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Dear York Region:
This submission has many authors who collectively express their passion for sustainability and
responsible government in the York Region we love. We hope that the following comments and
questions are useful.
The 2021 Draft York Region Official Plan pays lip service to many of the right planning
principles. But it is contrived of a series of political decisions that do not heed to the advice of
professional planning staff at the Ministry of Municipal Housing and Affairs, or York Region’s
own planning staff. If it had, it most certainly would not have resulted in the sprawling, confusing
mess that it has become.
The Region should plan new community areas as “complete communities”, protect “natural and
agricultural systems” including “specialty crop, agricultural and rural lands” and “a linked and
enhanced Regional Greenlands System and water resource system”, and use a “people and
transit first approach” to planning for mobility and land use.
Alarmingly, though, most of these broad “Key Guiding Planning Principles”, and most of the
qualitative policies proposed in support of them, are so lacking in firm, measurable, standards
(be they prescriptive or performance standards) that they are likely to be meaningless,
particularly in a two-tier municipal structure.
Even more alarming, many of the numerical standards that are enumerated are actually
incompatible with the Plan’s stated ambitions. In order to stand any real chance of creating
complete communities, protecting farmland and natural heritage, and transforming the way York
residents get around, the present Draft Official Plan will require significant changes.
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The most glaring conflicts between the substance and the stated intentions in the present 2021
Draft York Region Official Plan relate to its approach to new community areas/designated
greenfield areas, and its approach to intensification. We argue that this decision should be
revisited in order for this Official Plan to achieve its objectives.
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Regarding Designated Greenfield Areas and New Community Areas
The Draft Official Plan espouses a laudable commitment to “place a high priority on complete
communities that support a full range of amenities and housing types for all ages and stages of
life, household formations, and incomes,” and Policy 2.3 makes sensible commitments to
compact retail, commercial, office and institutional structures, planning for schools as part of
complete communities, with active transportation linkages, and other high quality, walkable
landscape and urban design. However, this objective will be undermined by the Region’s
intensification target.
Council Direction is Fundamentally Flawed, Taking the Region Backwards and Putting
the Region at Greater Financial Risk
The four motions approved at the Oct 21, 2021 York Region Council meeting (mostly boundary
expansions) resulted in the intensification rate being 48%, lower than what we are currently
achieving, AND lower than the provincial requirement of 50%. In order to make the direction of
Council work with 50/55% intensification rate, a greenfield density of 60 residents & jobs/Ha,
and the direction in the Housing Affordability Task Force Report, staff (we assume) increased
the Region’s population to 2051 by 14,000, beyond any reasonable or evidence based
population forecasts1.
These four motions result in significant increases to an already overburdened capital budget.
There is provincial approval uncertainty that puts the Region at risk of not being able to
accommodate the growth2. Why has Council direction forced urban boundary expansion in
areas that will not have servicing until after this planning cycle and when there is opportunity to
address the addition of land for future servicing? Why would this not be left for a future Council
to decide?
The Region should reconsider its low intensification rate, in light of Newmarket’s Council
resolution to adopt a 55-60% intensification rate3 and Markham’s Development Services
Committee recommendation that the Region adopt a 60% intensification rate (October 18,
2021). The intensification decision has the ability to better protect our climate, water, forests,
wetlands and farms, the Greenbelt, and Lake Simcoe, and would decrease infrastructure costs,
leading to lower tax rates and better services to improve people’s quality of life.
Investing in infrastructure and housing now at transit station areas is absolutely essential for
household affordability and reducing environmental impacts of growth. This priority would help
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https://yorkpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=27156
https://yorkpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=27159
3
It is incredibly disappointing that it was York Region that advocated for a reduced intensification target of
50% and that this was the direction provided back to the Province on Amendment 1 of the Growth Plan.
That the 60% intensification target was supported by staff.
https://yorkpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=3586 and
https://yorkpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=3588
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to address the affordable housing crisis, increase transit ridership, and decrease reliance on
personal vehicles and new roads.
Finally, implementation and phasing have never been more important in order to meet the
objectives laid out here, and to keep costs reasonable for taxpayers.

DETAILED COMMENTS ON DRAFT OFFICIAL PLAN

Section 2.1 Regional Structure
Section 2.1.3 describes the land use designations
Should or has the Region considered a more progressive designation of community area that
more clearly sets out mixed use expectations for employment and residential?
There were several employment conversion requests to community areas endorsed that staff
advised against because residential uses may destabilize other employment uses. These areas
are now shown as community areas, which is very broad. Could it result that the lower tiers
adopt zoning in their Official Plans that allow minimal or exclusive residential developments and
the intent of the conversion to allow mixed use is lost? Specifically employment conversions
requests: RH1, RH10, V3, V4, V5, V6, V7, V11, V13, V15, V18, V22, V24, V25, V26 and V30
adopted by York Region Council on October 15, 20204?
Item V11 is now shown as a community area as well as adjacent land. York Region said the
conversion was not required to allow the requested uses. Why is it shown as a community
area? Why is the land adjacent to the east of this site shown as a community area when it is not
part of the employment conversion request approved?
Also many of these conversion requests are located within provincially significant employment
zones. Are residential uses prohibited in PSEZ? What about MTSA located with PSEZ?
Vaughan has two large PSEZ, most of which are low rise buildings located near two separate
rail yards. Yet 700Ha of new employment land is sought to be brought into the urban boundary.
The West Vaughan Employment area has a low employment density target of 30 jobs per Ha for
an urbanized area. We are concerned that future employment conversion requests will be made
to convert lands to residential as has happened historically. The Highway 400 employment lands
were brought into the urban boundary prematurely because it was argued they were necessary
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Refer to Item F1 here:
https://yorkpublishing.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=a73f3102-3d5b-4191-8d9a-ed1b20fdf955&
Agenda=Merged&lang=English
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to be preserved as employment, now portions of them have been converted to residential
against the recommendations of staff (lower and upper tier).
If the West Vaughan Employment Density was higher how would this influence the urban
boundary expansion?
Significant mega-warehouse expansion has occurred in Vaughan. Have staff given any
consideration to policy directions for warehouses to mitigate the negative social and
environmental impacts that accompany this type of land especially when concentrated?
Section 2.2 Integrated Growth Management
Section 2.2.12 states that lower tiers shall phase development in coordination with Regional
Plans. Presently Vaughan has approved an Interim Servicing Strategy5 ahead of scheduled
regional infrastructure(refer to below staff reports and below Figure). If Council so chooses
could exceptions like this be made in the future?
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Interim Servicing Strategy Study.pdf
ATTACHMENT 1 - Study Areas, Civica Infrastructure, Draft Final Report.pdf
ATTACHMENT 2 - Risk Management Measures, future condition assessment, Civica Infrastructure, Draft Final Report.pdf
Committee Communication C2(2).pdf
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Section 2.2.14 indicates that development shall occur in locations with existing regional
capacity. There are two primary concerns: we have developments approved that appear
stalemated6 and we have other MZO that have been endorsed by lower tier governments well in
advance of servicing in the absence of Regional consultation or support. What
incentives/penalties will there be to deter and stop development approvals occurring ahead of
infrastructure to ensure that phasing policies are effective?
Will exceptions like this be made should municipalities ask in the new Official Plan?
Section 2.3 Supporting Complete Communities
2.3.1 Sustainable and Resilient Communities
It will be an enormous challenge to bring down greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions without
stricter standards around housing and the built form and energy usage. York Region’s Draft
OP does contain policies that reference energy efficiency re: YR subsidized housing and other
YR buildings (e.g. 2.3.1.11; 2.3.1.14; 2.3.1.16 and 2.3.2.5); however, neither the OP nor the
supporting documents YR Draft Climate Change Action Plan, and YR Energy Conservation and
Demand Management Update make any mention of Material Carbon Emissions, Embodied
Carbon or Global Warming Potential. This is a very serious omission. York Region could
substantially reduce GHG output by requiring contractors to select building and insulation
materials that have low MCE/Global Warming Potential.
Co-written by Natural Resources Canada and Builders for Climate Action, Achieving Real
Net-Zero Emission Homes identifies the building sector as “one of the major contributors to
GHG emissions in Canada”. The document points out that while it is crucial that builders lower
the Operational Carbon Emissions by making buildings energy efficient, it is at least as
important to lower Material Carbon Emissions (also called Embodied Carbon), i.e. carbon
emitted via extraction, manufacturing, transportation, use and disposal of building materials:
“The Material Carbon Emissions from new Canadian homes each year is equivalent to the
annual emissions from 3.1 million Canadian vehicles or 3.6 coal-fired power plants… material
selection can impact the total emissions of a new home by as much as 842 kg CO2 e/m2
without changing the design or performance of the home.”
According to Chris Magwood, one of the authors of the document cited above, it is easy to find a
material’s Embodied Carbon rating, also called a Global Warming Potential (GWP). This rating
is determined by a set of international rules and is usually carried out by a third party. The rating
is stated in a company’s Environmental Product Declaration. In addition to the document cited
above, more information can be found at embodied carbon.
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Gordon Prentice highlights examples of this in Newmarket: “Planning approval for a 280 unit 20 storey condo at the intersection of
Davis Drive and George Street was granted in 2009 (photo above). Around the corner, at 22 George Street, planning approval was
granted 28 years ago for a 12-storey condo with 115 apartments. Almost three decades later it is still a patch of dirt. Why is this
allowed to happen when there is so much housing need?”
https://www.shrinkslessorsquare.ca/1119-what-do-do-about-developers-with-planning-approvals-who-don-t-build
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2.3.1.3 Regional Climate Action Plan and Community Energy and Emissions Plan
Regarding the assessment of “the role natural systems play in mitigating and adapting to
climate change” (Community Resiliency Action 4 in Regional Climate Action Plan and
Community Energy and Emissions Plan, to which policy 2.3.1.3 refers): First, clarification is
required regarding who will be making these assessments. Such assessments should be made
by scientists who are at arm’s length. Where the Conservation Authority is called in to advise,
they must be allowed to present objective data, uncoloured and uncensored by, for example, a
fear that unpopular data might result in a loss of funding.
The importance of York Region’s Peatlands is not addressed at all in the draft OP or the
supporting documents cited in policy 2.3.1.3. The ongoing extraction of peat from lands in
Georgina, and perhaps elsewhere in York Region, points to a lack of awareness of the
significance of peat re: Community Resiliency Action 4. In Peatlands and Climate Change,
IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) explains: “Peatlands are the largest
natural terrestrial carbon store. They store more carbon than all other vegetation types in the
world combined. In peatlands, year-round water-logged conditions slow plant decomposition to
such an extent that dead plants accumulate to form peat. This stores the carbon the plants
absorbed from the atmosphere within peat soils, providing a net-cooling effect and helping to
mitigate the climate crisis. Peatlands are significant to global efforts to combat climate change
and achieve other Sustainable Development Goals. Their protection and restoration are vital in
the transition to a zero-carbon society.” In addition to being vital carbon stores, peatlands
mitigate flooding and drought by soaking up water and releasing it slowly back into the
environment.
Recommendations:
1. YR Draft Climate Change Action Plan, and YR Energy Conservation and Demand
Management Update should mention Material Carbon Emissions, Embodied Carbon or
Global Warming Potential. York Region could require contractors to select building and
insulation materials that have low MCE/Global Warming Potential.
2. Policy 2.3.1.16 refers to the development of “sustainable development programs”.The
implementation criteria for these programs must include:
a. the positioning of buildings for optimum passive solar heat;
b. the mandatory use of building materials that have low Material Carbon
Emissions/Embodied Carbon/Global Warming Potential (see Achieving Real
Net-Zero Emission Homes);
c. a comprehensive list of renewable energy sources that it may be possible to
incorporate into communities e.g. shared geothermal heating as well as
photovoltaics;
d. clarity regarding which buildings these criteria will apply to, e.g. Is that all
regionally and municipally owned buildings, or just some? Will all contractors
hired to build new subdivisions be required to adhere to these criteria?
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e. clarity regarding who will be hired to determine the implementation criteria and
their application
3. Protect carbon sinks, especially peatlands. Include peatlands in features to be protected
by YR Natural Heritage policies.
Section 2. Housing (2.3)
Again, although the wording in these policies is good, It all depends on the execution of these
concepts, something that York Region Council is failing at in recent years. For example, policies
2.3.2.2 and 2.3.2.3 (25/35% affordable housing targets) were in place in the 2016 ROP, but the
Region did not come close to meeting them.
For affordable housing to match the need, York Region will have to lobby the province for more
supportive policy, and the Feds for more financing. There is no way to guarantee that the OPs
affordable housing targets would be met with the existing policy structure. A good example is
that the Province should permit inclusionary zoning policies to apply to all centres and corridors,
not just MTSAs.
It's vital to conceptualize a Region where it may be increasingly cost-prohibitive for residents to
own one or more cars. What is the equitable place to put new residents where a car isn't
required to live, work and play?
Too much emphasis is on building new community areas and not enough prioritization of
identifying existing single-family home districts where a little gentle density would go a long way
to supporting a car-free lifestyle for current and future residents. Infill, secondary suites, and
multi-unit buildings in existing neighbourhoods must be pursued aggressively to guarantee more
affordable housing in York Region.
Given that the recent StatCan census shows at least 4% of the GTA housing stock is vacant,
the Region needs to include a policy to enable a vacant home tax, similar to other Canadian
jurisdictions.
Section 2.5 Managing Soil from Development
& S 5.5 Mineral Aggregate Resource Areas
The impacts of soil dumping and aggregate activity are a serious nuisance and hazard for
residents, and improper and below water table aggregate activity has potential to contaminate
both surface and groundwater. With growth not slowing down, York Region can reduce the
impacts of these activities in the following ways:
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Recommendations:
1. Municipalities require funds to develop, monitor and enforce excess soil regulations and
bylaws. The financial burden should be at the expense of the companies profiting from
soil dumping, not a cost to municipal taxpayers.
2. Pits often have groundwater present in excavation sites. Placing soil into or near a water
table has the potential for disastrous results for the surrounding community. Drinking
water as well as farmlands and forests may be contaminated with these soils.
3. Dumping of excess soil into pits may pose new and long-lasting threats to ground and
surface water. There are concerns about the cumulative impact of these contaminants
as well as the long-term effects on the ecological functioning of the landscape. Evolving
science may intensify these concerns. No controlled scientific testing of the impact of
dumping potentially contaminated excess soils in pits and quarries has been completed
by the Ministry.
4. There should be municipal oversight and approval of the importation of soil for
rehabilitation through site alteration and/or commercial fill. Municipal by-laws provide for
consideration of local impacts. Restore trust with the public by providing an exemption to
ARA Sec 66 to allow Municipal bylaws to enforce standards on incoming fill/soil when a
license is in force.
5. There should be no self-filing of site plan amendments by industry, license and approval
holders.
6. Over or under 10,000 cubic meters of excess soil should require oversight by a Qualified
Person. The proposed ER0- 019 itself states that “record-keeping and oversight by a
Qualified Person provides reassurance that suitable quality soil is used to facilitate
rehabilitation post-extraction in pits and quarries”. As currently written in regulation
406/19, under 10 000 cubic meter does not require external oversight.

Section 3.0 Sustainable Natural Environment
3.1 Watershed plans
In general the policies presented fall short. However, it is not enough to recommend “evaluate
impacts of a changing climate and identify strategies to minimize impacts,” (p. 41). This should
be reworded as such: “In light of the negative impacts of climate change on water quality and
quantity, evaluate the GHG and water pollution impacts of development options and prioritize
those that reduce per capita GHG emissions.” Indeed, the cost of inaction on climate change,
which does not appear in this OP, seriously affects water quality.
The Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP) should be mentioned as it is the watershed plan that
provides the highest level of ecological protection of any applicable watershed plans. Ironically,
it is being ignored in many Council decisions and directions of late.
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There are abundant directions and policies within the LSPP, which, if followed, would protect
Lake Simcoe. The problems have to do with how much, or little, the York Region Council
prioritizes the values of sustainability. If Council would simply respect the LSPP, and stop
supporting the Upper York Sewage System, then Lake Simcoe would be healthier in the long
run, and the risk of other municipalities asking for new STPs would be reduced.
Further, policy 6.1 F in the LSPP forbids infrastructure projects unless there has been an
approved EA which has determined that there are no alternatives 7. In the case of the UYSS,
there are alternatives. In the case of the Bradford Bypass, no alternatives to the province’s
chosen route have been studied in recent decades or in depth, ever. Yet, York Region Is
aggressively pursuing and supporting both of these projects.
Recommendations:
1. The YROP must specifically refer to the LSPP as applying to the Lake Simcoe
watershed, and its objectives should be reflected in the YR OP’s watershed planning
objectives.
a. The failure to achieve watershed plan objectives should trigger a decision to both
invest in remediation on an affected area or to stop new development in an area
of the watershed that is heavily degraded.
b. Include specific objectives about water quality, such as “reduce salt and
phosphorus loads to receiving bodies of water.”
c. Establish timelines for achieving water quality targets and natural cover targets.
2. Reword “evaluate impacts of a changing climate and identify strategies to minimize
impacts,” (p. 41) to: “In light of the negative impacts of climate change on water quality
and quantity, evaluate the GHG and water pollution impacts of development options and
prioritize those that reduce per capita GHG emissions.”
Section 3.2 Regional Greenlands system
Our concerns regarding this section of the OP relate to the death by a thousand cuts that would
be permitted by YR’s policies in 3.2.5. which would degrade the quality of the Natural Heritage
features being protected. Further, we are strongly of the opinion that allowing any infrastructure
or alternative uses of natural heritage / greenlands creates a race to the bottom of bad
community planning. It is unfair and it’s a wasted opportunity, one that penalizes taxpayers, to
allow the development community to renege on their obligations to provide community
amenities within the lands they are permitted to develop, while allowing them to degrade the
Greenlands system with inappropriate uses.
7

Lake Simcoe Protection Plan, 6.1-DP Subject to the other policies of the Plan, development and site
alteration outside of existing settlement areas is not permitted in Lake Simcoe and within a related
vegetation protection zone referred to in policy 6.2, except in relation
to the following:...
f. Infrastructure, but only if the need for the project has been demonstrated through an Environmental
Assessment or other similar environmental approval and there is no reasonable alternative;
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Other concerns relate to the total disconnect between the words on paper and the direction
provided by Council to staff. For instance, the following policies should lead to a decision not to
actively support the building of the Bradford Bypass across the Greenbelt, major headwaters of
Lake Simcoe, provincially significant wetlands, the habitat of rare and endangered species, and
forests and farmland.
3.2.5 D: new infrastructure required to service the community including water and wastewater
systems and streets if:
i. no other reasonable alternative location exists and if an approved environmental impact study
demonstrates that it can be constructed without negative impact, and shall be subject to the
policies of the relevant Provincial plan, where applicable; or
ii. authorized through an Environmental Assessment 8
Recommendations:
1. We support this policy, 3.2.3. “That development and site alteration be prohibited within
the Regional Greenlands System.”
2. We support passive uses only in YR’s Greenlands System, and the agricultural uses as
described in 3.2.5. We oppose the extensive list of exceptions to S 3.2.3 found in S
3.2.5, including: stormwater ponds, active park uses like serviced golf courses and
playing fields, roads, water and wastewater infrastructure, and infrastructure in the
Greenlands system. This represents a list of ways to degrade the ecological value and
integrity of the Greenlands System.
3. Policy 3.2.6 permits activities that we do not think should be permitted. However, if it
remains, it should be amended as follows:
That infrastructure planning, design and construction be sensitive to the features and
functions of the Regional Greenlands System and include context sensitive design and
innovative technologies to minimize impacts and enhance the system. Infrastructure
within the system MUST avoid key natural heritage features and key hydrologic features
and shall be subject to the policies of applicable Provincial plans, including providing
passive recreational amenities and environmental restoration where appropriate.
3.4 Natural Features
It has been well established that healthy water relies on healthy lands and an adequate amount
of natural areas. That recommended percentage of the landscape that should be kept green has
gone up over time as we deepen our understanding of nature’s needs. In 2004 Environment
Canada recommended 30% forest cover in Great Lakes Areas of Concern 9. For the Lake
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The government of Ontario has exempted themselves from completing the Environmental Assessment
for the Bradford Bypass: “Proposal to exempt various Ministry of Transportation Projects from the
requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act ” https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-1883
9
Environment Canada. 2004. How Much Habitat is Enough?
https://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/9.686816/publication.html
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Simcoe watershed the target is 40% “high quality natural cover”. The current woodland cover is
23% (p.5).
There are huge loopholes in provincial policies which appear in the YROP. If YR is serious about
environmental protection, it will need to do better at finding where they can protect forests and
still conform to provincial laws. Rather than allowing smaller buffers around applicable natural
features and reduced protections should an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) claim that
the alteration will not affect the ecological function of the feature, YR could cut some red tape
while protecting the environment by simply declaring the buffers to be non-negotiable. Durham
Region is contemplating this.

Recommendations:
1. For YR to be in sync with best practices and with achieving positive environmental
outcomes, the woodland canopy cover target should be 30 - 40%, not 25% as described
in 3.4.2.1. The canopy cover target, set at 40% in 3.4.2.2 should be slightly higher.
2. Policy 3.4.14 should not allow an EIS to be used to request a reduced buffer on a
protected feature.
3. We support the objective: To ensure enhancement and no net loss of wetland function or
area in the Region. (pg 55)
4. 3.4.1.2 speaks to permitting development and site alteration within 120 metres of
wetlands, in their vegetation protection zone. As noted elsewhere, we do not like 3.2.5 c
& d, which permit the building of infrastructure in natural features in YR Greenlands.
Here the same policy is used to develop in the vegetation protection zone of wetlands.
This is not a good way to achieve the wetlands objective above (Point 3 in this section).
5. The handling of significant woodlands in S 3.4.2.6 and 3.4.2.7 is complex. Policy 3.4.2.6
states that the significant woodlands be verified on a site-by-site basis based on a set of
criteria. Based on frustrating experiences of residents fighting to save the Henderson
Forest from the Shining Hill development, we know that these criteria themselves
establish an unfair playing field, pitting developers (who justify the destruction of natural
features all the time with their teams of experts), against people who want to protect
nature but do not have the same connections and “team”. It puts corporate interests and
profit way above protection. If the recommendation from the Ontario Housing
Affordability Task Force is accepted, where a $10,000 filing fee for non-developer
appeals would be imposed, this will mean that the policies of YR need to stand alone,
and not rely on any public interventions. If the protection of forests is important to YR,
just cut red tape and protect the environment by sticking to the size criteria as outlined in
S 3.4.2.6 c & d:
c. is south of the Oak Ridges Moraine and is 4 hectares or larger in size;
d. is north of the Oak Ridges Moraine and is 10 hectares or larger in size.
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6. As is the case with all offsetting programs, woodland compensation, S 3.4.2.8, is not as
ecologically helpful as woodland protection. The above policies will predominantly allow
for developer arguments to remove woodlands. Are there details regarding what is
considered “net gain” in woodland area? Are we to read that it would be acceptable to
remove 2 hectares of mature forest and replace it with 2.1 hectares that has been
re-planted with trees?
7. We are pleased to see policies protecting natural hazards (S 3.5) and to minimize
impacts on such. Again, were these policies to be followed, the Bradford Bypass would
not be supported by Council.

Section 3.3 Water Resource System
We support the objective of this section: To maintain, restore and enhance water system health
to ensure water quality and quantity, and to maintain the natural hydrologic function of water
systems.
It is going to be increasingly difficult to achieve this objective with the new permission to allow
communal wastewater systems, such as what is now proposed in East Gwillimbury, on Yonge St
just north of Newmarket.
3.3.7 That development and site alteration in the Water Resource System be designed with the
goal to protect, improve or restore ground and surface water quality and quantity and ecological
and hydrological characteristics of key hydrologic features and key hydrologic areas. Efforts to
maintain these characteristics and functions shall be demonstrated through master
environmental servicing plans, or other appropriate technical studies, which include
strategies and techniques to address the goal.
This policy makes it sound like writing about it is going to make these systems healthy. This is
not the case. Who is monitoring, and what happens if this goal is not achieved?
3.3.8 That in recharge management areas (as shown on Map 12A) development will maintain
pre-development recharge rates to the fullest extent possible. We submit that it is extremely
unlikely that objectives will be met with policy language like “to the fullest extent possible”.
Recommendations:
1. 3.3.8 should be re-drafted as follows: That in recharge management areas (as shown on
Map 12A) development will maintain pre-development recharge rates. Period.
2. Acknowledging that this policy is a reflection of an inadequate provincial policy, if
possible, please revise policy 3.3.9 to require, not encourage, best practices when
development involving salt and other contaminants occurs in significant groundwater
recharge areas, highly vulnerable aquifers, and significant surface water contribution
areas. Lake Simcoe is on a trajectory to be as salty as the sea in 37 years, so we
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challenge the statement that ‘safety is paramount’. Is York Region putting parking lot
pedestrians ahead of water quality? Links to best practices and an avoidance of the use
of salt would be appropriate here.
3. YR map 7 shows that the Bradford Bypass would go through a highly vulnerable aquifer.
https://york.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=a11a6189d269461e8aa
d731b5eb8d9c0 With Council’s continued support of the Bypass, this is yet another
example of where York Region Council does not support the policies the Region sets.
4. To avoid confusion, and to uphold the principle that the policy with the highest level of
protection prevails, perhaps it should be noted in 3.3.10 “That major development may
be permitted within key hydrologic areas of the Protected Countryside…” that in the Lake
Simcoe watershed, it is the LSPP which must be followed, and refer to those sections of
the LSPP. It is stronger than the Greenbelt Plan on development within key hydrologic
areas.
5. Putting the Bradford Bypass highway across a highly vulnerable aquifer while claiming to
avoid chemical contamination of such is absolute doublespeak. There is no way that
specific goods would be restricted on said highway. The 1997 - 2002 EA concluded that
there would be severe groundwater and stormwater impacts from the Bradford Bypass.
No mitigation measures have been proposed in the intervening twenty years. Re.
3.3.1.6 To consider restrictions on the haulage of chemicals and volatile materials in
Wellhead Protection Areas, shown on Map 6, and Areas of High Aquifer Vulnerability,
shown on Map 7.

Section 4.0 An Urbanizing Region
4.2.1 New Community Areas
In the fall of 2021 four motions put forward by municipalities resulted in an approval for new
community areas, in East Gwillimbury, King-Nobleton, designation of approximately 150 ha in
Markham as Community Area rather than Employment Area; and expanding the settlement area
in Whitchurch-Stouffville to include:
a. South Gormley Employment Expansion Area, and
b. Bethesda Lands north of the community of Stouffville.
None of these are financially responsible, as outlined in the staff / memo. 10
Comments from STORM11:
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https://yorkpublishing.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=f643d823-720a-41d6-a4bf-a957fa7aa724
&Agenda=Merged&lang=English&Item=11&Tab=attachments
11
Comment from STORM based on: York Region Council Special Meeting, October 21, 2021, H.2.
https://yorkpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=27141
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Bethesda Lands
The Bethesda lands lie to the north of the settlement area of Whitchurch-Stouffville. Approved in
1998, Whitchurch-Stouffville’s OPA created a new Settlement Area for Stouffville that brought
1,000s of hectares (sic) into the settlement area resulting in a footprint much larger than that of
the previous urban boundary. This expansion was predicated on the extension of a YDSS trunk
line north to Stouffville and the opening of the Stouffville GO line in the 1990s. Transit and
municipal servicing are two key factors that , when coupled with smart growth approaches to
planning and urban design, result in efficient, intensive use of land.
It therefore begs the question why a settlement area boundary expansion is needed at all and
why this 62 hectares represents “the most logical expansion to the Town’s settlement area…”.
We respectfully recommend that the Province not approve this amendment to the ORMCP as, in
our opinion, the amendment does not conform to the objectives of the Plan, in particular it would
allow for land uses that are not compatible with the Plan’s objectives of protecting the ecological
and hydrological integrity of the moraine and directing all urban uses (other than small-scale
industrial and commercial uses), to existing settlement and rural settlement areas.
South Gormley Employment Expansion Area
The Gormley Industrial Area bisected by Stouffville Road is comprised of vacant and
underutilized lands characterized by sprawling open storage facilities that cannot be described
as a strategic use of one of the ‘most significant pieces of infrastructure”, i.e., the 404. There
appears to be sufficient land already zoned for employment uses that if more efficiently planned
and designed could meet the employment needs to 2051.
The land comprising the proposed expansion area is part of the agricultural system; agriculture
is the second largest contributor to Ontario’s GDP and a major employment sector and it too
depends on transportation infrastructure.
The Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan permits and supports agricultural operations and
associated services and industries in Countryside Areas of the moraine; no Plan amendment
would be required.
Therefore STORM respectfully recommends that the Minister not approve this amendment to
the ORMCP as the proposed uses would not conform with the objectives of the Plan and
furthermore that the existing use of the lands, being part of the agricultural system, does
currently conform to the Plan.
The Oak Ridges Moraine is a significant part of the Greenbelt and we trust that the Minister will
continue to support the Greenbelt and will, as has been stated a number of times, not allow any
lands to be removed from the Greenbelt.
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Recommendations:
1. We strongly encourage the Region to reconsider the extent of new community areas
approved in principle by Council in late 2021. The target population of York Region had
to be increased in order to accommodate these sprawling plans into greenfield areas,
which indicates that these lands are not needed to meet the minimum population for
York Region to 2051 required by the province. Given that prior population targets have
not been met, this is irresponsible and unrealistic planning.
2. We oppose, in the strongest terms, any recommendations to revise the Greenbelt and
Oak Ridges Moraine Acts in order to allow York Region to build on these currently
protected lands.

4.2 Community Areas
4.2.2 Phasing of New Communities
With the unfortunate directive from Regional Council to limit intensification to 50/55%, it is
important that phasing policies are strong to properly control growth. The proposed policies
(4.2) are good, but must be applied without weakening amendments.
4.2.7: That local municipalities shall plan to meet or exceed the designated greenfield area
minimum density targets in Table 4 by 2051. These density targets are measured in people and
jobs per hectare in the developable area and shall be implemented through local Official Plans
and secondary plans.
Table 4, which follows the above on pg. 67 provides designated Greenfield Density Targets by
lower tier municipalities. What was the final recommendation from York Region Council and how
is it calculated to be reflective of the different DGA targets of lower tier municipalities?
Why does King City have a DGA target if no lands are being approved for urban boundary
expansion, is it for already approved yet to be developed land if so why is it only 30? Same
questions for Newmarket except DGA is 40? Do they have DGA that do not yet have approved
secondary plans?
How does the new DGA target compare under the new methodology to the previously approved
DGA density target of 70 ppl & jobs/Ha is it lower or higher?
4.4.2 Regional Corridors and Major Transit Station Areas
What analysis was done of MTSA to ensure that the areas will be able to accommodate the
proposed density? Here are some examples of concern.
●
●
●

MTSA 59 contains two community parks
MTSA 57 is located within a provincially significant employment zone
MTSA 54 contains a community centre
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MTSA are being sited in provincially significant employment zones. Will these MTSA allow for
mixed use developments, employment & residential, to achieve the density targets or are they
limited to employment only?
6.1 Transportation
Again, the policies are strong. Regional Council must practice delivering decisions that are
consistent with these policies and not override them. Council should stop advocating for new
highways like the 413 and the Bradford Bypass. Neither address local congestion issues, and
both encourage continued car dependency and increasing GHG emissions.
Importantly, transit, walkable sidewalks, bike routes must be in place **before** new residents
move into their new homes because if not, we see new residents requiring a car to support their
lifestyle upon move-in. Developing active transport habits means that we must have that
infrastructure in place before residents conclude a car is needed to meet their basic needs. For
example in Markham East/New Cornell: to walk/ride to shops, residents have no safe sidewalk
on Highway 7 east of Ninth Line. To get to groceries, they must cross the very busy Highway 7
corridor and over the 407 on-ramps. It is a risky proposition to get groceries and one that would
drive most people to choose a car over an active option. Once you have a car, you keep using it
and the cycle continues.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is only briefly mentioned in the draft ROP (part of
6.1.1.1). It warrants a policy of its own. Modeling by York Region using its Activity Based Model
shows that work-from-home and peak-shaving have a huge effect on road demand. Also, TDM
needs to be a defined term in the Definitions.
While the physical infrastructure for Active School Travel is cited in policy 2.3.12, the definition
of TDM needs to include school travel, to ensure that programming is covered.
Arterial Road Widening (6.3.3.3). We note that there are fewer planned widenings (to 6 lanes)
than in the 2016 ROP. This is a positive step forward, as wider roads induce more car travel,
have negative impacts to communities and environment, and are costly.
Policy 6.3.3.5 requires HOV lanes and cycling facilities on 6-lane roads based on established
thresholds. It is important that these thresholds are not onerous, as 6 lanes of general purpose
travel is not what our communities want (see comment on 6.3.3.3 above).

Section 6.1 - 6.4 Water and Wastewater Servicing
We appreciate the objective of reducing costs and improving efficiency in the water / wastewater
system: To promote a reduction in the demand for services through conservation and
efficiencies by maximizing the use of existing infrastructure and strategically leveraging future
infrastructure investments.
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This should preclude lobbying for a new Sewage Treatment Plant in the Lake Simcoe watershed
and the promotion of sprawl, two apparent priorities of Council. The Upper York Sewage
Solution relies on unproven offsets and absolutely will pollute Lake Simcoe. The Rescue Lake
Simcoe Coalition has submitted comments previously about this in the context of the Lake
Simcoe Protection Plan review: The Lake Simcoe Protection Plan has a designated policy that
deals with settlement area expansions and sewage treatment:
LSPP 4.1-DP For a proposed settlement area expansion, establishment of a new
settlement area or a development proposal outside of a settlement area that
requires an increase in the existing rated capacity of a sewage treatment plant or
the establishment of a new sewage treatment plant, an environmental assessment of
the undertaking shall be completed or approved prior to giving any approvals for the
proposal under the Planning Act or the Condominium Act, 1998.
The Rescue Lake Simcoe Coalition suggested that EA’s on the sewage impacts to Lake Simcoe
and conformity to the LSPP should precede the allocation of land to the Lake Simcoe
watershed. This advice, and YR staff’s advice 12 was ignored by Council in the allocation of
growth to East Gwillimbury, voting instead for a growth scenario that would require a second
expansion of a sewage treatment plant that is currently illegal to approve, and does not exist, at
a cost of $200 million. This does undermine the following two policies in the draft OP:
S 6.4.3 That the provision of appropriate water and wastewater infrastructure and servicing
capacity is coordinated with plans of subdivision, plans of condominium, site plans or any other
development applications by local municipalities in order to ensure services are available prior
to occupancy.
6.4.13 That development within Towns and Villages identified on Map 1 will occur on the basis
of full municipal water and wastewater treatment services where such facilities currently exist or
where expansion of such facilities is deemed fiscally and environmentally feasible by the
Region. For existing or previously approved development in Towns and Villages, municipal
water and wastewater treatment services will be continued where feasible and in keeping with
the provisions of local official plans and this Plan.
Other water and wastewater policies look good. We appreciate the commitment to conservative
and coordinated phasing of all infrastructure.
Recommendations:
1. Stop advocating for the UYSS and discharging to Lake Simcoe using unproven offsets.
2. While water re-use has to be part of our water and wastewater systems moving forward, there
are some notes of caution about the overall objective in S 6.1.2.3: To investigate innovative
12

Staff memo outlines required infrastructure upgrades to service the sprawl, including a second
expansion of the Upper York Servicing Solution which does not yet exist:
https://yorkpublishing.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=f643d823-720a-41d6-a4bf-a957fa7aa724&
Agenda=Merged&lang=English&Item=11&Tab=attachments
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wastewater treatment technologies and approaches including grey water reuse, naturalized
wastewater treatment and water recycling in residential, commercial, institutional and industrial
uses.
Specifically, this policy appears to address the issue of communal systems: 6.4.7 That where
the protection of public health is an issue, in areas of existing groundwater contamination as
determined by a Medical Officer of Health, and where full municipal water and wastewater
services cannot be provided, private communal water supply and wastewater treatment systems
may be considered for existing residential development. Consideration of private communal
systems shall be reviewed in the context of applicable Provincial Plan policies suitable
administrative, engineering, environmental and financial arrangements to the satisfaction of the
Region and the Province.
Go further in 6.1.2.1 by committing to full cost pricing of water and wastewater services.
3. Re. S 6.4.7 If one of the communal systems now permitted by the province fails, or if the
owner, strata or condominium corporation becomes insolvent, the system becomes a liability for
municipalities. We urge York Region to get ahead of this by proposing even more specific
Official Plan language that would ensure that resources must be available for maintenance and
repair, and that adequate funds are collected by the Region to prepare for this burden should it
become necessary. This provincial policy change has massive potential pitfalls, especially for
small municipalities hungry for development, and lacking in staff capacity.
Section 6.5 Stormwater Management
We are pleased to see what appears to be full cost recovery for the full lifecycle and
maintenance of stormwater systems in S 6.5.6.
Recommendation:
It is appropriate to note in S 6.5 that the Lake Simcoe watershed has specific development and
stormwater management guidelines.

Section 7.0 Implementation of the Official Plan
The most important argument that the Region can use to rein in the costs and environmental
impacts of the sprawl ordered by Council in 2021 is being completely open about financial
accountability, by highlight the impact of decisions on capital plans, reserves, and what would
not happen when new infrastructure is prioritized.
Further, given the extent of illegal activity on lands in YR, we would like to propose that given
the chance, the Region should not issue approvals for land owners with existing
non-compliance by-law or building permit issues etc? As a means to deter illegal activity and
degradation of existing lands, this should be seriously considered.
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7.2.1 Implementation
We support this policy: S 7.2.1: To measure the success of this Plan by developing a series of
indicators and producing regular reports that monitor progress towards targets established in
this Plan. This should be presented to Council in the third year of each Council term, and
development approvals that will further exacerbate any of the following indicators must be
reconsidered.
Regional vs. lower tier: As evidenced by multiple requests coming from multiple municipalities in
advance of the intensification decision, there is a big disconnect between lower and upper tier
governments. We find that the expectations of the lower tiers are not adequately laid out or
followed in practice. There must be cleare coordination and development of consistent policies,
minimum standards, and expectations of policies for lower government. How will that be
communicated, and how can the Region ensure they are adopted in a timely manner?
Recommendations:
1. This set of indicators should include the following:
● Chloride contamination of rivers
● Hectares of wetland loss / gain, # offsets used
● Hectares of woodland loss / gain, # offsets used
● Phosphorus loading in Lake Simcoe
● Stormwater pond / system performance
● Flooding / water levels in YR rivers at peak, at low flow
● Monitoring of ground water for contamination
2. The Region should not issue approvals for land owners with existing non-compliance
by-law or building permit issues.
3. Financial transparency must support and drive decisions at the regional level.
4. All land use decisions in which Council supports decisions against the recommendations
of staff, existing policies and the approved Official Plan and/or Secondary Plans be
documented and transparently reported to Council annually and made publicly available.
2021 Draft York Region Official Plan Maps and Figures - Questions and Comments

Map 10 Rapid Transit Network
1) Is there an existing provincial transit way along the proposed highway 413 route? There
are two purple dotted lines and one solid purple line.
2) Why are Kirby Station and Mulock Go Stations shown the same as other GO Stations
that have no approved Metrolinx Business Cases? Should they not be treated differently
and prioritized since they are further ahead in the planning process?
Map 11 Street Network
1) Please clarify the difference between the solid line versus the dashed line. Is the solid
line the current width or is it indicating that roads are planned to be widened with the
planning period?
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