUMBER 172-2009

A By—law to amend City of Vaughan By—!aw 1-88,

WHEREAS the matters heérein set out arein confomﬂtymﬁ'n the Official Pian of ths Vaughan Planning

Area, which is approved and In force at this time;

AND WHEREAS there has been no amendment to the Vauéhan Official Plan arﬁopted by Council but

not approved at this time, with which the matters herein set out are not In conformity;

NOW THEREFORE the Council of thc:-.‘ Carporation of the Cify of Vaughan ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. That Gty of Vaﬁghan By-law Number 1-85. as amended, be and it is hereby further amended by:

a)

b}
c}

Deleting parégraph b} and substiuiing therefor the following peragraphs b), ¢) and-d) to
Exception 8(1240) of Section 9.0 "EXCEPTIONS™ .

"b) Sections B.1 and Schedule Arespecting Zone Standards In the A Agricultural Zone;

- ) Secfion 8.2 respecting Permitied Uses In the A Agricultural Zone; and,

d) Section 3.8a) respe'cting Parking Requirements,

’

The following provisions shall apply to the lands shown as “Subject Lands” on Schedule “E-

4366A"

bi) The minimur area of a lot shall be as foliows:

I . Parcel*A”=1.4 ha;
ii) Parcel "B" = 1.0 ha;

im Parce! "C" — 3.1 ha; and

. bif) The minimum lot frontage of a lot shall be 60 m.”

The following shall be permitted on Parcel “A”, in the manner shown on Schedule *E-1366B™:

cf) a Motor Vehicle éales Establishrr{ent ~for farm/heavy equipment and trucks;

cli) an. area for the storage and display of farm/heavy equipment and frucks shall be
‘permitted in the rear yard only; - '

d) . Atotalof 129 parking spacss shall be provided, of which a maximum of 50 parking
spaces shall be used for the storage of farm/heavy equipmeﬁz- and trucks.®

Adding Schésdule "E-1366A" attached hereto as Schedule 1",

Adding Schedule "E-1366B" attached hereto as Schedule “2°.

2 Schedules "1° and “2" shall be and hereby form part of this Bylaw.

032




READ a FIRST, SECOND and THIRD time and finally passed this 30" day of June, 2000.

rams, City Gierk

Jeﬁw
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APPLICANT: K & K HOLDINGS LTD.
LOCATION: Part Lot 3

CITY OF VAUGHAN

HADFT\SATTACHUENTS\OA\DA.0B.DS7Z.0B. 0.5 -

THIS IS SCHEDULE 1 B
TOBY-LAW 179 -2009

PASSED THE 304, DAY OF Jhy= , 2009

y MAYOR
L

. CLERK

NING OFFICERS
1, Con. 4




4

: 0 /
2 /4’ 7
X ///'7//7,7,;; -

pROPDs
TRUCKe <., oL EAR
esalg &ﬂg’g%:aw.
R, r20s, CENIHE

. _-IJE . \ - . ___} ;
EE . ggkmav ROSD B
' s : SR AR S
" ’ - P =

THIS 1S SOHEDULE-‘E~ 13668 2
O BY-LAH 1 — B8

g apep— v

-Stofége and Diéplay P ' '
ay [ R Wiy -
of Farm / Heavy. Ny,
of / // L0 % 2T '-',,,,,, s
Equipment & Tricks - %}/ //’}‘Z;i;{{/‘%% '3':2{//'////,' /
~ A 7z | |
. _ 7 /ﬁ’f””ﬁi o
24 ;‘-,a
'’

£ 7
If/"/"l'///)"
I v
. 77 /// % ///4'/ /
% % g ||
PARGEL & v ., N
: Vo7 /l/’/.'f'!@m 7,72
[« 4 <& //_// " -
7 /////J@;;y/’/”f 257 _
i 7

; s ,!,u .

HOT TO SCALE

SECTION 9(1240)

“THIS IS SCHEDULE 2
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SUMMARY TO BY-LAW 179-2009 .
The lands subject to this By-law are locatad on the west side of Keele Street on the north side of Kirby Road,
in Part of Lot 31, Concesslon 4, City of Vaughan, City of Vaughan.

The purpose of this by-law is 1o permit a Motor Vehlcle Sales Establishment use for farm/heavy equipment
and trucks in order tofacilitate a Farm/Heavy Equipment/Truck Sales and Service Centre in the A Agricultural
Zone. The faclity will service and support the surrcunding agricultural community by providing local aceess to
specialized sales and repair services for agricultural equipment, )

This by-law will also provide the following exceplions with respect o establishing miniraum lot areas and lot
frontages for properties subject to this bylaw located in the A Agriculiural Zone:

Parge! A (Motur.\lehlcle Sales Establishment Uée) = 1.4 ha Minimum Lot Area;

A
. 2. Parcel "B" {(Fulure Place of Worship) — 1.0 ha Minimum Lot Area;
3

. Parcel “C* (Remaining Agricuftural Landsy —d.49 hajand,
4. Minimum Lot Frontage In the A Agricultural Zone — 80 m.

" Provislons for the storaga and display of farm/heavy equipment and frucks shall be permitted in the rear yard

only, and shall occupy a meximum of 50 parking spaces.
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A By-law tn arnend city of Vaughan Bystaw 1-B8..

DEC-02~2005 FRL 12:17 PM DEV PLANNING VAUGHAN FHX NU, Yubbacouay

THE CITY OF VAUGHAN

BY-LAW

. BY-LAW NUMBER 218-2005

WHEREAS the matters herein setoutare in cunfurrmtymlh the Officdal P!an_ofthe Vaughan Plar:ning
Area, which Is approved and in force at this time; _ :

AND WHEREAS there has been na amendment to the Official Plan adopted by Coungil and not
approved at this time, with which the raatters herein set out ara not in conformity;

NOW THEREFORE The Council of The Corporation of The City of Vaughan ENACTSAS FOLLOWS.
1. That City of Vaughan By-iaw Number 1-88, as emended, be and itIs hereby furiher amended_by:

. a} Rezaning the Iénds shown as "Sublect Lands" on Schedule 1" attached hereto, frf_:m A
Agricuitural Zone to CB Highway Commercial Zone and ATAggicultural Zong in the ménper
shown on said Schedule *1% -

b) Adding the foliowing F’al:agraph tn Seciion 9 Exceptions:
“{1240) Notwithstznding the provislans of: 2 '
a) Sections B.1.4 and 6.7 tespecting Perm:ﬁsd lUses In the C6 Hnghway
Gornmerczal Zone; and :
B}  Section 81 and Schedule *A” respeaiing the Minimum Lot Area nan A
Agricultural Zane. -
The follawing provisions shall apply to the lands shown as “Subject (ands™ on
Schedule “E-1366"; ;
&) The use of the land shown as T8 Highway Commercial Zone on Scl{edule
E.-1366" shall be fimited to the following uses without Open Storage:
) Automobile Gas Bar '
i) Automobile Service Station
i} Car Wash
) Eafing Establishment, Canvenlence with Drive-Through, proviided i}
is operated in conjunction with an Autpmobﬂe_ Gas Ej.ar or
Automobiie Service Station.
by  The Miimum Area of a Lot in an A Agricitural Zane shall be 5.25 ha”
a) Adding Schedule "E-1 366" attached herata as Schedule 1" I
d) Dalsting Key Map 4G and substituiing Key Map 4G attached herete as Schadule “2%
2. Schedules " and 2" shall be and hereby form partof this By-Law. '

]

e
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READ a FIRST, SECOND and THIRD fime and {inally passed this 27 day of June, 2005.

Michaz! Di Biase, Mayor

I+ WJ
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C.A50

Ma { Morchers of Council COMMUNICATION
YOI an CITIDEYS O UEC o

City of Vaughan cw-Telo 93] (2
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive ‘

Vaughan, Ontario ITEM - e C
L]

L6A 1T1

Dear Mayor and Members of Council,
Re: Amalfi Court, Woodbridge

As you are aware, there have been a number of issues in respect of the small subdivision at
this site, and many attempts to resolve those issues, with little success to date. What I wish to
draw to your attention, on behalf of all the residents of Amalfi Court, is not our repeated
requests that the City assume the roadway and underground infrastructure or collect waste
and recyclables along the length of the street. Rather, it is to the error Council made in
approving the subdivision as it was ultimately designed and subsequently built; and our belief
that unless this error is noted and acknowledged, the risk is that it will be repeated elsewere
in the city.

I refer to the following:

1. The street was originally designed to end in a hammerhead, which made sense given
the narrowness of the roadway. The developer was allowed by Council---over the
advice of the fire and engineering departments---to replace the hammerhead with
two additional building lots, meaning more profit for him but an awkward situation
for any sizeable vehicle needing to access the street---such as fire trucks and
ambulances! In fact it creates a problem for any vehicle entering the street, as there is
no way a vehicle can exit the street unless it makes a two or three point turn into any
of the very short driveways along the length of the street.

2. 'The street should have been designed as a single-loaded road laid out on one side of
the site. That would have reduced the number of houses built, but each would have
had more spacious backlots, and the roadway, of course, could have been built to
city standards. Again, the insistence of the developer in maximizing the number of
lots on the site--—-and Council’s acceding to his request---has resulted in a poorly laid
out development with persistent issues.

3. The street should have ended in a circle, rather than as it does now---perpendicular
to the fence of an abutting subdivision, and rather than a hammerhead as well. That
would have meant that garbage and fire trucks and ambulances would be allowed
easy access and egress, both of which are sadly lacking, given the actual layout of the
street,

We believe that Council made a fundamental error in approving the final design of the street,
one that has created problems from day one. We acknowledge that this error cannot be
corrected. However, we believe that the assumption by the City of the infrastructure beneath



the roadway i;i;buld.'go a long way towards restoring our faith in the administration of the
City.of Vaughan;'and for that reason we ask that such assumption be approved.

Yours truly,

Giuseppé (] 6ve-)'15ailma S
President
YRSCC#976

8 Amalfi Court
Woodbridge, Ontario
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Kleinburg and Area Ratepayers’ Association

P.Q. Box 202, Klein " o, TOJTC0
Email: kara@kara-inc.ca Website: wivw karalj
_ COMMUNICATION

February 28, 2012 cw -_Toos &Q’l |2

Mayor and Members of Council, iITEM - &a‘

RE: Committee of the Whole February 28, 2012: Iem 22 — Official Plan
Amendment file Z.06.005 and Zoning By-Law amendment file Z.06.005 1668872
Ontario Inc. (Royal Pine Homes)

The property represented in the above application is just beyond our Association’s
southern border at Major Mackenzie and Pine Valley. As during the public hearing
process and our submissions at that time, we are once again making this submission in
opposition to this application. The built form in-the application is incidental to our
objection as we are opposed to the official plan amendment and the zoning change being
requested that would allow what is proposed and possible related built forms on this
location.

We have significant concerns that approval of this application and the precedent it sets
wiil bave negative ramifications for the Kleinburg and area community which has fought
long and hard to preserve our rural and heritage character. We believe such a precedent in
this rural setting/context along Pine Valley, will unleash an assault through the
development application process on what our Association fights so hard to protect. Based
on our review of the staff report we are losing confidence that City planning staff and in
turn Council will have any inclination let alone power to protect our community from this
onslaught based on a lack of any real commitment to any of its official plans. By
supporting and approving such requests what will be so graphically demonstrated is how
a comprehensive planning process employing such rigor in the preparation of official
plans can be compromised by the ad hoc and piecemeal requests to alter them in this
manner. Not to mention the enormous cost and effort that has been consumed by
Vaughan’s official plans, and especially the 3 years and over 3 million taxpayer dollars
spent on VOP 2010, The resultant lack of commitment is certainly not in the interests of
the City and its residents, as the objectives, outcomes and overall vision in these
comprehensive plans become compromised and will not positively be realized.

This will become an increasingly crucial and acute situation as we move toward 2031
when you consider Vaughan has been asked by the province and the region to accept
more than its fair share of density. We know that these types of applications rarely, if
ever, ask for less density. This application is a case in point. This then is not just about
managing growth it is also about controlling growth. If growth is not controlled by
adherence to the official plan, this City will far exceed the population target of 418,000
by 2031 through this back door process. The associated chronic problems we face and the
deterioration in our quality of life will continue unabated.



Kleinburg and Area Ratepayers’ Association

P.O. Box 202, Kleinburg, Ontario, LOJ 1C0
Email: kara@kara-inc.ca Website: www .kara-inc.ca

T I

In stark contrast this Feb 28, 2012 staff report states:
"The development planning department has determined the application will meet* and
also allow the City to meet the objectives of providing for a range of land uses ‘that
promotes the efficient land use and development patterns to support a livable and healthy
community..."

We would submit to you that this staff report has spent far too little time in citing the new
OP review which took into consideration the Provincial Policy Statement and Places to
Grow. That review again did not deem this to be an appropriate location for the zoning
that this application is requesting. The provincial policy statement and Places to Grow
was of specific focus and more than taken into consideration during the 3 years of the
Official Plan review by Urban Strategies in their 300 page VOP 2012 document. The
result - no similar high density land use designation was deemed appropriate for this

property.

To reiterate, staff spends an inordinate amount of time in proposing to reapply the
provincial policy statement and has come out with a different conclusion to VOP 2010
where it applies the provincial policy statement to OPA600. This is an odd inconsistency
in staff’s conclusion on the official plan designation and zoning on the same property
between OPA600 and VOP2010.

It should be noted and is absent from the staff report that the applicant through its
representatives made a request to change the proposed designation under VOP2010 on
June 07; 2010 and can be found in Volume 1 of the Public comments analysis undertaken
by the City. The applicant requested that under the new official plan these lands be
designated “Mid Rise residential” rather than Low-Rise residential. It should also be
noted that the Low-Rise designation under VOP 2010 was already at an appreciably
higher density that that granted under OPA600.

City planning staff responded to this June 7, 2010 request as follows:

“...The City has identified areas for intensification through the Official Plan review. The
subject lands were not included in any intensification areas. The surrounding land use
context is primarily low density residential and open space.” “No change is
recommended with respect to the proposed designation on the lands.”

This is an astonishing contradiction in the conclusion made by City staff in circumstances
where essentially there is no material difference in the request for official plan
designation. The residents of Vaughan expect predictability and consistency in the
implementation and adherence to its official plans. Once established they should be
supported and residents should not have to take on a watch dog role looking for
inappropriate deviations. Where changes are made they should have true planning merit,
be warranted and widely supported. This is not the case in this application.



C 23,
Kleinburg and Area Ratepayers’ Association

P.O. Box 202, Kleinb[rg; Ot éu mvp) |\_.u
Email: kara@kara-inc.ca Website: www kara-inc.ca

COMMUNICATION

February 28, 2012 cw _E!QL&%.]Q

e O

RE: Committee of the Whole February 28, 2012 Item 22O ffieiatPlan—
Amendment file 7.06.005 and Zoning By-Law amendment file 7.06.005
1668872 Ontario Inc. (Roval Pine Homes)

My name is David Brand and I am here on behalf of the Kleinburg énd Area
Ratepayers’ Association. This property is close to our association’s border.

We have significant concerns that approval of this application and the
precedent it sets will have negative ramifications for the Kleinburg and area
community which has fought hard to preserve a rural and heritage character.
We are losing confidence that we will be able to protect our community based
on a lack of any real commitment by City planning staff and Council to adhere
to any of the official plans. The comprehensive planning process; the 3 years
spent; and over 3 million tax dollars consumed on the latest one, will be
seriously undermined by ad hoc and piecemeal amendments.

This will become an increasingly crucial and acute situation. If growth is not
controlled this City will far exceed the population target of 418,000 by 2031
and the related chronic problems we face today will be exacerbated.

We have reviewed the staff report. We only have time to highlight some areas
of major concern. We feel the report is lacking the information needed for
Council to make the right decision for the Residents of Vaughan.



Kleinburg and Area Ratepayers’ Association

P.O. Box 202, Kleinburg, Ontario, LOJ 1C0
Email: kara(@kara-inc.ca Website: www kara-inc.ca

Communication Plan

The summary of concerns raised by those opposed does not fully reflect those
concerns. Some of these that need to be added or require wording changes are,
but not limited to:

1.

2.

Official plans should not be gutted by an incremental or ratcheting
approach.

Fear of OMB challenges should not be a factor in the decision making
process.

. Pine Valley will never be a transportation corridor as it runs only

between Rutherford and King Vaughan line with no possibility of
extension.

There are no amenities within walking distance of this location.

Public transportation will not be available in any substantive or reliable
way on Major Mackenzie for many years, requiring residents to depend
on cars.

. Seniors do not take public transit very often. Statistically, as people age

they take public transit less frequently.

Land use policies / planning considerations

Staff’s review of this application in the context of the City’s previous official
plan under OP600 identifies that the comprehensive plan did not deem a high
density designation on this property to be appropriate.

The

Provincial Policy Statement and Places to Grow was taken into

consideration during the 3 years of the Official Plan review by Urban
Strategies in their 300 page VOP 2012 document. No similar high density
land use designation was deemed appropriate for this property.



Kleinburyg and Area Ratepayers’ Association

P.O. Box 202, Kleinburg, Ontario, L0J 1C0O
Email: kara@kara-inc.ca  Website: www kara-inc.ca

On June 7™ 2010 the applicant requested that under the new official plan these
lands be designated “Mid Rise residential” rather than Low-Rise residential.
City planning staff responded to this request as follows: “No change is
recommended with respect to the proposed designation on the lands.”

KARA does not believe that this report makes a strong and compelling
argument that this official plan amendment and zoning change should be
approved for this site. We also fear that the new official plan is already being
rendered essentially irrelevant even before it formally comes into force. Once
official plans are established residents should not have to take on a watch dog
role Jooking for inappropriate deviations. Where changes are made they
should have true planning merit, be warranted and be widely supported.

For most observers, the idea this application is compatible with the
surrounding community strains credulity. In our view it is indisputable that
this application is NOT compatible with the surrounding area. As such we
urge Council NOT to support staff’s recommendation for approval.

Respectfully Submitted by the,
Kleinburg and Area Ratepayers Association



Stephen Roberts
95 Bentoak Crescent
Vaughan, Ontario,

L4J 888
C 9=
February 28, 2012 COMMUNICATION
City Clerk, City of Vaughan, cwW - _[efr 0%l 12,
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive (
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1 TEM - O

Re: Committee of Whole Meeting Feb28, 2012
Official Plan Amendment File OP.06.002
Zoning By-law Amendment File Z.06.005
1668872 Ontario Inc. (Royal Pine Homes)

9909 and 9939 Pine Valley Drive, Vaughan Ont.
Ward 3

| do not support proposed zoning bylaw amendment to allow high-density development due to
the ecological concerns that | have regarding this development. My concerns relates to both
Parts 1 & 2, however, | am very concerned with the re-designation of PART 2 from “Valley and
Stream Corridor” to High Density Residential Commercial”.

We need to protect and strengthen the ecological integrity of the adjacent creek, woodlot and
iook at the whole picture in the context of Kortright Conservation Area. This areas is part of the
Kleinburg Woodlands and has been designated a Regional Significant Life Science ANSI (Area
of Natural and Scientific Interest).

Unfortunately, the application and associated supporting document makesno mention of the City
of Vaughan Woodlot Protection Strategy from 1994 and 2001. This document “established a
proactive strategy for the protection and acquisition of all 300 acres of major woodlot resources
with the planned area of Vaughan”. Essentially this is a high priority list of the most important
woodlokto protect. The woodlot and valley land in this subject property are in this document. It is
identified as Woaodlot #9. This woodlot has already been subject to tree cutting on the east side
by another developer in the adjacent subdivision.

Therefore, | am asking that council & not allow any development on Part 2 and to review
development options for Part 1. The present plan to zone the valleylands to OS1 Open Space
Conservation Zone and the woodlot to 0S4 Open Space Woodlot Zone is fully supported and
endorsed.

Sincerely,
Stephen Roberts
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WOODLOT IDENTIFICATION #9

1.

URBAN VILLAGE 1 - VELLORE
1.1. BLOCK 39

DESCRIPTION

2.1. LOCATION

e  Part of the west half of Lot 20, Concession 6
»  East side of Pine Valiey Dr,

2.2, AREA
2.2.1. TOTAL AREA

Approximately 11.6 ha,

22.2. TABLELAND

Approximately 9.6 ha.

2.2.3. VALLEYLAND

Approximately 2 ha.

2.2.4. ANSI

Approximately 11.6 ha. (total area)
Regionally Significant Life Science ANSI

2.3. CHARACTERISTICS

Characterized by intermittent tributaries with steep slopes the woodlot performs
erosion control functions and possesses a moderate degree of habitat importance.
Forms part of the Kleinburg Woodlots which have been designated as a Life Science
ANSI.

Residential dwelling exists on north west corner of woodlot and includes associated
property comprising approximately 4 ha. of woodlot and valleyland area.

OWNERSHIP
3.1. Contained within two private ownerships, being:

a four hectare residential property totally contained within the woodlot and
valleyland designation; and,

an approximate 16 ha. property containing the balance of the woodlot and adjacent
farmland.(Owned by adjacent plan of subdivision — Artibus Development Corp —
19T97V15)

REGULATORY STATUS
4.1. OFFICIAL PLAN

Designated “Woodlot” in OPA 400/600

4.2, ZONING BYLAW

Zoned A Agricultural by Bylaw 1-38;

4.3. SUBDIVISION CONTROL

»

The larger 16 ha. area is part of a larger land holding the balance of which forms
Subdivision Plan19T-97V15. However the woodlot portion of the land ownership
has been excluded from the limits of the subdivision

The 4 ha area is not under development application and forms a residential lot.

SUMMARY

*

There would not appear to be any planning process underway to secure this woodlot.
The existing 4 ha. woodlot property containing a residence has little further
development opportunity. The larger woodlot property will become a separate lot
upon registration of the plan of subdivision on the balance of the lands and could
therefore accommodate a further dwelling which would impact the woodlot.
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Richard Rodaro
for 50 Woodend Place, RR#2 Woodbridge.
Deptutation to Commiittee of the Whole

February 28™, 2012, 1pm, Agenda ltem 22 C A /_(_
O.PA. File OR06.002, Zoning By-law Amendment File Z.06.005 .
1668872 Ontario Inc. COMMUNICATION

| - [e] A
Applications for re-development proposal seeking to ow - el Qg! (
redesignate ESTATE RESIDENTIAL and VALLEY AREA lots ITEM - Q A

to HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, and,

rezone RURAL RESIDENTIAL Zone and AGRICULTURAL Zone

to RA2 APARTMENT RESIDENTIAL Zone

to build a MULTY-STOREY APARTMENT BUILDING

on Pine Valley drive immediately south of Major Mackenzie Dr across from
Kortright Conservation Lands.

Your Worship, Members of Committee and Council, Members of Staff and the Press:

My name is Richard Rodaro; my family lives on Woodend Place and are among the founding
reesidents of the Woodend-Millwood ratepayers Association for over 30 years.

Qur association President, Tim Sorochinsky is unable to attend today and so | understand
Committee will not be receiving submissions from the association. He did ask me to raise two
points with you: his disappointment that the Ward 3 community meeting to be held pursuant
to Council's motion following the Public Hearing in June 2011 did not in fact take place. He
would like to thank the various members of staff, Council and the Mayor who have met with
us on different occasions, as do 1. Secondly, his disappointment in the very limited time we
have had with this staff report

! must begin by saying that this staff report was to have been available on-line a week ago
Friday before the Family Day long weekend. It was not available until late Tuesday afterncon
on the City's website. I had to get my copy from the Clerk's office Wednesday afternoon. We
met Thursday morning with the Commissioner of Planning — which we appreciate greatly ~ to
understand the reasoning behind staff's decision to recommend approving the application, and

have had only the ensuing 4-1/2 days amidst personal and business obligations to digest,
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consider, consult as well as prepare to speak to you today. This has been wholly inadequate
time for an issue we have taken very seriously. As well, the afternoon session for this meeting

has made it impossible for many concerned residents to attend who otherwise wanted to.

At the public meeting last June we delivered a petition with approximately 100 signatures of
residents opposed to this redevelopment. A majority of residents we spoke to were not even
aware of either the application or the public meeting or both, which might be explained by the
fact the the applicant failed to erect signage on his properties advertising the applications and
the public meeting date. It is my understanding that the Planning Act requires that both notices
be mailed to residents within a limited prescribed distance of the subject properties — which
was done by the City — AND signage advertising the meeting be erected on each property of
the subject lands. Alternatively, a series of advertisements may be run in the local newspaper,
though | believe that is usually intended more for city-wide applications and issues. | checked
the Vaughan Citizen and the development site regularly and saw no ads and no signage. A

great deal of hard work and organization by both residents and City staff went into a public

~ hearing that technically did not meet the requirements of the Planning Act because the

applicant — an experienced developer - failed to fulfill what | understand to have been an
obligation to properly inform the public. | am also disappointed to see that public
correspondence and representation arising from previous public meetings for this proposed

development do not appear to have been listed in the staff report, my own included.

At the last public meeting, we requested that the City not approve the applications for this
redevelopment proposal and instead enforce the approved planning policies
1. that provide for sustainable diversity in residential land uses while maintaining and
complementing the integrity of existing planned neighbourhoods:
o The staff report recognizes that the lands are designated 'Estate Residential”, “Valley
and Stream Corridor” and “Tableland Woodlots”, hence the requirement for an
O.P.A by the applicant.

o The staff report does not however reflect any of the following policies:

OPAG600 6.2.5. 2: This plan recognizes the existing and approved estate residential
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developments in the Rural Area General of the City of Vaughan as designated on
Schedule F and the existing Estate Residential areas located within Vellore-
Urban Village 1 as shown on Schedule B to this Plan. Development within
these areas shall be subject to the Estate Residential Policies of the Plan.

= The intent of this policy is clear — The Estate Residential policies of OPA 600

are written under Section 6, Rural Area - General Policies.

Notwithstanding the urban village development then proposed for Vellore
Village 1, OPA 600 expresses the strong assertion or command (shall) that the

pre-existing 25 acre Woodend and the Millwood Estate Residential subdivisions
are to retain their rural character and identity; this befits their location at the
western extremity of the urban village perimeter (see Schedule “A’) abutting
conservation lands of the East Humber River valley, stretching from Boyd Park to
the McMichael Gallery and indeed reflects exactly how Block 39 was designed
and effectively built-out today with almost no trace of urban development
apparent along Pine Valley Drive. And furthermore,

OPA 600 6.2.5. 3: The predominant use of land designated Estate Residential shall_

be for single family detatched dwellings on large lots. Estate Residential

development shall only occur on the basis of retaining the rural character of the

surrounding area, minimizing disturbance to the natural environment and

minimizing the impact on existing and potential agricultural operations.

= “Shall” by dictionary definition, when used in the third person expresses a strong
assertion or command rather than a wish or simply a future tense.

= With respect to minimizing impact on agricultural operations, Matchbox Garden
with the TRCA is operating a near-urban, organic farm on approximately nine
acres relying in part on biodiversity rather than fertilizers, pesticides and human
labour rather than expensive machinery on the Kortright lands near the north

west corner of Major Mackenzie and Pine Valley Drives.

- OPA600 2.1 viii:  To ensure that neighbouring developments are physically

compatible and respect existing development conditions;

Page 3



OPA600 2.1 ix: To ensure development complements the natural landscape

and protects and conserves the natural landform of areas having prominent

physical features;

OPA600 2.2 x: ... Residential Intensification will be encouraged where certain

criteria are met, such as ...compatibility with existing land uses;

OPAG600 2.7 xvii: To ensure that new developiment is integrated with and

sensitive to significant landscape features, vistas and panoramic views;

By contrast, while the report describes “High Density Residential-Commercial Area™
permittable heights (12 storeys) and densities (between 60 and 150 units/ha), it
thoroughly neglects to explain that no High Density Residential-Commercial Areas
were planned for Block 39 or Vellore-Urban Village 1 (see OPA600, Appendix B).
While the District Centre locations at Weston Road and Major Mackenzie were
designated a Study Area, the Estate Residential lands of Woodend and Millwood

were never envisioned for what is defined ...

OPA600 4.2.1.4: . High density Residential-Commercial Areas are the most

intense locations of residential and commercial use in Urban Village Area 2 and the

Vaughan Centre Secondary Plan;

and for what requires buffering for compatibility with surrounding and less dense
residential uses,

OPAG600 4.2.1.4 vi: ... Specific development schemes shall demonstrate a careful
transition in building scale toward lower density housing forms.

| ould argue that does not mean 7 storeys of terraced balconys to transition to 2-1/2

acre single family lots.

The Visual Impact Study submitted by the applicant was unimpressive when
presented by the applicant's consultant and less so when review in detail, including

»  convenient omissions of background facts,

= that the consultant admitied when asked to having had no experience in
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preparing such a study in a 30-plus year career and knew no standard for one
» flawed methodology,

« particularly equating an approximately 2-foot by 7-foot open metal frame
cage atop a 3-inch solid steel pole 110 feet in the air identifying the visual
impact of a solid 9-storey mass with a 2,500-plus square meter average gross
floor area foot print;

« the analysis relies entirely on examining pictures selected and taken by
representatives of the applicant that were presented to KLM in a “Where's
Waldo”-like exercise of “Can you see the crane?” and so was not undertaken
independentiy — even remotely from the applicant.

= The professional opinion that “a 9-storey residential building ... will have no
visual impact on the surrounding community” that forms the conclusion of the
analysis report is arguably incongruous with the report's purpose, “to_

demonstrate the potential visual impact of a 9-storey building on the surrounding

community.” Picture locations ignored residents' locations who opposed the
application at public hearing (9990 Pine Valley, directly across the street) and
residents who signed the petition (10071 Pine Valley, north-east corner of Pine
Valley and Major Mackenzie)) but focused instead on a few selected locations
“but concluded about the entire surrounding community.

®  The analysis report makes no attempt to demonstrate the impact of further
applications for which its approval will set a precedence east along major
Mackenzie from Pine Valley Drive.

®  The analysis report is severely limited in scope and depth. Attached are pictures
provided by us to the City in June 2010 looking directly at the building site from
iocal residents' perspective, yet the report concludes no visual impact to the
surrounding community. | DO hope it tumns out to be invisible. But it raises
additional doubits as to the reliability of the other reports provided by this
applicant to support this application

« that respect and reinforce planned and existing rural and farm land uses,
exemplified by the Pine Valley Drive corridor north from Rutherford Road:
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o QPA600 1.7: “The city shall [i.e. in the third person indicating a command or duty,

not merely a wish] maintain and encourage the rural character of areas of
Vaughan where agricultural activity and the rural lifestyle remain predominant,
as an alternative to the City's urban areas.”; '

OPA600 2.9 ii: To ensure the protection, conservation and enhancement

of environmental features and resources located in the rural area:

OPAG600 2.9 v: To ensure that the rural character is maintained and that in

areas of non-farm uses a built-up urban appearance is not created.

that both safeguard and enhance the unique character of protected and
environmentally significant and sensitive lands including the Kleinburg woodlots
located in part on the subject property which are regionally significant Areas of
Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI), as well as Marigold Creek identified as
hydrogeologically highly sensitive. |

The staff report reflects — as the TRCA explained to us - that TRCA review of
environmental issues is limited to risk associated with flooding, erosion and stream
corridor slope stahility due to incompatibilty of new development with their
protection in their natural state. Furthermore their review is confined to the
dimensions of the permitted building envelope only - it's footprint - and does not
consider impact of density and number of storeys or impact which results from them.
In short, TRCA signing off with conditions for a proposed development does not
address all environmental impact issues, The site is surrounded by lands identified as
significantly sensitive and conservation with a planned intent to maintain a rural
character beyond the extremity of urbanization within Block 39 and should
therefore be spared the added impact of high density that is planned for other, less
sensitive locations in the City. In any event, what analysis of the remaining
environment issues has staff performed and by whom? It is not apparent to me in

the report.
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Were this application uncontested, the staff report before you might possibly be adequate for
you to deliberate its recommendation. This however is not the case and the application has

been highly controversial and strongly opposed in the community.

It was explained to us that three factors have largely contributed to staff's decision to support 4,
these applications: {I) an inconsitency in the City's handling of outstanding clder applications |
that predate the 2010 VOP which might result in an unfairness to some of the applications -
which would apply to this one - and might result in a weakened argument before the O.M.B.,
were the file referred which the applicant has repeatedly threatened; (ii} that were the
applications referred to the Board and the applicant successful then he would not only receive
O.PA. and Rezoning, but also Site Plan approval, and the City would rather retain that last
small measure of control than risk having none at all; (iii) In recent years O.M.B. decisions have
been notoriously generous to both developers and to enforcing Provincial residential

intensification policies and staff question whether it is better to to fight other issues.

You may be told that the City's Official Plan is considered at most a guideline for considering
planning approvals. But a guideline speaks more to discretionary flexibility than to outright
disregarding policies in their entirety. The recommendation to approve high density in this
rural-bound Estate Lot designation requires you to completely disregard ALL of the policies
referenced and quoted above, not to bend for a greater good, but to break to accommodate

private profit on a speculative land investment.

You may be told that it's safe to contain this building at six storeys than risk an OMB approval
at nine or ten or even twelve. But the only containment is of height, not of the precedent of

further and higher density elsewhere in our subdivision. Both planning staff and our Councillor

-have reiterated their commitment to keep this a fow density neighbourhood, but there is

noting in place nor concretely proposed. Once this is approved, the precedent under the 2010
VOP might in fact establish a node of intensification by definition, encouraging continued

redevelopment with intensification.
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Let me be perfecily clear — I do not want to see 6 storeys, ! certainly do not want to see 9, 10
or 12 on this site, and ultimately see 6-12 storeys surrounding us. It may be “safe”

and convenient but are we arguing about 6 her and 12 at the corner versus 9-12 here and 12
at the corner? When we abandon principle and policy there is no safety, no order; only crisis
managed opportunism. Neither staff, nor Council, nor the public can blow out the candle and

then curse the darkness.

In 2008 1 asked that raher than undertaking piecemeal approvals contrary to the official plans
desiginations, that if intensification was desirable at this intersection, then study it — do a plan,
of overall population, total impact and design something that works for the whole
neighbourhood going forward to or leave the designations. That's essentially what the
2010VOP did, after considering specific requests from the applicant. If staff feels that cannot be
supported at the Board then either the consultants prepared an inadequate plan — and residents
need to know that if the consulting planner cannot justify his work — or his fee! - or else the
consulting planners should stand up and defend the plan the were paid handsomely to

prepare. If they cannot, we have a right to know.

Particularily where an application is contested, planning staff should be providing the technical
anaylsis to allow Council to assess risk and choose its priorities in an open dialogue with the
public ~ whether to uphold the Official plan or abandon established neighbourhood in
exchange for maintain site plan control. These are precepts not even revealed in this report so
that it can be deliberated, debated or even considered by Council, let alone residents — instead
planning policies are cherry-picked to justify a conclusion already arrived at at the outset of the

report.

Assessment: of success at an- OMB- hearing should:be part of the rebort- yotur receive with-a-
balanced analysis of relevant bolicies. And if the public and Council choose to go to the Board
— the Board will have public evidence in a report of the effect they are having the municipal
planning-across the province for open-scrutiny. This repeorts hides the problem: at the root of.

our current planning realities.
k]
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This about transparency, for real discussion and debate, so you can tell us what your priorities
are, what principles and practices are important to you — and we in turn can tell you-what's

important to us. That is not possible with this report.

If the OMB: is the problem-in- conducting ordlerly planning then-let's call-in the Minister and
our M.PP. And we will participate in an open forum of years of frustration of the planning

program.

When- decisions are based- on-the likelihood: of an- OMB- hearing we begin-assessing-applications-
on the basis of the credibility of the applicant to make a successful appeal, not based on the
plans but who submits them — and the residents can never go to the Board and so are

marginalized and-eliminated from the planning process.

Turn down this application on the strength of the public arguments and concerns you hear or
refer it back to staff for a comelete report that will allow us to fight this fairly at the Ontario
Municipal Board and end this endless cycle,. Let there be transparency and light in our
deliberations and resolutions of these matters and preserve the integrity of our public-planning

process and our community neighbourhoods.

Thank you,



AT

Richard Rodaro, re: OP006.002, Z.06.005 Applications
Sample photographs of visual impact to surround community — May, 2011
(Provided in Millwood-Woodend Association presentations to Council, June, 2011.)
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