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MEMORANDUM OF ORAL DECISION DELIVERED BY S. JACOBS ON FEBRUARY 25, 2015 AND ORDER OF THE BOARD
[1] Orlando Corporation (“Orlando”) has appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board (“Board”) various policies of the new City of Mississauga (“City”) Official Plan (“MOP”), which was adopted on September 29, 2010. The City and Orlando had previously scoped the issues in Orlando’s appeal. The purpose of this telephone conference call (“TCC”) was to deal with some of the remaining issues in Orlando’s appeal.

[2] Orlando and the City are requesting an Order from the Board allowing the Orlando appeal of the MOP in part, as set out in Attachment 1 to this decision.

[3] The City and Orlando have reached a settlement which would resolve most of Orlando’s outstanding appeal of MOP.  The settlement between the City and Orlando is threefold:

i.) Orlando withdraws its appeal of the following MOP policies: 5.1.7; 11.2.11.2; 11.2.11.4 and 11.2.11.5;   

ii.)  Orlando is seeking modifications to the following MOP policies: 4.5; 6.9.2.1; 15.4; 18.2 and Appendix B.  

iii.) Orlando will have certain MOP policies left under appeal; including: 9.3.1.5; 15.1.1.2; 15.1.1.4 and 15.3.1.2(i).

[4] In support of the settlement the City filed the Affidavit of City Planner Angela Dietrich (Exhibit 1).  The City asked the Board to abridge the time for service of the Affidavit.  There was no objection to this request.  

[5] In her affidavit, Ms. Angela Dietrich opined that the approval of proposed modifications to the policies conforms with current policies and plans of the Region of Peel, the Places to Grow Act and is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014.  As such, this proposal and modifications to MOP constitutes good planning.

[6] Having considered the evidence of Ms. Dietrich, who was qualified by the Board to provide opinion evidence in the area of land use planning, and on consent of the parties, the Board granted the requested order.

ORDER

[7] The Boards allows the request for abridging the time for service of the City’s affidavit.  

[8]
The appeal by Orlando is dismissed as it related to policies 5.1.7; 11.2.11.2; 11.2.11.4 and 11.2.11.5 of MOP, and the appeal is allowed in part and MOP is modified in accordance with Attachment 1. 
“S. Jacobs”
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