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and south of Sheppard Ave.  The subject property was located on the north side of Gwendolen 

Avenue, in a neighbourhood of single family residential structures, both older and recently 

constructed or reconstructed.  It is designated Neighbourhoods in the Official Plan, zoned R4 

under By-law 7625, and zoned RD (f.12.0; a370) under By-law 569-2013.  The requested 

variances were principally in the categories of increased lot coverage, building and first floor 

heights, building length, and reduced side yard setbacks.  The City opposed the variances as 

being counter to the purpose of the Neighbourhoods designation in the Official Plan and of the 

zoning standards, especially the height and coverage provisions.  The TLAB heard conflicting 

opinion evidence from the Applicant and the City. 

Held:  Appeal dismissed.  There is a special circumstance and purpose for the height 

excess, for drainage of the roof.  The height variance is not for exterior walls around the 

structure, but merely for the central peak and the single dormer window.  The variance for 

coverage does require careful consideration, but it is not considered to be so beyond the by-law 

requirements that this carefully considered design should be rejected. The planned context of this 

active neighbourhood is changing as variances were granted in the past.  They become part of the 

built fabric that the Plan seeks to maintain.  This proposal will not extend the coverage or height 

beyond reasonable measurements in its context.  Not only are the variances quantitatively minor 

in amount, they are qualitatively acceptable in having no perceptible impact on neighbouring 

properties.  They need not be "consistent with" nearby numbers; the test is rather whether the 

changes will respect and reinforce the physical character of the neighbourhood. 
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Tips and Tricks for Practicing at the TLAB 

Appeal Filing and Requests for Status 

� If you are representing the appellant and have more than one client (i.e., co-owners of the same property) consider filing the 
appeal in only one of their names. TLAB will charge an appeal fee of $300.00 for each named appellant. 
 

� If you are representing a party, and have more than one client (i.e., co-owners of a neighbouring house that opposes the 
application), you will need to file a Form 4 Notice of Intention (election) to be party or participant and Form 5 Authorized 
Representative for each named party. 

Document Disclosure 

� If all parties are represented by Counsel, you may wish to come to an agreement between the parties on what documents will 
be disclosed with document disclosure and witness statement exchange (i.e. original work - lot studies, shadow studies, etc.) 
 

� Where a party or participant fails to meet any disclosure obligations, write to them and copy the TLAB so that you can raise 
arguments that they were on notice to provide you the required documents and failed to do so without raising any justification 
for the failure. 
 

� Have documents you intend to rely on, but which have not previously been disclosed (i.e., documents for cross-examination 
and case law) on your computer, and be prepared to add these documents to the USB keys of the TLAB and all parties, at the 
appropriate times in the hearing. 

Settlement 

� Consider early on in the proceeding whether there is a basis for settlement and raise this with the other parties before fees are 
spent on document disclosure, witness statements, etc. 
 

� Where a settlement has been reached, notify the TLAB of the settlement as soon as possible by way of motion requesting a 
settlement hearing date. 

Electronic Hearing and Materials 

� Keep the number of electronic documents to be presented at the hearing to a minimum– e.g. 1 document disclosure PDF and 
1 PDF for each witness statement.  

o Split into pieces for filing with TLAB by email (e.g., Document Disclosure Part 1 of 2). All attachments must not 
exceed 10MB in size. 
 

� Bring USB keys for each party with a complete consolidation of all documents for use at the hearing 
 

� In each PDF document: (i) include Tabs (or bookmarks) to easily jump from one document to the next within the document 
disclosure or to easily jump from one section of a witness statement to the next; and (ii) include a page number on each and 
every page (including the title page, index and tab pages) so that the PDF page number matches the document page number. 
In this way, for example, when the witness says “go to page 7”, the party can type in “7” at the top of the PDF document to get 
to this page. 

 
� Bring a mobile wifi stick so that you have access to the internet during your hearing, in case you need any last minute 

information 
 

� Consider visiting the TLAB's hearing room with your witness before the hearing, if it is your first appearance there, or your 
witness's first time testifying there. 
 

� Arrive early with your witness to setup your electronic materials. However, not too early because the building opens at 8:00 
a.m. and the TLAB offices open at 8:30 a.m. Consider whether it’s more efficient for the witness to control the electronic 
screen or Counsel. 
 

� For examination and cross-examination, if you work better with paper, nothing is stopping you from working with paper 
yourself, provided the documents to which you are referring are in the electronic record. 
 

� Remember that the proceedings are being recorded, and the recordings are publicly available after the hearing.  The 
microphones may not be turned off during breaks in the proceedings.  If you have something private to say, leave the hearing 
room. 
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May 2, 2017 

 

BY EMAIL 

 

Toronto Local Appeal Body 

Ian Lord, Chair  

40 Orchard View Boulevard 

Second Floor, Suite 211 

Toronto, ON M4R 1B9 

 

Dear Mr. Lord and Toronto Local Appeal Body Members, 

Re: Toronto Local Appeal Body Rules of Practice and Procedure 

On behalf of the Municipal Law Section of the Ontario Bar Association (the “OBA”), I am 

writing to identify some comments and suggestions respecting the proposed Rules of Practice 

and Procedure of the new Toronto Local Appeal Body (“TLAB”) in advance of the upcoming 

TLAB Business Meeting on May 3, 2017. 

The OBA Municipal Law Section has approximately 300 lawyers who are leading experts in 

municipal and land use planning law matters representing proponents, municipalities, residents, 

developers, and other stakeholders. Though we represent a broad spectrum of clients with 

diverse and sometimes competing interests, our goal is to provide decision-makers with 

commentary that represents a balance of the various interests of our members and their clients. 

Members of the Section often advocate before municipal councils and committees, all levels of 

court in the Province of Ontario, and the various tribunals that comprise the Environment and 

Land Tribunals Ontario (“ELTO”), including the Ontario Municipal Board (the “OMB”) and 

soon the TLAB. 

The product of years of consultation and development, the City of Toronto’s introduction of the 

TLAB represents the culmination of legislative provisions enacted under both the Municipal Act, 

2001 and City of Toronto Act, 2006 intended to provide municipalities with greater involvement 

in the land use planning process. As the first municipality to make use of these provisions, we 

anticipate that the TLAB will be watched closely by other municipalities looking to determine 

whether establishment of a similar local appeal body may be desirable. Therefore, while the 
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TLAB will only deal with planning matters for lands in the City of Toronto, it may be setting a 

precedent for similar local appeal bodies across the Province. 

Draft Rules of Practice and Procedure for the TLAB were published on March 31, 2017 (the 

“Draft Rules”). The TLAB has invited comments on the Draft Rules and it is anticipated that the 

Draft Rules, potentially with some modifications, will be adopted by the TLAB at its business 

meeting scheduled for May 3, 2017. The OBA Municipal Law Section recognizes the new and 

unique role that the TLAB will play in the land use planning process in the City of Toronto and 

also in the Province as the first local appeal body to be established. It is in recognition of this 

important function that we have prepared the following comments and suggestions regarding the 

Draft Rules which have been categorized into four categories and are summarized as follows: 

1. Timing Obligations 

 

While the benefits of timely document disclosure are recognized and appreciated, the 

introduction of a very short time frame for the identification of parties and full 

preparation of a party’s case may impact accessibility to the TLAB and the ability of 

parties to participate in the hearing process. Further, without revision to ensure clarity, 

the timing obligations imposed under the Draft Rules may impact the hearing process and 

potential for settlement, in particular, by restricting the time during which documents can 

be disclosed to implement such settlements.  

 

2. Procedural Obligations 

 

The Draft Rules introduce new procedural obligations for the hearing of appeals of 

Committee of Adjustment decisions that may reduce accessibility and settlement 

opportunities, in particular, as added obligations translate to added costs. Additionally, it 

is submitted that all parties and participants, including summonsed witnesses, should be 

subject to the same obligations of document disclosure under the Draft Rules. Further, 

revisions to the Draft Rules to provide greater certainty and clarity regarding certain 

procedural obligations and practices would be of assistance, in particular to ensure that all 

procedural mechanisms are in place under the Draft Rules to ensure a fair hearing.  

 

3. Identification of Parties and Participants 

 

The process by which another party may challenge a request for party or participant 

status or make submissions regarding the TLAB’s denial of party or participant status is 

unclear. Therefore, amendment to the Draft Rules to clarify this process would be of 

assistance. 
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4. Additional Comments 

 

Additional comments regarding the scheduling of settlement hearings, filing fees and 

small typos have also been provided. 

We thank you for this opportunity and are available to discuss any of the following comments in 

greater detail. 

1. TIMING OBLIGATIONS 

Short Time Period for Hearing Preparation 

The Draft Rules introduce timing obligations that differ significantly from those in place at the 

OMB. These timing obligations are primarily tied to the service of the Notice of Hearing and 

relate to the timing for matters including the identification of parties and participants, the 

disclosure of evidence and the filing of witness statements. In particular, all filing and disclosure 

obligations are to occur within 45 days of the service of the Notice of Hearing. Thus, the Draft 

Rules require parties to identify themselves and prepare and put forward their full case far in 

advance of the hearing, which will presumably take place several weeks (or potentially months) 

after the completion of all filing obligations, although this is not clear.  

The benefits of timely document disclosure are recognized and appreciated. In particular, early 

identification of the parties, participants and issues assists hearing preparation and facilitates 

settlement. It is also understood that the Draft Rules have intentionally provided for a “quiet 

zone” of 30 days prior to the hearing intended for individual final hearing preparation, document 

preparation for presentation and for the parties to consider the necessity to litigate the matters in 

issue. The introduction of a very short time frame for the identification of parties and 

participants, and full preparation of a party’s case, however, may impact accessibility of the 

TLAB and the ability of parties to participate in the hearing process. The proposed timing 

obligations may be difficult for all parties to meet, including the City of Toronto, which must 

seek Council instructions and may also need to retain outside consultants. Similarly, ratepayers 

may be unable to confirm their desire to participate, retain consultants and prepare their full case 

within such a short time frame. Even the applicant, who will be in the best position to prepare 

their full case promptly, may have difficulty retaining any necessary consultants and preparing 

all deliverables within the short time frames provided. Further, the Draft Rules have generally 

imposed shorter time frames than at the OMB for the occurrence of events such as the filing of 

notices of motion and the summons of witnesses. Accordingly, with less time for completion, 

these requirements may be more difficult for parties to meet, potentially inhibiting their ability to 

fully participate in the hearing process.  
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Therefore, we respectfully request that the TLAB consider using the date of the hearing as the 

reference point for all disclosure deadlines (as opposed to the service of the Notice of Hearing), 

as this will improve the clarity and certainty of the process, and may allow parties more time to 

prepare their case and to meet all required deadlines.  For example, instead of requiring 

application revisions, party/participant status requests, document disclosure and 

witness/participant statements to be declared/produced within 15, 20, 30 and 45 days of the 

service of the Notice of Hearing, respectively, each of these events could instead be required to 

occur by a certain number of days prior to the scheduled hearing date.  Further, while it is 

appreciated that the TLAB wishes to implement a 30 day quiet zone prior to its hearings, the 

tying of timing deadlines to the date of the hearing would also prevent the occurrence of an 

extended quiet zone beyond 30 days which is currently a possibility under the Draft Rules. 

Timing for Disclosure of Documents 

Pursuant to Rule 16.2 parties must file all documents upon which they intend to rely on or 

produce at the hearing 30 days after service of the Notice of Hearing. Where a party fails to 

disclose documents in accordance with Rule 16.2, pursuant to Rule 16.3 the TLAB may disallow 

the document to be entered into evidence.  

Again, while the importance of disclosure to ensuring a fair hearing process is recognized, 

without revision to ensure clarity, the timing for such disclosure as proposed under Rules 16.2 

and 16.3 may negatively impact the hearing process. In particular, the Draft Rules do not 

establish circumstances under which additional documents may be added, amended or disclosed. 

For example, under the Draft Rules this disclosure of all documents occurs 15 days prior to the 

filing of witness statements. Parties, however, may not be in a position to identify all documents 

needed for the hearing prior to the filing of witness statements. New documents may be needed 

by a party to respond to previously unknown submissions of another party as revealed in the 

witness statements or to add documents to be relied upon by a witness appearing under 

summons. Additionally, where motions are heard and orders made by the TLAB prior to the 

hearing, including orders for disclosure, under the Draft Rules it does not appear that the parties 

will be permitted to update or add to previously filed documents. Further, where settlement has 

been reached, while Rule 19 provides for filing of documents related to the settlement, in 

particular in the case of partial settlement, it is unclear whether the parties may update or add to 

previously filed documents in support of such a settlement. 

The application of Rules 16.2 and 16.3 to documents used by parties during cross examination is 

also unclear. Often documents used during cross examination are not introduced unless and until 

required in response to testimony elicited during the hearing itself. Therefore, an exception to the 

application of Rules 16.2 and 16.3 for documents properly introduced during cross examination 
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may be warranted to ensure this important facet of the hearing process is not inhibited, so as to 

ensure important principles of natural justice and procedural fairness are respected. 

Impacts on Settlement Potential and the Quiet Zone 

Settlements of appeals of Committee of Adjustment applications often occur in the weeks or 

days leading up to a hearing. Rules 11.1 and 11.2, however, provide that any intended revisions 

or modifications to the application must be disclosed 15 days after the Notice of Hearing has 

been served. No provision is made in the Draft Rules for revisions or modifications made to the 

application to facilitate settlement of the appeal in part or in whole. Additionally, while Rule 

19.2 provides for service of settlement terms at the earliest possible date, as noted above, where 

settlement has been reached in whole or in part, given Rules 16.2 and 16.3 described above, it is 

unclear whether the parties may also update or add to previously filed documents in support of 

such a settlement. 

Additionally, where the Draft Rules essentially require a party’s full case to be prepared very 

early in the process and well in advance of the hearing, parties may be less motivated to enter 

into a settlement as the time and cost savings of such a settlement are much lower. For example, 

the time and costs required for preparation of witness statements constitute a material element of 

the time and costs associated with an appeal. Accordingly, parties may be more motivated to 

settle prior to the incurrence of this cost. Consequently, where this cost is incurred early in the 

hearing process, parties may be less likely to reach settlement. Facilitating settlement is 

identified as an objective of the TLAB and is in the public interest, including the interest of all 

parties to the appeals. Therefore, consideration of the impacts of the timing requirements on the 

potential for settlement is recommended. 

With respect to the 30 day quiet zone, while it is understood from the TLAB’s Public Guide that 

this time is “intended for individual final hearing preparation, document preparation for 

presentation and for the parties to soberly consider the necessity to litigate the matters in issue”, 

in light of the timing obligations under the Draft Rules that require full case preparation, 

including all document disclosure, well in advance of the start of the quiet zone, it is unclear how 

these stated objectives would be achieved by the quiet zone. 

Notice of Proposed Dismissal 

It is unclear under Rule 9.4 how to determine when a Notice of Proposed Dismissal has been 

“received” by a party. Therefore, revision of this Rule to provide greater clarity would be of 

assistance. For example, as with similar deadlines under the Draft Rules, tying the deadline for 

written submissions to the date for service of the Notice of Proposed Dismissal would provide 

greater certainty in this regard. 
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Scheduling of Hearings 

Under the Draft Rules hearing dates are intended to be “fixed and definite”. Further, the wording 

of Rule 10.2 indicates that the parties’ availability may not be considered in the scheduling of a 

hearing before the TLAB. While it is understood that not all scheduling requests can be 

accommodated and that the TLAB must have the final say in the scheduling of its own matters, 

in order to allow the parties to ensure their availability and that of their consultants for a hearing, 

it is hoped that, similar to the OMB, the TLAB will allow parties to identify their availability by 

email for the TLAB’s consideration prior to scheduling.  

Prior to the identification of all parties and issues, it is also unclear how the TLAB will 

determine the number of days required for a hearing or, where it is determined that insufficient 

or excess time has been scheduled, how a party may seek to amend the time previously set down 

for the hearing. Therefore, revision to the Draft Rules or the TLAB’s Practice Guide to address 

such matters would be of assistance. 

2. PROCEDURAL OBLIGATIONS 

New Procedural Obligations 

The Draft Rules introduce added procedural obligations for the hearing of appeals of Committee 

of Adjustment decisions. These procedural obligations include the requirement for filing of 

witness statements and participant statements in all cases (Rules 16.4, 16.5 and 16.6) and the 

potential for discoveries (Rule 18). As you know, there is currently no general requirement to 

exchange witness statements or participant statements for minor variance or consent appeals 

before the OMB.  While the benefits of these documents in identifying issues and facilitating 

hearing preparation is acknowledged, these added requirements also introduce added costs for 

parties to these appeals. Where the cost of participation in a hearing process is increased, barriers 

to access may result. Therefore, when implementing the new rules, consideration and 

observation of the impacts of these new procedural requirements on parties’ ability to access the 

TLAB is recommended. 

Additionally, as set out in greater detail above, where added requirements are such that 

significant time and cost is invested in advance of the hearing itself, parties may be less 

motivated to reach settlement prior to the hearing. 

Document Disclosure 

Participants are not currently subject to Rules 16.2 and 16.3 even though they may put forward 

documentary evidence at the hearing (as necessarily implied by Rule 16.5, which requires 
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participants to file a list of every document upon which they intend to rely at the hearing). 

Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that if participants are intended to be able to put forward 

documentary evidence at the hearing, they should be subject to the same obligations of 

disclosure as parties.  

Similarly, where a witness is required to appear under summons, an obligation to provide a form 

of witness statement and to disclose any documentation to be referenced would ensure that all 

persons to give evidence at the hearing are fairly required to file their materials in advance. 

With respect to the parties’ obligation to disclose documentary evidence under Rules 16.2 and 

16.3, the TLAB may also wish to consider opportunities to provide for efficiencies in this 

process. For example, presumably most parties will include relevant excerpts from the Planning 

Act, Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, the City 

of Toronto Official Plan and Zoning By-law No. 569-2013 (and, in many cases, the in-force 

zoning by-laws from the former municipalities) in their documents to be disclosed. Accordingly, 

the TLAB may consider providing that copies of such documents do not need to be filed with the 

TLAB so long as the sections or policies to be referenced are clearly identified by the parties at 

the time of document disclosure. Additionally, as documents to be filed are often very large and 

the Draft Rules seek to encourage electronic filing of documentation, provision in the Draft 

Rules for the filing of documents via link to an online server or file sharing site may be of 

assistance to both the TLAB and parties.  

Expert Witness Statements 

With respect to the contents of an expert witness statement as set out in Rule 16.9, it is unclear 

what is intended by the requirement for the expert to give a summary of the range of opinions 

and the reasons for the expert’s opinion within that range. Revision to the Draft Rules or to the 

Public Guide to provide clarity would be of assistance in this regard. 

Reply to Witness Statements 

While Rules 16.4 and 16.5 provide for the filing of witness statements and expert witness 

statements, there is no provision under the Draft Rules for the filing of reply witness statements 

or, as noted above, for the added disclosure of documents to be relied upon in response to 

information put forward in a party’s witness statements. As the ability to fully reply to another 

party’s case is critical to a fair hearing process, it is respectfully submitted that amendment of the 

Draft Rules to allow for such response is appropriate. 
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Court Reporters 

The Draft Rules do not currently include any provisions regarding when court reporters may be 

used at the TLAB. Therefore, the TLAB may wish to consider adding such a rule to provide 

clarity regarding what notice to the parties or permissions from the TLAB may be required for 

use of a court reporter.  

Adjournment and Consolidation 

The Draft Rules do not currently provide criteria for consideration by the TLAB upon a motion 

for adjournment or consolidation. Therefore, the TLAB may wish to consider amending the 

Draft Rules to include criteria to be considered by the TLAB during such proceedings.  

Challenge of Affidavit Evidence 

For written hearings, Rule 24.11 provides for the provision of evidence by way of affidavit, 

however, the process by which a party may challenge such affidavit evidence is unclear. In order 

to ensure a fair hearing process, provision should be made in the Draft Rules for cross 

examination on affidavit evidence, for example, upon request by a party within a specified period 

of time. 

3. IDENTIFICATION OF PARTIES AND PARTICIPANTS 

Pursuant to Rule 12 persons who wish to be a party must disclose their intention to be a party to 

the TLAB, and the TLAB may decide whether a person’s status as a party to a proceeding should 

be denied at any time. Similar rules are established under Rule 13 with respect to participant 

status. Therefore, it appears that persons are granted preliminary or presumptive party status 

upon the declaration of this intention. The process by which another party may challenge a 

request for party or participant status or make submissions regarding the TLAB’s denial of party 

or participant status, however, is unclear. For example, will the TLAB assess each status request 

on its merits at the outset and issue a form of decision prior to the filing of documents and 

witness statements or will the merits of a request for status only be considered if challenged by 

motion? Moreover, if party and participant status can only be challenged via motion, this would 

appear to place the onus on the moving party to demonstrate that the criteria for party or 

participant status have not been met. Therefore, amendment to the Draft Rules to clarify this 

process would be of assistance. 
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4. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Settlement Hearings 

Rule 19.3 provides for the scheduling of a settlement hearing where settlement has been reached 

by the parties. It is unclear, however, under what circumstances the date and time of such a 

hearing would differ from that of the originally scheduled hearing. For example, presumably a 

new hearing date would not be set down where only partial settlement has been reached or where 

settlement has not been achieved with all parties. Additionally, where a new date has been set 

down for a settlement hearing, it is unclear how rules relating to document disclosure prior to the 

hearing would apply. In particular, as described above, most deadlines are tied to the date of 

service of the Notice of Hearing. Therefore, it is unclear whether a new Notice of Hearing would 

be issued by the TLAB for a settlement hearing or if the document disclosure rules would no 

longer apply as all documents relating to the settlement are to be filed pursuant to Rule 19. 

Revision of the Draft Rules to provide clarification in this regard would be of assistance. 

Filing Fee 

Pursuant to Rules 5.2 and 5.3, appeal fees are payable by certified cheque and all other fees are 

payable by debit or credit card. The TLAB’s Public Guide further states that appeal fees may be 

paid by money order or in cash. We also request that the Draft Rules or Public Guide be revised 

to further allow fees to be paid by a cheque issued by a law firm, consistent with the practice 

adopted by the OMB.   

Typos 

We note the following small typos in the Draft Rules: 

 In Rule 9.3 presumably the words “to the Appellant” should be added after the words 

“Notice of Proposed Dismissal”. 

 

 In Rule 16.4 the word “Board” should be replaced with “Body”. 

 

 The numbering under Rule 27 is incorrect, such that Rule 27.6 is missing. 

 

Timing of Amendments 

While it is understood that appeals from the Toronto Committee of Adjustment will be directed 

to the TLAB beginning on May 3, 2017 and that, accordingly, the Draft Rules may be adopted 

without amendment by the TLAB on May 3, 2017, it is further understood that the first hearings 

before the TLAB will not occur for several months. Therefore, if the TLAB intends to amend its 
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rules prior to the first hearings before the TLAB, we note that this may be effectively achieved 

with minimal impact to appellants through the implementation of amendments prior to the 

issuance of the first Notices of Hearing.  This is because most timelines and obligations under 

the Draft Rules do not begin until the issuance of such a notice. Therefore, if desired, the TLAB 

may amend the Draft Rules with minimal impact to appellants by delaying the issuance of its 

first Notices of Hearing.  

If the Draft Rules are to be implemented for a period of time prior to any amendment, however, 

we would ask that the TLAB consider making such amendments effective only for appeals filed 

after a specified date to ensure that the rules applicable to a hearing do not change mid-process.  

Additionally, following application and use of the rules over the first several months, we hope 

that the TLAB will be willing to once again consult with stakeholders, including the OBA 

Municipal Law Section, to consider revisions or amendments to address any issues that may 

arise in practical application.  

As you know, the OBA Municipal Law Section, together with the Ontario Professional Planners 

Institute, has scheduled an event for May 8th where the TLAB Chair, Mr. Lord, and TLAB 

member, Ms. Laurie McPherson, will provide a presentation and be available to answer 

questions about the TLAB. We look forward to this opportunity to hear more from the TLAB 

regarding its new process, including the Draft Rules.  

We thank you for considering this letter and the important matters it identifies. We would be 

pleased to have members of our Executive meet with you and your staff to discuss any questions 

you may have.   

We look forward to developing an ongoing relationship and dialogue between the OBA 

Municipal Law Section and the TLAB, recognizing that it is in our collective interest that this 

new tribunal operate in an efficient and effective manner, given the important role that it will 

play in the land use planning system within the City of Toronto. 

 

Kind regards, 

[original signed by Mark R. Flowers] 

 

Mark R. Flowers, Chair 

OBA Municipal Law Section  



 

 
 

APPENDIX “C” 

City of Toronto letter to the TLAB 

 

 

See attached. 
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Speaking to this issue, The City solicitor indicated that practice considerations can be reviewed 
in the manner of seeking Toronto Council instructions, if difficulties are experienced.  In 
practical terms, a significant period exists between the articulation of a Planning Report on a 
Committee of Adjustment application, the Committee decision, an appeal, the issuance of a 
TLAB Notice of Hearing and the first substantive disclosure date requiring a potential obligation 
of City representatives (or private interests) – likely in the order of 2-3 months.  

It is important to TLAB that the identification of constraints in meeting the timelines be 
identified and documented.  An opportunity of practice experience and exposure is proposed 
with the concomitant promise to review the timelines based on the advice and 
representations received through a formal public canvass, likely in the spring of 2018. 

In jurisprudence afforded TLAB before the Ontario Municipal Board, the City has made it clear 
that its role is to independently assess and project the corporate interests and objectives of the 
City.  It has represented that the City cannot be seen to directly or indirectly take or project a 
party position exclusively in the interest of some external group, or that the City’s participation 
can be relied upon to continue if the City's interests are otherwise satisfied.  To that end, TLAB 
does not anticipate a difficulty with the withdrawal of party status or engaging in settlement 
discussions, even if those events extend into a period where party status places obligations on 
the parties, in most circumstances. 

The approach defined by TLAB in its Rules is to depart from practices that can create delay or 
uncertainty, or the prolixity of proceedings, or that contemplate the necessity of consensual 
dates, or that can require pre-hearing conferences generally for procedural matters, all in 
respect of jurisdictional subject matters of finite detail that generally can require relatively 
short consideration time on their merits, and that are cost sensitive to the parties and 
participants. 

The period of the Quiet Zone is as below recited:  a period for sober consideration as to the 
necessity or advisability of a Hearing, a period for private settlement discussion and a period for 
technical case presentation preparation.   

TLAB also views this period as a response to the possibility that the timelines established can 
become overly prescriptive in individual hardship circumstances.  In effect, this period requires 
that attention be paid early to use the most flexible of all devices, the Motion (whether written, 
oral or electronic), to resolve impasses or considerations of merit, without the necessary loss of 
the Hearing appointment.  While Motions are not expected to be heard in the Quiet Zone, that 
period offers an opportunity for relief in circumstances that are warranted and where Motions 
are timely and early in the process. 

Timing for Disclosure of Documents 

The discussion of document disclosure is significant and may well warrant further review with 
practice experience.  The disclosure obligation, while not confined to the applicant relative to 
revisions to plans proposed, is designed to identify –from the outset- the substances of the 
various cases to be met.  All parties and participants with documents germane to their position 
are required to disclose these.  Some may be from a common document pool, such as policies 
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or excerpts from provincial, City or other sources.  These will be made accessible from the TLAB 
website. 

Others will be a component of the file record imported from the appearance before a panel of 
the City's Committee of Adjustment. 

Documents in the possession of a party or participant that are relevant to them will need to be 
disclosed at an early stage.  Additional documentation that arises in response, on Motions or in 
affidavit attachments would need to be addressed, if challenged, in light of the early disclosure 
obligation.  The admissibility of documents is a common function of Hearing settings.  TLAB has 
sought to ensure by its Rules that all relevant document disclosure is early, comprehensive, 
complete and available on-line to all with an interest.   

The Rules do not preclude absolutely the production of additional documentation, subject to 
the primary obligation test. 

In the instance of a settlement, whether or not advanced through a Motion for an early 
Hearing, the Rules also do not preclude the introduction of related documentation.  If they do, 
a review is warranted (but see below on relief from the Rules). Indeed, a comprehensive 
settlement package involving the parties brought on consent is an obligation and expectation 
on the parties that is both contemplated and encouraged. 

A period of trial practice experience is recommended. 

Impacts on Settlement Potential and the Quiet Zone 

As described above, the receipt of settlement documentation, in part or whole, is an 
established practice that is supported and encouraged.  TLAB recognizes that the areas of its 
jurisdiction often result in circumstances as between neighbours and interested parties that 
engender the most graphic, cogent and personal considerations over real property of all the 
planning instruments under the Planning Act. 

It is for that reason that the TLAB Rules are express in the provision that relief from the strict 
application of the Rules, in circumstances such as consensual settlements between parties, will 
be entertained on their merits. 

Ample provision is made in the Rules themselves to ensure that in proper circumstances, the 
goals of a just, fair and liberal approach to their application will ensure dispositions consistent 
with the objectives of TLAB, the statute, the rules of evidence, a fair hearing and all relevant 
considerations. 

The case for full disclosure early in the procedures adopted by TLAB is described above, in the 
public 'Guide' and in other materials available on-line.   

This disclosure and preparation is seen by TLAB to be far more proximate to the trial of the 
issues than in many practices previously in effect.  The disclosure of the applicant's revisions to 
plans, the one documents disclosure of cases to be met, the one disclosure of witness opinion 
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evidence is all proximate to the Hearing date.  Those exchanges and the period of the Quiet 
Zone, a period of 30 days to absorb this information, is not at this stage viewed as counter-
productive, duplicative or contributory to unnecessary costs.  Indeed, it is viewed, again at this 
stage, as an inducement to define, refine and disclose the substances of factual and opinion 
based positions on the merits and demerits of a clearly defined and disclosed proposal, for all 
parties and participants to assess. 

The intention is to eliminate last minute revisions to plans, the need to harbour and keep on 
retainer expert witnesses in order that they might be needed or to be exposed to witnesses or 
issues never before contemplated or disclosed. These practices are inefficient, costly and lead 
to disputes. 

TLAB took counsel on best practices and the ways and means to use the Rules and the timing 
constraints to reveal and enhance the potential for settlements and Hearing efficiencies.  TLAB 
is aware of City efforts to encourage mediation and informal dispute resolution.  TLAB's Rules 
provide for and support mediation to assist in the productive resolution of disputes. 

Again, practice experience may expose benefits or flaws for which the differing objectives and 
concerns can fuel reconsideration. 

The Quiet Zone is a passive period of inactivity intended to afford an opportunity for sober 
consideration as between interests.  TLAB will assist initiatives to make this a productive period 
for discussion and dispute resolution, in the public interest. It is of substantive length to ensure 
such discussions can be effected with full knowledge of the matters, evidence, objectives and 
positions in issue. 

A period of practice exposure will provide insight as to whether the provision of this space is 
constructive and productive. 

Notice of Proposed Dismissal 

This comment warrants further examination and consideration.  In initial discussions and 
advice, this Form was envisaged – and may continue to apply – only in respect of appeals not 
properly instituted, i.e., are defective for timing, fees payment or the failure to survive 
Administrative or Adjudicative screening.  Service of this documentation is a TLAB responsibility 
and would occur prior to the Notice of Hearing and therefore prior to any effective due dates 
under the Rules. 

This Form may also be initiated by TLAB in clear circumstances where the grounds for appeal 
fail to disclose legitimate, genuine land use planning issues capable of varying the disposition by 
the Committee.  That aspect can also and should more properly be addressed by Motion, in the 
normal course.   

There is no intention to engage a relationship between the due dates of the Rules and the 
process of vetting the adequacy or otherwise of an appeal.  This point may have been 
misunderstood and a further elaboration is invited. 
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TLAB expresses appreciation for the detailed and constructive comments received.  A further 
opportunity for consideration as described in the public meeting of May 3, 2017 and herein is 
referred to and intended. 

Scheduling of Hearings 

It is hoped that the TLAB scheduling practice will become somewhat predictable given the 
uniformity of approach anticipated to the setting of Hearing dates and associated obligations.  
While there is nothing to prevent a stakeholder from supplying dates not convenient to their 
interest, TLAB does not guarantee any such submission can be accommodated.  TLAB hearing 
room resources are limited, member appointments are part time and the volume of appeals is 
unknown such that TLAB may not be able to respond to individual requests related to 
unavailability. Where possible, minor adjustment to Hearing dates may be accommodated in 
the case of clear conflict, but generally not after a Notice of Hearing appointment has been 
served and not then in the absence of a Motion. 

It is anticipated that a trial period may assist in further consideration of this issue.  As matters 
before TLAB are limited by the jurisdiction afforded it, lengthy, complex Hearings are expected 
to be relatively rare.  TLAB Staff and member monitoring of filings may serve to receive and 
identify instances where more time than that allocated by the Notice of Hearing are required. 

OMB practice as a guide suggests that many matters can be adequately heard in one-half a day.  
At the outset, TLAB is proposing all appeals be allocated one full day Hearing time.  It will adjust 
this with practical experience.  Motions will receive half-day appointments, initially, whether 
oral or electronic. 

Anticipation of multi-party, multi-day hearings is the responsibility of all stakeholders, and TLAB 
will endeavor to accommodate such requests.  Where a party is aware of an instance where 
greater than one day is felt necessary, the request to TLAB Staff will be received, referred to a 
Member and assessed as to whether a Motion will be required. 

2.  PROCEDURAL OBLIGATIONS 

New Procedural Obligations 

As described more generally above, TLAB is aware that the added procedural exchange 
requirements represent a change from predominant past practices before the Ontario 
Municipal Board.  TLAB has sought to balance the burden of these added methods of full 
disclosure, early, against the ability of the parties to have full knowledge, prepare and assess 
their respective positions and evidence and to encourage settlement.  The added filings are a 
matter of practice in Hearings respecting different jurisdictions and are not unfamiliar to the 
professions.  TLAB has attempted, in fulfilling the City mandate to provide all on-line services, to 
ensure that the public and the professions are not unduly inconvenienced by providing that the 
Forms themselves are clear, interactive and capable of convenient and immediate completion 
and electronic transfer to all parties and participants.  It is the hope of TLAB that this will be a 
material aid to the public and to the professions in the electronic dissemination, receipt and 
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filing of all materials and documents that are to form a part of the TLAB proceeding, where that 
is required. 

A period of practice experience and feedback from stake holders will assist in determining 
whether there is a net cost or benefit in both time and expense in the procedures adopted, 
including their role in the settlement of disputes. 

Document Disclosure 

Participants disclosure obligations, beyond statements and their content, is a request that can 
be put to TLAB for consideration as it is correct that it is not fully addressed to date.  Form 13 
does not require the specific disclosure of documentary evidence and consideration of its 
revision or otherwise is warranted, perhaps with practice experience. 

TLAB took counsel on the detail of obligations attendant the possibly rare expectation of 
witnesses appearing under summons.  The request for summons, Form 11, must disclose with 
sufficient detail the basis of the request.  Whether the witness so summonsed by a party should 
be subject to closer scrutiny and obligations, including a witness statement and disclosure of 
documents are matters that TLAB can consider, perhaps with practice experience. 

Large document references and disclosure are identified as having practical limitations and 
efficiencies. There is an excellent suggestion advanced and one that is under active 
consideration via an on-line ‘library’, DROPBOX or other storage and retrieval device.  Parties 
are required to identify and download the extracts to which they intend to refer in any 
documentation, and file that electronically.  Such extracts must be clearly referenced as to their 
consolidation date, indicated as to whether they are draft or under appeal and any other 
information germane to their status and weight. 

As described above, a rudimentary library of common documents is available on the TLAB 
website. This is intended to be expanded.  URL references, with experiences, may also aid 
access availability and limit document constraints. 

Expert Witness Statements 

TLAB would be grateful for assistance in the better articulation of this standard.  What was 
sought to be communicated was the expectation of sufficient clarity.  Namely, that a person 
affected would understand the implications of the expert’s opinion. Further, that counsel and 
the author would comprehend the 'zone of risk' inherent in admissibility, or a failure to disclose 
or self -identify all relevant subject matter, documentation, etc.   

Reply to Witness Statements 

This is a request that can be put to TLAB for consideration. In the case of early full disclosure, 
the objective was to achieve a relatively expeditious and cost effective manner of disclosure, 
for the parties and participants to assess in their respective interests. As adopted, the Rules 
attempt to balance full disclosure without inviting an overly litigious or intimidating process.   
Unlike Motions, which do provide for the exchange and evolution (reply and responses) of the 
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discrete matters in issue, the pre-hearing procedures adopted to date do not require (but do 
not prevent) subsequent filings, except during the Quiet Zone.  Nor, of course, are Motions for 
further and other particulars precluded should unclear filings, or an absence thereof, warrant 
more. 

Court Reporters 

A request for court reporter attendance directions can be put to TLAB for further consideration.  
However, all TLAB Hearings, including Motions, are to be Digitally Audio Recorded (DAR).  The 
DAR recordings (or perhaps excerpts) are to be made available, possibly on request, although 
transcripts will not be prepared by TLAB.  It is expected that the need for formal court 
reporters, traditionally limited, may be reduced even further by this form of record and its 
accessibility.  Rule 27 provides a discretion in the member on a request for special recording 
services. 

Adjournment and Consolidation 

TLAB would be grateful for a further articulation of this consideration.  The relevant criteria for 
adjournments and consolidation matters are well documented in statute and administrative 
law expressions.  While the Rules attempt to provide for such requests without specification as 
to types of potential Motions, a revision, Practice Direction or other consideration is warranted 
following a period of trial practice. 

Challenge of Affidavit Evidence 

The right to challenge an affidavit or request further and other particulars is a request that can 
be put to TLAB for further consideration. If there are suggestions, these might be helpful to 
consider supplementing the vehicles to challenge affidavit evidence.  Presently, challenges are 
not precluded, requests are not precluded and the device of a Motion requesting an order is 
available where the circumstances warrant TLAB intervention. 

3 IDENTIFICATION OF PARTIES AND PARTICIPANTS 

As above described, the determination to date has been to leave the obligations of choice of 
status to be left to the stakeholders.  The Rules attempt to make it clear what those obligations 
are as well as the rights, privileges and limitations that come with the choice of status.  In so 
doing, TLAB has articulated that the choice is to be made at the convenience of the individual 
and not be based on identified measures of importance, weighted status or other ponderable 
or imponderable criteria.  Some stakeholders are presumed to be parties:  the applicant; the 
appellant(s); the City, if it has filed Form 4.  They may relinquish that status in accordance with 
the Rules and they need to be cognizant as to when that is attempted, as provision is made to 
challenge the release of party status in some circumstances if injury is alleged and accrued.  
TLAB, in effect, has reversed the onus of establishing party or participant status by making the 
same open equally to all and without a formal order, subject to challenge. 
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4. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Settlement Hearings 

The request for a further elaboration on practices and disclosure Rules applicable to Settlement 
Hearings is a matter that can be put to TLAB for further consideration.  The philosophy 
expressed by TLAB in the Public Guide and elsewhere is to encourage the settlement of 
disputes.  TLAB intends to use its resources to encourage the settlement of disputes by the 
application of the Rules, the Forms, the offering of mediation services and the entertaining of 
Motions requesting early Hearing dates to effect a settlement where one has been reached.  
Where a settlement has been reached by the parties, provision exists for an earlier hearing date 
by way of a motion.  If arising during the Quiet Zone, the matter will be heard on the scheduled 
date of the Hearing. 

Filing Fee 

Regrettably, Court Services has determined that City policy does not permit the payment of 
filing fees by law firm cheques. 

Administrative corrections 

Some comments were noted: 

• In Rule 9.3 presumably the words “to the Appellant” should be added after the 
words “Notice of Proposed Dismissal”. 

• In Rule 16.4 the word “Board” should be replaced with “Body”. 

• The numbering under Rule 27 is incorrect, such that Rule 27.6 is missing. 

 

TLAB will undertake these considerations.  It is noted: 

Form 16 on its face, is directed to the Appellant. 

‘Board’ should read ‘Body’. 

On Rule 27, counsel (Duxbury Law) will be contacted to ensure no omission occurred. 

Timing of Amendments 

TLAB will consider suggestions for minor modifications and accommodations in scheduling prior 
to a Notice of Hearing.   
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As earlier described, a Special Public Meeting to discuss the application of the Rules and 
Forms, following a period of trial practice, will be scheduled in the spring of 2018, with 
appropriate public notice. 

Once again, the constructive contributions and observations of this and additional 
correspondence are welcomed and appreciated.   

Except as provided in S.9 of the TLAB Procedures By-Law, TLAB as a committee of the whole has 
the obligation to meet only in open, public meetings, the Agendas for which are established in 
advance.   

As practice experience demonstrates, suggestions on required practice directions are 
welcomed. As well, active participation in the upcoming Rules review is encouraged. 

Sincerely, 

 

2017-06-23

X

Ian James Lord, Chair

Signed by: Ian Lord  

On behalf of the Toronto Local Appeal Body 
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Toronto Local Appeal Body 
40 Orchard View Boulevard  
Suite #211 
Toronto, Ontario M4R 1B9 

 

Tel:   416-392-4697 
Fax:  416-696-4307 
Email:  tlab@toronto.ca 
Web: www.toronto.ca/tlab 

 
June 21, 2017 

 

DELIVERED BY EMAIL TO 

 

Wendy Walberg, 
City Solicitor, City of Toronto 
Legal Services 
55 John Street 
Stn 1260, 26th Flr., Metro Hall 
Toronto ON M5V 3C6 
brian.haley@toronto.ca 
 

Re:  Item No. TLAB 6.1 

 Toronto Local Appeal Body – Rules of Practice and Procedure 

 

Dear Ms. Walberg, Mr. Haley, 

This will acknowledge with thanks receipt of your e-letter to the Toronto Local Appeal Body (TLAB) 

dated May 2, 2017. The TLAB considered the above matter at its meeting on June 14, 2017, at which 

counsel Nathan Muscat attended, addressed the members and responded to questions. 

It is noted that the Planning Practice Group of the Legal Services Division expressed concerns relating to 

the application of TLAB Rules, under current practices, in achieving timely instructions on Committee of 

Adjustment panel decisions in which the City has an interest. 

Specifically, TLAB Rules 12.2 (Request for Party Status), 16.2 (Document Disclosure); 16.4 and 16.6 

(Witness Statements and Expert Witness Statements, respectively) are identified. 

It is recited that a resolution of an additional 30 days might be sufficient to procure Council direction.  

Alternatively, consideration is requested to connect the timelines back from the Hearing date rather 

than forward from the Notice of Hearing. 

In preparing its draft Rules, TLAB was conscious of Council’s expectation to deliver timely, reasoned 

decisions in an atmosphere of local consideration in a cost efficient manner.  TLAB counsel canvassed 

multiple tribunal jurisdictions with a view to achieving best practices, consistent with the expectation of 

improved service delivery and partly on the euphemism that ‘delay is denial’. 

Two concluding components of that advice and drafting provided for targeting Hearings from the receipt 

of an appeal. It was determined equitable that all parties, participants and interests  know the date of 

any required Hearing and have discrete disclosure obligations defined from the outset, but with the 

mailto:brian.haley@toronto.ca
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benefit of a timely all - electronic process.  This is accomplished by establishing and identifying, by 

service of the Notice of Hearing, a document that specifies all required milestones to achieve an early 

outcome.  TLAB wishes to improve on practices whereby Hearing dates are struck randomly, following 

prolonged prehearing procedures, or are 'adjusted' by canvass as to the convenience of counsel, parties 

or participants.   

In this regard the Rules, now adopted, provide for a period of approximately 100 days from the Notice of 

Hearing issuance to the Hearing date. 

The intent is to set in advance sufficient time for disclosure and preparation, without allowing the 

matter to languish or become embroiled in costly procedures that can delay a fair hearing on the merits, 

where required. 

A period of practice experience was considered and the device of Motions, while not encouraged, are 

available for extreme circumstances necessitating adjustment to these set dates. 

The second component was a careful consideration of the timing, disclosure and exchange obligations.  

The periods chosen reflect best practices but are novel in sequence, timing and comprehensiveness. 

The advice that TLAB accepted was to govern the process of applicant’s disclosure and prehearing 

procedures on a relatively tight regimen, such that the issues, expenditures, preparation and attendance 

by or on behalf of the public is timely, fresh to the issues, economically efficient and applied equally to 

all coming within the ambit of the Hearing process.   

This assessment included informal consideration of the practices of the City of Toronto, other 

municipalities, trading corporations and the public, as to ways and means by which instructions are 

sought and effected. 

In his response to questions, Mr. Muscat was candid in an undertaking to explore the potential for 

alternative or expedited practices for obtaining instructions within the City of Toronto, where necessary 

beyond current delegated authority authorizing appeals. 

For its part, the TLAB Rules are crafted on the assumption that ‘Party’ status is automatically ascribed to 

the Applicant (whether or not the Appellant), all Appellants, and the City of Toronto, and is confirmed by 

the Election Form.  Indeed, under the TLAB Rules, Party and Participant status is elective; no longer does 

one have to apply for the approval of a particular category.  However, anyone wishing to challenge an 

elected status has the opportunity and burden of a Motion to overcome the free election of the role an 

individual elects. 

In practical terms for the City, this has two implications:  first, it means that from the date of the 

decision of a Committee of Adjustment panel, a minimum of some seventy (70) days elapses before a 

disclosure deadline occurs under the TLAB Rules (20 day appeal period; 5 day period for receipt, 

processing and issuance of a Notice of Hearing; 45 days to document witness disclosure).   

Second, despite TLAB’s assumption of party status for the City, no liability can accrue to the City should 

it determine by day 70 not to participate,  as no step will have been taken upon which reliance can be 

imputed.  Jurisprudence before the Ontario Municipal Board, affirmed in Mr. Muscat’s responses, 
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ensures that no member of the public can hold the City accountable for not pursuing, or for 

withdrawing, a position that an individual supports and hopes for assistance with from the City.  

In each case, the City is an independent decision maker and its decision to participate or not is wholly 

within the City’s purview. 

On these reasons and others considered, TLAB respectfully at this time declines to adjust its Rules for 

timely disclosure and exchange.  It expects that a period of practice, including the issues of any 

continuing concern that City counsel have expressed, will be documented and that the matters raised, if 

ongoing, can and will be revisited.   

TLAB has expressed its intention to hold, on full Notice to stakeholders, an open public meeting on the 

operation, efficiency and conduct of it Rules, following a reasonable period of exposure and full 

operation. 

This review is currently anticipated in the Spring, 2018. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

2017-06-23

X

Ian James Lord, Chair

Signed by: Ian Lord  

On behalf of the Toronto Local Appeal Body. 
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              Summary of Toronto Local Appeal Body (“TLAB”) Decisions                 Decisions available as of January 12, 2018 
 

1 

No. 
TLAB File # and 

Address 
Type of 
Decision 

Notice of 
Hearing 

Hearing Date Decision Date 

Days 
from 

Notice to 
Merits 

Hearing 

Days from 
Notice to 
Issuance 
of Merits 
Decision 

Days from 
Hearing 
Date to 

Decision 

Nature of 
Appeal 

Successful 
Party 

Key Issues/Comments 

1. 17 156134 S45 23 
223 Florence Ave. 

Merits Jun. 1, 2017 Sep. 6, 2017 Sep. 14, 2017 97 105 8 Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
dismissed  

Proposed residential 
demolition and re-build.  
Neighbour concerned with 
the building length and 
side wall height.  

2. 17 160622 S45 31 
66 Virginia Ave 

Procedural Jun. 1, 2017 Sep. 11, 2017 
Jan. 11, 2018 

Sep. 14, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 13 
(Motion 

heard 
Sep.11, 
2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

N/A Summary judgment 
motion to allow 
neighbour’s appeal 
dismissed.  
Motion also re: 
summoned witnesses and 
mediation.  

Jan. 3, 2018 
(Motion) 

14 
(Motion 

heard 
Dec.20, 
2017) 

Decision regarding 
hearing status by 
telephone conference 

3.  17 168128 S45 22 
598 Soudan Ave. 

Merits Jun. 16, 
2017 

Sep. 15, 2017 Oct. 20, 2017 
 
  

91 126 35 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

City  
 
Appeal 
dismissed 

Alterations to approved 
building permit plans for a 
2-storey detached 
building. Variances 
sought revised. 
 



              Summary of Toronto Local Appeal Body (“TLAB”) Decisions                 Decisions available as of January 12, 2018 
 

2 

No. 
TLAB File # and 

Address 
Type of 
Decision 

Notice of 
Hearing 

Hearing Date Decision Date 

Days 
from 

Notice to 
Merits 

Hearing 

Days from 
Notice to 
Issuance 
of Merits 
Decision 

Days from 
Hearing 
Date to 

Decision 

Nature of 
Appeal 

Successful 
Party 

Key Issues/Comments 

Review of 
TLAB 
Decision 

June 16, 
2017 

Nov. 20, 2017 Jan. 3, 2018  N/A N/A 74 Request for 
Review of TLAB 
Decision 

Request for 
review 
dismissed. 

A request for review is not 
an opportunity to either 
re-argue or challenge 
evidence recited in the 
absence of demonstrable 
and tangible error.  There 
was no error of fact or law 
which would likely have 
resulted in a different 
order or decision.  The 
Member was not deprived 
of any new evidence 
which was not available at 
the time of the Hearing 
but which would likely 
have resulted in a different 
order or decision. 

4. 17 169773 S45 29 
374 O'Connor 
Drive 

Merits/ 
Settlement  

Jun. 20, 
2017 

Sep. 22, 2017 Oct. 10, 2017 94 112 18 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

Settlement 
with City  

Construction of a rear 2-
storey addition, together 
with a partial 2-storey 
addition to the home.  
 
Settlement with the City. 
 

5. 17 168331 S45 30 
58 Lewis St. 

Merits Jun. 20, 
2017 

Sep. 1, 2017 Sep. 11, 2017 73 83 10 Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
dismissed  

 
Rear addition to 
supportive housing. 
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Decision 
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Hearing 

Hearing Date Decision Date 
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Notice to 
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Notice to 
Issuance 
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Decision 

Nature of 
Appeal 

Successful 
Party 

Key Issues/Comments 

6. 17 174720 S45 25 
17 174724 S45 25 
175 Ranleigh Ave. 

Merits Jun. 21, 
2017 

Sep. 8, 2017 Oct. 13, 2017 79 114 35 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

Purpose of variance to 
facilitate the construction 
of 2 new semi-detached 
dwellings with attached 
garages after demolishing 
the existing semi-detached 
dwellings. 
 

7. 17 165404 S53 06 
17 165406 S45 06 
17 165408 S45 06 
9 Thirty-Eighth 
Street 

Procedural  Jun. 21, 
2017 
Nov. 22, 
2017 

Apr. 16-17, 
2018 

Aug. 8, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 11 
(Motion 

brought on 
Jul. 28, 
2017) 

Minor Variance + 
Consent 
Appeal of 
Approval by City 

N/A Request for adjournment 
due to unavailability of 
counsel allowed.  

Sep. 21, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 1 
(Materials 

filed on 
Sep. 20, 
2017) 

Request for relief for late 
filing – granted   

Nov. 22, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 9 
(Nov. 13, 

2017 
hearing) 

Adjourned resulting from 
late disclosure of revised 
plans allows 
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Appeal 

Successful 
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Key Issues/Comments 

8. 17 166521 S45 16 
49 Carmichael 
Ave. 

Merits Jun. 22, 
2017 

Sep. 5, 2017 Sep. 12, 2017 75 82 7 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed 

New dwelling – lot 
coverage, side wall height, 
first floor height above 
grade variances requested. 
Applicants were the only 
ones to appear at the 
appeal.  

9. 17 165688 S45 29 
10 Robin Hood 
Rd. 

Merits Jun. 22, 
2017 

Sep. 8, 2017 Sep. 28, 2017 78 98 20 Minor Variance 
 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
dismissed 

Construction of new two-
storey dwelling with a 
two-car garage. 
 

10. 17 170515 S53 43 
17 170516 S53 43 
17 170517 S53 43 
116 Poplar Road 

Merits Jun. 23, 
2017 

Sep. 12, 2017 Sep. 21, 2017 81 90 9 Minor Variance + 
Consent  
Appeal of Refusal 

City 
 
Appeal 
dismissed 

Fundamental to the 
dispute – requests 
generated by the lot 
division and the resultant 
consequences for parcel 
dimensions. In particular, 
whether those dimensions 
and the resultant 
permissible built form 
maintain the policy of the 
Official Plan to respect 
and reinforce the character 
of the neighbourhood.  
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Appeal 
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Key Issues/Comments 

11. 17 160236 S53 29 
17 160233 S45 29 
17 160235 S45 29 
263 Gamble Ave. 

Procedural  Jun. 23, 
2017 

Sep. 25, 2017 Jun. 23, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A N/A 
(No 

hearing) 
 

Minor Variance + 
Consent 
Appeal of 
Approval by City. 

Settlement  Motion by owners to 1) 
conduct the motion in 
writing and 2) to adjourn 
the hearing date for 
another month – granted 

Merits/ 
Settlement  

Oct. 3, 3017 94 102 8 Application to sever a lot 
into 2 equal sizes and 
build two replacement 
buildings. COA approved 
the severance and 
authorized the variances.  
Severance must meet the 
tests relating to Official 
Plan conformity and the 
dimensions and shapes of 
the proposed lots and as 
otherwise enumerated in s. 
51(24). 
Revised list of variances 
produced after successful 
negotiations with the City 
(settlement) 
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Appeal 
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Key Issues/Comments 

12. 17 174552 S53 23 
17 174569 S45 23 
17 174570 S45 23 
17 174556 S45 23 
17 174535 S45 23 
17 174563 S45 23 
2968-2970 
Bayview Ave. 

Merits Jun. 26, 
2017 

Oct. 24, 2017 Nov. 24, 2017 120 151 31 Minor Variance + 
Consent 
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by City 

Applicant 
(in part) 
 
Appeal 
regarding 
consent 
allowed in 
part; 
variances 
authorized  

Whether the creation of 4 
undersized lots and the 
resulting development of 
four 3-storey detached 
dwellings (defined by the 
By-law as 4 –storey) are 
appropriate for the subject 
lands location. Included in 
this issue is the 
relevance/applicability of 
the City’s Urban Design 
Guidelines for townhouse 
development. 
 

13. 17 175495 S45 23 
241 Poyntz Ave. 

Procedural  Jun. 27, 
2017 

Sep. 12, 2017 Sep. 25, 2017 N/A N/A N/A 
(No 

hearing) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by City. 

City  Motion to allow the City’s 
appeal and refuse the 
variances without a 
hearing before the TLAB. 
Applicant notified the 
City that they no longer 
wish to seek the variances 
and do not oppose the 
City’s appeal – appeal 
allowed on consent 

14. 17 174715 S45 25 
57 Addison Cresc. 

Merits  Jun. 27, 
2017 

Sep. 6, 2017 Sep. 18, 2017 71 83 12 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed 

Increase in lot coverage. 
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15. 17 174717 S45 16 
110 Albertus Ave. 

Merits  Jun. 28, 
2017 

Sept. 14, 2017 Sep. 27, 2017 78 91 13 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by 
neighbours 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

The main issue related to 
the length of the proposed 
dwelling. 

16. 17 181621 S45 22 
311 Chaplin 
Cresc. 

Merits  Jun. 28, 
2017 

Nov. 16, 2017 
Oct. 25, 2017 
Sep. 19, 2017 

Nov. 23, 2017 83 148 7 Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

Appellant  
 
Appeal 
allowed in 
part  

New 3-storey detached 
dwelling with third floor 
front and rear balconies. 
 

17. 17 181655 S45 20 
750 Markham St. 

Merits  Jun. 28, 
2017 

Sep. 14, 2017 Sep. 29, 2017 78 93 15 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

To Legalize a former 
laneway garage used as 
residential 
accommodation.  
 

18. 17 178838 S45 32 
1912 Queen Street 
East 

Procedural Jun. 29, 
2017 

Dec. 18, 2017 Sep. 13, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 13 
(Direction 
requested 

on Aug. 31, 
2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A  
 
 

Motion by City to have a 
written Hearing to 
consider a request for 
dismissal of appeal or 
direct a new deadline for 
the applicant to provide 
disclosure – Hearing 
adjourned 
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Nov. 27, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A Applicant still non-
compliant with TLAB’s 
directions. Motion by City 
on how to proceed given 
the circumstances – 
Applicant granted 2 more 
weeks to provide 
disclosure 

19. 17 182687 S45 29 
93 Kings Park 
Blvd 

Merits  Jun. 29, 
2017 

Sep. 18, 2017 Oct. 18, 2017 81 111 30 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by 
neighbours 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

Construction of second 
storey. 
Presented revised proposal 
at hearing that reduced 
extent of variances. 

20. 17 170192 S45 36 
70 Park St. 

Procedural  Jun. 30, 
2017 

Sep. 26, 2017 Aug. 8, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A N/A  
(No 

hearing) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

Appellant  
 
Appeal 
allowed in 
part  

Motion for adjournment to 
another date 

Merits  Oct. 2, 2017 88 94 6 Variance challenged 
related to main wall height 
exceedance and the 
reduction in lot line 
setback. 
 N.B.: The consent to 
sever part of the COA 
decision was not appealed 

21. 17 170540 S53 36 
17 170544 S45 36 
17 170546 S45 36 
17 170559 S53 36 

Procedural  Jun. 30, 
2017 
 
 

Nov. 28, 2017 Sep. 19, 2017 
(Motion) 
 
 

N/A N/A 4 
(sought on 
Sep. 15, 
2017) 

Minor Variance + 
Consent  
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by City 

City 
 
Appeal 
dismissed 

Adjournment motion – 
granted  
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17 170560 S45 36 
17 170561 S45 36 
83-85 Sandown 
Ave. 

Merits   
Oct. 3, 2017 

Jan. 2 (merits) 56 91 35 Merits related to 
reorientation of the 
established lot pattern for 
four new lots at a corner. 
 

22. 17 188180 S45 27 
31 Maple Ave. 

Procedural Jul. 7, 2017 Apr. 10-12, 
2018 

Nov. 27, 2017  
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 0 
(Heard 

Nov. 27, 
2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Request for motions to be 
heard in writing granted. 
Reply submissions 
allowed into evidence. 
Substitution of one expert 
witness for another 
allowed with no 
obligation to submit a new 
witness statement. 
New deadlines for 
submissions and response 
to submissions 
established. 

23. 17 188416 S45 31 
31 Presteign Ave. 

Merits  Jul. 7, 2017 Oct. 10, 2017 Oct. 16, 2017 95 101 6 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

Construction of a new 
two-storey detached 
dwelling with a front 
covered porch, a rear 
ground floor deck and an 
integral garage. 
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24. 17 174695 S45 23 
47 McKee Ave. 

Merits  Jul. 7, 2017 Oct. 6, 2017 Oct. 16, 2017 91 101 10 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

COA had granted only 
some variances.  
 

25. 17 179759 S45 27 
68 McGill St. 

Merits  Jul. 7, 2017 Oct. 12, 2017 Nov. 2, 2017 97 118 21 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by 
neighbours 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

Build in rear yard 
swimming pool and 
second-floor deck.  
 

26. 17 182706 S53 44 
17 182708 S45 44 
17 182709 S45 44 
69 Bobmar Rd. 

Merits  Jul. 7, 2017 Oct. 10, 2017 Oct. 27, 2017 95 112 17 Minor Variance + 
Consent  
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by 
neighbours 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

The predominant issue – 
whether the severance and 
frontage variances will 
create undersized lots that 
are out of character with 
the neighbourhood. 

27. 17 181904 S45 27 
76 Asquith Ave. 

Procedural Jul. 7, 2017 Jan. 12, 2018 Oct. 3, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 31 
(Requested 
on Sep. 22, 

2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Motion to adjourn and to 
establish new deadline for 
disclosure – granted   

Dec. 8, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 1 
(Motion on 

Dec. 7, 
2017) 

Motion for dismissal – 
dismissed  

28. 17 184920 S45 05 
112 Judge Road 

Merits  Jul. 10, 
2017 

Oct. 12, 2017 Oct. 17, 2017 94 
 

99 5 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

Minor variances related to 
a conversion of an 
existing parking garage 
into office space.  
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29. 17 187618 S45 28 
738 Dundas St. E. 

N/A Jul. 11, 
2017 

Oct. 13, 2017 Oct. 25, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned  

30. 17 181780 S53 35 
17 181781 S45 35 
17 181782 S45 35 
17 181782 S45 35 
149 Westbourne 
Av. 

Merits  Jul. 13, 
2017 

Oct. 16, 2017 Dec. 19, 2017 95 159 64 Minor Variance 
and Consent 
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by 
neighbours 

Applicant 
 
Appeal 
allowed 

Divide the property into 2 
almost identical properties 
and to construct a new 3-
storey detached dwelling 
with an integral garage  
Whether severance and 
variances maintain the 
policy of the Official Plan 
to respect and reinforce 
the character of the 
neighbourhood  

31. 17 193496 S53 23 
17 193500 S45 23 
17 193501 S45 23 
145 Ellerslie Ave. 

Merits  Jul. 14, 
2017 

Oct. 17, 2017 Dec. 15, 2017 95 154 59 Minor Variance + 
Consent  
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by 
neighbours 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed 

The owners sought to 
create two 37-foot lots  
 

32. 17 192864 S45 25 
200 Dawlish Ave. 

Merits  Jul. 18, 
2017 

Oct. 26, 2017 Nov. 6, 2017 100 111 11 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

COA amended variances 
for the FSI and GFA 
related to construction of a 
new 2-storey dwelling 
with a 2-car integral 
garage  
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33. 17 187520 S53 36 
40 Brooklawn 
Ave. 

Procedural Jul. 19, 
2017 
Nov. 24, 
2017 

Dec. 15, 2017 Nov. 24, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 35 
 
(Motion 
heard on 
Oct. 20, 
2017) 

Consent 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

N/A If an Adjournment can be 
granted in the interests of 
pursuing Settlement and 
deciding a new Hearing 
date to review the 
Settlement proposal or 
hold a contested Hearing 
in case the Settlement 
efforts are not successful – 
allowed  

34. 17 194079 S45 16 
1780 Avenue Rd. 

Merits  Jul. 20, 
2017 

Oct. 19, 2017 Oct. 30, 2017 91 102 11 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed 

Relief requested from the 
parking and loading 
standards set by By-law.  
Principle concern of the 
COA was the potential for 
traffic disruption and 
public safety. 
 

35. 17 188929 S45 10 
150 Sandringham 
Dr. 

Merits  Jul. 20, 
2017 

Oct. 30, 2017 Nov. 7, 2017 102 110 8 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

Variance to construct a 
new detached 2-storey 
dwelling. 
Settlement achieved with 
neighbours. 
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36. 17 196248 S53 23 
80 Charleswood 

Merits  Jul. 21, 
2017 

Oct. 31, 2017 Nov. 6, 2017 102 108 6 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

COA allowed certain 
variances to permit 
construction of 1 new 2-
storey dwelling unit, 
modified other variances 
and refused relating to 
side yard setbacks. 
 

37. 17 200921 S45 19 
311 Shaw St. 

Merits  Jul. 24, 
2017 

Nov. 2, 2017 Nov. 14, 2017 101 113 12 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed  

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed 

Construction of rear one-
storey detached garage 
with a roof top patio 
accessed by a lane. 
Original proposal to 
accommodate a green roof 
redesigned due to City 
planning concerns  

38. 17 195795 S45 15 
313 Whitmore 

Merits  Jul. 26, 
2017 

Nov. 6, 2017 Nov. 16, 2017 103 113 10 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

Construction of 3-storey 
detached residence 
Variances amended to be 
in closer compliance with 
the by-law requirements.  
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39. 17 198730 S45 35 
380 Birchmount 
Rd. 

Merits  Jul. 26, 
2017 

Nov. 8, 2017 Nov. 24, 2017 105 121 16 Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by City. 

City  
 
Appeal 
allowed 

Approval for use of 
property as Banquet Hall 
and a Catering Facility in 
an area zoned industrial 
and employment 
industrial. 
The City was of the view 
that the banquet hall use 
detracts from the 
designated and zoned 
purpose of the 
employment area in which 
is located.   
 

40. 17 197126 S45 23 
42 Gwendolen 
Ave. 

Merits  Jul. 26, 
2017 

Nov. 3, 3017 Nov. 13, 2017 100 110 10 Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by City. 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
dismissed  

Construction of a new 2-
storey dwelling.  
The City opposed the 
variances as not 
maintaining the intent and 
purpose of the 
Neighbourhoods 
designation in the Official 
Plan and of the zoning 
standards, especially the 
height and lot coverage 
provisions. 
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41. 17 194225 S45 18 
302 Gladstone Av. 

Merits  Jul. 26, 
2017 

Nov. 7, 2017 Dec. 20. 2017 104 147 43 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant 
 
Appeal as 
revised 
allowed 

Demolish existing garage 
and construct a new rear 
detached garage with 
sanitary facilities  
Revised variances 
requested 

42. 17 197314 S45 23 
90 Bevdale Rd. 

Merits  Jul. 27, 
2017 

Nov. 9, 2017 Nov. 13, 2017 105 109 4 Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by City 

Appeal 
allowed, 
subject to 
conditions 
 
Settlement 
with City 

Demolition of existing 
dwelling and replacement 
with a 2-storey detached 
dwelling with internal 
garage.  
Settlement reached 
between the parties. 
Revised variances 
submitted.  
 

43. 17 221529 S53 23 
17 221530 S45 23 
17 221531 S45 23 
90 Johnston Ave. 

Procedural Jul. 27, 
2017 

Mar. 12, 2018 Oct. 25, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A N/A 
(Motion 
materials 

filed) 

Minor Variance + 
Consent  
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Adjournment granted  

44. 17 197129 S45 23 
23 Donnalyn Dr. 

Procedural  Jul. 27, 
2017 

Nov. 14, 2017 
(Written 
Settlement 
Hearing) 

Oct. 20, 2017  
(Motion) 
 
 

110 155 18 
(Requested 

Oct. 2, 
2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by City 

Appeal 
allowed in 
part  
 
Settlement 
with City 
 

 Request for written 
settlement hearing 
granted. Written 
settlement hearing to be 
heard on same day as 
originally scheduled 
hearing date. 
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Appeal 

Successful 
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Key Issues/Comments 

Merits/ 
Settlement  

Dec. 29, 2017 
(Merits) 

45  Demolish an existing 
dwelling and to construct 
a new 2-storey dwelling. 
Applicant and City of 
Toronto (Appellant) 
reached a settlement prior 
to the scheduled Hearing 
Date. 

45.  17 191943 S45 11  
0 Lippincott St. E. 

Merits Jul. 28, 
2017 

Nov. 21, 2017 Nov. 23, 2017 116 118 2 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant 
 
Appeal 
Allowed  

Construct a new detached 
dwelling with attached 
and integral garage.  
  

46. 17 196350 S45 10 
4246 Bathurst St. 

N/A Jul. 28, 
2017 

Nov. 22, 2017 Nov. 20, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned  

47. 17 196981 S53 23  
17 196996 S45 23  
17 196988 S53 23  
17 196998 S45 23  
17 197002 S45 23  
149 and 151 
Estelle Ave. 

Merits/ 
Settlement 

Jul. 31, 
2017 

Nov. 24, 2017 Dec. 11, 2017 116 133 17 Minor Variance + 
Consent 
Appeal of Refusal 

Applicant 
(in part) 
 
Appeal 
allowed for 
consent in 
part and 
variances  

Proposed creation of three 
lots. 
Settlement achieved with 
the City.   
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48. 17 168392 S45 13 
112 Gardenview 
Cresc 

Merits/ 
Settlement 

Aug. 1, 
2017 

Nov. 16, 2017 Nov. 27, 2017 107 118 11 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

Appeal 
allowed in 
part. No 
third 
dwelling 
unit will be 
permitted  
 
Settlement 
with City 

Variance to convert the 
existing attic into 
habitable space for a total 
of three residential units, 
and to add a third parking 
space.  
 
 

49. 17 189246 S53 05 
30 Athol Ave. 

N/A Aug. 1, 
2017 

Nov. 28, 2017 Oct. 12, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Consent 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned  

50. 17 198509 S45 04 
3 Downpatrick 
Cresc. 

N/A Aug. 4, 
2017 

Nov. 29, 2017 Nov. 27, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned  

51. 17 200724 S53 15  
1174 Glencairn 
Ave. 

Merits Aug. 4, 
2017 

Nov. 15, 2017 Dec. 21, 2017 103 139 36 Consent  
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

Applicant 
 
Appeal 
dismissed  

Consent to divide 1174 
Glencairn Av. into two 
lots, for the purpose of the 
construction of a detached 
2-storey dwelling on each. 

52. 17 208623 S45 31 
105 Binswood Av. 

Merits  Aug. 8, 
2017 

Nov. 17, 2017 Dec. 20, 2017 101 134 33 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by 
neighbours  

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed 

Construct a new dwelling 
– 2-storey, flat roofed, 
single detached dwelling 
with an integral garage 
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53. 17 192143 S45 20 
48 Admiral Rd. 

Merits  Aug. 10, 
2017 

Nov. 30, 2017 Dec. 4, 2017 112 116 4 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

Alter a 3-storey semi-
detached dwelling by the 
construction of a rear 2-
storey addition. 
Two matters in issue: 1) 
the merits of the variances 
sought; 2) the proposal to 
extend the building length 
of the subject property 
engendered concerns 
related to the party wall 
and its existing extension 
in the apparent vicinity of 
construction. 
 

54. 17 204678 S45 25 
50 Donwoods 

N/A Aug. 15, 
2017 

Dec. 5, 2017 Nov. 1, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned  

55. 17 205654 S45 10 
81 Westgate Blvd. 

Procedural  Aug. 15, 
2017 

Mar. 13, 2018 Nov. 6, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 83 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Whether hearing should 
be adjourned – allowed 

56. 17 213453 S45 16 
79 Felbrigg Ave. 

Merits  Aug. 15, 
2017 

Dec. 7, 2017 Dec. 21, 2017 114 128 14 Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval  

Residents 
Association 
 
Appeal 
allowed 

Variances to construct a 
new third storey addition 
over the existing dwelling, 
a 3-storey addition to the 
east portion of the 
dwelling in conjunction 
with 2, 3-storey additions 
to the rear of the existing 
dwelling  
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57. 17 206167 S45 10 
265 Searle Ave. 

N/A Aug. 17, 
2017 

Dec. 11, 2017 Nov. 21, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance  
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned 

58. 17 206561 S45 25 
21 Lower Links 
Rd 

Merits  Aug. 17, 
2017 

Dec. 12, 2017 Jan. 8, 2018 117 144 27 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by 
neighbours 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed 

One-storey rear addition 
to a two-storey dwelling. 
The requested variances 
related to the length of the 
building 

59. 17 196248 S53 23 
17 196251 S53 23 
17 196254 S53 23 
17 196247 S53 23 
17 196256 S53 23 
40 Terrace Ave/ 

Procedural  Aug. 18, 
2017 

Dec. 8, 2017 Oct. 18, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A N/A 
(Motion 
materials 

filed) 

Minor Variance + 
Consent 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Time requested to submit 
a revised witness 
statement. The reason for 
the request is to permit the 
two parties to engage in 
discussions and arrive at a 
mutually agreeable 
settlement – granted  

60. 17 208355 S45 13 
15 Nelles Ave. 

Procedural  Aug. 21, 
2017 
 

Dec. 18, 2017 Nov. 14, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 13 
(Motion 
heard on 
Nov. 1, 
2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

N/A  Motion by Applicant to 
exclude certain documents 
filed or referenced – 
granted in part   

61. 17 212585 S45 23 
64 Avondale Ave. 

Merits/ 
Settlement  

Aug. 22, 
2017 

Dec. 21, 2017 Jan. 4, 2018 121 135 14 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
 

Appeal 
allowed. 
 
Settlement 
with City  

Demolish old house and 
replace it with one in 
which “they will grow 
old, and which will reflect 
their passion for 
environmental 
sustainability”  
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62. 17 175387 S45 26 
195 Glenvale 
Blvd. 

Merits  Aug. 25, 
2017 

Sep. 13, 2017 Oct. 6, 2017 19 42 23 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by City 
and neighbours 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed 

To construct a new 2-
storey home with an 
integral garage and a flat 
roof 
 

63. 17 207460 S45 24 
28 Urbandale Ave. 

Merits  Aug. 28, 
2017 

Dec. 14, 2017 Dec. 28, 2017 108 122 14 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
- unopposed  

Applicant 
 
Appeal 
allowed  

Demolish older home with 
a side driveway and 
replace it with a newer 
design with integral 
double car garage.  

64. 17 205190 S45 16 
55 De Verde 
Gardens 

N/A Aug. 29, 
2017 

Jan. 12, 2017 Nov. 3, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal withdrawn  

65. 17 227882 S45 30 
89 Boultbee Ave. 

Procedural  Sep. 11, 
2017 

Jan. 10, 2018 Dec. 12, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A N/A 
(Motion 
materials 

filed) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

N/A Motion for written hearing 
and dismissal of appeal – 
denied 

66. 17 224461 S45 27 
512 Jarvis St. 

Procedural Sep. 18, 
2017 

Jan. 12, 15, 
2018 

Nov. 7, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 6 
(Motion 
heard on 
Nov. 1, 
2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Permission to extend time 
under the Rules – allowed  

67. 17 232191 S45 01 
16 Mosque Cresc. 

Procedural Sep. 27, 
2017 

Jan. 18, 2018 Nov. 6, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 5 
(Motion 
heard on 
Nov. 1, 
2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Motion to extend time for 
the filing of Applicants 
Disclosure materials - 
granted  
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68. 17 221581 S45 25 
23 Suncrest Dr. 

Procedural Sep. 29, 
2017 

Jan. 17, 2018 Jan. 2, 2018 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 0 
(Motion 
heard on 
Jan. 2, 
2018) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour  

N/A Motion for adjournment 
granted  

69. 17 239899 S45 17 
609 McRoberts St. 

Procedural Oct. 4, 2017 Feb. 2, 2018 Dec. 4, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 6 
(Motion in 
writing on 
Nov. 28, 

2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Requesting new deadlines 

70. 17 209455 S45 36 
17 209457 S45 36 
19 Linton Ave. 

N/A Oct. 4, 2017 Feb. 1, 2018 Dec. 14, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned  

71. 17 243162 S45 26 
34 Cameron 
Cresc. 

N/A Oct. 18, 
2017 

Feb. 26, 2017 Dec. 1, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal withdrawn  

72. 17 220424 S53 05 
17 216598 S45 05 
17 216599 S45 05 
56 Frances Ave. 

Procedural Oct. 27, 
2017 

Mar. 9, 2018 Oct. 27, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A N/A 
(Motion 
materials 

filed) 

Minor Variance + 
Consent  
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

N/A Adjournment of original 
hearing date and 
rescheduling - granted 
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73. 17 206112 S53 23 
17 206113 S45 23 
17 206114 S45 23 
210 Horsham Ave. 

Procedural Nov. 8, 
2017 

Apr. 26, 2018 Dec. 14, 2017  
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 7 
(Motion 
heard on 
Dec. 7, 
2017) 

Minor Variance + 
Consent 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Whether a consent 
adjournment should be 
granted as a result of a 
Notice of Motion for an 
adjournment occurring 
well within the ‘Quiet 
Zone’, the period 
established in the Rules 
for no proceedings and for 
sober consideration of 
settlement issues, possible 
mediation and final case 
preparation – Adjourned  

74. 17 183067 S45 32 
5 Pine Cresc. 

Procedural Nov. 7, 
2017 

Jan 25, 2018 Sep. 20, 2017 
(Motion) 
Oct. 20, 2017 
(Motion) 
Nov. 7, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 2 
(Motion 
heard on 
Sep. 18, 
2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Motions related to: 
hearing date, top-of-bank 
delineation, and disclosing 
information.  

75. 17 260813 S45 14 
491 Parkside Dr. 

Procedural Nov. 20, 
2017 

Apr. 4, 2017 Dec. 18, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 19 
(Motion 

brought on 
Nov. 29, 

2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Motion requesting 
alternative hearing date 
refused 
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76. 17 249169 S45 19 
665 Shaw St. 

Procedural Nov. 21, 
2017 

Mar. 27, 2018 Nov. 21, 2017 N/A N/A 
 

N/A 
(No 

hearing) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Whether the appeal can be 
sent forward for 
scheduling based on the 
completeness of the 
updated application – 
earlier Notice of 
Dismissal set aside. 

77. 17 255899 S45 15 
51 Clovelly 

N/A Dec. 4, 
2017 

Mar. 20, 2017 Dec. 19, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned 

78. 17 255786 S45 18 
17 255788 S45 18 
17 255789 S45 18 
17 255791 S45 18 
635-641 
Lansdowne Ave 

N/A Dec. 7, 
2017 

Apr. 10, 2018 Dec. 19, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeals of 
Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned 

79. 17 188179 S45 31 
2915 St. Clair 
Ave. 

Procedural  Dec. 14, 
2017 

Feb. 28, 2017 
(Motion Date) 

Nov. 27, 2017 
(Motion) 

N/A N/A 4 
(Motion 
heard on 
Nov. 23, 

2017) 

Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Adjournment allowed. 

80. 17 165253 S45 25 
11 Forest Glen 
Cresc. 

N/A Not 
available 
online  

Sep. 7, 2017 June 15, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
 

N/A Appeal Abandoned  

81. 17 157330 S45 23 
131 Park Home 
Ave. 

Merits/ 
Settlement  

Not 
available 
online 

Jun. 29, 2017 Jul. 7, 2017 
(Motion) 

Unavaila
ble  

Unavailabl
e  

8 Minor Variance  
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

Settlement 
 
Appeal 
allowed in 
part   

Motion to recognize a 
settlement  
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82. 17 242676 S45 25 
14 Berkinshaw 
Cresc. 

Procedural  Not 
available 
online  

Oct. 17, 2017 
(Screening 
date) 

Nov. 30, 2017 N/A N/A 44 
(from 

screening 
date) 

Minor Variance  
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

Appeal 
dismissed 

Whether appeal is to be 
dismissed because of lack 
of compliance on 
Administrative Grounds. 

83. 17 221626 S45 25 
168 Cottonwood 
Dr. 

N/A Not 
available 
online  

N/A Oct. 12, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance  
Appeal of 
Approval by 
Neighbour 

N/A Applicant withdrew 
before scheduling of 
hearing date  

84. 17 158006 S45 24 
66 Forest Grove 
Dr. 

N/A Not 
available 
online  

Sep. 5, 2017 Jun. 29, 2017 N/A N/A N/A Minor Variance  
Appeal of Refusal 

N/A Appeal abandoned  

85. 17 169043 S45 21 
51 Helena Ave. 

Merits  Not 
available 
online  

Sep. 1, 2017 Sep. 25, 2017 N/A N/A 24 Minor Variance 
Appeal of Refusal 
– opposed by 
neighbours 

Applicant  
 
Appeal 
allowed  

House set back further 
from the street than the 
majority of the houses.  

 

 


