
 

 

 

 
 
The Ontario Municipal Board (the “OMB”) and the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal 
(the “LPAT”) is continued under the name Ontario Land Tribunal (the “Tribunal”), and 
any reference to the Ontario Municipal Board or Board or Local Planning Appeal 
Tribunal in any publication of the Tribunal is deemed to be a reference to the Tribunal. 
 
PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER subsection 17(40) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. P.13, as amended 

Appellant: 1042710 Ontario Limited (aka Royal Centre) 
Appellant: 1096818 Ontario Inc. 
Appellant: 11333 Dufferin St et al 
Appellant: 1191621 Ontario Inc.; and others 
Subject: Failure to announce a decision respecting 

Proposed New Official Plan 
Municipality: City of Vaughan 
OMB Case No.: PL111184 
OMB File No.: PL111184 
OMB Case Name: Duca v. Vaughan (City) 
  
  
Heard: May 3 to 12, 2021 by video hearing 
 
 
APPEARANCES:  
  
Parties Counsel 
  
Regional Municipality of York B. Ogunmefun (in absentia) 
  
City of Vaughan B. Engell 
 E. Lidakis 
 L. Dyer (student-at-law) 
  
 

 
 

Ontario Land Tribunal 
Tribunal ontarien de l’aménagement  
du territoire 
 
 

ISSUE DATE: June 03, 2021 CASE NO(S).: PL111184 



 2 PL111184 
 
 

 

J. Fisch, R. Fisch, B. Fisch and M. Flowers 
1096818 Ontario Inc. Z. Fleisher 
(“Appeal 61” or “Fisch”)  
  
Centre Street Properties Inc.  
Vogue Investments Ltd.  
(“Appeals 78 and 79” or “Vogue”)  
  
RioCan Holdings Inc. J. Farber 
(“Appeal 82” or “RioCan”)  
  
1150 Centre Street GP Inc. C. Tanzola 
(“Appeal 105” or “Sorbara”)  
  
 
DECISION DELIVERED BY S. TOUSAW AND ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

[1] Among the numerous appeals filed against the City of Vaughan 2010 Official 

Plan (“VOP”), Appeals 61, 78, 79, 82 and 105 pertain to policies affecting the Centre 

Street Corridor.  A lengthy hearing was scheduled for these appeals, but at the Parties’ 

request to continue settlement discussions, the hearing did not commence until day 

seven, at which time settlements involving revised draft policies and map schedules 

were presented for all five appeals.   

 

[2] The City has kept the Region of York (“Region”) apprised of the status of appeals 

to the VOP and the Region did not appear at the settlement hearing. 

 

[3] The Tribunal withheld its Decision to enable a full review of the proposed 

modified policies and maps against the substantial volume of oral and written evidence 

received.  As set out below, the Tribunal allows the appeals in part, approves the 

modifications to relevant policies and maps as settled among the Parties, and approves 

those sections of the VOP as modified. 
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[4] Underlining the Parties’ settlement and the Tribunal’s findings here are the 

evolution of provincial and regional policies and the City’s approach to accommodating 

growth with appropriate height, density and mixed uses along transit corridors while 

protecting adjacent low-rise neighbourhoods, all in pursuit of complete communities.  

The planning witnesses who testified here agree that the characteristics of the Centre 

Street Corridor and the resulting settled policies are a “model example” of these 

planning principles. 

 

[5] The Tribunal compliments the Parties in their resolution of substantial appeals 

that precluded a lengthy hearing and more importantly, result in a well-planned and 

favourable approach to city-building. 

 

PARTY STATUS 

 

[6] At the outset of the hearing, the Tribunal denied a request for Party status from 

the Brownridge Ratepayers Association (“BRA”). 

 

[7] Mario Racco, representative of BRA, filed the request for Party status on 

May 5, 2021 and spoke to the request at the hearing.  BRA covers an area to the south 

of Centre Street and, having only recently become aware that this hearing was 

scheduled, wished to provide comments or concerns to the Tribunal if such arose from 

the proposed settlements. 

 

[8] All Appellants opposed the request, as led by detailed submissions on behalf of 

Appellants Fisch and Vogue (Exhibit 2), resulting in the Tribunal’s reasons for denial of 

Party status below.  The City took no position on the request.   

 

[9] The request of the BRA was addressed at three separate Case Management 

Conferences (“CMC”) in 2013, resulting in BRA being granted Participant status with 

direction to file a motion should it continue to seek Party status.  No such motion was 
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ever filed during the subsequent seven years.  As a registered Participant, BRA was 

sent correspondence as proceedings continued, including notice for the most recent 

CMC of November 24, 2020 and the Tribunal’s Decision therefrom approving the 

Procedural Order (“PO”) for this hearing.  BRA failed to file a Participant Statement as 

directed by the PO.   

 

[10] The Tribunal denied the request for Party status given BRA’s admitted absence 

in these proceedings for a considerable time, its failure to comply with the directions of 

the (then) Ontario Municipal Board, and the unacceptably late timing of the request 

today. 

 

CENTRE STREET CORRIDOR APPEALS 

 

[11] The area known as the Centre Street Corridor (“Corridor”) under s. 12.9 of the 

VOP, consists of lands on the north side of Centre Street, from New Westminster Drive 

in the east to Concord Road in the west.  To the east of the Corridor are substantial 

commercial and residential developments of a Primary Centre (Thornhill).  To the north, 

south and west of the Corridor are low-rise residential neighbourhoods. 

 

[12] The Appellants’ properties account for most of the Corridor’s area.  Starting at 

the east side, RioCan owns 5.17 hectares (“ha”) containing large retail stores.  Abutting 

next, Vogue owns 2.49 ha containing commercial plazas, and abutting it, Sorbara owns 

a vacant site of 0.81 ha.  On the most westerly site, Fisch owns 1.21 ha of formerly 

occupied low-density residential lots. 

 

[13] Written, visual and oral evidence was received from three Registered 

Professional Planners (“RPP”) whom the Tribunal qualified to provide opinion evidence 

in land use planning: Antonio Volpentesta retained by Fisch and Sorbara; Murray Evans 

retained by Vogue; and Timothy Smith retained by RioCan.  The City concurred with the 

evidence heard and did not call a RPP.   
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FINDINGS 

 

[14] On the uncontested planning evidence in support of the settlement achieved by 

the Parties, the Tribunal makes the following findings. 

 

[15] The Corridor is highly suitable for redevelopment of its existing low-rise, 

commercial plazas to greater height, density and a mix of uses given its location 

adjacent to a Primary Centre with taller high-rise towers, situated along an 

Intensification Corridor served by Bus Rapid Transit and planned for eventual Light Rail 

Transit, and containing deep lots capable of achieving desirable transition to adjacent 

low-rise areas.  Centre Street’s wide right-of-way provides ample setbacks from the 

back-lots of the low-rise subdivision to its south, and also accommodates a bicycle lane, 

pedestrian way and landscaped areas between the transit/vehicular lanes and the 

proposed mixed-use buildings.   

 

[16] The policies presented here evolve from the City’s position developed in 2013 

after further study of the area following the 2010 adoption of the VOP.  The City agreed 

then that this commercial area should transition to a mixed-use neighbourhood and 

proposed that modest mid-rise building heights be allowed.  After further study, the City 

agreed that somewhat taller buildings are appropriate, and with the Appellants 

continuing to advance taller buildings, the Parties found middle ground which, 

necessarily, also meets the various statutory requirements.  The Parties settled on a 

gradation of building heights and densities suitable for both the entire area and 

individual sites, in recognition of current provincial, regional and local policies and 

guidelines. 

 

[17] Overall, the modified policies allow for an increase in building heights from the 

City’s 2013 version.  Although a substantial change in certain sections of the Corridor, 

heights and uses are specifically prescribed for various locations, including low-rise 
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residential as an intervening land use between the tallest buildings and the 

neighbourhood to the north.  Permitted development is clearly articulated through 

specific land use designations, maximum height and density notations and instructive 

policies.   

 

[18] The tallest mixed-use buildings (up to 22 storeys) are permitted at the east end of 

the Corridor and transition down in height and land use (to 3 storeys, residential use) to 

the north.  Along Centre Street, an east-west height transition also results from the 

High-Rise Mixed Use designation beginning at the Centre Street – New Westminster 

Drive intersection through a central Mid-Rise Mixed Use ‘A’ designation (up to 12 

storeys) and finally a Mid-Rise Mixed Use ‘B’ designation (up to 9 storeys) to Concord 

Road in the west.  The resulting permitted densities achieve rates supportive of the 

Region and City’s policies for housing and mixed-uses along Corridors. 

 

[19] The proposed Urban Design policies reflect the principles and directions of the 

City-Wide Urban Design Guidelines, 2018.  The policies address grade-level setbacks, 

podium heights, stepbacks and other requirements for an enhanced and active 

streetscape in pursuit of the area’s transition from an automobile-dominated commercial 

environment to a complete community and urban main street supporting social 

interaction, active transportation, and reliant on and supportive of public transit.  The 

height and massing of mid-rise and high-rise buildings are subject to a 45-degree 

angular plane from the property line of adjacent low-rise uses outside of the Corridor, to 

ensure compatibility of visual, privacy and shadow impacts.  The plan includes a new 

public street alignment and policies for parkland dedication, size and location. 

 

[20] The settled policies are consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 

directions for the efficient use of land, intensification along a priority corridor and support 

for transit while ensuring suitable transition to adjacent uses.  Similarly, the policies 

conform with the A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 

2020 directions for optimizing intensification within strategic growth areas including a 
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major transit station area.  As a result, the policies also have due regard to matters of 

provincial interest in s. 2 of the Planning Act (“Act”).  The policies conform with the 

Region’s Official Plan for lands within a Regional Corridor with appropriate 

consideration of nearby established neighbourhoods.  The policies are also consistent 

with the structure of the VOP related to appropriate intensification along a Regional 

Intensification Corridor while ensuring lower heights adjacent to Low-Rise Residential 

neighbourhoods. 

 

[21] To assist with the settlement discussions, the Appellants developed site plans for 

proposed development which were reviewed by the City.  Although some of the plans 

are more advanced, while others are at the early conceptual stage, all of the plans 

assist in demonstrating the proposed policies’ continuity progressing westward from the 

Primary Centre and compatibility with adjacent stable neighbourhoods. 

 

[22] The policies and designations also apply to certain lands within the Corridor that 

are not represented in these proceedings.  Those lots have similar characteristics to the 

Appellants’ lands, and given their location within the Corridor, are properly included in 

the gradation of height, density and land use, and the design requirements of new 

development. 

 

[23] The Tribunal finds that the modified policies satisfy all statutory tests and 

represent good planning in the public interest.  The Parties’ settlement is implemented 

by allowing the appeals in part and approving the modified policies.   

 

ORDER 

 

[24] The Tribunal Orders, pursuant to s. 17(50) of the Planning Act, in respect of the 

City of Vaughan Official Plan 2010 as adopted by the City of Vaughan on 

September 7, 2010, subject to Council modifications on September 27, 2011, 



 8 PL111184 
 
 

 

March 20, 2012, and April 17, 2012, and modified and endorsed by the Regional 

Municipality of York on June 28, 2012, that: 

 

a. Appeals 61, 78, 79, 82 and 105 of the City of Vaughan Official Plan are 

allowed in part; 

 

b. The City of Vaughan Official Plan Volume 2, Centre Street Corridor Area 

Specific Policy 12.9, is hereby modified and approved as modified in 

accordance with Attachment 1 forming part of this Order; 

 

c. The City of Vaughan Official Plan Volume 1, Schedules 13 and 14B, are 

hereby modified and approved as modified to reflect the approval of 

modified Policy 12.9 in accordance with Attachments 2 and 3 forming part 

of this Order; and 

 

d. The balance of Appeals 61, 78, 79, 82 and 105 of the City of Vaughan 

Official Plan are hereby dismissed. 

 

 

“S. Tousaw” 
 
 
 

S. TOUSAW 
MEMBER 

 
 
 
 

Ontario Land Tribunal 
Website: www.olt.gov.on.ca   Telephone: 416-212-6349   Toll Free: 1-866-448-2248 

 
 

The Conservation Review Board, the Environmental Review Tribunal, the Local 
Planning Appeal Tribunal and the Mining and Lands Tribunal are amalgamated and 

continued as the Ontario Land Tribunal. 

http://www.olt.gov.on.ca/
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PL111184 – Attachment 1 
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PL111184 – Attachment 2 
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PL111194 – Attachment 3 

 


