I, JEFFREY A. ABRAMS, City Clerk of the Corporation of the City of Vaughan, in
the Regional Municipality of York, do hereby certify that attached is a true copy of
Amendment Number 723 to the Official Plan of the Vaughan Planning Area, which was

approved by the Ontario Municipal Board as per Order issued on the 6th day of
January, 2012.

DATED at the City of Vaughan
this 22 day of January, 2012.
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§ _CITY OF VAUGHAN |
Ontario CLERKS DE
Ontario Municipal Board PARTMENT j

- Commission des affaires municipales de 'Ontario

1678573 Ontario Inc. has appealed to the Onfario Municipal Board under subsection 22(7) of
the Planning Act, R.8.0. 1990, c. P. 13, as amended, from Council's refusal or neglect to enact
a proposed amendment to the Official Plan for the City of Vaughan to redesignate a 4.08
hectare (10.08 acres) parcel of land located on the west side of Highway 400, south of Major
Mackenzie Drive, municipally known as 77 Eagleview Heights, from “General Commercial” to
“High Density Residential” to permit the development of 54, 2-storey block townhouse dwelling
units and 864 high rise residential units in 2, tiered apariment buildings having maximum
heights of 12 and 10 storeys in Buildings "A” and “B” respectively

City of Vaughan File No. OP.08.016

O.M.B. Case No. PL110572 (O(’H 7 &E’g

O.M.B. File No. PL110572

1678573 Ontario Inc. has appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board under subsection 34(11) of
the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P. 13, as amended, from Council’s refusal or neglect to enact
a proposed amendment to Zoning By-law 1-88, as amended, to rezone a 4.08 hectare (10.08
acres) parcel of land located on the west side of Highway 400, south of Major Mackenzie Drive,
~ municipally known as 77 Eagleview Heights, from “C2 General Commercial Zone”, subject to
Exception 9(416), to "RA3(H) Apartment Residential Zone” with the Holding Symbal {(HY to
permit the development of 54, 2-storey black townhouse dwelling units and 864 high rise
residential units in 2, tiered apartment buildings havmg maximum heighis of 12 and 10 storeys
in Buildings “A™ and “B” respectively

City of Vaughan File No, Z2.08.062

O.M.B. Case No. PL110572

0.M.B. File No. PL110573

Pt EASE NOTE: The proposal noted above is a revision fo the original propesal which consisted
of the development of three (3) residential apartment buildings with a tfotal of 1,236 units
consisting of a 23-storey building with 380 units, a 26-storey busldmg with 416 units and a 28-
storey bundmg with 44C units

APPEARANCES:
Parties | Counsel
1878573 Ontario inc. | A. Brown
City of Vaughan | o L. Townsend

MEMORANDUM OF ORAL DEC]SION DELIVERED BY M. C. DENHEZ ON
DECEMBER 5, 2011 AND ORDER OF THE BOARD
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" 1.INTRODUCTION -~ © 7. 0"

This Official Plan and rezoning question, in the City of Vaughan (the City),
‘concerns 1678573 Ontario Inc. (the App'licant), which owns four hectares of land which
had been designated and zoned Commercial. The Applicant first considered
commercial development accordingly, but had misgivings about access (which was via
~ a single entry point, off a street named Eagleview Heights Drive). On discussion with
City planning staff, the Applicant changed its proposal to residential, proposing 1,296
units in three towers of up to 28 storeys. : '

That proposal changed too. Instead of three‘towers, the Applicant ultimately
proposed 54 townhouses, plus 864 apartment units in two U-shaped buildings, with
terracing, ranging in height from 6 to 12 storeys. The change to residential use (plus

other aspects) would require an Official Plan Amendment (OPA) and Zoning By-law
Amendment (ZBA).

In"a 24-page report, expressing particular attention to proposed density and
scale, City planning staff recommended approval. - However, the Vellore Woods -
Ratepayers Association Inc. (the Association) opposed the project, and Council did not
support it. The Applicant appealed to the Board.

Ultimately, the City and the Applicant reached consensus on an OPA and ZBA,
subject to an "H” Holding provision (under Section 36 of the Planning Act) to assure
compliance with various conditions. At the Board hearing, the Parties asked for the
Board's concurrence. The Applicant called two expert witnesses, namely its Planner Ms
Dale-Harris, and its traffic expert Mr. Pemicky. The City also attended, and the City
staff report, supporting the application, was in evidence. Three Participants from the
Association (Ms Caria, Mr. Harvey, and Mr. Audia) spoke against the application,
expre'ssing apprehensions about population density, traffic, and other issues.

The Board has carefully considered all the evidence.. Netwithstanding the
exemplary presentation by the Participants, the Board concludes, as City staff did, that
the proposal is consistent with statutory provisions and duly-authorized policies. itis not
that ‘the Participants’ concerns are unimportant (quite the contrary}, but that they are
manageable. The details and reasons are set out below.
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2. PROJECT AND HISTORY

The subject property, immediately across Highway 400 from --Canada's
Wonderland, is currently a sprawling area for boat and marine equipment retail, with
large sheds and outdoor storage. ‘

The location is difficult. Highway 400 abuts it on the east side, and it has an
existing residential area (fownhouses and semi-detached) to the west and south. To
the north, isolating the site from Major Mackenzie Drive, is a GO Commuter Lot owned
by the Ministry of Transportation of Ontaric (MTO), and related Bus Loop. The site has
only one access point, on Eagleview. Direct pedestrian access, from the site to the Bus
Loop, is anticipated; and MTO has agreed to permit emergency vehicles to cross its
own property along a second route to the site — but no other vehicles.

Normal traffic would leave the site heading west on Eagleview, then typically turn
north on Vellore Woods Boulevard for one block, to reach Major Mackenzie. No houses
front on Eagleview (they flank it), but a fire station backs onto it.

Under the proposal, 54 townhouses would abut similar existing low-tise
dwellings. The apartment buildings, further away from the existing neighbourhood,
would be terraced, to range in height from six storeys (closest to the existing
neighbourhood) to 12 storeys (closest fo Highway 400 and Major Mackenzie). That
terracing would help the project respect a 45° angular plane.

The current applicable Official Plan (OPA), called OPA 800, dates from 2001. It
divided the “Vellore Urban Village” into “Blocks”, each with its own “Block Plan®. This
site is in Vellore Woods (“Block 327), measurihg some 171 hectares; its Block Plan
anticipated some 3,000 units, including some 800 high-density units. However, several
hectares of land targeted for high-density development were later redirected to
commercial use; actual build-out (to date) produced only some 2,100 units.

In 2010, the City adopted a new OP, but it is not in force yet. The [atter would
foresee a "mid-rise” category of apartment buildings of up to 12 storeys. A 12-storey
project was recently approved at the corner of Major Mackenzie Drive and Weston
Road.
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The applications before the Board were for an OPA, and an amendment to City
Zoning By-law 1-88. The current proposal is also subject to Site Plan Control, but no
Site Plan was before the Board, since it is still a work in progress. Indeed, the City and

the Applicant said final arrangements for vehicular movement would be defined at that
Site Plan stage.

3. OBSERVATIONS AND FINDINGS

3.1 Introduction

The Planning Act specifies factors to be taken into account. It lists, at Section 2,
topics which “the Council of a municipality... shall have regard to”, in terms of “Provincial 4
Interest”. Subsection 3(5)(a) adds that planning instruments must be “consistent” with
the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). Section 14 of the Places fo Grow Act says they
must also “conform with” the Province's Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.
Under Subsection 24(1) of the Planning Act, By-laws must also “conform with”
applicable Official Plans. Non-compliance is a planning ground on which appeals may
be based; however, the Applicant's Planner testified that all relevant policies were
complied with.

The Participants expressed little dispute about the desirability of changing the
use from commercial to residential. Under the zoning status quo, big-box stores could
be built as—of4rig‘ht at this location, triggering fraffic which the traffic expert described as
two to three times what this proposal ‘would produce. The Participants, however,
preferred a lower density, because they argued that the scale of the project wolld
overwhelm both the street acoess and the neighbourhood. Their concerns focused on
traffic, miscellaneous other items, and (above all) population density; these will be
addressed in that order.

3.2 Traffic

There was no dispute that without further attention, Eagleview could become a
bottleneck. That was not challenged by the Applicant; indeed, it was the reason why
the Applicant did not pursue commercial development in the first place, even though
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commercial development would have been easier from a regulatory perspective. The
Participants presented compelling photographic evidence, showing what can happen
under the status quo, if there is parking on both sides of Eagleview, and an oncoming
car meets a firg engine. Nothing moves. Counsel for the Applicant agreed that access
“must be changed”. The Board also agrees with the Participants that effective solutions
to traffic on Eagleview are a high-priority concern. A ' '

The Board was persuaded, however, that although ftraffic concerns were
understandable, the paper trail and the expert testimony indicated that solutions are
feasible. The traffic consultant, Mr. Pernicky, gave his expert opinionihat by simply
limiting parking on Eagleview, traffic flow could be managed, within normal parameters.

Another concern was the route of traffic. Participants expressed concern that
although most drivers from the site would follow Eagleview and turn north on Vellore
Woods Blvd. to reach Major Mackenzie, some might turn south on Timberwood
Crescent or Vellore Woods Blvd. to drive through existing neighbourhood streets. The
traffic expert recently studied that possibility, concluding that even assuming as many
as 25% of drivers did so (for no immediately apparent reason), volumes would still not
cause significant adverse impacts to the neighbourhood.

In short, the Board was satisfied (a) that the iraffic problem could be solved with
forthright measures, and (b) that the imporiance of a solution was being clearly
communicated to the Applicant and the City, in terms that demanded their attention on a
priority basis in the Site Plan.

3.3 Other Miscellaneous Issues

The Participants expressed concerns about servicing, soil contamination,
parking, and schools, but were unable to point {o spéciﬁc corroboration. . On the
question of servicing, no similar concerns were expressed by the specialized agencies
responsible for infrastructure. Concerning soil contamination, the "H" Hoelding provision
‘specifically anticipated that contamination be removed before development could
proceed. Parenthetically, clean-up standards are higher, for a residential project, than
they would have been, if the site continued in commercial use. In short, there was no
indication of a problem lacking a remedy.
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The Participants expressed two concerns about parking. First, parking standards
were being relaxed in the new By-law, compared to the 1970's standards applicable in
some other parts of the City. The Applicant's traffic expert explained, however, that this
was consistent with a recent study by IBl Group, indicating that the 1970's standards
were out of date, and exceeded current parking needs. Another concern expressed by
Participants was that visitors might not find the underground parking provided for them;
however, it is not unusual for signage to indicate where that parking can be found.

One of the Participants, Mr. Audia, expressed concem over the impact on
schools. However, the paper trail indicated that the school boards had advised the City,
in writing, that they had no concerns.

3.4 Density and Height

Population density was described by the Participants as the [absolutely key
issue”. “A 43% increase in population, on 2% of the land”, said Mr. Harvey, “is never
logical’. There were, however, difficulties with that assertion.

First, higher population levels and high-density projects had. both been
anticipated: :

e , According to the Block Plan, there were indeed comparable “high-
density” projects that were fully expected in the vicinity.

- Furthermore, construction of this project would actuéily bring the
population of the neighbourhood into line with the projections that had
been in the Block Plan all along.

The Participants replied that even if that figure was consistent with original
projections, more development was still coming elsewhere in the neighbourhood ~
meaning that eventually, original targets would inexcrably be exceeded, and

considerably more thar} 3,000 units could result.

" However, would this be accompanied by adverse impacts? Although traffic was
addressed, the Board was shown no other evidence of significant negative effects.
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There is also the question of Provincial Policy. Although conventional wisdom
often assumes that municipaliies have sweeping discretionary authority in the
enactment of Official Plan Amendments and Zoning By-laws (and that the Board has
comparably discretionary authority in reviewing same), the Planning Act says differently.
It declares, at Section 1.1 (b), that Ontario's is a “planning system led by Provincial
policy”. Decisions must show "“regard” for Provincial interests specified at Section 2 of
the Planning Act. Proposed measures must also be “consistent” with the Provincial
Policy Statement (PPS), under Section 3(5) of the Act, and “conform” to the relevant
Official Plan(s), under Section 24(1) of the Act. Section 12 of the Places to Grow Act
also says that Official Plans must “conform” to the Province’s Growth Plan for the
Greater Golden Horseshoe. Those categories of policy parameters are the objective
standards which the Board is mandated to apply. In short, the Board gives effect to
policy; it does not invent it. '

The stated preference in the planning documents is also to favour intensification
of sites which can accommodate it. The PPS says:

1.1.33  Planning authorities shall identify and promote opportunities for
‘ intensification and redevelopment where this can be
accommodated taking into account existing bullding stock or areas.

The Growth Plan for the Greater Goiden Horseshoe repeatedly expresses a
similar thought.

By definition, intensification refers to a higher population than might' have
previously been expected some years ago. That does not mean that other planning
criteria are swept aside, notably those cited by the Participants. However, if one cannot
intensify, beside Highway 400 on land dominated by sheds and outdoor storage ~ and
at the very doorstep of an MTO GO Commuter Lot and Bus Loop — then where should
one intensify? The Board finds nothing intrinsically objectionable in the densities
proposed. '

The Participants also expressed concemn over the height of the project.
However, the 12-storey portion — which is the part farthest from the existing community
— Is consistent with the 2010 OP. For that matter, that height is no different from the
height of the project recently approved at the corner of Major Mackenzie and Weston.
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Finally, the Participants expressed concern over privacy; however, the distance
between the backyards of existing houses, and apartments which might have an
overview into them, was described as “over a hundred feet”.

In short, the Board found no significant grounds on which to refuse the OPA and
the ZBA on which the City and the Applicant had agreed.

4, CONCLUSION

The Board finds nothing remotely frivolous about the Participants’ concerns.
Their apprehensions were understandable, and eloquently expressed. The Board finds,
however, that those concerns correspond to those normally manageable within the
planning process.

THE BOARD ORDERS that the appeals are allowed as follows:

—> 1. The Official Plan Amendment of the City of Vaughan is amended as set
out in Attachment “1”.

2. Zoning By-law 1-88 of the City of Vaughan is amended in accordance
with the Amendment set out at Aftachment “2°. ‘

3. For record-keeping purposes, the Board authorizes the City Clerk to
assign a number to the above Ofﬁcjal Plan Amendment, and to the
Zoning By-law Amendment.

It is so Ordered.

“M.C. DenheZ”

M. C. DENHEZ
MEMBER
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ATTACHMENT “1”

DRAFT OFFIGIAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 723
1678573 ONTAR(O LIMITED
FILE: OR08.016

Eor QMB Hearing

AMENDMENT NUMBER 723
TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN
{OF THE VAUGHAN PLANNING AREA

The following text o Amendment Number 7é3 fo the Qificlal Plan of the Vaughan Planning Area ang

Schedules “{* and "2" conslitute Amendment Number 723.

Also attachad hersto but not canslituting part of the Amendment are Appendices ™I* and "|I",

PL110572
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1 EURPOSE

Ths purposs of this Amendraent t the Official Plan Is 1o atnend the provisions of the Offictal Plan of the
Vaughan Planning Area respecting Amendment No. 500,

The subject Amendmant will redesignate the lands shown as 'Areas‘Subjact ta Amendmant No, 723 on

Schedule *{* herelo to, from *General Commarelal* {6 *High Denstty ResidentiaiCommerclal” and to add site-

specific policies 1o OPA No. 600 toTacllitate a residential development wilh 864 rasidential 2partment dwelling
units In two spartmsnt buildings and 54, two-storey block townhouse dwetllng units onthe Subject Lants, and |

to provide development policies to ensure a qualily davelopment compatible with the surolnding iand uses.
i LOCATION

The lands subject to this Amendment {hersinafier refered toas“Subject Lands™}, are shown on Schedules *{*
and"'?.“ attaches hereta s "Area Subject'to Amendmeni No. ?23'..The lands ara locatad 6nthe .Wes{ side of
!-ﬁght;ray 400, sauth of Major Mackenzie Drive, municipeliy known a8 77 Eagleview Helghts Drive, In Part Lot
20, Concession §, City of Veughan, belng Part 4 on Plen 65R-26377. .

] BAsIS

The decision {o amend the Official Plan to redesignate the Subject Lands from “Ganeral Commerclalto *High
Denslly Residentl=lf{Commarcial” is based on the follewing conslderations:

1. A slalufory Publlc Hearlng was held on December 1, 2008, Councit consldered a report confalning a
Recommendatlon from the Commissioner of Planming, 2t a Special Commities of the Whols Meeting
on January 11, 2011. Council received {he report and requested that the appiicant confinue
dleeusslons with the Ward 3 Sub-Commitiee. The appilcation Flis: OP.08.018 along with related
Zoning By-law Amendnient Flle Z.08.062 were appealed to the Onlarlo Municlpal Board on May 27,
2011 pursuantto Section 17(40) and Section 34(11} of the Planning Act, for Qouncil's fallure fo make
a decision on the applications. As a restilt, the DMB Is the approval authorty,

2, The Amendment inckides policies ihat parmit cesldential apariment and block townhouss dwellings
with a maximum densily of 2.32 FS! and = maximum of 818 unils.

3. The followlng reports ware submitted in supporl of this Amandment: -

)] Planning Analysis, prepared by Balor Development Services for 1678573 Ontarlo Inc.

PL110572
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Canceplus] Sile Plan, Highway 40D and Major Mackenzia Drive, Clty of Vaughen, prepared
by Inra Archltects, dated June 4, 201D *

Functional Servicing Report, Highway 400 and Major Mackenzle Drive, Clty of Yaughan for
Amlcorp Developments Inp., prepared by Culs Englnsering, dated July 2016;

Traffic Impact Study, Bighway 400 and Major Meckerzia Drive, City of Vaughan for Amicorp
Developments Inz., prapared by Cole Engineering, dated Oclober 2008;

Addendum Tralfic Impact Study, Highway 400 and Major Mackenzle Drive, Clty of Vaughan
for Amicorp Davelopments Ine., prepared by Cole Engineering, dated May 21, 2010;

Phase 1 and 2 Environmental Slte Assessment, Proposed Buliding Davelopmant, Southwest
Quadrant of Major Mackenzle Orive and Highway 400, by Soll Englneers Lid,, dateg
September 2005; and,

Updaled Phass 1 and Phase 2 Environmental Site Assassmant Proposed Residentlal
Development Scuthwest Quadrant of Major Mackenzle Drive and Highway 400, by Sofl
Enginears Lid,, dated June 2, 2010. ‘

The supporting decumentation concluded that the propesed develepmentrepresents good planaing,

Is consistont with the policles of the PPS and Places fo Grow; and conforms te the Region of York
Cifieial Flan,

1%

O N S RET!

Amendment No.80G Lo the Oflclal Plana of the Vaughan Planning Area, is hereby amended by;

1. Redasignating the lands shown ag *Sublect Lands™ ideniifled on Scheduls *1* attached hersto from
*General Commercial” to "High Densily ResidentizliCommsrelal”,

PL110572
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Adding the fallowing slie-spacific devalopment policies i the end of Sectioh 4.2.1 4.1 ~ Exceptions:
*{OPA #?28}5 Notwifhistanding the policies in 4.2.1.4 ~ High Danslty Resldential-Commerdal, the
lands located at 77 Eaglevisw Hefghts Orive, are subject o the following palicies:

IR the maximum Floor Space IndeX (FSI) shalt bs 2.32;

B thers shall bs 2 maximum of §64 apariment unlis In fwo apariment bukdings and 54 block )
townhouse dwalling unlts;

I ihedevelopment shall raspond o ths existing residantial context through the uise of avariely
of design and massing techniques, including: )

a. Buildings A and B shall be tlered in helght fram west to east as follows:

a)  BuldingA
maximurn buliding helght shall be 12-storeys, withtiers downloa mxm;um
Buliding helght of 6-sloreys;

al}  Buldng8 .
maximum brilding height shalt be 10-storeys, with Hers down In helghtioa
maximum buliding heiaht of s-storegs {north wing) and & imaximuim bullding
height of 9-storays, with ﬂeré downin helght to 2 minimurm bullding helghtof

€-atoreys (south wing);

af}  block iownhouse dweliings urnits shall be localed adjacent fe the westerly
and southerly properly boundaries and shall have a maximum bullding
helght of 2-storeys, or 11 m (whatever fs [ass); and havé a maxkmum of 8
townhouse dwellng unils per townhouss bleck.
A Tasimplemsniing Zoning By;iaw!n accordance with OMB Case No. PL110572 shal_f tdentily
siandardé fc.n' Building A and Bullding B, and tha block townhouse dwelling unlts,

2 all roof-top mechaniea! equipment be Integrated info the raof bullding form;
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prior {o Sita Flan approval or phase theresf, and 1o the salisfaction of the Clty of Vaughan
andior respective approval authority, the Gwmer shall;

b.

davelop and implement a compiehensiva Transportation Demand Management

Program;

address olhar Site Plan metters Including bul not limited fo transportation and

sarvicing including iraffic olreulation, parking, undergreund parking sccess polats,

sile aceess, emergency access, slle grading, nolse and appropiale convayances

and easements, if requlred;

provide an Urban Design and Archllecturat Design Brief, and & Landscape Masler

0

i

v}

v

vl

- ylly

"Plan, to address the following:

a comprehensiva design showing the general ofentation and
configuration of the resldential apartments and block fownbousa

dwellings and appropriate transitlon to adjacant exdsfing properties;

pedesirian walkways to Include primary bullding entranca inkages
throughthesite, lighting, bicycle parking, underground accesses and
surface parking:

a barrier free pedaskian connection o the GO Transit Commirer

Station, which shall function as & secondaly emergency access;
on slta traffic cireulation and undsrground parking access points;

{andscaping and planting Inciuding fencing, Intemel courtyards,
visual sereéning and buffering;

building selbacks and maximum building helghts;

s{:sialnabre developmant objectives and demenstrate how they will
be Implemsnted through waler and erergy efficlencles,
shergyalismatives, green buliding design, and the provision of
bleycle parking on site.

PL110572




3.

-14 -

a barrler free pedesirian commection te the GO Translt Commuter Station which shall funsiion

as an amargency acsess should be provider If tachntoally feasible;

the proposed development may oeour in phases. Should the Subject Lands devalop In
phases, a phasing plan will be required and shall be approvad;

the Ownarshalf carry out fhe Environmental Site Assessment clearancs wcohpleﬁon, upta
and Including the satisfactory raglatration of the Record of Ste Condition{RSG). The groofof
which requires two (2) documents, a hard copy ofthe RSC signed by a Qualified Personand
the Acknowie'dgemem Fomn from the Ministry of Environment (MOE). The cémpleza
Enviranmental Site Assesament (ESA) will clude the ESA Phase | and if required, an ESA
Phase If, which will then determine the requirement for a Phase Il {a Remedietion Plan), and
the subsequent Remediation Plar Implementation Report. The approval of a Site Plan
application wil be condltional an, If required, the review and approval of the Remediation
Plan. The review and approval of ihe Remadiation Plan Implementation Report and the RSC
wil be @ condition of Ste Plan Appraval and will ba required prior {6 {he issuance of any
bulding pesmit. )

Cash-ln-lIou of Parkland Dedication will ba required 8t §% cash-Indies or 1 ha per 300 uniis of -

tha sublect lands, prioric the Issuanes of a Building Permit, In accordance with the Planning
Act, and Vaughar's Cash-In-leu of Parkiand Folloy Inefeqt at the fime; and,

ihs Owner shall oontr}bute their propur‘ﬁonass shars fowards major communlly and
infrastructure faclitles such as sct;onié, parks, greenways, roads and road improvements,
external services and storm water mansgementfacilities. Properly Cunera will be required to
enterinto ona or mora sgresments 28 a'condillen of the development epproval, providing for
the equitabls distribution of e costs of the land and communiy fecilties. Priortofinal Site
Planapproval, ihe Trustee for Block 32 West shall provide the Clywith a lefter indlcating that
the Owner has fulfiled all cost sharing and other obligations-of the Bluck 32W Davelopars
Graup Agreement. ' )

A Holding Symbo} “H" shalf be placed on the *Subject Lends® dad shall nol bs removed uml
tha foliowing eonditions are addressed to the satisfaction of the Clty

) sewer and water allocation has been [dentifled and alfocated bythe Cityof Vaugha m;
Counsll;

PL110572
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i the City has been provided with written clearance from the Trustes for Block 32W

fhatthe Owner has entarad Inte and signed the Block32W Cost Sharing Agreement;

i A Site Develapment Application Is approvad by Vaughan Counci! for the stbject

lends or hass thereof?

) the City shall require proof of vegisiration and a Record of Site Condition (RSC) with
the Environmenta! Site Regislry of tha Minlstry of the Envirenmant (MOE)

v} the Cvmer shall addsess the requirements of {he Clty's extarnal review consultant
{Decommissloning Consuling Senvices Limlted) as delinealed In thelr latter of
. Octabar 18, 2010, to the salisfaciion.of the Clty.

3. ' Deleling Schedule *B” In Amendment No.80D and subsiituling therefore the Schedule *B® eliached
hereto as Schadule *2". o

V. IMP ATIC!

Itis intended that the policles of the Officlal Flan of the Vaughan Planning Area pertalning fo the subject jlands
will baimplemenled by way of an amendment lo the Yaughan Zoning By-aw 1—&8,‘3120 PlanApprovsiand o
Draft Plan of Condaminium, pursuantio the Planaing Act

Vi INTERPRETATION

The provisions of the Offielal Plan of tha Vaughan Planning Area gs amended from Hms fo time regarding the
Interpeotation of that Plan shall apply with respect to this Amendment.

- Schedule ™" (*Area subject to Amendment No. 72:})

-Appendix!  (*Councll Action)

-Appendixll  {*"ExIstingLand Usa Schedule}

PL110572
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Redesignate the Area Subject ====_
to Amendment Ne. 723 >
from "Ganeral Commercial®

~—1to “High Density Residenta®

RPN Ares Subfact o
_2: Amendment No. 723

meNs: OP,08,816

Rebad#redos 208,082

tocrizat 77 Eagleview Holghls Drive
PertLo120, Coacassion 5

Repkeanes 1678573 Qnlasle ine.

Cliy of Vaughan

THIS IS SCHEDULE 1" -
TOAMENDMENTNo.1a3 " oo%hn ™o

sy 6»
ADOPTED THE___DAYOF _____ 2011 e.oks‘ﬁu pY
. CLERK

O\
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PRENGIX T

The Subject Lands are lovated near the southwest corner of Major Mackenzle Drivaand Highway 400, known

municipally as 7¥ Eapleview Heights Drive, being Part1 on Flan 65R-25377, In Pari of Lo\ 20, Concesslon 8,
Oty of Vatghan, :

©On Oclober 18, 2011, Counll considerad and endorsed a setilament of the Ontario Munlcipal Board {OMB)
appeals related fo the Subjectl.ends. This OMBis the finel approval authority of this Offictal Plan Amendment
appllcation and refaled Zoning Byfaw Amendment,

PL110572
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| APPENDIX I

EXISTING LAND USE :
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT No. 723

mae: OP.08015

Feletod B Pz 208,062

Lotz 77 Eagleview Helghls Drive
PartLo120, Concassion 5

Apphcants $678573 Onlario Inc,

Clly oI Vaughan

B Area Subjectio

Amendment No, 723

PL110572




