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Minutes of the
City of Richmond Hill
Committee of Adjustment Meeting

July 10, 2025
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Status of Applications Considered

Application Property Decision

CN-25-08 11 Cynthia Crescent | APPROVED

MV-24-43 67 Oak Avenue APPROVED

MV-24-86 173 Richmond APPROVED
Street

MV-25-15 135 Marla Court APPROVED

MV-24-78 30 East Wilmot DEFFERED
Street
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Present: Mustafa Master
Carlo Di Rezze
Suzanne Payne
Dean Gossi

Courtney Cullum, Secretary-Treasurer
Lisa Paterra, Assistant Secretary-Treasurer
Sarah Mowder, Planner

Regrets: Nataliya Kelbas

Conflicts of interest:
Member Carlo Di Rezze for Minor Variance Application MV-24-43 (67 Oak Avenue)
Request for adjournments or withdrawals: NONE

The following applications were heard by the Committee:

Item A: Consent Application CN-25-08 (11 Cynthia Crescent)
The applicant is requesting approval of an application for provisional consent to:
a) sever and convey a parcel of land with an approximate lot frontage of 23.1 m (75.78
ft) and an approximate lot area of 1,612.43 sq.m (5,290.12 sq.ft) (Severed on Site

Plan); and,

b) retain a parcel of land with an approximate lot frontage of 23.0m (75.45 ft) and an
approximate area of 2,107.52 sg.m (6,914.43 sq.ft) (Retained on Site Plan)

Public requests submitted for notice of decision:

Stephen Gooderham, 5 Cynthia Crescent

Additional correspondence received and provided to committee from: NONE.
Representation: Joanna Fast, Agent

Comments:

Chairperson Master asked if anyone in the audience wished to comment.

Stephen Gooderham stated that this application should not be approved for the following
reasons: the removal of the three car garages does not conform with the surrounding
buildings on the street. There was an application that was brought forward to the
Committee for 18 Cynthia Crescent for the removal of three car garages and that
application was not approved. Later they appealed to the OMB which was not approved

due to un-characteristics and streetscape issues.

Chairperson Master asked if there are any other comments from the audience. There
were none.

Chairperson Master asked if Planning had any further comments. Planning had no
comments.

Chairperson Master asked if the Committee had any comments.

Member Payne inquired if the subject lands were designated as neighbourhood and
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natural core. And she commended the owner for only taking down five trees. Member
Payne asked if planning staff could point out where the open space area is and the wood
lot on this property.

Mr. Ding pointed out the open space zone at the rear portion of the property. The zone is
6 meters wide to the west of the property. Mr. Ding also mentioned that Council approved
to protect this woodland area early this year.

Chairperson Master asked Member Payne if she was clear on what Planning had advised.

Member Payne mentioned the photographs she took showed trees and a very dense
wood lot. She also inquired what the property owner over the road thought of this
severance. She explained that she knows that the neighbourhood has fought severances
for years and that she understands the City is implementing new zoning that alters these
things.

Chairperson Master asked if there are any other comments from the members.

Member Di Rezze asked for clarity if the Committee was only approving the lot division
this evening. He also mentioned that the applicant’s representative said that this property
had gone through an extensive zoning bylaw amendment process. He wanted to know if
Council was made aware of the proposed three car garage and does the new zoning by-
law amendment allow for three car garage.

Ms. Fast addressed Member Di Rezze’s concerns and explained that the Committee was
only approving the Consent application. She also mentioned that the exact plans were
presented to Council in April of this year. They reviewed the plans for a new home and
the relocation of the garage. Ms. Fast talked about how any property in this
neighbourhood or anywhere else is not required to have a three-car garage and that she
thinks the design is sensitive to the neighbourhood. She also spoke to Member Payne’s
comments that a natural heritage evaluation and arborist study was done. She confirmed
they are conforming with the tree preservation by-law.

Chairperson Master interjects, that he believes the objection was not for a one car garage.
He asked Mr. Gooderham if he is concerned about the three-car garage being too big?
Chairperson Master would like Mr. Gooderham to come to the podium and address his
concern.

Mr. Gooderham explains that his concern is with the with the old building standing there
where there used to be a three-car garage. It will look out of character with the rest of the
neighbourhood. He explains that there is another home on the street with no garages, but
it is hidden but this one will not be hidden.

Member Di Rezze suggested relocating the detached garage structure to behind the
dwelling to satisfy the neighbours’ concerns.

Chairperson Master states that he still does not think this affects this application.

Member Payne questions if this was initially an application for a severance into three
properties. And from three properties it went to two properties. Ms. Fast corrects that she
thinks Member Payne is referencing a different application on the same street. This
application is for two parcels and her client is retaining both parcels and this is why he
was careful about the tree removals on the property.

Member Payne asked Planning how they guide people like the neighbors over the road
who have spent a great deal of time and resources building a rather grand home and now
they are watching the City break everything up into little pieces.

Mr. Ding explains to Member Payne that the appropriateness of the proposal has been
evaluated by staff report and has been presented to Council and is in accordance with
the OP and OP urban design guidelines and they consider the proposed development is
appropriate.
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Ms. Fast adds that the draft comprehensive zoning bylaw has been released, and it
proposes frontages that are less then what is being proposed in this application.

Chairperson Master asks if there are any other comments.

No other comments.

Moved by: Dean Gossi
Seconded by: Carlo Di Rezze
Opposed by: Suzanne Payne

That Consent Application CN-25-08 on behalf of Shuxin Liu be approved subject to the

following conditions:

1. Committee of Adjustment:

905-771-2412

2. Committee of Adjustment:

905-771-2412

3. Committee of Adjustment:

905-771-2412

4. Finance:
Christina Giannakakis
905-771-5550

That the applicant provides the Secretary-
Treasurer with the legal description of the
severed land in the form of a letter or draft
transfer prepared by the applicant’s solicitor.
That the applicant provides one white print of a
deposited plan of reference of the entire land
which conforms substantially with the
application as submitted.

That the Solicitor for the Owner give an
undertaking in writing to provide to the
Secretary-Treasurer of the City of Richmond Hill
within 30 days of the date of registration in the
Land Registry/Land Titles Office a copy of the
receipted and registered electronic transfer
document including the Form 4 for Consent CN-
25-08

1. The Owner shall pay to the City all
current and outstanding taxes to the date
of consent.

2. No parkland or Cash-in-Lieu is required
as a condition of consent. However, the
Applicant (Owner) should be made aware
that the City will require land to be
conveyed for park or other recreation
purposes or, at the option of the City, a
payment of Cash-in-Lieu of such land
prior to the issuance of a building permit
pursuant to section 42 of the Planning
Act. The Owner shall enter into an
agreement acknowledging the foregoing,
which agreement shall be registered on
title to the SEVERED parcel for the
purpose of notice. Further, the owner
shall pay the City the cost set out in the
City’s Tariff of Fees By-law with respect
to the preparation, processing, and
registration of the agreement. If the
Owner does not wish to enter into the
above agreement, the Owner may
voluntarily pay any Cash-in-Lieu owing
under section 42 of the Planning Act prior
to the granting of the consent. The
Applicant (Owner) may determine the
amount of Cash-in-Lieu required by
contacting the Finance Department.
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That the Owner apply to and receive from the
Council of the City of Richmond Hill demolition
approval pursuant to Demolition Control By-law
No. 15-90 as required, and that the Owner
demolish the attached garage of the
existing dwelling to remain on the retained lot
and remove all debris to the satisfaction of the
Chief Building Official
GRADING CONDITION
That the applicant:
1. Submit to the City's Infrastructure
Planning and Development Engineering
a grading plan prepared by a
professional engineer or Ontario land
surveyor detailing the drainage pattern
while showing the existing and proposed
elevations for both the severed and
retained lands along with the adjoining
lands;
2. Obtain the City's approval of the grading
plan referred to in (1);
3. Enter into an agreement with the City
(unless not required by the City) for either
() grading and drainage; or (ii) grading
and servicing, which addresses the
provision of swales, easements and/or
catch basins and which will be registered
on title to the lands in priority to all other
claims, encumbrances or other item or
matter that the City Solicitor deems to be
an encumbrance or claim; and
Ensure that any easements required to be
provided pursuant to the agreement referred to
in (3) are registered in priority to all other claims,
encumbrances or any other item or matter the
City Solicitor deems to be an encumbrance or
claim.
FURTHER GRADING RELATED
INFORMATION
Three prints of the above requested grading
plan must be submitted for review and any
related inquiries, should be directed to Mike
Ayers, Development Engineering Technologist,
Infrastructure Planning and Development
Engineering, 905-747-6426.
The City's current fees for such services will be
used to determine the amount of payment for
such services. The current City’s fees are as
follows and may change at any time without

notice.
Fee Description: Fee:
Plan Review $ 1071.00 + HST (plus 2.6%
customer service portal fee)
Agreement Preparation $ 1057+ 5354.00 + HST (plus 2.6%
customer service portal fee)
Registration/Admin. $ 44.38
Install Catchbasin with Frame and $7725.00 + HST
Cover
Survey Layout $ 832.00 +HST
Pre C.C.T.V. Scan $ 773.00+HST x2=31746.98
Install Cleanout $ 2326.00+ HST
Install vertical riser beyond 4.5 m in $ 2278.00 per metre + HST
depth
Decommission Catchbasin $ 1,993.00 + HST
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9. Engineering: Michael Ayers
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10. York Region: Gabrielle Hurst
Gabrielle.Hurst@york.ca
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SERVICE CONNECTION CONDITION

That the Applicant arrange and pay to the City
for the installation of service connections to
render the severed and retained parcels fully
serviced. The current Tariff of Fees schedule
will be used to determine the amount of
payment for the service connections. At time of
printing, the City’s fees for standard
configuration of services are as follows and may
change at any time without notice:

Fee Description: Fee:

25 mm water service $1308.00 per metre + HST
Combined 25 mm water service $531.00 per metre + HST
with storm or sanitary

Disconnect Water service $1,993.00 + HST

Water disconnect in a combined $1,898.00 + HST
trench
125 mm sanitary or 150 mm storm | $1,263.00 per metre + HST
single connection
Combined storm and sanitary $1,266.00 per metre + HST
Disconnect Storm or Sanitary $6,328.00 +HST each

Combined trench Storm or Sanitary | $1,266.00 +HST each

disconnect
Post C.C.T.V. scan $773.00 + HST

Arrangements and payment for service
connections can be made through Mr. Diogo
Oliveira, Manager Water, Wastewater and
Roads, Operations Division, Community
Services Department, (905) 771-9996x2971.
Before servicing can take place, see below, and
confirm with Lindsay Finbow that the City is able
to proceed,;

+All fencing/hoarding sits behind the property
line to ensure that our contractor has full access
to the property to complete the install.

*There should be no construction materials or
excessive garbage within our right of way at the
time of installation.

*We will be decommissioning your existing
services on the day of installation, and you will
be responsible to connect and install the new
services from property line to the home.
*Please confirm there are no tenants living in
the home.

*Once new services have been installed it will

be your responsibility to protect them. If any
damages do occur, the City will complete the
repair and you will be charged an additional
repair fee.

REGISTERED PLANS
That the applicant provides to the Infrastructure

Planning and Development Engineering, to the
attention of Mr. Michael Ayers, three white prints
of the deposited plan of reference which
outlines the necessary requirements of all
Infrastructure Planning and Development
Engineering conditions.

Prior to the approval of the Consent application,
the City of Richmond Hill shall confirm that
adequate water supply and sewage capacity
have been allocated for the proposed new lot.
Prior to final approval, the Economic and
Development Services Branch shall certify that
Condition1 has been met to its satisfaction.

Committee of Adjustment Minutes — July 10, 2025



Page 8 of 15

Motion carried.
Item B: Minor Variance Application MV-24-43 (67 Oak Avenue)

The following relief to Zoning By-law 2523, as amended, is requested:

By-Law
Requirement Proposed Deficiency
Minimum Front Yard
Setback 1.52 m (5.00 ft.) 1.20 m (3.94 ft.) 0.32m (1.05 ft.)

Public requests submitted for notice of decision: None.
Additional correspondence received and provided to committee from: None.

Representation: Joseph Battaglia, Architect/Agent
Mr. Jose Scott, Owner

Comments:

Chairperson Master asked if anyone in the audience wished to comment. There were
none.

Chairperson Master asked if Planning had any further comments. No comments.
Chairperson Master asked if the Committee had any comments.

Chairperson Master mentioned that when looking at the site he noticed that it looked like
a shared driveway and wanted to know if the applicant intended to block of the end of it
and if there would be enough room for the neighbour to go in from there.

Mr. Scott explains that currently he is renting 69 Oak Avenue and that he has put a fence
around the perimeter of 67 Oak Avenue to protect the tree that is on 69 Oak Avenue and

his wife has no issues driving in and out.

Chairperson Master asks Mr. Scott If he intends to touch the curb cut or if the existing
curb will remain the same.

Mr. Scott confirms that it will remain the same.

Member Payne mentions that there is an existing founding which she presumes is for the
garage.

Mr. Battaglia responds that it is all new construction.

Member Payne states that they have already started the new construction.

Chairperson Master also asks if they have started the construction.

Mr. Battaglia responds that he has not and that this is a new application. And that he has
no knowledge of any foundation being poured. He states that maybe his client knows

about this as he does not.

Chairperson Master informs them that if there is foundation poured that this would be in
violation of the building code.

Member Payne presents photos taken of the foundation and would like Mr. Battaglia or
Mr. Scott to confirm that that is the foundation for the garage.

Mr. Scott confirms that yes, it is.
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Chairperson Master indicates that this is an issue with the by-law or the Building
Department.

Chairperson Master asks of there are any other comments from the audience.
There are none.

Chairperson Master asks if there are any other comments from Planning.
There are none.

Chairperson Master requests a motion.
Moved by: Dean Gossi
Seconded by: Suzanne Payne

Opposed by: None.

That Minor Variance Application MV-24-43 on behalf of Jose Scott be approved subject
to the following conditions:

1. That the variances pertain only to the request as submitted with the application.

2. That development be substantially in accordance with the sketch submitted with the
application as required by Ontario Regulation 200/96, as amended, Section 5.25.

Motion carried.

Item C: Minor Variance Application MV-24-86 (173 Richmond Street)

The following relief to Zoning By-law 66-71, as amended, is requested:

Zoning By-law Proposed Deficiency

Requirement
Interior Side Yard 2" Floor — 3 m (9.84 1.5m 1.5m
Setback (East) ft) (4.92 ft.) (4.92 ft.)
Interior Side Yard
Setback to the 1.5m 0.36 m 1.14m
attached one-storey (4.92 ft.) (1.18 ft.) (3.7 ft)
garage (West)

231.65sgm 276.66 sq m. 45.01 sq m (484.48 sq
Gross Floor Area (2,493.46 sq ft.) (2,977.94 sq ft.) ft)

Public requests submitted for notice of decision:

Lauren Bradley, 177 Richmond Street
Michael Azuolas, 180 Richmond Street

Additional correspondence received and provided to committee from:

Lauren Bradley, 177 Richmond Street — Letter of opposition
Michael Azuolas, 180 Richmond Street — Letter of opposition

Representation: Emily Lui, Owner

Comments:

Chairperson Master asked if anyone in the audience wished to comment. There are none.

Chairperson Master asked if Planning had any further comments. No comments.

Chairperson Master asked if the Committee had any comments.

Member Di Rezze wanted to confirm what the double solid line on the site plan was. He
assumed it was a setback and not an easement or block of land.
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Ms. Lui states that she is not an architect but assumes that is a setback.

Member Payne directs her question to the Planning department. She notes that in the
report it mentions the village core design guidelines and a design checklist and would like
to know how this plan adheres to that checklist or to the design guidelines.

Mr. Ding explains that yes, this application is located within the Village core
neighbourhood. The Planning department has design guidelines, policies, and checklists
requirements for site plan applications. Currently Planning does not require these
checklists as this is a proposed development and not an application.

Member Payne as Ms. Lui if she is aware of these guidelines and asks her how she would
respond.

Ms. Lui states that she will make sure that they keep within the guidelines as they go
through the application process. She also mentions that they have submitted the Site
Plan Application but have not received a formal approval because there are fees
outstanding. Ms. Lui also mentioned that she was working with Jim Oriotis from the City
to make sure that they pass the Committee of adjustments Minor variance before paying
the outstanding fees. They will also go through the building permit process and keep in
line with the guidelines as well advise their architect so that he can be aware when
creating the design.

Chairperson Master requests a motion.

Moved by: Carlo Di Rezze
Seconded by: Suzanne Payne
Opposed by: None.

That Minor Variance Application MV-24-86 on behalf of Emily Lui, Franko Tsz Yeung Luk
be approved subject to the following conditions:

1. That the variances pertain only to the request as submitted with the application.

2. That development be substantially in accordance with the sketch submitted with the
application as required by Ontario Regulation 200/96, as amended, Section 5.25.

3. The applicant’s surveyor must submit draft reference plan, showing the road widening
and/or the daylight triangle, for City review prior to deposition, to Michael Ayers,
Development Engineering Technologist, Infrastructure Planning and Development
Engineering, michael.ayers@richmondhill.ca. Please provide applicants solicitors contact
information upon submission of deposited R-Plan. That the applicant provides to the
Infrastructure Planning and Development Engineering, to the attention of Mr. Michael
Ayers, three white prints of the deposited plan of reference which outlines the necessary
requirements of all Infrastructure Planning and Development Engineering conditions.
NOTE: The City is protecting for a 20.0m Road Allowance. A widening through the
frontage of 173 Richmond Street is required. 14.5 m from the legal centre line of the road
is to be City owned. The deficient amount to be determined by an Ontario Land Surveyor
and convey to the City.

Motion carried.
Item D: Minor Variance Application MV-25-15 (135 Marla Court)

The following relief to Zoning By-law 150-80, as amended, is requested:

Zoning By-law Proposed Deficiency
Requirement

Minimum Front Yard

Setback 7.62 m (25 ft.) 5.7 m (18.70 ft.) 1.92 m (6.30 ft.)

Maximum Gross Floor 227.54 sq. m. 314.95 sg.m 87.41 sg.m. (940.87
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Area

(2,449.22 sq. ft.)

(3,390.09 sq.ft.)

sq. ft.)

Maximum Height of
Building

8.5 m (27.88 ft.)

8.8 m (28.87 ft.)

0.3 m (0.99 m)

Minimum Front Yard
Setback to the
second storey

9.1 m (29.85 ft.)

7.66 m (25.13 ft.)

1.44 m (4.72 ft.)

Minimum Side Yard

the second storey

Setback (North) to the 3.0m (9.84 ft.) 1.98 m (6.49 ft.) 1.02 (3.34 ft.)
second storey

Minimum Side Yard

Setback (South) to 3.0m (9.84 ft.) 1.83 m (6.00 ft.) 1.17 (3.83 ft.)

Public requests submitted for notice of decision: None.

Additional correspondence received and provided to committee from: None.

Representation: Chongfa Sun, Architect

Comments:

Chairperson Master asked if anyone in the audience wished to comment. There are none.

Chairperson Master asked if Planning had any comments. No comment.

Chairperson Master asked if the Committee had any comments.

Member Payne questions whether this is a minor variance as there is a substantial

alteration.

Chairperson Master states the concern is that the given the size of the addition is almost

1,000 square feet.

Mr. Sun responds that the addition is added to the back and the area on the garage roof,
but they will keep the ground floor and the appearance of the house to fit in with the
neighbourhood. The increase of the floor area is in the back and on top of the garage.

Member Gossi responds to member Payne that he is fine with this application as two of
the variances are on the second floor. He notes there is a minor front yard setback
variance of 5 feet, and the gross area is a little bit concerning to him but its still within
the acceptable limits given the size of the lot.

Moved by: Dean Gossi

Seconded by: Carlo Di Rezze

Opposed: None

That Minor Variance Application MV-25-15 on behalf of Xiaolian Xu be approved subject
to the following conditions:

1. That the variances pertain only to the request as submitted with the application.
2. That development be substantially in accordance with the sketch submitted with the
application as required by Ontario Regulation 200/96, as amended, Section 5.25.

Motion carried.
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Item E: Minor Variance Application MV-24-78 (30 East Wilmot Street)
1) The following relief to Zoning By-law 150-80 as amended, is requested to permit
a health centre use in order to facilitate the proposed development of an indoor
golf simulation business; and

2) The following relief to Zoning By-law 150-80, as amended, is requested:

By-law Proposed Deficiency
Requirement
Minimum Parking 61 spaces 55 spaces 6
Spaces

Public requests submitted for notice of decision: None.

Additional correspondence received and provided to committee from: None.
Representation: Jack Wong, Applicant

Comments:

Chairperson Master asked if anyone in the audience wished to comment.

There were none.

Chairperson Master asked if Planning had any comments.

Planner Darren Ding mentioned that the Provincial Planning Policy 2024 came into effect
on October 20, 2024. In response, city staff began preparing an official plan amendment
to align with the new policy. On April 2, 2025, a staff report recommending amendments
to allow legally existing excluded uses in the city’s designated employment area was
approved by Council. The current staff report is based on this amended official plan.
Following internal discussions, the proposed use under consideration is deemed
inappropriate.

Chairperson Master summarized that the application was approved in February before
the policy change. As of April, the new policy no longer permits uses like golf or simulated
golf facility in the designated employment area.

Mr. Ding responds that while the application was approved in February, the effective date
of the provincial Planning Policy was October 20, 2024. As of that date, uses like golf or

simulated golf are no longer permitted in the designated employment area.

Chairperson Master questions if the Provincial Policy took affect in October 2024, then
why would the Planning Department recommend it in February 2025.

Mr. Ding explains that staff needed time to prepare a report for Council’s consideration.
At the time of February 2025 recommendation was made, the updated information
reflecting the policy change was not yet available.

Chairperson Master states that staff may have made an error in their report. He also asks
the applicant what the percentage of the area of the proposed use is.

Mr. Wong responds that is its about 28% of the total square footage of the existing
building.

Chairperson Master asked if the Committee had any comments.

Member Di Rezze recalls seeing this application before. Member Di Rezze would like to
know how long the current owner has had this property.
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Mr. Wong replies that the current owner bought the property in 2021.

Member Di Rezze states that this is an unfortunate situation, as a previously allowable
use has become problematic due to a technicality, leading to a deferral. He asks Mr.
Wong if this committee doesn’t approve the application tonight, does Mr. Wong, believe
he has a strong case at the Ontario Land Tribunal. Member Di Rezze also asks, under
the current zoning, is a learning or teaching facility such as a golf academy permitted? If
S0, is that a direction you would be willing to explore in discussions with staff as a potential
alternative business model?

Mr. Wong believes the provincial intent is not to outright prohibit these types of uses,
particularly where they are compatible with the surrounding area and meet the general
intent of the Official Plan and Zoning By-law criteria considered under the four tests for a
minor variance. In his opinion this proposal meets those tests. He also states that his
preference is always to work collaboratively with local committees and councils rather
than pursue an OLT appeal, which is a third-party process. While it is an option under the
Planning Act, he cannot speak on behalf of his client regarding whether they would appeal
a refusal. Regarding the proposed use Mr. Wong states that the nature of the golf
simulator business is comparable to similar operations currently active in Richmond Hill.
It will include simulator bays with equipment and projectors typical of such uses. Whether
the business includes coaching, or a more formal educational component is still to be
determined, but at this time, the focus is on providing a standard golf simulation
experience.

Member Di Rezze asks if another deferral would be considered to try and work with staff
to see if they can come up with a compromise.

Mr. Wong responds that staff have a clear interpretation based on provincial policy, and
that they might not reach an agreement even with a deferral.

Member Gossi adds that there are 49 parking spots and would like to know if there was
a parking study done.

Mr. Wong replies that a revised parking study was submitted to the City, and they have
provided comment that they’re satisfied with the parking deficiency. But added that they
were satisfied with the 55 spaces listed in the staff report and not the 49. Mr. Wong also
states that to offset the parking reduction they added 3 additional spots for bicycle parking
on the property. He also states that the current warehouse has limited parking demand
and that there are ample parking spaces available on the site even with the proposed golf
use, the demand will not exceed what’s available.

Member Gossi confirms the square footage of the entire property is 53,000 square feet.

Member Gossi confirms the square footage of the building is approximately 1,800 square
feet and 28% of that is proposed based on the golf business.

Member Gossi asks how many of the 49 parking spots will be used by the customers and
staff of the golf business.

Mr. Wong replied the traffic study shows that it was not even close to 49 spots.

Member Gossi confirms there will be 5 golf bays with 6 players at each bay.

Member Gossi responds that if everyone chooses to drive, plus the staff then you will be
close to that parking spot number. He also states that if the minor variance were granted
it would be granted for the complete property. Does this minor variance get tied to the
property in perpetuity or only for this business.

Secretary Treasurer Cullum states the minor variance is tied to the lot.

Chairperson Master has an issue with the 49 parking spaces relayed to the staff. He
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guestions if when the staff report was written if they new about this.

Mr. Wong explains that when the staff report was issued that he emailed City staff and
identified the errors.

Member Payne questions whether the designation of health centre use would be for the
entire facility.

Mr. Wong replies that this was the closest definition in the current by law that would fit the
proposed golf simulator business.

Member Payne asks how a health center complies with a high-performance industrial
office area.

Mr. Ding reiterates that the proposed use is not permitted under the current zone category
which is a high-performance industry. At this time, the proposed use will result in an OP
issue. Mr. Ding recommends a deferral of this application, so that there could be further
discussion internally to decide how to facilitate the proposed development.

Chairperson Master voices that he is disappointed with the Planning department on two
accounts. First that in February they made an error approving the application when they
should not have and that the number of parking spaces mentioned in the staff report are
incorrect.

Mr. Wong responds that its unfortunate that he is receiving mixed messages through his
communication with the City’s planning department and that he appreciates the
comments made tonight by the Planner on duty. Because of the provincial changes made
the day before this application was submitted their application would have been permitted.
Chairperson Master notifies Mr. Wong that he is in support of this application.

Member Gossi voices that he does not feel comfortable approving this application and
encourages Mr. Wong to go to the LPT. He also states that he would be happy with a non
cost deferral.

Member Di Rezze notes what has happened to Mr. Wong and his application is unfair.
He also mentions that they are an even number of voters and if it is a tie then the
application is declined, and he would be at the Ontario land Tribunal.

Chairperson Master asks for Member Payne’s opinion.

Member Payne is more inclined to support Planning’s recommendation of declining this
application.

Mr. Wong’s requests a couple of minutes to talk privately with his client.
Chairperson Master grants this.
Mr. Wong comes back and requests a deferral.

Chairperson Master requests a motion to defer this application at no extra cost to the
applicant.

Moved by: Dean Gossi
Seconded by: Carlo Di Rezze
Opposed by: None.

Motion carried.

Other Business

June 26, 2025, Meeting Minutes adopted.
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Request for Withdrawals:

Minor Variance application MV-24-14 (10670 Yonge Street): To withdraw the minor
variance application and be provided with a 75% refund based on work completed.

Moved by: Carlo Di Rezze

Seconded by: Dean Gossi

Opposed by: None.

Motion carried.

Motion to Adjourn

Moved by: Suzanne Payne

Seconded by: Carlo Di Rezze
Motion Carried

The meeting adjourned at 8:36PM

Mustafa Master Courtney Cullum
Chairperson Secretary-Treasurer
Committee of Adjustment
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