Toronto Local Appeal Body

40 Orchard View Blvd, Suite 211
Toronto, Ontario M4R 1B9

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

INTERIM DECISION AND ORDER
Decision Issue Date

Thursday, June 30, 2022

PROCEEDING COMMENCED UNDER Section 45(12), subsection 45(1) of the
Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13, as amended (the "Act")
Appellant(s): JOE VASSALLO
Applicant(s): HELEN WHE
Property Address/Description: 19 & 21 JUTLAND ROAD
Committee of Adjustment File
Number(s): 20 135892 WET 03 MV (A0164/20EYK)
TLAB Case File Number(s): 21 132360 S45 03 TLAB
Hearing date: Wednesday, November 10, 2021
Deadline Date for Closing Submissions/Undertakings:
DECISION DELIVERED BY TLAB Panel Member S. Gopikrishna

REGISTERED PARTIES AND PARTICIPANT
Appellant

Joe Vassallo

Appellant's Legal Rep.

Martin Mazierski

Applicant

Helen Whe

Party

Alessandro Santone

Expert Witness

TJ Cieciura

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
Joe Vasallo is the owner of a business that operates from Municipal Addresses 19 & 21
Jutland Road ( the Site), located in Ward 03 (Etobicoke-Lakeshore) in the City of
Toronto. He applied to the Committee of Adjustment (COA) for the approval of
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variances to legalize and maintain a one-storey addition (walk-in cooler) between the
two existing industrial buildings, a one-storey south side addition and a new loading
space.
The COA heard the Application on March 9, 2021, and refused the Application in its
entirety. The Applicant appealed the decision made by the COA to the Toronto Local
Appeal Body (TLAB) on March 26, 2021. Mr. Alessandro Santone, one of the
neighbours, elected for Party status in opposition to the Appeal.
The TLAB originally scheduled a Hearing on August 17, 2021, where the Appellant was
represented by Mr. Marcin Mazierski, a lawyer, and Mr. T.J.Cieciura, a land use
planner. The Opposition was represented by Mr. Alessandro Santone,. Mr. Mazierski
requested an adjournment, because he wanted an opportunity to attempt to mediate
with the Opposition, and see if a Settlement could be a reached. Notwithstanding the
Opposition’s wanting to “complete the Hearing and enjoy the rest of the summer”, I
granted the adjournment for a couple of reasons- the first being that the TLAB is
supportive of Settlements, and the second reason being the Opposition did not submit
a Witness Statement before the Hearing.
The Proceeding was adjourned to November 10, 2021- at this Hearing, Mr. Mazierski
again requested for an adjournment because he was in continued discussions with the
Opposition to arrive at a Settlement. He said that the Parties were still in the process of
negotiating with each other, in order to settle their differences over an “engineering
issue”, which in turn involved a third party, that is not involved with the Appeal before
the TLAB. I granted the adjournment with the clear understanding that the Applicants
would contact the TLAB, after having discussions with the other Party, and any other
interested individuals, to inform the former about whether the Proceeding would go
forward by way of a contested Proceeding, or a Settlement Hearing
As of June 30, 2022, the day this Interim Decision is being released, I understand that
there is no update from the Applicants.
Given the length of time that has elapsed since the last Heating, and the lack of
communication from the Applicant, I find that it would be appropriate for me to meet with
the Parties for a case conference to obtain an update from the Parties, and decide how
best to proceed with this Appeal.
I therefore direct the TLAB Staff to contact the Parties and obtain their availability for a
videoconference lasting no longer than two hours in September 2022, to provide
updates about their positions with respect to this Appeal, and discuss how this
Proceeding can be completed. Should no replies be received from the Parties in
response to the requests from the TLAB regarding rescheduling, the TLAB will schedule
a conference based on its convenience.
It may be noted that while the Representatives of the Parties need to be present at the
videoconference in questions, Witnesses need not the teleconference, because no
evidence will be heard at this Hearing.
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1. The Parties need to provide their availability for a videoconference in the
month of September 2022, to provide updates so that the TLAB can make a
Decision about how best to complete this Proceeding. The Representatives of
the Parties are required to be present at the Videoconference to provide an
update about this Appeal, on the basis of which a decision will be made on
how best to proceed forward.
2. Should no response be received from the Parties about their availability within
the time provided by the TLAB, a Videoconference will be scheduled based
on such information that is available to the TLAB.
So orders the Toronto Local Appeal Body

X
S. G o p ik rish n a
Pa n el C h a ir, To ro n to Lo ca l Ap p ea l Bo d y
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