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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BRAMPTON

BY-LAW

Number 45-84
' To adopt Amendment Number 30
to the Official Plan of the City

of Brampton Planning Area.

The Council of The Corporation of the City of Brampton, in accordance with the

provisions of the Regional Municipality of Peel Act, and the Planning Act,
hereby ENACTS as follows:

l. Amendment Number 30 to the O0fficial Plan of the City of Brampton
Planning Area is hereby adopted and made part of this by-law.

2. The Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to make application to the
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing for approval of Amendment

Number 30 to the Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area.

READ a FIRST, SECOND and THIRD TIME and Passed In Open Council

This 20th day of February 1984.
KENNETH G. WHILLANS - MAYOR

= . TT - CLERK
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Ontario Municipal Board

IN THE MATTER OF Section 39 of
The Planning Act (R.S.0. 1980,
c. 379),

-and-
IN THE MATTER OF an application
by the Corporation of the City
of Brampton for approval of its
Rastricted Area By-law 56~83

IN THE MATTER OF Secticn 34 of
The Planning Act, 1983

IN THE MATTER OF appeals by John
W. Maletich on behalf of The
Metropolitan Toronto and Region
Consaexvation Authority, Robert
Lackey on behalf of R. Khana and D.
Mongia and Aleksander Antoniuk in
respect of Zoning By-law 46-84 of
the Corporation of the City of
Brampton

BEFORE :
W.H.J. THOMPSON, Q.C. } Monday, the 27th day

Vice~Chairman ] of August, 1984

THESE MATTERS having come on for public hearing;
THE BOARD ORDERS that By-law 56-83 is hexeby approved;

AND THE BOARD FURTHER ORDERS that the appeals with respasct
to By~law 46~84 are hereby dismissed.
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DUPLICATE ORTGINAL

AMENDMENT NUMBER 30
to the Official Plan of the
City of Brampton Planning Area
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Amendment No. 30
to the
Official Plan for the
City of Brampton Planning Area

This amendment to the Official Plan for the City of
Brampton Planning Area, which has been adopted by the
Council of the Corporation of the City of Brampton, is
hereby approved in accordance with section 21 of the
Planning Act, R.S.0. 1983, as Amendment No. 30 to the

Official Plan for the City of Brampton Planning ARea.
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BRAMPTON
’ \
[ ]

To adopt Amendment Number 30
to the Official Plan of the City
of Brampton Planning Area.

The Counclil of The Corporation of the City of Brampton, in accordanece with the

provisions of the Regional Municipality of Peel Act, and the Planning Act,
hereby ENACTS as follows: ’

l. Amendment Number 30 to the Official Plan of the City of Brampton
Planning Area is hereby adopted and made part of this by~-law.

2. The Clerk 1is hereby authorized and directed to make application to the
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing for approval of Amendment

Number 30 to the Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area.

READ a FIRST, SECOND and THIRD TIME and Passed In Open Council

This  20th day of February 1984.

KENNETH G. WHILLANS - MAYOR
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AMENDMENT NUMBER _ 30 TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN

Purpose:
The purpose of this amendment is to change the land use designation of

two parcels of land shown outlined on Schedule A to this amendment
from Rural to Commercial, and to set out appropriate principles for
the development of the subject lands.

Location:

The two parcels of land subject to this amendment are as follows:

l. omne parcel is located at the north—east corner of Goreway Drive
and Highway Number 7; and

2. the other parcel is located at the north-west corner of Number 15
Sideroad and Highway Number 50.

Amendment and Policies Relaﬁive Thereto:
The Official Plan of the City of Brampton Planning Area is amended:

(a) by changing, on Schedule A thereto, the land use designation of
the lands shown outlined on Schedule A to this amendment from
RURAL to COMMERCIAL;

(b) by designating, on Schedule F thereto, the lands showan outlined
on Schedule A to this amendment as "HIGHWAY AND SERVICE
COMMERCIAL";

(¢) by changing, on Schedule A thereto, the land use designation of
the lands shown outlined on Schedule B to this amendment, from
RURAL to COMMERCIAL, and identifying it with the number "23%;

(d) by designating, on Schedule F thereto, the lands shown outlined
on Schedule B to this amendment as SITE SPECIFIC DESIGNATION,
and identifying it with the number "23";

(e) by adding to PART II, CHAPTER 2, Section 2.2, the following:

"2.2,19 SITE 23 (Part of Lot 16, Concession 12, N.D.)

2.2.19.1 Definition .
" The prcperty designated “Commercial” and identified
by the number 23 on Schedule A may be used for
limited office purposes in conjunction with a
single-family dwelling.

The permitted office purposes will be specified in
the zoning by-law.



2.2.19.2

2.2.19.3

Policies
Vehicular access or egress to or from Highway Number

50 shall not be permitted.

The floor area of the office uses permitted on the
property shall not exceed the floor area of the

single-family dwelling.”
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Schedule A
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BACKGROUND MATERIAL TO AMENDMENT NUMBER 30

Attached is a copy of a report of the Director of Planning Policy and
Research, dated November 9, 1983, a copy of the notes of a public meeting
held on January 12, 1984 and a notice of said meeting.
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Office of the Commissioner of Planning & Development - “

R

Novemdber 9, 1983

702 The Chairman and Members of Planning Committee
FROM: J.A. Marshall, Director of Planning Policy and Research

RE: Zoning By-law 56-83,
The Toronto Gore Comprehensive Zoning By-law
Clerk's File: 19.26
Our Pile: TIi1

BACKGROUND:

At its ueeting of August 15, 1983, Council adopted & numder of Planning
Committee recommendations to amend the Toronto Gore Comprehensive Zoaning
By-law. These recommendations were based on Planning Committee's consid-
eration of a staff rveport that responded to a number of objeé:lona to the
subject by=-law.

The recommended amendments are as follows:

+ the zoning by-law and the Offficisl Plan is to be amended to permit
Highway Commercial uses on two properties located at the northe=east
corner of Goreway Drive and Highway Number 7

. the zoning by=law and Official Plan are to bde ameaded to perumit a
conbined single=family dwelling and office uses of limited scale at the
north-vest corner of Number 15 Sideroad and Highway Number SO

+ the front portion of a property on the east side of Alrport Road north
of Number 10 Sidercad is to be zoned in a special category to recognize
an existing garden centre building and res{dence




e« the goning maps are to be amended to shovw floodplain szones consistent
with the latest M.T.R.C.A. floodplain mapping

e the open space zouns is to be amended to perait accessory uses

+» Schedules B~1 and B=2 are to be revised in asccordance with the latest
Regional Roads and Setback Requirements

A number of staff-{nitiated amendments were also adopted and are included
in the list below.

Staff have aleo been directed to investigate the use of holding zones in
the rural gettlement of Coleraine. Before holding zones can be imple~
mented, an overall amendment to the Official Plan is required. This amand~
ment {3 curreatly under preparation and will de before s pudlic meeting on
November 30, 1983. Upoa approval of this amendment, staff will prepare a
veport on the possible use of holding by=laws in the Coleraine situation.

As a rvesult of the application of the bdy-lav and further staff revievw, a
nunber of further amendments are proposed to the by~law to improve the
wording and to {iatroduce further provisiocas to more effectively regulate
land use in the former Township of Torontec Gore. These amenduments are as
follows:

« introduce a definition of “Adult Eantertalament Parlour” 1ia order to
clearly define this use. This use {s excluded from the area covered by
By=law 56=-83 ia that {t {s not set out as a permitted purpose ia any
zone

o revise definition of “Building Area” and introduce a new definition of
“Accessory Building, Building Area® {n order to more effectively regu~
late the size of accessory bduildings '

o revigse the definition of “"Lot Width® to reflect the wmost up to date
definition used in other City by-laws



reorganize the section dealing with accessory bulldings to wmake {t
easier to follow and to apply

fntroduce a height restriction of 2.4 metres for accessory building and
garage doors

introduce provisions to regulate home occupations that were {nadvert-
ently omitted from By=law 56-83

the misimum ground floor area for main (resideantial) buildings was
reduced from 185 square metres to 170 square metres for oune statey
buildings and from 140 square metres to 113 squars metres for buildings
having more thaa one gtorey in order to make thesa requirements wmore
reasounable

in the Rural Estate Holding Zone and the Agricultural-Section 520 Zone
(Rural Estate Expansion Area), large accessory buildings on lots
. greater than 2 hectares (5 acres) ‘ian size may only be comstructed of
wood or metal. This prevents large bdrick or concrete stmcture}: fron
being constructed in these areas and possibly disrupting future sub~-
division patterns

the front yard requirement in the Service Coumercfal Zone {s increased
from 5 metres to 15 metres since the latter standard {s more approp=
riate for a rural area

the permitted purposes in the Recreational Commercial Zone have been
listed in more detail in order to more clearly define which exact uses
may be established in this zone

a “nursery” has been added as a permitted purpose in the Commercial
Agricultural Zone (in addition to “garden centre sales establishment®)

fa accordance with established site plan control practice, a provision
-has been added that prohibits fences in the froat yards of Industrial
Zounes




e the nminimum lot width (froantage) in the M1, M2, M3 and M4 zones has
been increased from 24 metres to 30 metres to vaflect curreant staadards
{n this area

« on the basis of recent site plan coatrol practice, the Ninimum
Landscaped Open Space in Industrial Zones has been reduced from 502 to
302

o the minimua lot size for new lots ian the Agricultural Zone has been
increased from 4 hectares (10 acres) to 30 hectares (73 acres) to
discourage large land severances. The severance of saall lots in the
Agricultural Zone in accordance with the City of Brampton and Region of
Peel Severance Policy would require a concurreat tezouing to the Rural
Egtate Two Zone

» the requirements and restrictions relating to lot width and yard depth
have been set out separately for lots less than 5 hectares (12.5 acres)
sad for lots: greater than 5 hectares -in the Agricultural Zome. The
provisions relating to the larger lots are {dentical to those ia the
foruer Toronto GCove Zoning By=law Number 825 and those for the smaller
lots are ideatical to those in the RE2 Zone

e Accessory building requirements and vestrictions ia the Agricultural
Zone have been set out separately for lots less than 2 hectares (5
acres) aand for those greater than 2 hectares in accovdance with
existing by-lavs '

The various amendments approved by Council and recommended by staff are
contained in the attached proposed zoning by-law. Also attached 13 an
Official Plan Ameandment that affects the properties at the gorth-east
corner of Gorevay Drive and Highway Number 7 and at the north-west corner
of Number 15 Sideroad and Highway Number 50. This Officisal Plan Amendment
s necessary in ovrder that the ‘zoning be changed 1{a accordance with
Council's direction. To comply with the requirements of the new Planning
Act, it is proposed that the attached propesed amendments to By-law 56-83

o —— v




and the Official Plan be the subject of a public meeting. Staff propose
that this meeting be conducted as aa open house at the Castlemore Public
School.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

That the attached amendment to By=law 36-83 and the attached Official Plan
Amendment be the subject of a public meeting.

CONCUR:

F.R. Dalzell, ' John A. Marshall, M.C.I.P.,
Commissioner of Planning Director of Planaing Policy
and Development. and Research. :
JAM/kad
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PUBLIC MEETING

A Special Meeting of Planning Committee was held on January 12,
1984, in the Castlemore Public School Gymnasium/Auditorium with
respect to Amendment to By-law 56-83, THE TORONTO GORE COMPRE-

HENSIVE ZONING BY-LAW, and a related Official Plan Amendment.

An Open House was conducted from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., at
which staff answered individual questions on the by-law.

Copies of the proposed by-law and Official Plan Amendment were
available at the meeting.

The Public Meeting commenced at 8:00 p.m.

Members Present: Alderman T. Piane, Chairman
Councillor P. Robertson
Alderman M. Annecchini
Staff Present: F. R. Dalzell, Commissioner of Planning
and Development

J. A. Marshall, Director of Planning Policy
and Research

P. Schwartzberg, Policy Planner
L. Pandy, Assistant City Solicitor

Approximately 140 members of the public were in attendance.

The Chairman enquired if notices had been sent and if newspaper
advertisements had been placed.

Mr. Dalzell replied in the affirmative.

Mr. Marshall presented the details of the proposed by-law and
related Official Plan Amendment.

Mrs. Ang, 60 Kenny Court, Wildfield, had the following questions
and comments:

. wanted an explanation of the new definition of Accessory
Building, Building Area.

. can zoning address the finishing of a house before
people move in?

. do wood accessory buildings have to be maintained?

- Cont'd- -
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. indicated that she does not want adult entertainment
parlours in the Toronto Gore area.

Staff explained the definition of the by-law regarding Accessory
Building, Building Area; and indicated that the inclusion of

the Adult Entertainment Parlour definition made it possible

for the City to more clearly exclude these uses since the said
use is not permitted in any zone.

Staff indicated that the occupancy of a new building is subject
to Building Code standards, and that maintenance of buildings
is dealt with under the Minimum Maintenance and Occupancy By-law.

Carl Lee, Airport Road expressed the following concerns regarding
the proposed CA Section 527 Zoning on Airport Road for a garden
centre sales establishment:

. the property is currently being used by a fencing
company (Brown & Oakes).

. there are 8 foot high stacks of materials stored
on the site.

. firewood is being sold on the site.

. does the garden centre sales establishment definition
permit the sale of firewood, fencing and lumber?

After Mr. Marshall read the definition of garden centre sales
establishment aloud, Mr. Lee expressed his objection to the
commercial zoning because he considered the definition to be
not sufficiently specific to exclude the use of the property
for other undesirable purposes such as a fencing company.

Mr. Tony Castellano, Leonardo DaVinci Drive, requested and
received an explanation of the maximum height provisions related
to garage doors.

Mr. John Sproveri, McVean Drive, had the following question/
comments:

. empty lots in existing subdivisions should be sold
before new areas are subdivided - could a time limit
be put on as to when houses are constructed on lots?

- cont'd. -
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‘ . expressed concern regarding the maintenance of vacant
lots, e.g. weeds, grass, etc..

Mr. Pandy indicated that time limits cannot be imposed relating
to construction of houses on lots}) and indicated that maintenance
of lots falls under the Minimum Maintenance and Occupancy By-law.

. Laura Rubino, Tenth line, eqnuired as to the inclusion of acces-
sory uses in the Open Space Zone.

Mr. Marshall indicated that this was included to permit concession
buildings in such areas as the Claireville Conservation Area.

There were no further questions or comments and the meeting
ad journed at 9:05 p.m.

Written submissions (see attached) were made by the following:

l. 26 property owners (per Carl Lee), objecting
to the proposed CA Section 527 Zone on the
east side of Airport Road, north of No. 10 Siderocad.

2. Mr. & Mrs. John E. Raymond, R.R. #4, regarding the
proposed CA Section 527 Zone.

3. Motorola Information Systems (formerly ESE Ltd.)
per Leo F. Longo, relating to front yard
requirements in Industrial Zones.

4. The Sorbara Group per Heather Ford, regarding
Industrial parking requirements.



January 20, 1984,

lrs. D. Sutter

Chairperson

Planning Committee ~

City of Brampton

150 Central Park Drive

BRAMPTON, Ont.

L6T 279 ———

Attn: Planning & Development Dept.

Dear Nadaﬁ:
RE: AMENDNMENT T0 BY-LAW 56-83.

We the residents of the Toronto Gore and adjacent area
wich to put forth an objection with regards to the proposed
amendment to the FRONT PORTION CF A PROPERTY ON THE EAST SIDE
OF AIRPORT ROAD NORTH OF NUMBER 10 SIDE RCAD TO BE REZONED IN
A SPECIAL CATEGORY TO RECOGNIZE A GARDEN CENTRE AND RESIDENCE
(#EST HALF OF LOT 11, CONCESSION ?, N.D.), for the following
reasonss

1. The property is in the centre of an area zoned residential
and agricultural with the nearest residents only 200 feet
away.

2. The noise factor from trucks and forklifts delivering
gravel, railway ties, lumber for fencing, patio slabs,
firewood and related supplies would te appreciable.

3. A Garden Centre operates long hours and not five dbut
seven days per week. This will have very adverse effects
on the residents of the surrounding area, as the site is
exposed to several existing residents on the north, south
and west.

k, The part of the property to be used for the CGarden Centre
has only approximately 150 feet frontage and therefore
cannot be properly screened or bermed.

5. The area does not need another Garden Centre as it is
already well served by seven Garden Centres within a
radius of four miles of the property.

6. If granted, it will probably only encourage other property
owners to apply for the same zoning, and it will be very
difficult for the City of Brampton to refuse, thus
defeating the very purpose of zoning.

In view of the present implications, we plead with you not

to endorse this application, for the extended use of the above-
mentioned property.

LN 2



. .t

‘...M-) .

e v g D S GBS s
.

- e rare mem swe s s

-

-2 -

We would appreciate being kept informed of any actions
contemplated or taken in regards to this matter.
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Yours truly,
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ce: Mr. K. Whillans, Mayor
Nr. P, Robertson, Councillor
lirs., T. Piane, Alderman
¥r., P. R. Dalzell, Commissioner
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2:>-i;> Mr. J. Marshall, Director of Planning Policy & Research
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i re John [larshzll

Director of Flannin- .olicy and “eser rch
uit of ramnton

150 Jentral [ari- rive

‘ra..~torn, Cntrrio LOY 2T97

)80 r. marslille:

Lt referencs T our recent convarscLicon ve~.ren:e the
rovosce atenur.ent to thie fore tc 0.0 .0 »olersive
“oning :velew, specitically #the I'rant noriic . of a nrone
erty on the eacst siue o Airmort lozu norti o ‘vmber 10
Siderocad is Tvo re zoned in a sreciegl cate~ory to recoc-
ni~e an existine czrden centre tuildin- and residence,”
we ool Tike to ntie tihe Tollowin- -0t Lz
Ze Jue orendiint suoe (to o lecdvini-e L. iroen i_lientl
use, ... Properv” ownor obtalred o ulillin: mernit
for th: commercicl-use tuildin- on the nrroperty by
renrcsenrtii s 16 2s 7 wildin s nced toar the sale of
foodstufl's and m: rel.andise ~rowm or il.e nropert..
Uncer the vrevious .ownship re-ulacione, farmers
were permitted to erect snell roadsize "nuil in-'s in
wnich to sell nroduce raised on tleir fars and sur-
plue to their needs. Youwever, the Ltvilling erected
on this oroperty is a large, »ermanent bu'ldirr not
of the nature » 'rritted fo- this use. as well, n-ihine
has beer rrown or this prorertv for t' i< ure, nor do
we believe tlLis was ever the intertion.

.€ would like ©o aud tl: o previously, the owner
erected 2 ruilding ior the menufacture and sale ol
centent vlocks, and it took a court order bv the tlen
Reeve, el Robinson, to couvel the oimer to dismanile
the building and desist from thic business. ilso

the propert: owner on the adjacernt provertr to thre
north also obtained a ruilding per:iit for an accessorv
building for farm use whizh he turned into a 7
business oreratin - today. 'Court action on this
illegal operstion was interrupted bv the amal«criztion
of Toronto Gore lownshin with the Jity of Framnton.
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1 eccause of our exmnerience in the cast, ;e feel t ig
property owm-r, il ~iven the liceinse t. .rer-ie &
so-czlled aarden centre business ::iil not ve bruni

by a specific designacion, out :iill Te free to o-+rroe
avy cormercizl tuisiness or manufacturir~ he chooces.

3. Mot only :ill it recuire persistent virilance by
adjoinirg oroperty owners such as us to note what he
is doing, but any infraction will h' ve to be pursued
in the courts for which we as taxpmavers must pav.

L. e are not opnosed to future develomm=nt of tiis pro-
perty from "umoer 10 3icerozd norti: to the 15ti.
As highwav proverty, it will becouie :ore valuatle and

eventually cdeveloned i an oré-rly an cornrehensive
manner.

5. ./ h:ve & lfurther otjection in thzt Airnort Roz in

this speciiic arez is onlw two lanes. .ith a business
ocated here, there is bound to te treii'ic congzestion

gust as there is now in the summer time when a
vegetable grower varks his truck along the ro-dside
on the west sice of Airport Roz. and opvosite to this
property under discussion. .ie have had many accidents
at Airport Road and the Vumber 10 Siderozd intersection.
Traffic on Airport Zoad is increasing to the extent
that much of the traffic it should te carming is being
routed on Gore Road, McVean Drive and Goreway Drive to
Humber 10 Sideroad, none of which excert perhaps for
Gore Road is surfaced to carry heavy traific, nor is
there traffic-light installation ¢t the Airport Foad
and Numb:r 10 Siierocad to direct such traffic. It is
common for traffic on Number 10 Sideroad to be backed
up from Airport Road east to our driveway, a ¢ mile
distant from the intersection during rush-hour traffic.

.Je feel our objecti ns are reasonable and trust that Zouncil
will postpone zranting tlis license until such time as an
orderly and comvrehensive development of this area cen

take place.

Tours truly,

-
A
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(r. and krs. John E, Rzymond)
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..r. srederick “alzell
conmissioner of - la:ning
vity oi iramnton

150 Jentral tarn rive
Krzmpton, Ontario LOL 2V

Dear kr. Dalzell:

Ref: Granting « license to operste a rzrden centre
in the buildinem on the Tront nortion of a
property on the ezst side o: Airmort “oad, north
of [ uaber 1. iilerosd

- -

- -—— e - —

“nelosed is # conv oy our letter to “..vor

.illens znd
..emb - 'rs ol uity Co

uncil re~apding Tli.e nlove 1w tter.

. trust tirt each member oi the fla nin- Jcrmittee 011l
receive a conr of our letter to corsiiuer bei'ore t..e
rneetiny schedulew lJo: February 13, 15R8L.

Yours truly,

\

// .
/,4..»/2,1, o L ‘f//f(, )/47. »é>e A

{(John .. ard Kazel ', Rsvrmond)
sael.
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ramnton, (nt-rio .0 3:1
retruary &, 1784

Fayor .hillans znd lembers of
Eranpton vity Council

Care of R. Everett, City <lerk

150 Central Fark brive

Bramnton, Ontario L6T 2T9

Dezr Mr. Jhillans and Council:

Ref: Granting of license to orerste a garden centre
in the builcine on the front portion of a
property on the e2st side ol Airport "oad,
north of Number 10 Siderosd

Ls adjacent property owners objectine to the «ranting of this
license, below are our specii'ic objections.

1. Accorcins to the a~ricultural zonirr ar=plvinn to this
property, the orly use for which a building vermit could
have been issued oririnally was {or the szle of nursery
stock ~rown upon the property. Ilowever, no nursery
stock was ever grown upon this property.

2. ©On the contrary, curing Mr. Russo's ownershir of the
property, a bulldozer removed the topsoil from that
portion of thie property to the cast of 3S~1lt Ureek for
cover;ng up illerally-dumped bricks #nd other construc-
ticn refuse.

3. Alvin Jarberry, zn experienced £nd competent tfarmer
wl.o has farmed much of the land in this areez for many
years, includinc our property, is unable to cultivzte
the property and it has been left to rrow noxious
weeds, z menace to a2djacent properties znd in contra-
vention of Tramnton's weed-control bylaw,

L, Our community is already well-served by the following
garden centres:

Glen Ec::0, Imperial Garden centre and Iramclea ruit
and Garden Jentre on Highway 7

Herold Cakley's and Litz Tree Farm on Gore Rond
Bolton and Vannin Murseries on the 17th Siderond
Heart Take lurseries on Heart lake "oad

Humber Nurseries on Hichway 50

Jeall and Cullen and FPickettt's on Hichwzr 27

Xen Reeves in Joodbridge
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5. irown and Cakes, the firm now leasing thie Luildirn~ {ron

the owners, 457076 Ont. Lt-.., 2L .oodcrest "rive,
Islincton, Ontario lGi 4J2, is not operaiin~ a ~arcden centr«,
but a whoily fenci-g busiress, includin~ industrial fencin-
which reruires the use of lar~e trucks, tandems and forke
lifts as well as a large, proverly-fenced and neat stor-
ege area. This use is not compatible with the present

1 predominantly residential use, and the larze residentizl

- area alreacy zoned for the west side of Airport Fozd.

v. As a result of the use of this tuildin- vy ".rown and (Cakes,
there are emnty vehicles and enuipment, refuse lumber &nd
other waste material strewn about the property, nmaking
it look ill-kempt zand desgrading neizhboring rroperties.

7. Airovort Road from Ei~hway 7 northward is only a two-lane
highwey, anc there is much traffic conpestion in this
area resulting in numerous accidents. An itinerant
produce seller parks his vehicle on the vvest side of
Airport Road in this area, and contrary to the City bylaw
which renuires roadside produce sales to have been raised
on the adjacent property owner's propertv, has been sellinr
frech vroduce purchzsed elsewhere including srowers out-
side Pramnton. Trampton alreadr orovides a place for this
type of produce-selling on the ovzrking lot just off liain
Street, south of :lueen,

8. !lr. Lee, the promert~ owner opposite to the nronosed
garden centre raises nroduce on his own attractive and
tidy property and has comrlied with the law in ottainirg
the proper license to sell his produce at roadside,
which is all this highway can handle at rresent.

g. e understand from our Alderman that the owners of the
rroperty between the nroposed rgarden centre znd 10 %iderozd
adjacent to Airport Road are presentlv proposinz changes
for rezoning before the Cntario lunicipal Board, and we
think any changes in use should await decision bv the
coard on land use which will orobably encompass a larger
area with accoupanyirg requirements for service roads,
utilities, proper land-drainage protection sirnce rart of
this nroperty is flood-plain, znd community and social
considerations. AL good exanrle ol proper vlannin: is
the industrial development ceontainirn_ the 10T wuilding
farther sou:.. on Airport load with off-Li -hway accecss,
crainace and comawunity considerations,
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10. Since tiis proverty was first purchised oy Clanerina
Investments in 1966, it has been 2 continucus rroi.lem
for the community.

Rabbit raising was attemnted ailthourh no one lived on the
property to care for the animals. {rev were housed in =z
makeshift hutch with improper food trucked out from
Toronto and QOPSISti.” of food rarba~e which vielded zn
inevitable seire ol rats, ju-~t as it d¢id for a similar
hog-rai51ng Oparatl n on the proneruv at the northwest
corner of Airport ®oa: and 10 3ideroad, wiich wvas skut
down for hea2lth reasons,

A rzmshackle buildin. was then erected without a building
permit. <This was to be used as & cement block menufactur-
ing business. It took a court order obtzined bv the
Township Peeve to force dismantling of the buildinr znd
ceasiny;, of the business.

A farm accessory building erected on the property was
burned to the rround.

A rracs fire was started on a Sunday witl.out & fire perm1t
anc with the flzmes fanned by the wind, threstened nearty
hones.

A fire occurred in the house presently erected on the
property.

i road crossing of 3alt Creek for machinery was improperly
constructed resulting in erosion andé damace to the down-
strean creekbed and properties, and floodin~ upstrezm.

As mentioned, topsoil was removed by bulldozer orerating
on Sundays in a residential community with resultinc noise
disruntion and leaving tie land unuseable and weed infested.

4 garden centre business has already bteen attemrted and
failed on the property. It is with ~ood rezson the comruni-
ty suspect thzt the ovners/tenants may engage in some other
illegal use, with the resulting costs of asdmiristrative and
court action oi enforcement of the bvlaw borne by taxpavers,
i/lestwood Tile and Drain being a previous such case.

In view of the above, we believe tiiat no license should te grinte:

for the illegal zné unnecessary use of a garden centre, and

trust thatv Council will postpone any furtlicr land-use appli-

cations until a plan for the larger area is conceived, which

will be corpatible with the social and cormunity needs of the

area and eventual development can provide for proper off-highway
‘ access, utilities and protection of property.

Yours truly,

\(-/. 2y €5 seef M‘ (I /{A . ’:_‘,':lr(
(John and Hazel Ra: mond)
cc John I'arshall, Frederick Dalzell




‘ %/é’&} 'gm %ﬁﬂ/fé)ﬂ  lp e 1510 80.3-2F 0y

a@a»ﬁ/cﬂ, o Sodloitors, & "/'2"/4’5 r 426 N 3-2053
. Sellr O6-319K)
e@(w 2o, gomwarm gmuf //r.a/

Domct Gl 6:3- 2733
Tovonto, bunade A5L 119 Cior Roftreme  20312/0293

January 9, 1984

Corporation of the City of Brampton
150 Central Park brive

Brampton, Ontario

L6T 2T9

Attention: Mr. John Marshall
Planning & Development Dept.

Dear Sirs:

Re: Toronto Gore Comprehensive
Zoning By-law 56-83
Lands Zoned M3 - Sec. 513

As you are aware, our firm represents Motorola
Information Systems Limited (formerly ESE Limited). Our
client owns lands located at the southeast corner of
Airport Road and Williams Parkway. These lands, zoned
M4 - Sec. 512, are subject to a requirement that the minimum
front yard landscaped open space be no less than 50%. Our
client constructed its facilities pursuant to that requirement
and is most anxious that all other industrial developments in
the vicinity also develop according to that standard.

It has recently come to our attention that lands
neighbouring our client's site, and which are zoned M3 -
Sec. 513, have no minimum front yard landscaped open space
requirement at all! We assume that this omission was merely
an oversight when the site specific provisions related to these
lands were first formulated.

Our client is very proud of its industrial facilities
and is most anxious that future facilities located in the area
are developed to the same high planning standards.

2 e o0 o0




Hiloke, Gassel 2 Graydon

City of Brampton -2 - January 9, 1984

Would you be good enough to consider inserting
within your up-coming “"housekeeping®" amendment to the above-
captioned by~-law a provision which will require a minimum
front yard landscaped open space of 50% for lands zoned M3
= Sec. 5132 We believe there are strong planning grounds to
support such a provision.

Acknowledgement of receipt of this request would
be greatly appreciated. We would be most happy to discuss
this request further with you at your counvenience and we
look forward to hearing from you.

Yours very truly,

(e (.

Leo F. Longo.”
LFL:dt



THE
SORBARA
GROUP

1674 EGLINTON AVENUE WEST, TORONTO, ONTARIO MS6E 2H3 TELEPHONES (416) 783-6156
(416) 781-5566
TELEX 06-527112

Jamuary 12, 1984

Mr. R.A. Everett

City Clerk

City of Brampton

150 Central Park Drive

Brampton, Ontario
L6T 2T9

Re: Amendment to By-law 56-83
The Toronto Gore Comprehensive By-law

Dear Sir:

We are in receipt of the draft amendment to by-law 56-83 and your
letter of December 2, 1983 outlining additional changes to the by-law.

Sam-Sor Enterprises Inc., one of the development companies within
The Sorbara Group owns land in the Toronto Gore area. This property,
of approximately 14 hectares, is located at the south west corner of
Highway 7 and The Gore Road and has been granted approval by the City for
industrial development. Thus we are keenly interested in the proposed
amendment to by-law 56-83. Generally we are in support of the
amendment and I would like to take this opportunity to extend our compliments
to those involved in producing the draft by-law. It is very thorough and
easy to read and comprehend.

The only problem that we have with the by-law is the proposed parking
requirements for industrial zones. On first reading of the draft by-law
theparldng(;g:cereqdmtsappearedhighﬁdchpmmtedacmpaﬂsm
of those es ished by other mmicipalities. Seven other surrounding
mmicipalities were surveyed for their general industrial/manufacturing
parking by-law provisions. For the purpose of comparing the parking require-
ments I have computed the parking requirements for a hypothetical manufac-
turing building of 1680 square metres with 107% of the gross floor area
(168 square metres) devoted to office space. The parking requirements in
Toronto Gore and the seven other mmnicipalities are shown below:

MINICIPALITY PARKING SPACES REQUIRED

‘ Proposed Toronto Gore By-law 40 Spaces
City of Brampton 40 Spaces



Town of Vaughan 26 Spaces
City of Mississauga 29 Spaces
City of Scarborough 18 Spaces
City of North York 40 Spaces
City of Etobicoke 18 Spaces
Town of Pickering 30 Spaces
Town of Qakville 22 Spaces

As can be observed, the parking requirements proposed in the new Gore
by-law are very high. Gore and North York with the highest requirements are a
full 16 spaces higher than the average of the other mmicipalities.

This heavy parking requirement, coupled with the requirement that 50%
of the required side yards and rear yards and 30% of the required front yard
be landscaped, creates a particularly burdensome situation. The example of a
manufacturing building of 1680 square metres was chosen because it represents
a conmonly required size building, as well it represents 407 coverage on a one
acre lot. One acre industrial lots are also very common and viable and 40%
coverage represents only a moderate building coverage. As can be observed
from the attached drawing it is virtually impossible to achieve the
required on a one acre industrial lot built to 407 coverage. The landscaping
requirement of 507 of the required side yard precludes parking in the side yard

- as the lot would have to be considerable wider at the expense of decreasing the

length of the lot. The rear yard length {s critical however, and must be
maximized to allow for adequate trucking.

407, coverage is a relatively low coverage which will achieve a low density
appearance especially with the standards established for landscaping. We feel,
however, that with the proposed parking requirements 40% coverage is impossible.
This creates the unfortunate situation that industrial lots in Gore are not
competitive with those in neighbouring mmicipalities. This, of course, repre-
sents a hardship for the City of Brampton as well as the development industry.

It is well documented and widely accepted that industrial development of a well

established and not of an obnoxiocus nature provides many advantages which are felt

gtixtside of the inmediate increase in employment and assessment generated for the
ty.

For these reasons we appeal to the City of Brampton to re-evaluate the
parking standards proposed for industrial zones in the Toronto Gore area. As
can be observed merely from the quick poll which was carried out by our office,
the parking requirements proposed create a considerable burden.

Yours truly,

THE SORBARA GROUP

ot

Areadiiy V¢ |
HF/sg Heather Ford

Plamner
cc: Mr. John A. Marshall
City of Rrampton Planning Dept.
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THE PLANNING ACT 1983

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BRAMPTON

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING

AMENDMENT TO BY-LAW 56-83; THE TORONTO GORE COMPREHENSIVE ZONING BY-LAW

The Planning Committee of the Council of the City of Brampton will hold a public:
meeting/open house on THURSDAY, JANUARY 12th,.1984 for the purpose of obtaining
public input on a proposed by-law to amend By=-law 56-83, the Toronto Gore

Comprehensive Zoning By-law. The approval of this amending by-law also requires
. a uminor Official Plan Amendment that will also be discussed at the public

mecting/open house. The meeting will be held in the gymnasium/auditorium of

Castlemore Public School, The Gore Road, Brampton, Ontario, commencing at 5:00
p.m. ’

The open house will commence at 5:00 p.m. and staff members will be available to
answer questions and receive written comments and objections.

A formal public meeting will be held at 8:00 p.m. to provide an opportunity for
individuals to present their views verbally to Plaanning Committee.

Explanation of Proposed Amending By-law (and related Officfal Plan Amendment)

As a result of a number of objections to By-law 56-83, Council is proposing a
number of changes to the By-law to resolve some of these objections. In
addition, a number of changes have been proposed to the By-law 56-83 to improve
the requirements and restrictions relating to a number of zones.

The recommended amendments are as follows:

« the zoning by-law and the Official Plan is to be amended to permit Highway
Commercial uses on two properties located at the north-east corner of
Goreway Drive and Highway Number 7

» the zcninﬁ by-law and Official Plan are to be amended to permit a combined
single=family dwelling and office uses of limited scale at the north-west
corner of Number 15 Sideroad and Righway Number 50;

. the froat portion.of a property on the east side of Airport Road north of
Number 10 Sideroad is to be zoned in a special category to recognize an
existing garden centre building and residence (West Half of Lot 11,
Concession 7, N.D.);

. the zoning of lands on the east side of The Gore Road, south of Highway
Number 7 (West RHalf of Lot 3, Concession 10, N.D.) has been changed from RE2
to A;

. the zoning of lands located at the south-west corner of Number 17 Sideroad
and Highway Number 50 has been changed from RE2 to A;

. the zoaning maps are to be amended to show floodplain zones consistent with
the latest M.T.R.C.A. floodplain mapping;

. the open space zone 1s to be amended to permit accessory uses;

« Schedules B-1 and B=2 are to be revised in accordance with the latest
Regional Roads and Setback Requirements;

. introduce a definition of "Adult Entertainment Parlour™ in order to clearly
define this use. This use is excluded from the area covered by By-~law 56-83
in that it i{s not set out as a permitted purpose in any zone;

. revise definition of “Building Area” and infroduce a new definition of

"Accessory Building, Building Area” in order to more effectively regulate
the size of accessory buildings;

. revise the definition of "Lot Width™ to reflect the most up to date
definition used in other City by-laws;

. reorganize the section dealing with accessory buildings to make it easier to
follow and to apply;

. introduce a height restriction of 2.4 metres for accessory building doors

and garage doors; .
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. « introduce provisions to regulate home occupations that were {inadvertently
omitted from By-law 56-83;

[ 4
. the minimum ground floor area for maig (residential) buildings was reduced
from 185 square wmetres to 'l70 squaré metres for one storey buildings and
from 140 square metres to ll5 square metres for buildings having more than
one storey in order to make these requirements more reasonable}

« in the Rural Estate Holding Zone and the Agricultural-Section 520 Zone
(Rural Estate Expansion Area), large accessory buildings on lots greater
than 2 hectares (5 acres) in size may only be constructed of wood or metal.
This prevents large brick or concrete structures from being constructed in
these areas and possibly disrupting future subdivision patterms;

.« the front yard requirement in the Service Commercial Zone is increased from
5 metres to 15 metres since the latter standard is more appropriate for a
rural area;

+ the permitted purposes in the Recreatiounal Commercial Zone have been listed

in more ‘detail in order to more clearly define which exact uses may be
established in this zone;

« a “nursery” has been added as a permitted purpose in the Commercial
Agricultural Zoune (in addition to “garden centre sales establishment”);

« 1in accordance with established site plan control practice, a provision has
been added that prohibits fences in the froat yards of Industrial Zones;

» the minimum lot width (frontage) in the M1, M2, M3 and M4 zones has been
increased from 24 metres to 30 metres to reflect current standards in this
area;

+ on the basis of recent site plan coatrol practice, the Minimum Landscaped
Open Space for front yards in Industrial Zones has been reduced from 502 to
30%;

+ the minimum lot size for new lots in the Agricultural Zone has been
increased from 4 hectares (10 acres) to 30 hectares (75 acres) to discourage
large land severances. The severance of small lots in the Agricultural Zoue
in accordance with the City of Brampton and Region of Peel Severance Policy
is still permitted but would require a concurrent rezoning to the Rural
Estate Two Zone;

. the requirements and restrictions relating to lot width and yard depth have
been set out separately for lots less than 5 hectares (12.5 acres) and for
lots greater than 5 hectares in the Agricultural Zone. The provisions
relating to the larger lots are identical to those in the former Toronto
Gore Zoning By~law Number 825 and those for the smaller lots are identical
to those in the RE2 Zone, and

e Accessory building requirements and restrictions in the Agricultural Zone
have been gset out separately for lots less than 2 hectares (5 acres) and for
those greater than 2 hectares in accordance with ex{sting by-laws.

Copies of the proposed by-law and Official Plan Amendment are available at the
Planning and Development Department, 150 Central Park Drive, Brampton, Ontario,
between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., and will be available at the
public meeting/open house.

Any person may attend the public meeting and may make writtem or verbal
representation either in support of, or in opposition to, any of the above noted

itens. .
¢
For further information contact:

MR. JOHN MARSHALL at 793-410, extension 251.

R.A. Everett

City Clerk

City of Brampton

150 Central Park Drive
Brampton, Ontario

L6T 279
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Ontario

Ontario Municipal Board

IN THE MATTER OF Section 34 of
The Planning Act, 1983

- and ~

IN THE MATTER OF an appeal.to
this Board by Alan Purbacher

and Irene Furbacher, in Trust,

on behalf of Correct Construction
Co. Ltd. in respect of Zoning
By-law 44-84 of the Corporation
of the City of Brampton

BEFORE:
D. S. COLBOURNE
Vice-Chairman
Tuesday, the 24th day

of April, 1984

- and =

P. G. WILKEB
Member :

T G Vs gt P et

IT APPEARING that an appeal has been filed by Alan Furbacher
and Irene Furbacher, in Trust, on behalf of Correct
Construction Co. Ltd. in respect of Zoning By-law 44-84;

THE BOARD ORDERS that the said appeal is hereby dismissed.

2 ENTER Dy /
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