
City of Vaughan 

Policy Review:  Community Areas and Low-Rise Residential Areas 

Study and Policy Review 

Community Consultation Summary Report – What We Heard 

 

Introduction 

Prepared for the City of Vaughan, this document summarizes the feedback obtained from 

residents of the City of Vaughan at three open houses regarding the proposed changes to 

the municipal policy framework informing the Community Areas and Low-Rise Residential 

Areas identified in the Vaughan Official Plan 2010. 

Overview of Community Consultation  

On October 20, 2015, Vaughan City Council initiated a policy review of the Low-Rise 

Residential policies in the Vaughan Official Plan (VOP 2010) in response to an increase in 

the number of recent development proposals for infill townhouse developments and other 

forms of intensification within established low-rise residential neighbourhoods. Specifically, 

Council requested that an examination of the policies consider the following:  

 

• Clarity of interpretation;  

• Ability to ensure compatibility;  

• The need to provide more definitive policy and or schedules;  

• Such criteria as may emerge as a result of the study;  

• Recommended policy amendments or schedules as required;  

• Best practices in other jurisdictions. 

On March 1, 2016, City of Vaughan staff brought forward implementation options to the 

Committee of the Whole for direction on how to proceed with the study process and received 

instructions to proceed with the process to amend the policies of the VOP 2010 and to 

adopt urban design guidelines speaking to both infill housing and townhouse development 

based on the recommendations made by Urban Strategies Inc. in their report entitled Draft 

Community Area Policy Review for Low-Rise Residential Designations Report dated January 

2016.  

Following the Committee of the Whole meeting on March 1, on March 22, 2016, Vaughan 

City Council directed City staff to “distribute to stakeholders [Urban Strategies’ report] for 

comment and that such comment is requested no later than May 31, 2016, and that 

community meetings, if required, be organized in all wards.” 

Based on Council’s direction, three public open houses were held across the city to gather 

feedback from Vaughan’s residents and stakeholders – including developers, community 

groups, residents, and city staff – were invited to submit comments electronically. The public 

open houses were held on the following dates: 

April 19, 2016 – Maple Public Consultation Event – Vaughan City Hall 
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May 10, 2016 – Concord/Thornhill Public Consultation Event – North Thornhill Community 

Centre 

May 11, 2016 – Woodbridge/Kleinburg Public Consultation Event – Vellore Village 

Community Centre 

Each of the public consultation events began with an open house component during which 

attendees were invited to review a series of informative panels describing the project’s 

background and proposed policy amendments and urban design guidelines. City staff and 

members of Urban Strategies were available to answer questions during the open house 

component. Once attendees had finished circulating, a summary presentation was delivered 

that described the project’s background, methodology, rationale, and recommendations. 

Following the presentation, attendees were invited to ask questions of the presenter and 

share their thoughts. Feedback forms were also made available at the open house events. 

In addition to the three open houses, a conference call was also held with the Kleinburg 

Area Ratepayers Association on June 2, 2016. 

What We Heard 

Over one hundred residents of Vaughan attended one of the three open house events and 

over thirty individual letters, feedback forms, and e-mails were submitted to the City of 

Vaughan regarding the Low-Rise Residential Policy Review. Five of the letters received were 

drafted by urban planners retained by local developers in the City of Vaughan and the 

remaining twenty-eight were written by residents. In addition, attendees’ questions and 

comments were recorded at each open house meeting. Verbal and written comments from 

residents generally expressed support for policy recommendations and design guidelines. 

Submissions from developers’ representatives generally conveyed concern that the 

proposed policy amendments and design guidelines were too prescriptive and should not be 

adopted. 

Feedback was reviewed and organized into seven topic areas. The suggestions and other 

comments related to each topic area are summarized below and will be used to inform 

refinements to the proposed policy amendments and urban design guidelines speaking to 

infill and townhouse development in Vaughan’s Community Areas and Low-Rise Residential 

Areas.  

General Built Form 

Vaughan residents were consistently supportive of the proposed design guidelines and 

policy amendments which clarified and reinforced existing compatibility requirements for 

townhouse and other infill development to “respect and reinforce” the existing character of 

the city’s low-rise residential neighbourhoods. Many comments submitted spoke to concerns 

that townhouse developments and other forms of low-rise intensification were creating 

adverse privacy impacts and were generally inconsistent with the character of the existing 

neighbourhood. Several residents indicated that in their opinion, townhouse developments 

were simply incompatible with areas comprised predominantly of single-detached homes 
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while others were more flexible, supporting the proposal to limit townhouse development to 

arterial roads. However, comments submitted by urban planners representing local 

developers in the City of Vaughan indicated that they believed the proposed design 

guidelines and policy amendments were too restrictive and should, instead, be made more 

flexible to permit stacked, back-to-back, and low-rise apartment buildings in low-rise 

neighbourhoods fronting an arterial road. 

Sample Comments 

 New townhouses should not be permitted adjacent to existing single-family detached 

homes. 

 Perhaps the compatibility policies can be clarified to state that new development “shall 

not exceed the average height and massing of buildings in the neighbourhood”. 

 The existing townhouse permissions for Community Areas should be preserved. 

 The proposal to require an Official Plan Amendment to permit townhouses where none 

currently exist is inappropriate. 

Neighbourhood Character 

Several comments submitted by email and via the feedback forms provided at the open 

houses indicated that the proposed urban design guidelines could benefit from greater 

clarity with respect to defining and/or identifying the character of a low-rise residential 

neighbourhood. Some residents requested that a definition of “older” be provided with 

respect to identifying “older, established neighbourhoods” in the VOP 2010’s policy 

language while others pointed to architectural elements and the definition of “context” as 

urban design guideline elements that needed further explanation. 

Sample Comments 

 Larger homes with existing large lots should not be mixed with future infill and 

townhouses. 

 We need more definitive guidelines for new development in established/mature 

neighbourhoods. 

 Architectural characteristics of existing homes should be emulated by new development. 

Environmental 

There was near-unanimous support among residents that the proposed policy amendments 

and urban design guidelines speaking to the need to preserve mature trees during infill 

development should be retained or even strengthened. Other environmentally-focused 

comments indicated that residents are concerned that ongoing intensification is negatively 

impacting existing natural heritage features and locations and that larger and denser 

development proposals are not providing the required amount of parkland, instead opting 

for cash-in-lieu payments. The need for urban design guidelines and/or policies speaking to 

the importance of stormwater management and other green infrastructure was also 

mentioned.  
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Sample Comments 

 Existing natural green spaces should not be changed and developed. 

 Protections for mature trees during development should be strengthened. 

 Stronger language about stormwater and run-off mitigation requirements should be in 

the guidelines. 

Transportation, Streets, and Parking 

A number of the comments provided by contributors spoke to a widespread concern that 

infill development, and townhouse development in particular, was contributing to increased 

traffic and congestion not only on busy arterial roads, but on the narrower residential streets 

within low-rise residential neighbourhoods. In a similar vein, some residents were concerned 

that investment in public transit serving Vaughan’s low-rise residential neighbourhoods was 

not keeping up with the pace of intensification, further exacerbating the concerns about 

congestion and traffic. Other comments provided by urban planners representing local 

developers in the City of Vaughan suggested that townhouse developments should be 

permitted to front onto private streets or laneways where appropriate. Some residents also 

suggested that proposed parking requirements were too limited for townhouse 

developments; townhouse developments should be required to provide more parking. 

Sample Comments 

 Prohibit development proposals which include a new road through an estate lot to allow 

smaller homes or townhouses. 

 We recommend adding language such that new dwellings adjacent to a public street be 

required to front the existing public street “where appropriate and achievable”. 

 All development proposals should be frozen until traffic issues in Vaughan are 

addressed. 

 More attention needs to be paid to the transportation impacts of new development in the 

proposed guidelines/policy amendments. 

Development Standards 

The majority of the feedback addressing development standards specifically were provided 

by urban planners representing local developers. In general, their recommendations 

favoured the current policy framework and indicated that they were concerned that the 

proposed urban design guidelines and policy amendments were too restrictive. For example, 

several comment suggested that numeric measurements, such as the requirement for 

townhouses to be set back from the front lot line by 4.5 metres, were inappropriate for 

Official Plan policies and were better suited as zoning by-law amendments or urban design 

guidelines. Greater flexibility for the design of townhouse developments, such as by 

removing the proposed requirement that all townhouses possess a fenced rear yard, was 

also requested. Several submissions from both urban planners and residents indicated that 
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they would support the inclusion of lot coverage requirements in the proposed urban design 

guidelines. 

Sample Comments 

 Townhouse developments should be required to be “buffered” from existing 

neighbourhoods. 

 Specific numeral requirements with regard to setbacks should not be prescribed in 

Official Plan policy. 

 A lot coverage requirement should be included in the urban design guidelines. 

 Less prescriptive language should be use with regard to the requirement that new lots be 

equal to or exceed the frontage of adjoining or facing lots. I suggest an average of the 

two.  

Implementation 

A number of contributors submitted feedback which spoke directly to concerns about how 

the proposed urban design guidelines and policy amendments will be implemented. Many 

residents want the urban design guidelines and policy amendments to be adopted 

immediately and in tandem, but are worried that they will be appealed at the Ontario 

Municipal Board or ignored post-adoption. Other comments requested clarification with 

regard to where the guidelines would apply and how the City of Vaughan would use them in 

the development review process. Comments received by urban planners representing local 

developers in Vaughan instead suggested that the proposed urban design guidelines and 

policy amendments were too prescriptive and inflexible and, as such, should not be 

adopted.  

Sample Comments 

 Amend the VOP 2010 now, do not wait until 2018. 

 How will these guidelines be enforced if developers choose not to follow them? 

 Policies should be assessed on a site-specific basis rather than blanket policy 

prescriptions. 

Public Consultation 

Although not directly related to the proposed urban design guidelines and policy 

amendments, several residents provided feedback about the nature of the public 

consultation process itself. Some residents were displeased that ratepayers’ groups were 

not engaged directly or proactively prior to the development of the Draft Community Area 

Policy Review for Low-Rise Residential Designations Report while others suggested that 

ratepayers’ groups should be consulted directly as part of the current engagement process.  

Next Steps 

Using the feedback summarized above, Urban Strategies and the City of Vaughan will 

consider refinements to the Draft Community Area Policy Review for Low-Rise Residential 
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Designations Report including the proposed urban design guidelines and policy 

amendments. In particular, clarification is required with regard to where the proposed 

guidelines will apply. Other important topics to address include the protection of natural 

heritage features and stormwater management. Finally, the stark contrast between 

developers’ and residents’ response to the proposed urban design guidelines and policy 

amendments with the former generally critical and the latter almost uniformly supportive, 

illustrates a broader tension within Vaughan that the final recommended policy 

amendments and urban design guidelines cannot fully resolve. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 1 – Presentation Panels 
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