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Submission 
Number 

Date 
Submission 

Received 
Municipality Submission Author 

Link to 
Submissions 

with Regional 
Responses? 

Submissions from Landowners and Developers received since November 24, 2009 

D05.2009.1.118 2009-11-25 M Aird & Berlis LLP (on behalf of Loblaw Properties Ltd)  

D05.2009.1.119 2009-11-25 M Robert E. Jarvis Q.C. Barrister and Solicitor (on behalf of 
Cornerstone Christian Church)  

D05.2009.1.120 
D05.2009.1.134 

2009-11-30 
2009-12-03 

V Humphries Planning Group Inc (on behalf of 1539253 Ontario 
Ltd)  

D05.2009.1.121 2009-12-01 A McCarthy Tétrault LLP (on behalf of Deltera Inc and Postwood 
Developments Ltd; Tridel Group of Companies) 

D05.2009.1.077 

D05.2009.1.122 2009-12-01 YR McCarthy Tétrault LLP (on behalf of Sanmike Construction Ltd) D05.2009.1.075 

D05.2009.1.123 
D05.2009.1.152 

2009-12-01 
2010-01-04 

V Milani, Cam (on behalf of Rizmi Holdings Ltd) 

D05.2009.1.007 
D05.2009.1.031 
D05.2009.1.032 
D05.2009.1.033 
D05.2009.1.038
D05.2009.1.094 

D05.2009.1.124 
D05.2009.1.165 
D05.2009.1.171 

2009-12-01 
2010-02-08 
2010-03-23 

RH Aird & Berlis LLP (on behalf of North Leslie Residential 
Landowners' Group Inc.) 

D05.2009.1.044
D05.2009.1.114 

D05.2009.1.125 2009-12-01 RH Aird & Berlis LLP (on behalf of E. Manson Investments) 

D05.2009.1.009
D05.2009.1.019 
D05.2009.1.057 
D05.2009.1.081 
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D05.2009.1.126 2009-12-01 M KLM Planning Partners Inc (on behalf of Lasseter Development 
Inc)  

D05.2009.1.127 
D05.2009.1.164 

2009-12-01 
2010-03-03 

V Humphries Planning Group Inc (on behalf of the Vaughan 400 
North Landowners Group) 

D05.2009.1.037 
D05.2009.1.101 

D05.2009.1.128 
D05.2009.1.137 

2009-12-01 
2009-12-14 

YR Rice Commercial Group of Companies  

D05.2009.1.129 2009-12-02 K Sorensen Gravely Lowes Planning Associates Inc (on behalf of 
Westlin Farms Inc) D05.2009.1.030 

D05.2009.1.130 2009-12-02 RH Davies Howe Partners (on behalf of Clearpoint Developments, 
Upper City Corporation and 775377 Ontario Ltd (Belmont)) 

D05.2009.1.016 
D05.2009.1.020
D05.2009.1.056 

D05.2009.1.131 2009-12-02 EG QX4 Investments Ltd (on behalf of Living Water Faith 
Fellowship) D05.2009.1.060 

D05.2009.1.132 2009-12-02 M Richard R. Arblaster Barrister & Solicitor (on behalf of The 
Mandarin Golf and Country Club Inc and AV Investments II Inc) 

D05.2009.1.049
D05.2009.1.076 

D05.2009.1.133 
D05.2009.1.175 

2009-12-02 
2010-03-24 

M Aird & Berlis LLP (on behalf of North Markham Landowners' 
Group) 

D05.2009.1.013 
D05.2009.1.061 
D05.2009.1.062 
D05.2009.1.070 

D05.2009.1.135 2009-12-03 A Michael Smith Planning Consultants (on behalf of Karma 
Tekchen Zabsal Ling) D05.2009.1.083 

D05.2009.1.136 2009-12-09 YR The TDL Group Corp. (on behalf of Tim Hortons)  

D05.2009.1.138 
D05.2009.1.160 
D05.2009.1.161 
D05.2009.1.166 

2009-12-11 
2010-02-05 
2010-02-11 
2010-03-22 

A 
Davis LLP (on behalf of Aurora 2C Landowners Group) 
Malone Given Parsons Ltd (on behalf of Aurora 2C Landowners 
Group) 

D05.2009.1.095 

D05.2009.1.139 2009-12-14 V Templeton Planning Ltd (on behalf of Block 40/47 Landowners)  
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D05.2009.1.140 
D05.2009.1.169 

2009-12-15 
2010-03-22 

K 

Laceby Real Estate (on behalf of Landowners of the Lands 
Located in Snowball) 
Meridian Planning Consultants Inc (on behalf of Landowners of 
the Lands Located in Snowball) 

 

D05.2009.1.141 2009-12-15 EG IBI Group (on behalf of Dorzil Developments Ltd) D05.2009.1.102 

D05.2009.1.142 2009-12-15 M Malone Given Parsons Ltd (on behalf of Neamsby Investments 
and Fulton Homes (Rodeo Fine Homes))  

D05.2009.1.143 2009-12-15 M Townsend and Associates (on behalf of Aryeh Construction Ltd) D05.2009.1.066 

D05.2009.1.144 2009-12-15 M Bousfields Inc (on behalf of Woodbine International Centre 
Corporation and Woodbine International Hotel Corporation)  

D05.2009.1.145 2009-12-15 EG Weston Consulting Group Inc (on behalf of 1625489 Ontario 
Inc) D05.2009.1.080

D05.2009.1.146 2009-12-15 RH Goldberg Group (on behalf of Orlando Corporation)  

D05.2009.1.147 2009-12-15 V Velta Mussellam (on behalf of Thornhill Golf & Country Club)  

D05.2009.1.148 2009-12-15 YR Davies Howe Partners (on behalf of SmartCentres and Calloway 
REIT)  

D05.2009.1.149 2009-12-15 YR Goodmans LLP (on behalf of Metrus Development Inc) 
D05.2009.1.008
D05.2009.1.089 

D05.2009.1.150 
D05.2009.1.154 
D05.2009.1.155 

2009-12-21 
2010-01-05 
2010-01-11 

WS 

Bratty and Partners LLP (on behalf of 11750 Ninth Line Property 
Inc and 11782 Ninth Line Property Inc) 
Cornwall Property Consultants (on behalf of 11750 Ninth Line 
Property Inc and 11782 Ninth Line Property Inc)  
Evans Planning (on behalf of 11750 Ninth Line Property Inc and 
11782 Ninth Line Property Inc) 

 

D05.2009.1.151 
D05.2009.1.174 

2009-12-24 
2010-03-17 

EG 

Davis Webb Barristers and Solicitors (on behalf of W. J. Smith 
Gardens Limited) 
Sciberras Consulting Inc (on behalf of W. J. Smith Gardens 
Limited) 

D05.2009.1.015 
D05.2009.1.106 
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D05.2009.1.153 2010-01-04 EG Ron Stein (on behalf of 1334618 Ontario Inc) D05.2009.1.073 

D05.2009.1.156 2009-01-12 RH Voice of the Vedas Cultural Sabha Inc. D05.2009.1.111 

D05.2009.1.157 
D05.2009.1.158 

2010-01-14 
2010-01-07 

K 
Davies Howe Partners (on behalf of Daraban Holdings Ltd) 
Altus Group (on behalf of Daraban Holdings Ltd) 

D05.2009.1.058
D05.2009.1.104 

D05.2009.1.159 
D05.2009.1.163 
D05.2009.1.177 

2010-02-10 
2010-03-01 
2010-04-16 

M 
Goodmans LLP (on behalf of Minotar Holdings Inc) 
Goodmans LLP (on behalf of Minotar Holdings Inc, Corlots 
Development and Cherokee Holdings Inc) 

D05.2009.1.040
D05.2009.1.059 

D05.2009.1.162 2010-02-23 M PMG Planning Consultants (on behalf of Mahamevna Bhavana 
Asapuwa Toronto) 

 

D05.2009.1.167 2010-03-10 V Humphries Planning Group Inc (on behalf of Kirwen 
Developments Inc) 

 

D05.2009.1.168 2010-03-22 M Malone Given Parsons Ltd (on behalf of Times Group 
Corporation) D05.2009.1.091 

D05.2009.1.170 2010-03-23 M Elizabeth & Frank Markovits, Carol & Lorne Smith, Maria & 
Mario Frocione, and Sylvia & Jessie Leffering  

D05.2009.1.172 
D05.2009.1.173 

2010-03-26 
2010-04-05 

EG Michael S. Manett Planning Services Ltd (on behalf of York 
Region Equipment Centre)  

D05.2009.1.176 2010-04-13 M Gatzios Planning & Development Consultants Inc (on behalf of 
Grace Chinese Gospel Church of North York) 

 

Submissions from Members of the General Public received since November 24, 2009 

D05.2009.2.017 2009-11-25 M Youngberg, Bob  

D05.2009.2.018 2009-11-25 M Liasi, Eileen  

D05.2009.2.019 2009-11-30 M Rapson, Carolyn and Brian  

D05.2009.2.020 2009-12-04 M Parish, William  

D05.2009.2.021 2009-12-05 M Young, Paul  
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D05.2009.2.022 2010-01-11 EG Wight, Karen D05.2009.2.013 

Submission from Public Agencies and Government received since November 24, 2009 

D05.2009.3.029 2009-11-06 YR 
Beausoleil First Nation  
(acknowledgement letter only no analysis required) 

D05.2009.3.006

D05.2009.3.030 2009-12-15 YR Bell Canada 
D05.2009.3.002
D05.2009.3.022 

D05.2009.3.031 2009-12-18 RH Town of Richmond Hill D05.2009.3.019 

D05.2009.3.032 2010-03-12 M Town of Markham D05.2009.3.025 

D05.2009.3.033 2010-02-26 YR Region of Peel D05.2009.3.010 

D05.2009.3.035 2010-04-23 YR Toronto and Region Conservation Authority D05.2009.3.015 

Submissions from Ratepayers and Special Interest Groups received since November 24, 2009 

D05.2009.4.010 2009-11-30 M Markham Village Conservancy  

D05.2009.4.011 2009-12-01 YR Richmond Hill Naturalists  

D05.2009.4.012 2009-12-02 M Rouge Fairways Residents' Association  

D05.2009.4.013 2009-12-02 M Rouge Duffins Greenspace Coalition D05.2009.4.009

D05.2009.4.014 2009-12-10 YR Lakewatch Society and North East Sutton Ratepayers 
Association D05.2009.4.001 

D05.2009.4.015 2009-12-15 M Unionville Villagers' Association  

 



Draft York Region Official Plan – December 2009 - Submission Analysis      
   April 28, 2010 

1 

   
Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.118 
 

Date of Submission: 
November 25, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Aird and Berlis on behalf of Loblaw Properties Limited 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Loblaw Properties Limited (“Loblaws”),  owner of the 
property located at the north east quadrant of Major 
Mackenzie Drive East and Highway 404, in the Town of 
Markham (the “Subject Property”), as well as other properties 
throughout the Region of York. 

 

 
Loblaws was engaged with the Town of Markham 
(“Markham”) in a lengthy planning process which resulted in 
the approval of site specific official plan, secondary plan and 
zoning by-law amendments for the Subject Property.   

As part of a settlement with Markham, Loblaws agreed to 
enhanced landscaping adjacent to Major Mackenzie Drive 
East.  Our clients’ agreement with this requirement was 
based, in part, upon the then required right-of-way width of 
36 metres planned for Major Mackenzie Drive East.   

In addition, our client agreed to convey, at no cost, a 20 
metre right-of-way through the Subject Property in order to 
extend the north bound off ramp from Highway 404 to 
connect Major Mackenzie Drive East to Markland Street.  This 
future road will further constrain development of the Subject 
Property.   

The current York Region Official Plan identifies a “Regional 
Planned Basic Street Width” of up to 36 metres for the 
portion of Major Mackenzie Drive East adjacent to the 
Subject Property whereas the DYROP designates Major 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The new Planned Basic Street Widths of “up to 45 metres” on 
Major Mackenzie Drive a result of the 2006 Regional Council 
adopted policy defining the Regional Standard for Six Lane 
Roads.   Otherwise referred to as “Towards Great Region 
Streets – A Pathway to Improvement”, the Regional Standard 
identifies a recommended cross-section which includes a 4 to 
6m wide median, a dedicated bicycle lane, a curb lane as an 
HOV (High Occupancy Vehicle) lane, and two all purpose 
lanes.  To provide an urban design that supports these design 
elements and to protect for the long term requirements of 
existing and future utility corridors the design guidelines for 
6-lane Regional roads recommended a 43m right-of-way.  . 
 
The increased rights-of-way were also examined 
comprehensively through the Region’s Transportation Master 
Plan update.  Public consultation on this initiative was 
coordinated with the Official Plan public engagement over 
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Mackenzie Drive East as a “Regional Rapid Transit Corridor” 
with a right-of-width of up to 45 metres.     

Detailed policies also allow taking of additional widths for 
various related elements such as sight triangles, cuts, fills, 
streetscaping and extra turn lanes at intersections by 
conveyance at no expense to the Region.   

None of these additional takings are known and are 
therefore incapable of being assessed.  The combined effect 
of these changes would be to significantly and adversely 
affect our client’s property, even if one assumes that half of 
the right-of-way would be taken from each side of the street; 
an assumption that is unlikely to be achieved.   

As such, Loblaws objects to the planned right-of-way width 
and to the related policies that would prohibit compensation 
for additional land takings.     

the past year, leading to the adoption of the Transportation 
Master Plan by Regional Council in November 2009.  
 
These increased rights-of-way has been incorporated into the 
ROP.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transition policy 8.4.15 (formerly 8.4.14) indicates that applications 
received after the date of the official Plan approval are subject to 
the policies of the Plan.   
 
The OMB decision in 2005 predates this change in Regional 
policy. The site plan for the Loblaws property has not been 
approved at this time. Therefore the additional road 
widening will be requested when the site plan is applied for.  
 
No change to the adopted Official Plan is required, however, 
Regional staff will meet with the representatives of the 
submitter in the near future to discuss issues relating to street 
widening. 
 
 

  
A number of policies reference different Guidelines and Plans 
that development is required to implement.  These 
documents are fluid as they can be updated from time to 
time without amendment to the Official Plan and, as such, 
could adversely affect our client’s property in a manner which 
cannot be challenged as part of the usual planning process.   

 

We are also concerned that a portion of the property appears Woodlands shown on Map 5 indicate existing woodland areas 
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to be designated as “Significant Woodlands”.  We disagree 
with the designation and can see no basis for its inclusion in 
the DYROP.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The policies and designations related to the above-noted 
concerns, include, but are not necessarily limited to the 
following: 

2.2 Natural Features: Components of the Greenlands System – 
Subsection 33, 34 and 37; 

and not significance which is determined through 
applications of the criteria in  Policy 2.3.39.  
 
Further policies 2.3.40 and 2.3.41 indicate that if site specific 
studies indicate that the woodland does not qualify as 
significant, then no amendment is required to remove the 
woodland from Map 5.  
 
Notwithstanding this however, the woodland on the Loblaws 
site is small and fragmented from other natural features. and 
will be subject to significant stress as development occurs on 
the surrounding lands and grades are changed significantly to 
accommodate retail development and infrastructure 
improvements as described below.  
 
In 2005, the OMB approved an official plan amendment 
designating the entire site for commercial uses. As part of the 
minutes of settlement on the OMB hearing, Loblaws agreed 
to contribute $250,000 at the time of site plan approval to 
the Environmental Land Acquisition Reserve Fund of the 
Town of Markham towards the loss of a portion of the 
woodlot located on the Loblaws lands.   In addition, an off- 
ramp extension through the subject lands from Highway 404 
north to join with Markland Boulevard is planned with the EA 
approved. Loblaws has agreed to dedicate a 20 metre wide 
corridor for this purpose.  
 
Map 5 have been modified to remove this woodlot feature. 
 
 

5.2 Sustainable Cities, Sustainable Communities – Subsection  
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7.1 Reducing the Demand for Services – Subsection 1, 7, and 9  
1. 7.2 Moving People and Goods– Subsection 1, 3, 9, 12, 

24, 25, 31, 32, 33, 49, 50, 51 and 52;  

2. Definitions of Development and Major Development; 
and 

3.         The Significant Woodlands, Cycling Facilities on 
Regional Roads and Right of Ways, Regional Rapid 
Transit Corridors and Regional Planned Basic Street 
Widths “Up to 45 metres” designations on Maps 5, 10, 
11 and 12 

 

 

 

 

Request Notice of any decision and will attend Planning 
Committee on December 2, 2009 

Notices have been sent as required. 

  
 



 D05.2009.1.118
Received November 25, 2009
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.119 
 

Date of Submission:  
November 29, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Robert Jarvis, Q.C. on behalf of Cornerstone Christian Church 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 
 
Represent Cornerstone Christian Church with respect to a 
proposed Church and Community Life Centre to be located 
within the Markham Greensborough Planning District on 
lands located north of the intersection of Donald Cousins 
Parkway and 9th line on the east side of Donald Cousins 
Parkway and west side of the relocated 9th Line north of 16th 
Ave.  
   

 

Request confirmation that site is designated Urban Area on 
Map 1 

Lands are designated Urban on all maps showing urban areas 
or Urban Transit Service Area. 
 
Lands are also partially within the Greenbelt Plan and policy 
8.4.18 (formerly 8.4.17) reflects primacy of local plan site specific 
amendments that came into force prior to the Greenbelt Plan. 

 
Map 11 designates Ninth Line, Major Mackenzie Drive, and 
the portion of Donald Cousins Parkway abutting our site as 
Regional Rapid Transit Corridor with a planned basic Road 
width of 45 metres.   
 
Question the impact of this widening on the Church property 
vis a vis access and the ability to build a Church and 
Community Life Centre as well as the following. 
 
What would happen to the historic building?   
 
Did the original transportation planners, just a few years ago, 
get it all wrong when they built the Parkway and moved the 
Ninth Line?   

 
Regional staff met with representatives of Cornerstone 
Church in February 2010 to discuss this property and a further 
meeting is planned to discuss the potential for acquisition of 
surplus regional property in the vicinity.  
 
Surveys of the property and additional Regional lands in the 
area have been sent to the Cornerstone representatives and a 
meeting has been scheduled with the Region’s Realty  
Services Branch to determine whether there are suitable 
surplus lands in the area to  consider an alternative access.   
 
Widening to permit a 36 metres right of way and 
construction of Donald Cousins Parkway at that width have 
already been taken and the historic building was not 
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Why was the Markham Official Plan Amendment 51 approved 
by the Region?   
 

affected. further widening to 45 metres would affect the 
historic structure and would require it’s removal. However, 
the further widening is unlikely unless future Planning 
Applications are brought forward and Region has plans to 
further widen the roadway 
 
The new Planned Basic Street Widths are a result of the 2006 
Regional Council adopted policy defining the Regional 
Standard for Six Lane Roads.   Otherwise referred to as 
“Towards Great Region Streets – A Pathway to 
Improvement”, the Regional Standard identifies a 
recommended cross-section which includes a 4 to 6m wide 
median, a dedicated bicycle lane, a curb lane as an HOV (High 
Occupancy Vehicle) lane, and two all purpose lanes.  To 
provide an urban design that supports these design elements 
and to protect for the long term requirements of existing and 
future utility corridors the design guidelines recommended 
increased rights-of way.  
 
The increased rights-of-way were also examined 
comprehensively through the Region’s Transportation Master 
Plan update.  Public consultation on this initiative was 
coordinated with the Official Plan public engagement over 
the past year, leading to the adoption of the Transportation 
Master Plan by Regional Council in November 2009.  
 
These increased rights-of-way have been incorporated into 
the ROP.  
 
Draft June policy 8.4.10 (Revised December policy 8.4.14, now 
8.4.15) indicates that applications received on or after the date 
of the approval are subject to the policies of the Plan. This 
would include the Planned Basic Road Widths on Map 12. 
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Notwithstanding this, Draft June policy 8.4.11 (Revised 
December policy 8.4.15, now policy 8.4.16) states:  

8.4.16 That proponents with pending applications at the 
time of this Plan's approval be encouraged to work with 
the Region to re-examine the proposed applications based 
on the policies in this Plan. 

 
York Region will continue to work with the Town of 
Markham and the proponent with respect to the road widths 
on the subject lands. Regional staff will be intouch with Mr. 
Jarvis in regard to this issue 
 
No further change required. 
 

Must be addressed by Regional staff before this Plan goes to 
Council for approval. And request opportunity to address 
issues  

Lands are Urban.  Policies in section 8.4. Identify applicability 
of new ROP. 

 
Request Notice of future meetings and Notice of Decision 

 
Will be given when Plan adopted 

 



. 
 
ROBERT E. JARVIS Q.C.       105 Confederation Way 
Barrister and Solicitor          Thornhill, Ontario 
           Canada, L3T 5R4 
           Phone : (905) 763-5998 
           Fax : (905) 763-1439 
 
                November 25, 2009 
                File 9-009 
 
Mr. Denis Kelly, Regional Clerk 
The Regional Municipality of York 
17250 Yonge St., 
Newmarket, Ontario, L3Y 6Z1 
 
   Re:  Cornerstone Christian Church  
   and Community Life Centre: 
   Proposed York Region Official Plan 
   June 2009 Draft: Notice of Interest and  
   Request for Notice of all Further Meetings, 
   Public Deliberations and Notice of Decision    
 
Dear Sir; 
 
 We have been retained by the Cornerstone Christian Church with respect to a 
proposed Church and Community Life Centre to be located within the Markham 
Greensborough Planning District on a somewhat isolated promontory of land bounded by 
the intersection of Donald Cousins Parkway and relocated 9th Line north of 16th Ave. (see 
attached location map).  The lands in question appear to have been designated (Map 1 
enlarged) as Urban Area and Regional Rapid Transit Corridor (Map  11).  In addition the 
site has on it an historical building which our client proposes to retain and incorporate 
into the proposed Centre.   
 
 A review of your proposed new Official Plan (June 2009) causes our client some 
concerns which we believe can readily be addressed with some minor adjustments to the 
Draft Plan. 
 
 The issues which need to be addressed prior to adoption of the New Plan include: 
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i) Confirmation that the site is designated “Urban Area”.  The maps attached to the 
 Draft Plan are very difficult to read.  We had to blow up Map 1 and then use a 
 magnifying glass to determine that the lands were designated “Urban Area”.  
 Given that the new Official Plan is a guide for the public to follow your mapping is 
 inadequate.  We still need your confirmation that we have read Map 1 correctly. 
 
ii) Map 11 designates Ninth Line, Major Mackenzie Drive, and the portion of Donald 
 Cousins Parkway abutting our site as Regional Rapid Transit Corridor.  The 
 policies where lands are adjacent to such corridors seem clear, namely, that such 
 lands are to be developed at medium to high density urban standards 
 
iii) The new Plan should also make it clear that a Church and Community Life Centre   
 is permitted on this site. 
 
iv) The Draft Plan proposes that Donald Cousins Parkway be widened to 45 metres; is 
 this widening really needed?  Has anyone considered the impact such a widening 
 would have on the Church site in terms of access and the ability to build a Church 
 and Community Life Centre?  What would happen to the historic building?  Did 
 the original transportation planners, just a few years ago, get it all wrong when 
 they built the Parkway and moved the Ninth Line?  Why was the Markham 
 Official Plan Amendment 51 approved by the Region?  This is another area that 
 needs to be addressed by Regional staff before this Plan goes to Council for 
 approval.    
 
v) And all other issues which should be addressed prior to adoption of the new 
 Official Plan. 
 
 We look forward to being given an opportunity to address the above issues prior to 
the Draft Official Plan being forwarded to Council.  We are also requesting that we be 
given Notice of all future meetings regarding this matter and Notice of Decision when 
this matter is dealt with by Council.  
 
          Yours very truly,  
 
 
          _________________  
          Robert E. Jarvis Q.C. 
 
 



         Page  3 
 
cc. Mr. Bryan Tuckey, Commissioner of Planning and Development Services 
 
cc. Ms. Barb Jeffrey, Manager of Land Use Policy & Environment 
 
cc. Mr. Ben Quan, Planning Consultant 
 
cc. Charles Sutherland, Cornerstone Christian Community Church 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.120 
D05.2009.1.134 

Date of Submission: 
November 30, 2009 
 

Submission Author:  
Humphries Planning on behalf of 1539253 Ontario Limited 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Humphries Planning represents 1539253 Ontario Limited who 
wish to develop a multi-use recreational facility on 
approximately 200 acres of land on the east side of Kipling 
Avenue north of Teston Road. 
 
The lands are designated Rural in the existing Region of York 
Official Plan and are proposed to be designated Agricultural 
in the new Official; Plan. 
 
The applicant objects to this designation. 
 
Since applications were filed in advance of the new official 
plan being approved.  Humphries Planning is seeking 
confirmation that the applications are transitioned pursuant 
to Policy 8.4.14 of the new Regional official Plan 

Policy 8.4.15 (formerly 8.4.14) of the Adopted Regional Plan 
indicates that applications received on or after the date of 
approval of this Plan (i.e. the York Region Official Plan – 
December 2009) are subject to the Plan. 
 
Further, Policy 8.4.16 (formerly policy 8.4.15) indicates that 
applications with pending approvals at the time the York Region
Official Plan is approved will be encourages to re-examine the 
proposed applications based on policies of the Plan.   
 
This application was received by the City of Vaughan in 
September 2009 and the Transition policy (8.4.15, formerly 8.4.14) 
would apply and the proposal would be considered in accordance 
with the existing Regional Official Plan policies in Section 5.9 
of the Regional official Plan and the Greenbelt Plan.   
 
The existing Region of York Official Plan designation for thee 
lands is Rural Area. Policy 5.9.3 of the existing ROP indicates 
that recreation uses are permitted subject to the criteria in 
policy 5.9.2, which include, but are not limited to need and 
demand for the use in the location, appropriateness of the 
use and impact of the use on the agricultural land base and 
farming activities among others. 
 
The Greenbelt Plan policies also apply to these lands and will 
be required to be met, since the application is not 
transitioned under the Provincial Plan.   
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City of Vaughan staff is currently assessing the application to 
determine conformity with the Greenbelt Plan policies and 
objectives. 
 
No modifications to the Adopted Regional Plan are required. 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.121 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 1, 2009 

Submission Author:  
McCarthy Tétrault LLP 
(on behalf of Deltera Inc and Postwood Developments Ltd) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Property located at 145 Wellington Street West; Aurora.  
  
On the basis of the limited review possible with the time 
available, it appears to our clients that some attempt has 
been made to acknowledge some it its concerns.  That said, 
these attempts have focussed on the implementation aspects 
of the policies and it does not appear that the underlying 
principles have been adequately addressed.   
 
These principles range from the fundamental, such as 
conformity with the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe and the cost associated with affordable housing, 
to specific concerns about the approach still being taken on 
some implementation details, for example, the apparent 
intent to elevate the status of guidelines or other instruments 
in the process. 

Previous analysis and recommendations regarding submission 
1.077 remain.  
 
Regional staff have met with Mr. Dawson to clarify issues and 
wills schedule another meeting to determine if  issues remain 
. 

  
Our clients’ would welcome the opportunity to participate in 
a more focussed consultation process to seek a mutually 
satisfactory resolution.  At this juncture its previous concerns 
generally remain. 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.122 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 1, 2009 

Submission Author:  
McCarthy Tétrault LLP 
(on behalf of Sanmike Construction Ltd) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Property located on the east side of Bayview Avenue, just 
south of Elgin Mills Road; Richmond Hill. 

 

  
Our client’s previous comment about the “de-linking” of 
infrastructure and land use, particularly between transit 
infrastructure and “Local Corridors” has not been positively 
addressed.  Similarly, our client’s previous comments about 
the inappropriateness of a “one size fits all” approach to 
urban design and the imposition of higher costs on 
development remains. 

Previous analysis and recommendations regarding submission 
1.075 remain. 
 
Regional staff to meet with submission representatives to 
discuss issues.  

  
We note that our client’s concern about retro-activity appears 
to have been at least partly addressed.  We will seek further 
clarification from staff in that regard. 

Regional staff to meet with submission representatives to 
discuss issues. 

  
It is our respectfully submission that the Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe, in the context of the latest 
amendments to the Planning Act, represents a change from 
previous practice.  Its direction to “optimize” the use of land 
and infrastructure should be implemented with clear 
language linking transit infrastructure to intensification 
which now is missing at the “local corridor” level.  The 
deletion of the “local corridor” designation in the Draft OP 
represents a step backward in terms of the Growth Plan’s 
directions. 

Previous analysis and recommendations regarding submission 
1.075 remain. 
 
Map 11 ‘Transit network’ identifies Regional Rapid Transit 
Corridors, and both existing and proposed Regional Transit 
Priority Networks.  Bayview Avenue from Steeles to 19th is 
included in the Regional Transit Priority Network.  

Each local municipality will identify intensification areas and 
key development areas as part of their local intensification 
strategy work.   
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Accordingly, we respectfully suggest that staff be directed to 
report back to Committee with recommendations on how to 
implement this important principle prior to adoption of any 
revised Plan.  As it is currently constituted our client’s overall 
objection to the Draft OP remains. 

Regional staff to meet with submission representatives to 
discuss issues. 
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Submission Number    
D05.2009.1.123 
D05.2009.1.152 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 1, 2010 
January 4, 2010 

Submission Author:  
Cam Milani (on behalf of Rizmi Holdings Ltd) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Addressed to York Region:  
We have reviewed the Draft Regional Official Plan. We 
continue to disagree with the land use designations you are 
proposing on the attached lands that we own. Our lands are 
part of an OMB Hearing that has been stayed by the Minister 
of Municipal Affairs and the Regional Official Plan Review 
should not prejudice that matter in any way.  
 
 
We respectfully request that our lands as shown on the 
attached mapping be deferred pending the resolution of the 
matters that have been stayed and which remain subject to 
determination by the OMB.  
 
This approach would represent an appropriate carry forward 
of the approach taken by the Minister with respect to our 
lands under ROPA 41. 

All of Mr. Milani’s lands are located within the Oak Ridges 
Moraine Conservation Plan, with a majority of the parcels 
designated as Natural Core Area and Natural Linkage Area.  
The parcels are also subject to key natural heritage and 
hydrologically sensitive features identification, which 
prohibits development and site alteration in the features and 
minimum vegetative buffer. 
 
The Minister’s decision on the Regional Official Plan 
ORMCP designation is only outstanding for the west half, Lot 
30, Concession 2 parcel. 
 
The City of Vaughan Council has established a Council 
Committee to try to resolve the ongoing issues relating to the 
concrete recycling on the Rizmi Lands in the west half, Lot 30, 
Concession 2 parcel. Regional staff is represented on this 
committee, however Regional staff maintain its position that 
development that is inconsistent with the ORMCP is not 
permitted on the subject lands. 

  
Addressed to the Province:  
We have received the notice from the Region that they have 
adopted their official plan and forwarded it to your office for 
final approval.  We own some 260 acres of land on Dufferin 
Street at Kirby Sideroad in Vaughan and have been part of 

York Region and the Province are working in concert to 
ensure that all interested parties are kept informed about the 
status of the Regional Official Plan. 
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the Regional process thus far.  Please notify us at the address 
in the letterhead above of your decision as we have concerns 
over the adopted plan and would like to appeal to the OMB. 

The Province will provide Mr. Milani with notice of their 
decision regarding York Region’s Official Plan. 

 



From: Cam Milani [mailto:cammilani@bellnet.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 1:37 PM 
To: Regional Clerk 
Subject: Planning and Economic Development Committee Meeting Dec 2, 2009 Item 1 - 
Regional OP 

Dear Mr. Kelly, 
 
Please include this email for Planning Committee consideration on the above noted item. 
 
We have reviewed the Draft Regional Official Plan.  We continue to disagree with the land use 
designations you are proposing on the attached lands that we own.  Our lands are part of an 
OMB Hearing that has been stayed by the Minister of Municipal Affairs and the Regional Official 
Plan Review should not prejudice that matter in any way.  We respectfully request that our lands 
as shown on the attached mapping be deferred pending the resolution of the matters that have 
been stayed and which remain subject to determination by the OMB.  This approach would 
represent an appropriate carry forward of the approach taken by the Minister with respect to our 
lands under ROPA 41. 
  
Cam Milani 
Rizmi Holdings Limited 
 
 
11333 Dufferin St. 
PO Box 663 
Maple, ON L6A 1S5 
Phone (905) 417‐9591 
Fax (905) 417‐9034 
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Submission Number  
D05. 2009.1.124 
D05. 2009.1.165 
D05. 2009.1.171 
 

Date of Submission:  
December 1, 2009 
February 8, 2010 
March 23, 2010 
 

Submission Author:  
Aird and Berlis on behalf of North Leslie Landowners group 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Submission 1.124 
Despite changes prior to Council consideration have the 
following concerns: 
 
Transition Policy for North Leslie 
Need a clear Transition Policy for the North Leslie Secondary 
Plan 
Proposed policies seek to have plans revisited within 
secondary plans that are not built out – in the North Leslie 
case the policies have been recently approved by the OMB. 
• E.g. Proposed ROP requires that development applications 

within 120 metres of the regional Greenlands System be 
accompanied by an EIS – approved North Leslie policies do 
not impose this distance for a supporting EIS and 
recognize that the policies may be scoped. 

• Transition polices in the proposed plan do not address this 
concern. 

Request modification to insert following clause in section 8.4: 
 
8.4.16  Notwithstanding Sections 8.4.14 and 8.4.15, for the 

lands included within the area of the North Leslie 
Secondary Plan in the Town of Richmond Hill, the 
consideration and approval of applications for 
subdivision, zoning or other matters pursuant to 
implementation of that Secondary Plan, whether such 

Comments on Submission 1.124 
 
 
 
 
Transition policies are appropriate for York Region as a 
whole.  
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applications have been submitted or are subsequently 
submitted, shall be in accordance with the provisions 
of the North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

 
Environmental and Greenway Policies – North Leslie 
Secondary Plan established and extensive natural heritage 
and open space system and subject to an agreement between 
landowners, the Town, Region and TRCA. 
 
Remain concerned that that the new ROP policies not 
introduce new or additional requirements respecting the 
agreed upon natural heritage system that were approved at 
the OMB. 
e.g. the North Leslie secondary plan contemplates SWM 
facilities in certain situations.  To the extent that the draft 
ROP contain policies that might have the potential to relocate 
such uses or introduces new tests the client objects. 
 
Oak Ridges Moraine policies 
Some of the lands within the secondary plan have transition 
status under the ORMCP.  Expect that the transitioned status 
of the development would continue to be recognized 
Request specific reference to the transitioned plans be 
inserted in the Plan to remove any further question. 
 
Map 12 and related policies 
Have previously expressed clients concerns with respect to the 
increased roads rights of way from 36 metres to 43 metres. 
 
Region and the Town participated in the North Leslie 
Rehearing where road policies were examined.  As recently as 
August 2009 the region continued to support secondary plan 
policies which provided road rights of way on Leslie, 19th 
Avenue Bayview, and Elgin Mills of 36 metres not 43 metres.  

 
 
 
 
See detailed comments below 
 
 
 
 
See detailed comments below 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transition on the Moraine is covered by legislation. Further, 
the 2006 OMB hearing identified that the North Leslie 
Secondary Plan is transitioned in terms of the ORMCP. 
 
 
 
 
The policy identifies that rights of way “up to 43 metres” are 
required.   
 
Regional staff will meet with representatives of North Leslie 
in the near future to discuss the increased rights-of way. 
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Clients strongly object to the basis and imposition of the road 
rights of way being imposed for North Leslie 
 
Figure 2 
Employment target for Richmond Hill has been reduced in 
table 1.  Not aware of any reconsideration of lands proposed 
to be identified either as employment or strategic 
employment area to determine whether such designation or 
identification continues to be warranted in light of the 
reduction in the overall job number for Richmond Hill. 
 
Have noted previously, concerns with the basis for Figure 2 
and the identification of strategic employment lands, 
particularly beyond 2031, which is the planning period 
dictated by the Places to Grow Act and the Growth 
Plan. 
 
Despite policy 1.4, which suggests that Figure 2 is conceptual 
and non-operative, references to Figure 2 in such policies as 
4.3(4), the Figure no longer remains inoperative, but becomes 
part of the operative part of the plan through policy 
references. 
 
We do not agree with the wording provided in policy 4.3(21) 
and have advised your Staff of our concerns regarding this 
policy. The effect of the policy is to suggest that the 
strategic employment designation for North Leslie was the 
subject of an OMB hearing/rehearing. The only matter 
considered by the OMB was the local official plan 
designation, which remains outstanding on certain parts of 
the North Leslie secondary plan area. The merits of the 
identification of some of the lands as "strategic employment"
and the ability of the Region to designate lands for 
employment purposes beyond 2031, were not before the 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2 is not part of the Plan and will be modified once the 
North Leslie OMB decision of March 16, 2010 is finalized and 
further discussions are held with the parties to the hearing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regional staff recommends deletion of policy 4.3.21 with 
renumbering of the subsequent policy.  
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Board.  
 
The wording of policy 4.3(21) is therefore misleading. 
 
We would request that Figure 2 be deferred as it would relate 
to the North Leslie secondary plan area, for a proper  
determination pending release by the OMB of its decision on 
the local employment designation. 
 
Housing Supply 
We note the proposed wording change suggested in policy 
5.1(5), following Table 1. Our clients would support the 
reinsertion of the wording as set out in the previous draft, as 
the local municipality which is best able to ensure the policy 
objective of maintenance of an adequate residential housing 
supply is met. 
 
Other Policies  
Policy 3.3(13)  
We are not aware of any support for Policy 3.3(13) which 
requires Regional Council to consider the introduction of 
social housing and hospital development charges, despite the 
provisions of the Development Charges Act. We would 
suggest that any policy must also acknowledge the legislation 
and any restrictions within that legislation within the body of 
the Plan. 
 
Policy 5.2.(15) 
We do not support the requirement that approved secondary 
plans be re-examined under policy 5.2(15). We would suggest 
that the policy be reworded to simply encourage landowners 
to address the 50 residents and jobs per ha requirement. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy was modified at the request of local municipalities to 
read:  
“To maintain a housing supply of 3 to 7 years in registered 
and draft approved plans of subdivisions, condominium plans 
and/or site plans.” 
 
 
 
 
Policy indicates that Council will consider this in the future.  
 
At present the legislation does not recognize such charges 
and the introduction of such charges would not be 
undertaken unless the legislation permitted this. 
 
 
 
 
Regional staff proposes to modify the Policy 5.2.15  to read as 
follows: 
“To encourage the re-examination of approved secondary 
plans within the designated greenfield area that are not 
completely built to determine if 50 residents and jobs per 
hectare in the developable area can be achieved.” 
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Policy 5.2.19 
We are particularly concerned that the reference to the 
Guidelines for Community Development in 5.2(19) includes a 
reference to the ability of the guidelines to change without 
amendment to the Plan. Any amendment to a guideline 
sought to be imposed through policy should be subject to the 
full public process associated with amendments to 
an official plan as set out under the Planning Act, to ensure 
fairness to affected landowners.  
 

 
 
 
Regional staff proposes to modify policy to read: 
“That the policies of this Plan are supported by the Guidelines 
for Community Development in York Region. New 
development shall meet all required items, and be 
encouraged to achieve all optional items.” 
 

Submission 1.165 
 
2.1.1 To protect and enhance the Regional Greenlands System 
and its functions shown on Map 2 and to direct new 
development and site alteration away from the System. 

Detailed policies of the agreed-upon/approved North 
Leslie Secondary Plan prohibit or restrict development 
and site alteration within and in proximity to the 
identified Natural Heritage System (NHS), but does not 
direct it away in all circumstances. 

 
2.1.8 That development applications within 120 metres of the 
Regional Greenlands System shall be accompanied by an 
environmental impact statement. This statement shall detail 
the impact of the development on the Regional Greenlands 
System and shall provide details of enhancement 
opportunities and any mitigative measures… 

North Leslie Secondary Plan has numerous detailed 
policies for Environmental Impact Statements. These 
were agreed-upon and form part of the approved 
Secondary Plan. These may be in conflict with this ROP 
clause. 

Comments on Submission 1.165 
 
North Leslie Lands outside of the Greenbelt Plan Area are 
designated Urban Area in the ROP.  The Regional Official Plan 
recognizes the agreed upon Natural Heritage System for 
North Leslie within the Regional Greenlands System. This 
policy appears to be consistent with policy 3.2.2.k of the 
North Leslie Secondary Plan.  
 
 
 
Regional staff has reviewed section 3.2.1 of the North leslie 
Secondary Plan and does not believe the Secondary conflicts 
with the Regional Official plan. 
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2.1.10 That in new community areas, local official plans shall 
include policies, programs and initiatives to link and enhance 
the Regional Greenlands System through community design 
and the development process. Enhancement opportunities 
shall be focused on the Natural Heritage System within the 
Protected Countryside of the Greenbelt. 

See definition of “new community areas”. If North 
Leslie is intended to be excluded, then more explicit 
definition needed.  
Agreed-upon North Leslie Secondary Plan has policies 
for enhancement of NHS but may not be entirely 
consistent with this ROP clause. 

 
2.1.11 That local greenlands systems within new community 
areas, identified in accordance with policies 2.1.4 and 2.1.10, 
and shown schematically on Map 2 of this Plan within the 
Regional Greenlands System, shall be permanently protected 
from development and site alteration. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of 
"new community areas". 
This ROP clause appears to be in conflict with the 
comparable agreed-upon policies of the North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

 
2.1.12 That notwithstanding policy 2.1.11, within the Regional 
Greenlands System in new community areas, non-motorized 
trails, community gardens, passive recreational uses, and new 
infrastructure required to service the community including 
stormwater management systems/facilities, water and 
wastewater systems, and streets shall be permitted within the 
Regional Greenlands System subject to the policies of the 
Greenbelt Plan, and that no other practical location exists for 
this infrastructure. 

 
The North Leslie Secondary Plan area  is not a new community 
area 
The New Community definition is being modified to read: 
 
NEW COMMUNITY AREAS 
Lands added to the Urban Area through a Regional municipal 
comprehensive review, for community purposes including 
residential and population-related employment, beyond 
those designated as Urban Area at the date of approval of 
this Plan. 
 
 
 
As above, North Leslie is not a new community area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As above, North Leslie is not a new community area. 
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See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new 
community areas. 
Additionally, Greenbelt Plan requires only that     
infrastructure:  

• �minimize disruption and impacts and “avoid 
key natural heritage features or key hydrologic 
features unless need has been demonstrated 
and it has been established that there is no 
reasonable alternative” 

(4.2.1.2 a & d) 
• SWMPs are at least 30 m from key natural 

heritage feature or key hydrologic feature 
(4.2.3.1) -Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan is entirely consistent with the 
Greenbelt Plan. 

 
2.1.13 To require a Regional Greenlands System Plan as a 
component of secondary plans within new community areas 
that is consistent with policy 5.6.14 of this Plan. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new 
community areas 
Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

 
2.1.22 To ensure that within … Natural Heritage System of the 
Protected Countryside within the Greenbelt: a. the full range 
of existing and new agricultural … uses and normal farm 
practices is permitted  

Because of the configuration of Greenbelt fingers 
extending into North Leslie’s residential areas, 
permitting a full range of existing and new 
agricultural uses is inappropriate and inoperable.  

 
2.2.28 That every application for development or site 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As above, North Leslie is not a new community area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Greenbelt fingers in North Leslie are not designated 
Rural or Agricultural. Comment does not apply. 
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alteration on the Oak Ridges Moraine shall identify planning, 
design and construction practices that ensure that no 
buildings or other site alterations impede the movement of 
plants and animals between key natural heritage features, 
key hydrologic features and adjacent lands within the Natural 
Core Area and the Natural Linkage Area as identified on Map 
1.  

Need to accommodate transition recognition in ROPA 
41. 
Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. This ROP clause does not acknowledge 
the specific transitioned status of lands within the 
ORM, and may also exceed any requirement in the 
ORMCP itself. 

 
2.2.34 To prohibit development or site alteration within 
wetlands as shown on Map 4, notwithstanding policy 2.2.4 of 
this Plan, and to require a minimum vegetation protection 
zone of 30 metres from any part of the feature.  

There are detailed policies in the agreed-
upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan that deal 
with wetlands, individually as well as collectively, 
which may not necessarily require 30 m in every case. 

 
2.2.35 To permit development or site alteration in accordance 
with other policies of this Plan within 120 metres of wetlands, 
but not within the 30-metre minimum vegetation protection 
zone, only if it does not result in any of the following: 

a. loss of wetland function, including management of 
water balance; 
b. demand for future development that will negatively 
affect existing wetland functions; 
c. conflict with existing site-specific wetland 
management practices; or, 

Oak Ridges Moraine transition rules are governed by 
legislation.  The ROP acknowledges this in a number of 
policies. OMB decision on North Leslie November 23, 2006 
(Order 3289) identifies that North Leslie lands are 
transitioned. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The ROP reflects the wetlands identified within the North 
Leslie Secondary Plan Area. The ROP policies are consistent 
with the Greenbelt Plan and the ORMCP with respect to 
minimum vegetative protection zones for wetlands. The 
transitional status of the North Leslie lands have been 
established in the OMB decision.  
 
 
 
This policy appears to be consistent with the provisions of the 
North Leslie Secondary Plan.  
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d. loss of contiguous wetland area. 
Detailed policies in the agreed-upon/approved North 
Leslie Secondary Plan address these matters, but differ 
with this ROP clause. 

 
2.2.38 To increase woodland cover to a minimum of 25% of 
the Region’s total land area. 

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. This should not be imposed so as to 
alter approved NHS. 

 
2.2.39 That significant woodlands, include any woodland 
meeting one of the following criteria … (a through g) 

The woodlands identified in the agreed-
upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan were the 
result of detailed field work by experts representing 
the landowners, TRCA and municipalities. These may 
not be consistent in every case with the criteria set out 
in the ROP clause. 

 
2.2.42 That outside of the Oak Ridges Moraine, Greenbelt, 
and the Lake Simcoe watershed, a minimum vegetation 
protection zone of 10 metres shall be provided from the 
dripline of a significant woodland  

There are detailed policies in the agreed-
upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan that deal 
with woodlands and buffers, which may not 
necessarily require 10 m in every case. 

 
2.2.43 To prohibit development and site alteration within 
significant woodlands and their associated vegetation 
protection zone … [with possible exceptions set out in 2.2.44] 

This ROP prohibition, including the grounds for 
exception in 2.2.44, appear to be more categorical and 

 
 
 
 
 
This has been a ROP objective since 1994.  There are no 
intentions to alter the agreed upon Natural Heritage System 
to achieve this.   
 
 
 
This policy is a result of the Region’s Significant Woodland 
Study undertaken in 2005 and adopted by Council in 2007. 
As the woodlands in the North Leslie Secondary Plan are 
within the Natural Heritage System this policy does not apply. 
The ROP reflects the woodlands that have been identified 
through the North Leslie Secondary Plan.  
 
 
 
The North Leslie Secondary Plan appears to be generally 
consistent with this policy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Woodlands on the North Leslie Plan are within the agreed 
upon Natural Heritage System.  The policies in the ROP are 
consistent with the PPS, Greenbelt Plan, and Oak Ridges 
Moraine Conservation Plan prohibitions against development 
and site alteration within significant woodlands. The natural 
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restrictive than the comparable agreed-upon policies 
of the North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

 
2.2.45 That should policy 2.2.44 apply, a woodland 
compensation plan shall be completed to the satisfaction of 
York Region. Woodland compensation will provide ecological 
gains to the Regional Greenlands System in new community 
areas or adjacent areas 

No such provisions are included in agreed-
upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

 
2.3.4 To direct development away from sensitive surface 
water features and sensitive groundwater features 

The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary 
Plan has provisions that recognize that areas of high 
water table exist in North Leslie (Schedules C & D) and 
policies requiring a phased programme of 
hydrologeological and geotechnical investigations 
prior to development. The agreed/approved policies 
do not “direct development away” from these areas, 
many of which would be classified as “sensitive 
groundwater features” as defined in the ROP (see 
definition). 

 
2.3.37 To require the preparation of comprehensive master 
environmental servicing plans as a component of secondary 
plans and major development or re-development to minimize 
stormwater volume and contaminant loads, and maximize 
infiltration through an integrated treatment approach, which 
may include techniques such as rainwater harvesting, runoff 
reduction of solids and materials at source, phosphorus 
reduction, constructed wetlands, bioretention swales, green 
roofs, permeable surfaces, clean water collection systems, and 
the preservation and enhancement of native vegetation 

features within the North Leslie Secondary Plan have been 
reflected within the ROP.  
 
This policy would not apply to the North Leslie Lands, as this 
policy is only applicable if 2.2.44 applies. 2.2.44 would not 
apply as all woodlands in North Leslie are within the Natural 
Heritage System/Regional Greenlands System. 
 
 
 
 
This policy does not prohibit development and site alteration 
within these features, and appears to be consistent with the 
policies of the North Leslie Secondary Plan.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Given that the North Leslie Secondary Plan is approved, this 
policy would not apply, and the transition policies of the ROP 
provide guidance. Regional staff, however, encourages the 
North Leslie landowners to examine the feasibility of 
incorporating innovative water management techniques 
within the North Leslie area as part of the MESP work. 
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cover. 
The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary 
Plan requires preparation of master environmental 
servicing plans (MESPs) and identifies certain matters 
to be implemented in relation to “best management 
practices”, which may not be entirely consistent with 
this ROP clause. 

 
3.2.6 That sensitive uses such as schools, daycares and seniors’ 
facilities not be located near significant known air emissions 
sources such as controlled access provincial 400-series 
highways. 

The OMB approved a residential designation for 
Bawden-Woods lands (2006 North Leslie Decision). The 
agreed-upon policies applicable to residential 
designations permit schools, daycares and seniors’ 
facilities through rezoning subject to criteria. The 
Bawden-Woods lands (or parts thereof) are “near” 
Highway 404. Additionally, such uses are also sought 
through the residential designation for the rehearing 
lands. 

 
3.5.5 To require that all new secondary plans include a 
strategy to implement the affordable housing policies found 
in this Plan. The strategy shall include: 

a. specifications on how the affordable housing 
targets in this Plan will be met; 
b. policies to achieve a mix and range of housing types 
within each level of affordability; 
c. policies to ensure larger sized, family units within 
each housing type and level of affordability; and, 
d. consideration of locations for social housing 
developments. 
No such provisions are included in the agreed-

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Bawden-Woods approval indicates that such uses may be 
permitted through re-zoning subject to criteria.  The criteria  
(in section 5.2.6 of the agreed to North Leslie Secondary Plan) 
identify noise and vibration.  The Region would expect that 
issues relating to air emissions could also be reviewed and 
assessed should any re-zoning applications come forward. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The policy indicates new secondary plans. Since the North 
Leslie Plan has been in process since early 2000 this policy 
does not apply. 
  
However, the issue of Affordable Housing is not identified in 
the North Leslie Secondary Plan, but the Region will expect 
that these considerations are examined when plans of 
subdivision are brought forward. 
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upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 
 
3.5.23 To prohibit the approval of local municipal official plan 
and zoning bylaw amendments that would have the effect of 
reducing the density of a site in areas that have been 
approved for medium- or high-density development, unless 
the need is determined through a municipal comprehensive 
review. 

 
The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary 
Plan specifies both a minimum and maximum density 
for each residential designation. In the event of a 
proposal to reduce density below the specified 
minimum, the Official Plan amendment that would be 
required provides ample opportunity to consider the 
circumstances and sufficiency of any justification for 
the reduction, without necessitating a wider 
“municipal comprehensive review”. 

 
4.3.4 To protect strategic employment lands, as identified on 
Figure 2, including lands beyond the planning 
horizon of the Plan. 

The inclusion of parts of North Leslie on Figure 2, and 
the status of Figure 2 generally, remains an issue. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The intent of this policy is to ensure that densities are not 
reduced across the Region. Increases in densities will be 
considered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy 4.3.4 has been revised and renumbered to 4.3.6 
 

To protect strategic employment lands, including lands 
identified in Figure 2. These lands are identified based 
on their proximity to existing or planned 400-series 
highways and should be identified and protected in 
local municipal official plans. 

The introduction indicates that the Figures in the Plan are 
intended to be illustrative and are provided for information 
only. 
 
Policies 4.3.6 and 4.3.7 (formerly 4.3.4 and 4.3.5) referencing Figure 
2 give notice that the strategic employment lands identified on 
Figure 2 should be protected as there is a limited supply of 
employment lands adjacent to 400 series highways. 
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4.3.10 To allow a limited amount of ancillary uses on 
employment lands, provided that the proposed use is 
designed to primarily service businesses in the employment 
lands and that ancillary uses collectively do not exceed 20% 
of total employment in the employment land area. 

Some lands in North Leslie have an approved 
employment designation, the policies for which differ 
from this ROP clause. 

 
4.3.14 That development on fully serviced employment lands 
be compact and achieve an average minimum density of 40 
jobs per hectare in the developable area. This target is 
expected to be higher for lands within or adjacent to centres 
and corridors. 

No such density requirement is included in the agreed-
upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

 
4.3.21 That the Strategic Employment Land symbol associated 
with the North Leslie Secondary Plan Area, shown on Figure 2 
is subject to an Ontario Municipal Board hearing which will 
determine the detailed land use designations at the local 
municipal level. When the Ontario Municipal Board decision 
and order are issued, Figure 2 will be revised accordingly. 

Incorrect to say that Strategic Employment Land 
symbol is subject to OMB hearing. See correspondence 
filed by landowners settling one issue respecting 
Figure 2. 

 
5.1.6 To require local municipalities to develop a phasing plan 
for new community areas that is co-ordinated with the 
following Regional plans and policies: 

a. the new community areas criteria in Section 5.6 of 
this Plan; 

 
Employment land policies in Section 4.4 of the North Leslie 
Secondary Plan, (Town and OMB decision 3289 version) are 
consistent with ROP policy 4.3.10 (renumbered as 4.3.11) 
 
Policy 4.3.12 has been renumbered as Policy 4.3.13.  North Leslie 
Secondary Plan does not conflict with ROP section 4.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regional staff recommends deletion of policy 4.3.21 with 
renumbering of the subsequent policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As above, North Leslie is not a new community area. 
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b. the fiscal policies in Section 4.5 of this Plan; 
c. the York Region 10-Year Capital Plan; 
d. the York Region Water and Wastewater Master 
Plan; and, 
e. the York Region Transportation Master Plan. 

 
See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new 
community areas 
No phasing plan undertaken by the local municipality 
to date. 

 
5.1.7 To require that local official plans, master plans, capital 
plans and secondary plans be consistent with phasing plans 
prepared in accordance with policy 5.1.6.b through 5.1.6.e. 

No policies for phasing plans are included in agreed-
upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

 
5.1.8 To require, within each local municipality, that a phase 
of new community area development is substantially 
complete (i.e., generally 75% of residential land area built) 
before a subsequent phase may be registered, to ensure the 
orderly development of land. 

No such policies are included in agreed-upon/approved 
North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

 
5.1.9 To require local municipalities to prepare detailed 
sequencing plans within each secondary plan that are 
supported by water, wastewater, and transportation 
infrastructure, and the provision of human services.  

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

 
5.1.15 That approved secondary plans within the designated 
greenfield area that are not completely built should be re-

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
North Leslie is not a new community area. 
 
 
 
 
 
The North Leslie Secondary Plan area is not a new community 
area, as defined in the ROP, therefore this policy does not 
apply.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This policy is being modified to: 

To encourage the re-examination of approved secondary plans 
within the designated greenfield area that are not completely 
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examined to determine if 50 residents and jobs per hectare in 
the developable area can be achieved.  

Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan 
has no such provision to “re-examine” the Plan with 
respect to density. 

 
5.1.16 To encourage that secondary and subdivision plans 
within the designated greenfield area that are not approved, 
be developed in accordance with policies 5.6.4 through 5.6.16.

Although policy is only to “encourage”, this is of 
concern, as none of the subdivision plans in North 
Leslie are “approved”. Additionally, this policy could 
be interpreted so as to "re-open" the secondary plan. 
In any event, some of policies 5.6.4 through 5.6.16 are 
not consistent with agreed-upon/approved North 
Leslie Secondary Plan, some example of which are 
noted below. 

 
5.2.19 That the policies of this Plan are supported by the 
Guidelines for Community Development in York Region. New 
development shall meet all required items, and be 
encouraged to achieve all optional items. The guideline 
document shall be amended from time to time without 
amendment to this Plan.  

No such Guidelines for Community Development are 
available to our awareness, so consistency or 
inconsistency with agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan cannot be determined. In any event, 
the mandatory policy direction in this clause 
referencing a “guideline” (“shall meet”) is 
inappropriate, and would be an attempt to elevate a 
non-policy document to the status of Official Plan 
policy. 

 

built to determine if 50 residents and jobs per hectare in the 
developable area can be achieved. 

Notwithstanding this, this policy is an “encourage” policy, 
and not a requirement of the North Leslie Secondary plan. 
 
 
This policy is an “encourage” policy, and not a requirement 
of the North Leslie Secondary plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Guidelines for New Community Development do not 
provide additional requirements beyond those included 
within the Regional Official Plan. They provide guidance on 
how to implement the policies of the Plan. The policy is being 
modified to remove the last sentence.  
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5.6.1 That local municipalities, in consultation with York 
Region, prepare a comprehensive secondary plan for new 
community areas that meets or exceeds the policies of this 
section of this Plan. The secondary plan preparation should 
include an innovative approach that involves a 
multidisciplinary team assembled by the local municipality … 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new 
community areas 
Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan 
includes an innovative approach, and involves a 
multidisciplinary team – but not one assembled by the 
local municipality. 

 
5.6.3 That new community areas shall be designed to meet or 
exceed a minimum density of 20 residential units per hectare 
and a minimum density of 70 residents and jobs per hectare 
in the developable area. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new 
community areas 
Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan is 
not consistent with these density provisions. 

 
5.6.9 To design communities to maximize passive solar gains, 
and to ensure that all buildings are constructed in a manner 
that facilitates future solar installations. 

No such policies are included in agreed-upon/approved 
North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

 
5.6.12 That mobility plans shall be completed … 

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

 
5.6.14 That a Regional Greenlands System Plan shall be 
prepared … 

The North Leslie Secondary Plan area is not a new community 
area, as defined in the ROP, therefore this policy d0es not 
apply.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The North Leslie Secondary Plan area is not a new community 
area, as defined in the ROP, therefore this policy does not 
apply. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The North Leslie Secondary Plan area is not a new community 
area, as defined in the ROP, therefore this policy d0es not 
apply. However, the North Leslie developers will be 
encouraged to review their plans to determine whether these 
elements can be incorporated.  
 
The North Leslie Secondary Plan area is not a new community 
area, as defined in the ROP, therefore this policy d0es not 
apply. 
 
The North Leslie Secondary Plan area is not a new community 
area, as defined in the ROP, therefore this policy d0es not 
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Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

 
5.6.16 That new community areas be designed to reduce 
urban heat island effects and consider integrating green and 
white roofs … etc. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new 
community areas 
Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

 
6.1.10 That within the Town of Richmond Hill, the Greenbelt 
Plan policies apply only to those lands within major river 
valleys and as defined by provincial regulations. Local 
municipal land use designations and special provisions within 
these portions of the Greenbelt Plan have been identified 
through the approval of the North Leslie Secondary Plan by 
the Ontario Municipal Board in 2006 and 2009/2010. 

The purpose of this clause is not clear. The agreed-
upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan is entirely 
consistent with the Greenbelt Plan. 

 
6.2.1 (2nd paragraph) Where lands are within the Oak Ridges 
Moraine Conservation Plan boundary, but below the 
elevation of 245 metre above sea level Canadian Geodetic 
Datum, the lands are deemed to be within the Protected 
Countryside of the Greenbelt Plan and all of the policies of 
the Greenbelt Plan apply. 

Need to address ROPA 41. 
This clause appears to misapply the provisions of the 
ORMCP, the Greenbelt Plan, and the applicable 
regulations. The effect would be to create a “no-man’s 
land” in the area between ORMCP boundary and the 
245 contour, a matter definitively dealt with by the 

apply. 
 
 
The North Leslie Secondary Plan area is not a new community 
area, as defined in the ROP, therefore this policy d0es not 
apply. 
 
 
 
 
 
This clause was approved in the existing Regional Official Plan 
and modified to include reference to the application of the 
Greenbelt Plan policies in the North Leslie Plan area with the 
agreement of the North leslie solicitors (existing ROP policy 
2.5.1).  The portion of the approved policy dealing with North 
Leslie is now contained in Policy 6.2.10. 
 
Agree that the North Leslie Plan identifies Greenbelt lands 
appropriately. 
 
 
This clause was approved in the existing Regional Official Plan 
and modified to include reference to the application of the 
Greenbelt Plan policies in the North Leslie Plan area with the 
agreement of this client.  The portion of the approved policy 
dealing with North Leslie is now contained in Policy 6.2.10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Draft York Region Official Plan – December 2009 - Submission Analysis      
   April 28, 2010 

18 

2006 OMB decision in including these lands in the area 
for development. 

 
7.2.25 To achieve higher transit usage by …. 
j. requiring all new development applications to prepare a 
mobility plan and demonstrate the 
proposal’s approach to transit. 

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

 
7.2.31 To require, at no expense to the Region, the dedication 
of public transit rights-of-way and lands for related facilities 
for the purpose of implementing the Transit Network shown 
on Map 11. 

No such provisions included in agreed-upon/approved 
North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

 
7.2.48 That the street widths shown in Map 12 be considered 
as basic right-of way widths, and additional widths may be 
required for elements such as sight triangles, cuts, fills, street 
scaping and extra turn lanes at intersections, and shall be 
conveyed at no expense to the Region. 

Street widths on Map 12 are inconsistent with street 
widths in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan.  

 
7.2.49 That, in general, street widenings shall be taken 
equally from the centre line of the street. Landowners will be 
required to provide land at no expense to the Region for 
street widenings … 

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

 
 

 
 
 
The preparation of mobility plans is part of new community 
areas and would be prepared on a secondary plan basis.  
North Leslie is not a new community area. The Region will 
encourage the North Leslie developers to consider these 
aspects in their planning.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The new Planned Basic Street Widths of “up to 43 metres” on 
Leslie, Bayview and 19th Avenue are a result of the 2006 
Regional Council adopted policy defining the Regional 
Standard for Six Lane Roads.   Otherwise referred to as 
“Towards Great Region Streets – A Pathway to 
Improvement”, the Regional Standard identifies a 
recommended cross-section which includes a 4 to 6m wide 
median, a dedicated bicycle lane, a curb lane as an HOV (High 
Occupancy Vehicle) lane, and two all purpose lanes.  To 
provide an urban design that supports these design elements 
and to protect for the long term requirements of existing and 
future utility corridors the design guidelines for 6-lane 
Regional roads recommended a 43m right-of-way.  
 
The increased rights-of-way were also examined 
comprehensively through the Region’s Transportation Master 
Plan update.  Public consultation on this initiative was 
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7.2.57 To require local municipalities to plan and implement, 
including land takings necessary for, continuous collector 
streets in both east-west and north-south directions in each 
concession block, in all new urban developments, including 
new community areas. 

Not consistent with agreed-upon/approved North 
Leslie Secondary Plan, and unrealistic due to the 
priority and protection afforded the many stream 
corridors and other NHS features. 

 
Definitions: 
NEW COMMUNITY AREAS 
Lands added to the Urban Area for community purposes 
including residential and population-related employment 
which are illustrated by the asterisks on Map 1.  

Definition of “new community areas” is open to 
interpretation – not clear whether all Urban Area 
expansions (or only asterisked locations) are “new 
community areas”. If only intended to apply to 
“future” lands added to Urban Area, then that should 
be stated (or say “comprising” asterisked locations). If 
North Leslie is excluded, then more explicit definition 
needed, and several of the noted policy concerns 
related to “new community areas” might be resolved. 

 
SENSITIVE GROUNDWATER FEATURES 
Water-related features in the earth’s subsurface, including 

coordinated with the Official Plan public engagement over 
the past year, leading to the adoption of the Transportation 
Master Plan by Regional Council in November 2009 
 
Regional staff will contact the North Leslie developers and 
meet to discuss these issues with them 
 
North Leslie is not a new community  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The North Leslie Secondary Plan area is not a new community 
area, as defined in the ROP, therefore this definition does not 
apply. See above for the New Community definition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This definition is from the Provincial Policy Statement.  
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recharge/discharge areas, water tables, aquifers and 
unsaturated zones that can be defined by surface and 
subsurface hydrogeologic investigations, that are particularly 
susceptible to impacts from activities or events including, but 
not limited to, water withdrawals, and additions of 
pollutants.  

This definition is very broad and could be interpreted 
to include areas of North Leslie high water table 
conditions may require special attention in 
undertaking development.  
Agreed-upon implementation policies are included in 
the North Leslie Secondary Plan, but may not be 
consistent with this definition and ROP 
policy 2.3.4 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Submission 1.171 
Submitting further correspondence and submissions (dates 
October 6, 2009 and February, 2010) from North Leslie 
Landowners Group/Aird and Berlis to H Hood, Planner MMAH 
 

Comments on Submission 1.171 
All correspondence is part of Regional record. 
Correspondence received prior to November 24, 2009 sent to 
MMAH with original document December 29, 2009. 
  
Submissions received after November 25, 2009 are being sent 
to MMAH as part of this submission: 
December 1, 2009 letter Aird and Berlis – Submission 
D05.2009.1.124 
February 8, 2010 Email and attachments, Aird and Berlis – 
Submission D05.2009.1.165 
 
Notice of all meetings and decisions sent to Aird and Berlis 
solicitors as they are part of the Region’s notification list 

  
 



AIRD	 BERLIS LIP 
Barristers and Solicitors 

Patricia A. Foran

Direct: 416.865.3425


E-mail:pforan@airdberlis.com  

December 1, 2009	 File No. 103864 

BY EMAIL: iohn.waller vork.ca 

Regional Planning Committee 
The Regional Municipality of York 
Planning and Development Services Department 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z1 

Attention: John Waller, Director of Long Range and Strategic Planning 

Dear Mr. Waller: 

Re:	 York Region Official Plan - December 2009 

Report of the Commissioner of Planning and Development Services — 
December 2, 2009  

We represent the North Leslie Residential Landowners' Group Inc., a group of landowners 
with a significant ownership interest in the North Leslie secondary plan area in Richmond 
Hill. Our client group includes not only those landowners whose lands are designated for 
residential development, but in some instances, the constituent members who own lands 
that are designated Employment Corridor, or are lands that the Town and the Region are 
seeking to have designated as such. 

Our clients, through their land use planning consultants, Sorensen Gravely Lowes, have 
corresponded with the Region to express their concerns with the June, 2009 draft 
Regional Official Plan. In addition to that correspondence, we have also participated in 
several discussions with Regional Planning Staff, regarding the issues that our clients 
have identified with the draft Regional Plan, with the hope that such issues may be 
resolved prior to adoption of the new Official Plan. We are aware that other landowners 
within the North Leslie secondary plan area have also separately corresponded or 
discussed with Regional Staff matters that affect, or potentially affect, the development of 
their lands. 

We have received a copy of the revised York Region Official Plan (December, 2009) and 
are in the process of reviewing the policy and mapping changes proposed through this 
document. Because our review is not complete, we expect that we will have further 
comments respecting the policies and mapping prior to adoption. 

We note that a number of the maps have been changed, with the effect that they address 
some of the issues that we have raised through our previous correspondence. We 
appreciate the effort of your Staff to have addressed these changes prior to Committee 
and Council considering the draft Official Plan for adoption. 

Brookfield Place, 181 Bay Street, Suite 1800, Box 754 • Toronto, ON • M51 2T9 • Canada 
T 416.863.1500 F 416.863.1515 

www.airdberlis.corn

D05.2009.1.124

Received December 1, 2009
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Despite the progress made through discussions, however, there are a number of areas 
that remain of concern to our client group, or are new matters that arise under the revised 
Official Plan put before you for consideration. 

Need for a Clear Transition Policy for North Leslie: New Urban Design, Community 
Design, Affordable Housing, Density Targets and Environmental Requirements  

The draft Regional Plan proposes new or additional requirements for development within 
secondary plan areas in the Region. In some instances, the proposed policies seek to 
have local and regional Council revisit the established policies within secondary plans that 
have not yet built out. In the circumstances of the North Leslie secondary plan, the 
policies have only recently been approved by the Ontario Municipal Board. The 
requirement that the plans be revisited to impose new or additional requirements causes 
our clients significant concern. 

By way of example only, section 2.1.8 of the December Official Plan requires that all 
development applications within 120 metres of the Regional Greenlands System be 
accompanied by an EIS in support of such application. The approved policies for the 
North Leslie secondary plan do not impose an arbitrary 120 metre distance for a 
supporting EIS and the policies specifically recognize that in some circumstances an EIS 
may be scoped, to the satisfaction of the TRCA. 

The transition policies in section 8.4 (13) - (15) of the proposed Regional Plan do not 
address this concern, as they do not appropriately recognize the approved status of the 
secondary plan area or provide that implementing development applications be tested 
against the existing, approved secondary plan policies for North Leslie. 

We would request that Council amend the Plan, prior to adoption, to insert the 
following clause under section 8.4: 

8.4.16 Notwithstanding Sections 8.4.14 and 8.4.15, for the lands 
included within the area of the North Leslie Secondary Plan in the 
Town of Richmond Hill, the consideration and approval of 
applications for subdivision, zoning or other matters pursuant to 
implementation of that Secondary Plan, whether such applications 
have been submitted or are subsequently submitted, shall be in 
accordance with the provisions of the North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

Environmental and Regional Greenway Policies  

The North Leslie secondary plan establishes an extensive natural heritage and open 
space system. The identification of the system, as well as policies which are designed to 
guide development in the area, were the subject of significant agreement between the 
landowners, the Town and Region, as well as the Toronto Region Conservation Authority. 
The policies which provide for development in North Leslie recognize and support the role 
of the Natural Heritage and Open Space system and provide detailed direction to guide 
development on lands outside of this area. We remain very concerned that the natural 
heritage and Regional Greenland policies not introduce new or additional requirements 

AIRD & BERLIS u' 
Barristers and Solicitors
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respecting the agreed-upon natural heritage system in North Leslie, particularly since the 
policies were the subject of an Ontario Municipal Board hearing and approval. 

The North Leslie secondary plan contemplates and provides for such matters as 
stormwater management facilities, for example, to be located within certain areas within 
the Natural Heritage System. To the extent that the draft Official Plan contains policies 
that might limit the potential to locate such uses, or introduces new tests for the location of 
same, our client objects to these policies. 

Additionally, the policies within the secondary plan consider the matter of acquisition by 
public agencies of lands designated natural heritage system. We note that the Regional 
Official Plan does not propose acquisition of lands designated Regional Greenlands 
System. We would expect that the Region would continue to respect the securement 
policies already established through the secondary plan. 

Oak Ridges Moraine Policies  

Some of the lands within the secondary plan are located on the Oak Ridges Moraine, 
although the development of such lands is recognized as being transitioned under both 
the Oak Ridges Moraine Act and Plan. We note the detailed policies respecting lands 
generally located on the Moraine within the Region. We would expect that the transitioned 
status of the development of those lands on the Moraine would continue to be recognized 
and respected as our clients move forward with development approvals. We would ask 
that a specific reference to transitioned plans be inserted in the Plan to remove any future 
question regarding this issue. 

Map 12 and Related Policies  

We have expressed previously our client's concern with the proposal to expand the 
Regional road rights of way in the vicinity of North Leslie, to 43 m, from the approved 
policies which require 36 m. 

We note that the Region and the Town of Richmond Hill participated in the rehearing of 
the North Leslie secondary plan where the issue of road policies was examined. As 
recently as August, 2009, the Region continued to support secondary plan policies which 
provided for the road rights of way for Leslie St, 19th Avenue, Bayview and Elgin Mills, of 
36 m and not 43 m. Our clients strongly object to the basis and imposition of these 
additional road rights of way being imposed for development in North Leslie. 

Figure 2 

We note that the employment target for Richmond Hill as a whole has been reduced by 
the Region in proposed Table 1. We are not aware of any reconsideration of lands 
proposed to be identified either as employment or strategic employment area, to 
determine whether such designation or identification continues to be warranted in light of 
the reduction of the overall job number for Richmond Hill. 

AIRD & BERUS Lu, 

Barristers and Solicitors
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We have noted previously, on behalf of certain affected landowners, our concerns with the 
basis for Figure 2 and the identification of strategic employment lands, particularly beyond 
2031, which is the planning period dictated by the Places to Grow Act and the Growth 
Plan. 

Despite policy 1.4, which suggests that Figure 2 is conceptual and non-operative, by 
virtue of the references to Figure 2 in such policies as 4.3(4), the Figure no longer remains 
inoperative, but in fact has become part of the operative part of the plan through policy 
references. 

We do not agree with the wording provided in policy 4.3(21) and have advised your Staff 
of our concerns regarding this policy. The effect of the policy is to suggest that the 
strategic employment designation for North Leslie was the subject of an OMB 
hearing/rehearing. The only matter considered by the OMB was the local official plan 
designation, which remains outstanding on certain parts of the North Leslie secondary 
plan area. The merits of the identification of some of the lands as "strategic employment" 
and the ability of the Region to designate lands for employment purposes beyond 2031, 
were not before the Board. The wording of policy 4.3(21) is therefore misleading. 

We would request that Figure 2 be deferred as it would relate to the North Leslie 
secondary plan area, for a proper determination pending release by the OMB of its 
decision on the local employment designation. 

Housing Supply 

We note the proposed wording change suggested in policy 5.1(5), following Table 1. Our 
clients would support the reinsertion of the wording as set out in the previous draft, on the 
basis that it is the local municipality which is best able to ensure the policy objective of 
maintenance of an adequate residential housing supply is met. 

Other Matters 

We are not aware of any support for Policy 3.3(13) which requires Regional Council to 
consider the introduction of social housing and hospital development charges, despite the 
provisions of the Development Charges Act. We would suggest that any policy must also 
acknowledge the legislation and any restrictions within that legislation within the body of 
the Plan. 

We do not support the requirement that approved secondary plans be re-examined under 
policy 5.2(15). We would suggest that the policy be reworded to simply encourage 
landowners to address the 50 residents and jobs per ha requirement. 

We are particularly concerned that the reference to the Guidelines for Community 
Development in 5.2(19) includes a reference to the ability of the guidelines to change 
without amendment to the Plan. Any amendment to a guideline sought to be imposed 
through policy should be subject to the full public process associated with amendments to 
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an official plan as set out under the Planning Act, to ensure fairness to affected 
landowners. 

We would request that these matters be further addressed by your Staff prior to the Plan 
being brought to Council for adoption. 

Yours truly, 

AIRD & BERLIS LLP 

6051961.1

AIRD & BERLIS LLP 

Barristers and Solicitors



From: Patricia Foran [mailto:pforan@airdberlis.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 1:24 PM 
To: Jeffrey, Barb 
Cc: Miller, Robert; Warren Sorensen; Andrew Madden 
Subject: Region of York OP - North Leslie Residential Landowners' Group 

Without Prejudice: 
 
Barb – further to our meeting last week, I am providing to you a more fulsome list of policies in 
the adopted ROP that are in conflict with the North Leslie secondary plan policies.  You will note 
that we have acknowledged that some issues may turn on the definition (revised) of “new 
community areas”. 
 
Trish 
 

D05.2009.1.165Received February 8, 2010
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Notes on Council-adopted Region of York Official Plan December 2009 

 potential concerns/conflicts with agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan

2.1.1  To protect and enhance the Regional Greenlands System and its functions shown on Map 2 and to direct new 
development and site alteration away from the System. 

Detailed policies of the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan prohibit or restrict 
development and site alteration within and in proximity to the identified Natural Heritage System (NHS), 
but does not direct it away in all circumstances.

2.1.8  That development applications within 120 metres of the Regional Greenlands System shall be accompanied 
by an environmental impact statement. This statement shall detail the impact of the development on the 
Regional Greenlands System and shall provide details of enhancement opportunities and any mitigative 
measures… 

North Leslie Secondary Plan has numerous detailed policies for Environmental Impact Statements. These 
were agreed-upon and form part of the approved Secondary Plan.  These may be in conflict with this ROP 
clause.  

2.1.10  That in new community areas, local official plans shall include policies, programs and initiatives to link and 
enhance the Regional Greenlands System through community design and the development process. 
Enhancement opportunities shall be focused on the Natural Heritage System within the Protected Countryside 
of the Greenbelt.

See definition of  “new community areas”. If North Leslie is intended to be excluded, then more explicit 
definition needed. 
Agreed-upon North Leslie Secondary Plan has policies for enhancement of NHS but may not be entirely 
consistent with this ROP clause.  

2.1.11   That local greenlands systems within new community areas, identified in accordance with policies 2.1.4 and 
2.1.10, and shown schematically on Map 2 of this Plan within the Regional Greenlands System, shall be 
permanently protected from development and site alteration.

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of "new community areas".
This ROP clause appears to be in conflict with the comparable agreed-upon policies of the North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

2.1.12 That notwithstanding policy 2.1.11, within the Regional Greenlands System in new community areas, non-
motorized trails, community gardens, passive recreational uses, and new infrastructure required to service 
the community including stormwater management systems/facilities, water and wastewater systems, and 
streets shall be permitted within the Regional Greenlands System subject to the policies of the Greenbelt 
Plan, and that no other practical location exists for this infrastructure.    

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas.
Additionally, Greenbelt Plan requires only that infrastructure:
 minimize disruption and impacts  and “avoid key natural heritage features or key hydrologic features

unless need has been demonstrated and it has been established that there is no reasonable alternative” 
(4.2.1.2 a & d)

 SWMPs are at least 30 m from key natural heritage feature or key hydrologic feature  (4.2.3.1)
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Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan is entirely consistent with the Greenbelt Plan. 

2.1.13   To require a Regional Greenlands System Plan as a component of secondary plans within new community 
areas that is consistent with policy 5.6.14 of this Plan.

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas
Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan.

2.1.22   To ensure that within … Natural Heritage System of the Protected Countryside within the Greenbelt:
  a. the full range of existing and new agricultural … uses and normal farm practices is permitted 

Because of the configuration of Greenbelt fingers extending into North Leslie’s residential areas, 
permitting a full range of existing and new agricultural uses is inappropriate and inoperable.

2.2.28  That every application for development or site alteration on the Oak Ridges Moraine shall identify planning, 
design and construction practices that ensure that no buildings or other site alterations impede the 
movement of plants and animals between key natural heritage features, key hydrologic features and 
adjacent lands within the Natural Core Area and the Natural Linkage Area as identified on Map 1.

Need to accommodate transition recognition in ROPA 41.
Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. This ROP clause does not 
acknowledge the specific transitioned status of lands within the ORM, and may also exceed any 
requirement in the ORMCP itself.

2.2.34   To prohibit development or site alteration within wetlands as shown on Map 4, notwithstanding policy 2.2.4 
of this Plan, and to require a minimum vegetation protection zone of 30 metres from any part of the feature.

There are detailed policies in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan that deal with 
wetlands, individually as well as collectively, which may not necessarily require 30 m in every case.

2.2.35   To permit development or site alteration in accordance with other policies of this Plan within 120 metres of 
wetlands, but not within the 30-metre minimum vegetation protection zone, only if it does not result in any 
of the following:

a. loss of wetland function, including management of water balance;
b. demand for future development that will negatively affect existing wetland functions;
c. conflict with existing site-specific wetland management practices; or,
d. loss of contiguous wetland area.

Detailed policies in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan address these matters, but 
differ with this ROP clause.

2.2.38 To increase woodland cover to a minimum of 25% of the Region’s total land area.

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. This should not be imposed so as to 
alter approved NHS.
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2.2.39 That significant woodlands, include any woodland meeting one of the following criteria … (a through g)

The woodlands identified in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan were the result of 
detailed field work by experts representing the landowners, TRCA and municipalities. These may not be 
consistent in every case with the criteria set out in the ROP clause. 

2.2.42 That outside of the Oak Ridges Moraine, Greenbelt, and the Lake Simcoe watershed, a minimum 
vegetation protection zone of 10 metres shall be provided from the dripline of a significant woodland

There are detailed policies in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan that deal with 
woodlands and buffers, which may not necessarily require 10 m in every case.

2.2.43 To prohibit development and site alteration within significant woodlands and their associated vegetation 
protection zone …   [with possible exceptions set out in 2.2.44] 

This ROP prohibition, including the grounds for exception in 2.2.44, appear to be more categorical and 
restrictive than the comparable agreed-upon policies of the North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

2.2.45 That should policy 2.2.44 apply, a woodland compensation plan shall be completed to the satisfaction of 
York Region. Woodland compensation will provide ecological gains to the Regional Greenlands System in 
new community areas or adjacent areas

No such provisions are included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

2.3.4 To direct development away from sensitive surface water features and sensitive groundwater features

The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan has provisions that recognize that areas of  high 
water table exist in North Leslie (Schedules C & D) and policies requiring a phased programme of 
hydrologeological and geotechnical investigations prior to development. The agreed/approved policies do 
not “direct development away” from these areas, many of which would be classified as “sensitive 
groundwater features” as defined in the ROP (see definition). 

2.3.37 To require the preparation of comprehensive master environmental servicing plans as a component of 
secondary plans and major development or re-development to minimize stormwater volume and 
contaminant loads, and maximize infiltration through an integrated treatment approach, which may include 
techniques such as rainwater harvesting, runoff reduction of solids and materials at source, phosphorus 
reduction, constructed wetlands, bioretention swales, green roofs, permeable surfaces, clean water 
collection systems, and the preservation and enhancement of native vegetation cover.

The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan requires preparation of master environmental 
servicing plans (MESPs) and identifies certain matters to be implemented in relation to “best management 
practices”, which may not be entirely consistent with this ROP clause. 

3.2.6 That sensitive uses such as schools, daycares and seniors’ facilities not be located near significant known 
air emissions sources such as controlled access provincial 400-series highways.



- 4 -
WWIITTHHOOUUTT PPRREEJJUUDDIICCEE

DDRRAAFFTT

The OMB approved a residential designation for Bawden-Woods lands (2006 North Leslie Decision). The 
agreed-upon policies applicable to residential designations permit schools, daycares and seniors’ facilities 
through rezoning subject to criteria. The Bawden-Woods lands (or parts thereof) are “near” Highway 404.
Additionally, such uses are also sought through the residential designation for the rehearing lands.

3.5.5   To require that all new secondary plans include a strategy to implement the affordable housing policies 
found in this Plan. The strategy shall include:

a. specifications on how the affordable housing targets in this Plan will be met;
b. policies to achieve a mix and range of housing types within each level of affordability;
c. policies to ensure larger sized, family units within each housing type and level of affordability; and,
d. consideration of locations for social housing developments.

No such provisions are included in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

3.5.23 To prohibit the approval of local municipal official plan and zoning bylaw amendments that would have the 
effect of reducing the density of a site in areas that have been approved for medium- or high-density 
development, unless the need is determined through a municipal comprehensive review.

The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan specifies both a minimum and maximum density 
for each residential designation. In the event of a proposal to reduce density below the specified minimum, 
the Official Plan amendment that would be required provides ample opportunity to consider the 
circumstances and sufficiency of any justification for the reduction, without necessitating a wider 
“municipal comprehensive review”. 

4.3.4 To protect strategic employment lands, as identified on Figure 2, including lands beyond the planning 
horizon of the Plan.

The inclusion of parts of  North Leslie on Figure 2, and the status of Figure 2 generally, remains an issue. 

4.3.10 To allow a limited amount of ancillary uses on employment lands, provided that the proposed use is 
designed to primarily service businesses in the employment lands and that ancillary uses collectively do not 
exceed 20% of total employment in the employment land area.

Some lands in North Leslie have an approved employment designation, the policies for which differ from 
this ROP clause.

4.3.14   That development on fully serviced employment lands be compact and achieve an average minimum 
density of 40 jobs per hectare in the developable area. This target is expected to be higher for lands within 
or adjacent to centres and corridors.

No such density requirement is included in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

4.3.21  That the Strategic Employment Land symbol associated with the North Leslie Secondary Plan Area, shown 
on Figure 2 is subject to an Ontario Municipal Board hearing which will determine the detailed land use 
designations at the local municipal level. When the Ontario Municipal Board decision and order are issued, 
Figure 2 will be revised accordingly.

Incorrect to say that Strategic Employment Land symbol is subject to OMB hearing. See correspondence 
filed by landowners settling one issue respecting Figure 2.

5.1.6   To require local municipalities to develop a phasing plan for new community areas that is co-ordinated with 
the following Regional plans and policies:
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a. the new community areas criteria in Section 5.6 of this Plan;
b. the fiscal policies in Section 4.5 of this Plan;
c. the York Region 10-Year Capital Plan;
d. the York Region Water and Wastewater Master Plan; and,
e. the York Region Transportation Master Plan.

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas
No phasing plan undertaken by the local municipality to date. 

5.1.7   To require that local official plans, master plans, capital plans and secondary plans be consistent with 
phasing plans prepared in accordance with policy 5.1.6.b through 5.1.6.e.

No policies for phasing plans are included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.1.8   To require, within each local municipality, that a phase of new community area development is 
substantially complete (i.e., generally 75% of residential land area built) before a subsequent phase may be 
registered, to ensure the orderly development of land.

No such policies are included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.1.9   To require local municipalities to prepare detailed sequencing plans within each secondary plan that are 
supported by water, wastewater, and transportation infrastructure, and the provision of human services.

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.1.15   That approved secondary plans within the designated greenfield area that are not completely built should be 
re-examined to determine if 50 residents and jobs per hectare in the developable area can be achieved.

Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan has no such provision to “re-examine” the Plan with 
respect to density. 

5.1.16   To encourage that secondary and subdivision plans within the designated greenfield area that are not 
approved, be developed in accordance with policies 5.6.4 through 5.6.16.

Although policy is only to “encourage”, this is of concern, as none of the subdivision plans in North Leslie 
are “approved”. Additionally, this policy could be interpreted so as to "re-open" the secondary plan.
In any event, some of policies 5.6.4 through 5.6.16 are not consistent with agreed-upon/approved North 
Leslie Secondary Plan, some example of which are noted below.

5.2.19   That the policies of this Plan are supported by the Guidelines for Community Development in York Region. 
New development shall meet all required items, and be encouraged to achieve all optional items. The 
guideline document shall be amended from time to time without amendment to this Plan.

No such Guidelines for Community Development are available to our awareness, so consistency or 
inconsistency with agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan cannot be determined. In any event, 
the mandatory policy direction in this clause referencing a “guideline” (“shall meet” ) is inappropriate, and 
would be an attempt to elevate a non-policy document to the status of Official Plan policy.  

5.6.1 That local municipalities, in consultation with York Region, prepare a comprehensive secondary plan for 
new community areas that meets or exceeds the policies of this section of this Plan. The secondary plan 
preparation should include an innovative approach that involves a multidisciplinary team assembled by the 
local municipality …



- 6 -
WWIITTHHOOUUTT PPRREEJJUUDDIICCEE

DDRRAAFFTT

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas
Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan includes an innovative approach, and involves a 
multidisciplinary team – but not one assembled by the local municipality.

5.6.3     That new community areas shall be designed to meet or exceed a minimum density of 20 residential units 
per hectare and a minimum density of 70 residents and jobs per hectare in the developable area.

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas
Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan is not consistent with these density provisions.

5.6.9 To design communities to maximize passive solar gains, and to ensure that all buildings are constructed in 
a manner that facilitates future solar installations.

No such policies are included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.6.12 That mobility plans shall be completed …

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.6.14 That a Regional Greenlands System Plan shall be prepared …

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.6.16 That new community areas be designed to reduce urban heat island effects and consider integrating green 
and white roofs … etc.

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas
Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

6.1.10   That within the Town of Richmond Hill, the Greenbelt Plan policies apply only to those lands within major 
river valleys and as defined by provincial regulations. Local municipal land use designations and special 
provisions within these portions of the Greenbelt Plan have been identified through the approval of the 
North Leslie Secondary Plan by the Ontario Municipal Board in 2006 and 2009/2010.

The purpose of this clause is not clear. The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan is entirely 
consistent with the Greenbelt Plan. 

6.2.1 (2nd paragraph) Where lands are within the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan boundary, but below the 
elevation of 245 metre above sea level Canadian Geodetic Datum, the lands are deemed to be within the 
Protected Countryside of the Greenbelt Plan and all of the policies of the Greenbelt Plan apply.

Need to address ROPA 41.
This clause appears to misapply the provisions of the ORMCP, the Greenbelt Plan, and the applicable 
regulations. The effect would be to create a “no-man’s land” in the area between ORMCP boundary and the 
245 contour, a matter definitively dealt with by the 2006 OMB decision in including these lands in the area 
for development.  
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7.2.25   To achieve higher transit usage by …. 
j. requiring all new development applications to prepare a mobility plan and demonstrate the 

proposal’s approach to transit.

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

7.2.31    To require, at no expense to the Region, the dedication of public transit rights-of-way and lands for related 
facilities for the purpose of implementing the Transit Network shown on Map 11.

No such provisions included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

7.2.48   That the street widths shown in Map 12 be considered as basic right-of way widths, and additional widths 
may be required for elements such as sight triangles, cuts, fills, streetscaping and extra turn lanes at 
intersections, and shall be conveyed at no expense to the Region.

Street widths on Map 12 are inconsistent with street widths in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

7.2.49   That, in general, street widenings shall be taken equally from the centre line of the street. Landowners will 
be required to provide land at no expense to the Region for street widenings …

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 
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7.2.57  To require local municipalities to plan and implement, including land takings necessary for, continuous 
collector streets in both east-west and north-south directions in each concession block, in all new urban 
developments, including new community areas.

Not consistent with agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan, and unrealistic due to the priority 
and protection afforded the many stream corridors and other NHS features. 

Definitions:
NEW COMMUNITY AREAS
Lands added to the Urban Area for community purposes including residential and population-related employment 
which are illustrated by the asterisks on Map 1.

Definition of  “new community areas” is open to interpretation  –  not clear whether all Urban Area 
expansions (or only asterisked locations) are “new community areas”. If only intended to apply to “future” 
lands added to Urban Area, then that should be stated (or say “comprising” asterisked locations). If North 
Leslie is excluded, then more explicit definition needed, and several of the noted policy concerns related to 
“new community areas” might be resolved. 

SENSITIVE GROUNDWATER FEATURES
Water-related features in the earth’s subsurface, including recharge/discharge areas, water tables, aquifers and 
unsaturated zones that can be defined by surface and subsurface hydrogeologic investigations, that are particularly
susceptible to impacts from activities or events including, but not limited to, water withdrawals, and additions of 
pollutants.

This definition is very broad and could be interpreted to include areas of North Leslie high water table 
conditions may require special attention in undertaking development. Agreed-upon implementation policies 
are included in the North Leslie Secondary Plan, but may not be consistent with this definition and ROP 
policy 2.3.4

6346446.1
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March 23, 2010	 File No. 103864 

BY EMAIL: heather.hood@ontario.ca  

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
777 Bay Street 
2nd Floor 
Toronto, ON M5G 2E5 

Attention: Heather Hood, Planner 

Dear Ms. Hood: 

Re:	 York Region Official Plan - December 2009 
Submission Number: D05.2009.1.165 

We represent the North Leslie Residential Landowners' Group Inc., a group of landowners 
with a significant ownership interest in the North Leslie secondary plan area in Richmond 
Hill. 

We understand that the Region of York has forwarded to you correspondence from our 
client's land use planning consultants, Sorensen Gravely Lowes, dated September 24, 
2009 respecting the York Official Plan. So as to ensure that you have a record of our 
client's submissions, we enclose the aforementioned correspondence along with our 
further correspondence to the Region of York dated December 1, 2009 and February 8, 
2010 for your consideration. 

Yours truly, 

AIRD & BERLIS LLP 

c.	 B. Jeffrey, Region of York 

6527245.1

Brookfield Place, 181 Bay Street, Suite 1800, Box 754 • Toronto, ON • M5J 2T9 • Canada 
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D05.2009.1.171 

     Received March 23, 2010
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September 24, 2009 

The Regional Municipality of York 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, Ontario 
L3Y 6Z1 

Attention: Mr. Bryan Tuckey, MCIP, RPP 

Commissioner of Planning and Development Services 

Dear Sir:
Re: Proposed York Region Official Plan, June 2009 Draft 


North Leslie Residential Landowners Group Inc.  

We are retained as planning consultants by the North Leslie Residential Landowners Group 

Inc., and have reviewed the June 2009 draft of the proposed Region of York Official Plan (June 
2009 Draft) on behalf of this client group. 

The North Leslie Residential Landowners Group Inc. represents a number of landowners in 
Richmond Hill in the general area bounded on the west by Bayview Avenue, on the south by 
Elgin Mills Road, on the north by 19 th Avenue and on the east by Leslie Street and Rouge River 
Tributary Two. 

As you know the North Leslie area has been the subject of exhaustive planning and 
environmental study in recent years, leading to lengthy proceedings before the Ontario 
Municipal Board (OMB). The Region is of course aware of, and has been involved in, both the 
study process and in the OMB proceedings, along with the Town of Richmond Hill, the TRCA, 
other interested agencies and parties, and the affected landowners and landowner groups.
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Regional Municipality of York 
Att: Mr. Tuckey 

A number of concerns relate to the potential confusion that may arise from the mapping and 
related policy provisions included in the June 2009 Draft, where these may not fully reflect the 
relatively definitive state of studies, planning determination and approval applicable to the lands 
of the North Leslie Residential Landowners Group Inc. Those lands are not subject to the recent 
OMB rehearing, and therefore the November 2006 OMB decision constitutes the final 
determination of the appropriate amendments to the Regional and Town Official Plans. Although 
the amendment documents have not yet been formally put into effect, there is no dispute with 
those aspects of the OMB decision. 

For example, the appropriate Secondary Plan designations and policies for affected lands within 
the Greenbelt Plan are settled by the OMB decision. Some but not all of the lands designated as 
"Protected Countryside" by the Greenbelt Plan were identified through detailed studies and 
evidence as "Natural Heritage System" and those lands together with appropriate buffer areas 
were so designated by the OMB decision. The appropriate policies to apply to the identified 
Natural Heritage System lands were determined and approved by the OMB. Other portions of the 
Protected Countryside lands remain beyond the Natural Heritage System, and are subject to 
differing policies also approved by the OMB. 

The broad-brush nature of mapping in the June 2009 Draft, and the inclusion of Greenbelt Plan 
information on several of the proposed Official Plan Maps (including Maps 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5) 
presents a concern. Maps 3, 4 and 5 purport to identify "Natural Heritage System" lands within 
the Greenbelt Plan designations of Protected Countryside, and co-extensive with those 
designations. For North Leslie, this identification is not accurate and not consistent with the 
detailed studies and OMB approvals noted above. 

The June 2009 Draft also proposes a variety of policy directions that, if interpreted to apply to 
the implementation of already approved policies for North Leslie through, could pose substantial 
disruption for the appropriate consideration and disposition of subsequent zoning and 
subdivision approval processes in accordance with the November 2006 OMB decision. The 
various minimum density and affordable housing requirements proposed in the June 2009 Draft 
are examples of policies that should not be interpreted so as to supercede or modify already 
approved policy directions. 

These specific examples represent illustrative rather than exhaustive comments on the June 2009 
Draft. In these and other respects, our concern is that the ongoing implementation of the already 
accomplished decision-making (based on agreed-upon detailed studies already completed, 
policies settled and endorsed through the OMB process) for these lands should not be confused 
or inhibited by new Regional Official Plan provisions. Clarifying statements should, we believe, 
be added to the June 2009 Draft to avoid this problem.
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Regional Municipality of York 
Aft: Mr. Tuckey 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and trust that the concerns we have 
identified in this letter will receive your careful attention in preparing the next draft of the 
proposed Regional Plan. 

Please ensure that we are notified of further steps in this process. In this and any other respect, 
please do not hesitate to call if any further information is desired. 

Yours very truly, 

SORENSEN GRAVELY LOWES PLANNING ASSOCIATES INC. 

Warren Sorensen, P.Eng., MCIP, RPP 

Principal 

Copy North Leslie Residential Landowners Group Inc. c/o Mr. Andrew Madden
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December 1, 2009	 File No. 103864 

BY EMAIL: iohn.wallervork.ca 

Regional Planning Committee 
The Regional Municipality of York 
Planning and Development Services Department 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z1 

Attention: John Waller, Director of Long Range and Strategic Planning 

Dear Mr. Wailer: 

Re:	 York Region Official Plan - December 2009 

Report of the Commissioner of Planning and Development Services —
December 2, 2009  

We represent the North Leslie Residential Landowners' Group Inc., a group of landowners 
with a significant ownership interest in the North Leslie secondary plan area in Richmond 
Hill. Our client group includes not only those landowners whose lands are designated for 
residential development, but in some instances, the constituent members who own lands 
that are designated Employment Corridor, or are lands that the Town and the Region are 
seeking to have designated as such. 

Our clients, through their land use planning consultants, Sorensen Gravely Lowes, have 
corresponded with the Region to express their concerns with the June, 2009 draft 
Regional Official Plan. In addition to that correspondence, we have also participated in 
several discussions with Regional Planning Staff, regarding the issues that our clients 
have identified with the draft Regional Plan, with the hope that such issues may be 
resolved prior to adoption of the new Official Plan. We are aware that other landowners 
within the North Leslie secondary plan area have also separately corresponded or 
discussed with Regional Staff matters that affect, or potentially affect, the development of 
their lands. 

We have received a copy of the revised York Region Official Plan (December, 2009) and 
are in the process of reviewing the policy and mapping changes proposed through this 
document. Because our review is not complete, we expect that we will have further 
comments respecting the policies and mapping prior to adoption. 

We note that a number of the maps have been changed, with the effect that they address 
some of the issues that we have raised through our previous correspondence. We 
appreciate the effort of your Staff to have addressed these changes prior to Committee 
and Council considering the draft Official Plan for adoption. 

Brookfield Place, 181 Bay Street, Suite 1800, Box 754 • Toronto, ON . M51 2T9 • Canada 
T 416.863.1500 F 416.863.1515 

www.airdberlis.com
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Despite the progress made through discussions, however, there are a number of areas 
that remain of concern to our client group, or are new matters that arise under the revised 
Official Plan put before you for consideration. 

Need for a Clear Transition Policy for North Leslie: New Urban Design, Community 
Design, Affordable Housing, Density Targets and Environmental Requirements  

The draft Regional Plan proposes new or additional requirements for development within 
secondary plan areas in the Region. In some instances, the proposed policies seek to 
have local and regional Council revisit the established policies within secondary plans that 
have not yet built out. In the circumstances of the North Leslie secondary plan, the 
policies have only recently been approved by the Ontario Municipal Board. The 
requirement that the plans be revisited to impose new or additional requirements causes 
our clients significant concern. 

By way of example only, section 2.1.8 of the December Official Plan requires that all 
development applications within 120 metres of the Regional Greenlands System be 
accompanied by an EIS in support of such application. The approved policies for the 
North Leslie secondary plan do not impose an arbitrary 120 metre distance for a 
supporting EIS and the policies specifically recognize that in some circumstances an EIS 
may be scoped, to the satisfaction of the TRCA. 

The transition policies in section 8.4 (13) - (15) of the proposed Regional Plan do not 
address this concern, as they do not appropriately recognize the approved status of the 
secondary plan area or provide that implementing development applications be tested 
against the existing, approved secondary plan policies for North Leslie. 

We would request that Council amend the Plan, prior to adoption, to insert the 
following clause under section 8.4: 

8.4.16 Notwithstanding Sections 8.4.14 and 8.4.15, for the lands 
included within the area of the North Leslie Secondary Plan in the 
Town of Richmond Hill, the consideration and approval of 
applications for subdivision, zoning or other matters pursuant to 
implementation of that Secondary Plan, whether such applications 
have been submitted or are subsequently submitted, shall be in 
accordance with the provisions of the North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

Environmental and Regional Greenwav Policies 

The North Leslie secondary plan establishes an extensive natural heritage and open 
space system. The identification of the system, as well as policies which are designed to 
guide development in the area, were the subject of significant agreement between the 
landowners, the Town and Region, as well as the Toronto Region Conservation Authority. 
The policies which provide for development in North Leslie recognize and support the role 
of the Natural Heritage and Open Space system and provide detailed direction to guide 
development on lands outside of this area. We remain very concerned that the natural 
heritage and Regional Greenland policies not introduce new or additional requirements 

AIRD & BERLIS LLP  

Barristers and Solicitors
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respecting the agreed-upon natural heritage system in North Leslie, particularly since the 
policies were the subject of an Ontario Municipal Board hearing and approval. 

The North Leslie secondary plan contemplates and provides for such matters as 
stormwater management facilities, for example, to be located within certain areas within 
the Natural Heritage System. To the extent that the draft Official Plan contains policies 
that might limit the potential to locate such uses, or introduces new tests for the location of 
same, our client objects to these policies. 

Additionally, the policies within the secondary plan consider the matter of acquisition by 
public agencies of lands designated natural heritage system. We note that the Regional 
Official Plan does not propose acquisition of lands designated Regional Greenlands 
System. We would expect that the Region would continue to respect the securement 
policies already established through the secondary plan. 

Oak Ridges Moraine Policies 

Some of the lands within the secondary plan are located on the Oak Ridges Moraine, 
although the development of such lands is recognized as being transitioned under both 
the Oak Ridges Moraine Act and Plan. We note the detailed policies respecting lands 
generally located on the Moraine within the Region. We would expect that the transitioned 
status of the development of those lands on the Moraine would continue to be recognized 
and respected as our clients move forward with development approvals. We would ask 
that a specific reference to transitioned plans be inserted in the Plan to remove any future 
question regarding this issue. 

Map 12 and Related Policies 

We have expressed previously our client's concern with the proposal to expand the 
Regional road rights of way in the vicinity of North Leslie, to 43 m, from the approved 
policies which require 36 m. 

We note that the Region and the Town of Richmond Hill participated in the rehearing of 
the North Leslie secondary plan where the issue of road policies was examined. As 
recently as August, 2009, the Region continued to support secondary plan policies which 
provided for the road rights of way for Leslie St, 19th Avenue, Bayview and Elgin Mills, of 
36 m and not 43 m. Our clients strongly object to the basis and imposition of these 
additional road rights of way being imposed for development in North Leslie. 

Figure 2 

We note that the employment target for Richmond Hill as a whole has been reduced by 
the Region in proposed Table 1. We are not aware of any reconsideration of lands 
proposed to be identified either as employment or strategic employment area, to 
determine whether such designation or identification continues to be warranted in light of 
the reduction of the overall job number for Richmond Hill. 

AIRD & BERL1S LIP 
Barristers and Solicitors
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We have noted previously, on behalf of certain affected landowners, our concerns with the 
basis for Figure 2 and the identification of strategic employment lands, particularly beyond 
2031, which is the planning period dictated by the Places to Grow Act and the Growth 
Plan. 

Despite policy 1.4, which suggests that Figure 2 is conceptual and non-operative, by 
virtue of the references to Figure 2 in such policies as 4.3(4), the Figure no longer remains 
inoperative, but in fact has become part of the operative part of the plan through policy 
references. 

We do not agree with the wording provided in policy 4.3(21) and have advised your Staff 
of our concerns regarding this policy. The effect of the policy is to suggest that the 
strategic employment designation for North Leslie was the subject of an OMB 
hearing/rehearing. The only matter considered by the OMB was the local official plan 
designation, which remains outstanding on certain parts of the North Leslie secondary 
plan area. The merits of the identification of some of the lands as "strategic employment" 
and the ability of the Region to designate lands for employment purposes beyond 2031, 
were not before the Board. The wording of policy 4.3(21) is therefore misleading. 

We would request that Figure 2 be deferred as it would relate to the North Leslie 
secondary plan area, for a proper determination pending release by the OMB of its 
decision on the local employment designation. 

Housing Supply 

We note the proposed wording change suggested in policy 5.1(5), following Table 1. Our 
clients would support the reinsertion of the wording as set out in the previous draft, on the 
basis that it is the local municipality which is best able to ensure the policy objective of 
maintenance of an adequate residential housing supply is met. 

Other Matters 

We are not aware of any support for Policy 3.3(13) which requires Regional Council to 
consider the introduction of social housing and hospital development charges, despite the 
provisions of the Development Charges Act. We would suggest that any policy must also 
acknowledge the legislation and any restrictions within that legislation within the body of 
the Plan. 

We do not support the requirement that approved secondary plans be re-examined under 
policy 5.2(15). We would suggest that the policy be reworded to simply encourage 
landowners to address the 50 residents and jobs per ha requirement. 

We are particularly concerned that the reference to the Guidelines for Community 
Development in 5.2(19) includes a reference to the ability of the guidelines to change 
without amendment to the Plan. Any amendment to a guideline sought to be imposed 
through policy should be subject to the full public process associated with amendments to 

AIRD & BERLIS U-P 

Barristers and Solicitors
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an official plan as set out under the Planning Act, to ensure fairness to affected 
landowners. 

We would request that these matters be further addressed by your Staff prior to the Plan 
being brought to Council for adoption. 

Yours truly, 

AIRD & BERLIS ALP 

6051961.1

AIRD & BERLIS LIP 
Barristers and Solicitors



Jennifer Gartland 

From:	 Patricia Foran 
Sent:	 February 8, 2010 1:24 PM 
To:	 'Jeffrey, Barb' 
Cc:	 Bob Miller ; Warren Sorensen; 'Andrew Madden' 
Subject:	 Region of York OP - North Leslie Residential Landowners' Group 
Attachments:	 6346446_1.pdf 

Without Prejudice: 

Barb — further to our meeting last week, I am providing to you a more fulsome list of policies in the adopted ROP that 
are in conflict with the North Leslie secondary plan policies. You will note that we have acknowledged that some issues 
may turn on the definition (revised) of "new community areas". 

Trish

1
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Notes on Council-adopted Region of York Official Plan December 2009 

n potential concerns/conflicts with agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan 

2.1.1 To protect and enhance the Regional Greenlands System and its functions shown on Map 2 and to direct new 
development and site alteration away from the System. 

Detailed policies of the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan prohibit or restrict 
development and site alteration within and in proximity to the identified Natural Heritage System (NHS), 
but does not direct it away in all circumstances. 

2.1.8 That development applications within 120 metres of the Regional Greenlands System shall be accompanied 
by an environmental impact statement. This statement shall detail the impact of the development on the 
Regional Greenlands System and shall provide details of enhancement opportunities and any mitigative 
measures... 

North Leslie Secondary Plan has numerous detailed policies for Environmental Impact Statements. These 
were agreed-upon and form part of the approved Secondary Plan. These may be in conflict with this ROP 
clause. 

2.1.10 That in new community areas, local official plans shall include policies, programs and initiatives to link and 
enhance the Regional Greenlands System through community design and the development process. 
Enhancement opportunities shall be focused on the Natural Heritage System within the Protected Countryside 
of the Greenbelt. 

See definition of "new community areas". If North Leslie is intended to be excluded, then more explicit 
definition needed. 
Agreed-upon North Leslie Secondary Plan has policies for enhancement of NHS but may not be entirely 
consistent with this ROP clause. 

2.1.11 That local greenlands systems within new community areas, identified in accordance with policies 2.1.4 and 
2.1.10, and shown schematically on Map 2 of this Plan within the Regional Greenlands System, shall be 
permanently protected from development and site alteration. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of "new community areas". 
This ROP clause appears to be in conflict with the comparable agreed-upon policies of the North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

2.1.12 That notwithstandin g policy 2.1.11, within the Regional Greenlands System in new community areas, non-
motorized trails, community gardens, passive recreational uses, and new infrastructure required to service 
the community including stormwater management systems/facilities, water and wastewater systems, and 
streets shall be permitted within the Regional Greenlands System subject to the policies of the Greenbelt 
Plan, and that no other practical location exists for this infrastructure. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas. 

Additionally, Greenbelt Plan requires only that infrastructure: 

n minimize disruption and impacts and "avoid key natural heritage features or key hydrologic features 
unless need has been demonstrated and it has been established that there is no reasonable alternative" 
(4.2.1.2 a & d) 

n SWMPs are at least 30 m from key natural heritage feature or key hydrologic feature (4.2.3.1)
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Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan is entirely consistent with the Greenbelt Plan. 

2.1.13 To require a Regional Greenlands System Plan as a component of secondary plans within new community 
areas that is consistent with policy 5.6.14 of this Plan. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas 
Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

2.1.22 To ensure that within ... Natural Heritage System of the Protected Countryside within the Greenbelt: 
a. the full range of existing and new agricultural ... uses and normal farm practices is permitted 

Because of the configuration of Greenbelt fingers extending into North Leslie's residential areas, 
permitting a full range of existing and new agricultural uses is inappropriate and inoperable. 

2.2.28 That every application for development or site alteration on the Oak Ridges Moraine shall identify planning, 
design and construction practices that ensure that no buildings or other site alterations impede the 
movement of plants and animals between key natural heritage features, key hydrologic features and 
adjacent lands within the Natural Core Area and the Natural Linkage Area as identified on Map it. 

Need to accommodate transition recognition in ROPA 41. 
Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. This ROP clause does not 
acknowledge the specific transitioned status of lands within the ORM, and may also exceed any 
requirement in the ORMCP 

2.2.34 To prohibit development or site alteration within wetlands as shown on. Map 4, notwithstanding policy 2.2.4 
of this Plan, and to require a minimum vegetation protection zone of 30 metres from any part of the feature. 

There are detailed policies in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan that deal with 
wetlands, individually as well as collectively, which may not necessarily require 30 m in every case. 

2.2.35 To permit development or site alteration in accordance with other policies of this Plan within 120 metres of 
wetlands, but not within the 30-metre minimum vegetation protection zone, only if it does not result in any 
of the following: 

a. loss of wetland function, including management of water balance; 
b. demand for future development that will negatively affect existing wetland functions; 
c. conflict with existing site-specific wetland management practices; or, 
d. loss of contiguous wetland area. 

Detailed policies in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan address these matters, but 
differ with this ROP clause. 

2.2.38 To increase woodland cover to a minimum of 25% of the Region's total land area. 

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. This should not be imposed so as to 
alter approved NHS.
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2.2.39 That significant woodlands, include any woodland meeting one of the following criteria ... (a through g) 

The woodlands identified in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan were the result of 
detailed field work by experts representing the landowners, TRCA and municipalities. These may not be 
consistent in every case with the criteria set out in the ROP clause. 

2.2.42 That outside of the Oak Ridges Moraine, Greenbelt, and the Lake Simcoe watershed, a minimum 
vegetation protection zone of 10 metres shall be provided from the dripline of a significant woodland 

There are detailed policies in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan that deal with 
woodlands and buffers, which may not necessarily require 10 in in every case. 

2.2.43 To prohibit development and site alteration within significant woodlands and their associated vegetation 
protection zone ... [with possible exceptions set out in 2.2.44] 

This ROP prohibition, including the grounds for exception in 2.2.44, appear to be more categorical and 
restrictive than the comparable agreed-upon policies of the North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

2. 1 .45 That should policy 2.2.44 apply, a woodland compensation plan shall be completed to the satisfaction of 
York Region. Woodland compensation will provide ecological gains to the Regional Greenlands System in 
new community areas or adjacent areas 

No such provisions are included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

2.3.4	 To direct development away from sensitive surf ace water features and sensitive groundwater features 

The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan has provisions that recognize that areas of high. 
water table exist in North Leslie (Schedules C & D) and policies requiring a phased programme of 
hydrologeological and geotechnical investigations prior to development. The agreed/approved policies do 
not "direct development away" from these areas, many of which would be classified as "sensitive 
groundwater features " as defined in the ROP (see definition).  

2.337 To require the preparation of comprehensive master environmental servicing plans as a component of 
secondary plans and major development or re-development to minimize stormwater volume and 
contaminant loads, and maximize infiltration through an integrated treatment approach, which may include 
techniques such as rainwater harvesting, runoff reduction of solids and materials at source, phosphorus 
reduction, constructed wetlands, bioretention swales, green roofs, permeable surfaces, clean water 
collection systems, and the preservation and enhancement of native vegetation cover. 

The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan requires preparation of master environmental 
servicing plans (MESPs) and identifies certain matters to be implemented in relation to "best management 
practices", which may not be entirely consistent with this ROP clause. 

3.2.6	 That sensitive uses such as schools, daycares and seniors' facilities not be located near significant known 
air emissions sources such as controlled access provincial 400-series highways.
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The OMB approved a residential designation for Bawden-Woods lands (2006 North Leslie Decision). The 
agreed-upon policies applicable to residential designations permit schools, daycares and seniors' facilities 
throUgh rezoning subject to criteria. The Bawden-Woods lands (or parts thereof) are "near" Highway 404. 
Additionally, such uses are also sought through the residential designation for the rehearin g lands. 

3.5.5	 To require that all new secondary plans include a strategy to implement the affordable housing policies 
found in this Plan. The strategy shall include: 

a. specifications on how the affordable housing targets in this Plan will be met; 
b. policies to achieve a mix and range of housing types within each level of affordability; 
c. policies to ensure larger sized, family units within each housing type and level of affordability; and, 
d. consideration of locations for social housing developments. 

No such provisions are included in the agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

3.5.23 To prohibit the approval of local municipal official plan and zoning bylaw amendments that would have the 
effect of reducing the density of a site in areas that have been approved for medium- or high-density 
development, unless the need is determined through a municipal comprehensive review. 

The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan specifies both a minimum and maximum density 
for each residential designation. In the event of a proposal to reduce density below the specified minimum, 
the Official Plan amendment that would be required provides ample opportunity to consider the 
circumstances and sufficiency of any justification for the reduction, without necessitating a wider 
"municipal comprehensive review". 

4.3.4	 To protect strategic employment lands, as identified on Figure 2, including lands beyond the planning 
horizon of the Plan. 

IThe inclusion of parts of North Leslie on Figure 2, and the status of Figure 2 generally, remains an issue. 

4.3.10 To allow a limited amount of ancillary uses on employment lands, provided that the proposed use is 
designed to primarily service businesses in the employment lands and that ancillary uses collectively do not 
exceed 20% of total employment in the employment land area. 

Some lands in North Leslie have an approved employment designation, the policies for which differ from 
this ROP clause. 

4.3.14 That development on fully serviced employment lands be compact and achieve an average minimum 
density of 40 jobs per hectare in the developable area. This target is expected to be higher for lands within 
or adjacent to centres and corridors. 

No such density requirement is included in the agreed-upon/approved North. Leslie Secondary Plan. 

4.3.21 That the Strategic Employment Land symbol associated with the North Leslie Secondary Plan Area, shown 
on Figure 2 is subject to an Ontario Municipal Board hearing which will determine the detailed land use 
designations at the local municipal level. When the Ontario Municipal Board decision and order are issued, 
Figure 2 will be revised accordingly. 

Incorrect to say that Strategic Employment Land symbol is subject to OMB hearing. See correspondence 
filed by landowners settling one issue respecting Figure 2. 

5.1.6	 To require local municipalities to develop a phasing plan for new community areas that is co-ordinated with 
the following Regional plans and policies:
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a. the new community areas criteria in Section 5.6 of this Plan; 
b. the fiscal policies in. Section 4.5 of this Plan; 
c. the York Region 10-Year Capital Plan; 
d. the York Region Water and Wastewater Master Plan; and, 
e. the York Region Transportation Master Plan. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas 
No phasing plan undertaken by the local municipality to date. 

5.1.7	 To require that local official plans, master plans, capital plans and secondary plans be consistent with 
phasing plans prepared in accordance with policy 5.1.6.b through 5.1.6.e. 

No policies for phasing plans are included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.1.8	 To require, within each local municipality, that a phase of new community area development is 
substantially complete (i.e., generally 75% of residential land area built) before a subsequent phase may be 
registered, to ensure the orderly development of land. 

INo such policies are included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.1.9	 To require local municipalities to prepare detailed sequencing plans within each secondary plan that are 
supported by water, wastewater, and transportation infrastructure, and the provision of human services. 

INot included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.1.15 That approved secondary plans within the designated greenfield area that are not completely built should be 
re-examined to determine if 50 residents and jobs per hectare in the developable area can be achieved. 

Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan has no such provision to "re-examine" the Plan with 
respect to density. 

5.1.16 To encourage that secondary and subdivision plans within the designated greenfield area that are not 
approved, be developed in accordance with policies 5.6.4 through 5.6.16. 

Although policy is only to "encourage", this is of concern, as none of the subdivision plans in North Leslie 
are "approved". Additionally, this policy could be interpreted so as to "re-open" the secondary plan. 
In any event, some of policies 5.6.4 through 5.6.16 are not consistent with agreed-upon/approved North 
Leslie Secondary Plan, some example of which are noted below. 

5.2.19 That the policies of this Plan are supported by the Guidelines for Community Development in York Region. 
New development shall meet all required items, and be encouraged to achieve all optional items. The 
guideline document shall be amended from time to time without amendment to this Plan. 

No such Guidelines for Community Development are available to our awareness, so consistency or 
inconsistency with agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan cannot be determined. In any event, 
the mandatory policy direction in this clause referencing a "guideline" ("shall meet" ) is inappropriate, and 
would be an attempt to elevate a non-policy document to the status of Official Plan policy. 

5.6.1	 That local municipalities, in consultation with York Region, prepare a comprehensive secondary plan for 
new community areas that meets or exceeds the policies of this section of this Plan. The secondary plan 
preparation should include an innovative approach that involves a multidisciplinary team assembled by the 
local municipality ...
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See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas 
Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan includes an innovative approach, and involves a 
multidisciplinary team — but not one assembled by the local municipality.  

5.6.3 That new community areas shall be designed to meet or exceed a minimum density of 20 residential units 

per hectare and a minimum density of 70 residents and jobs per hectare in the developable area. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas 
Agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan is not consistent with these density provisions. 

5.6.9	 To design communities to maximize passive solar gains, and to ensure that all buildings are constructed in 
a manner that facilitates future solar installations. 

No such policies are included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.6.12 That mobility plans shall be completed ... 

INot included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.6.1.4 That a Regional Greenlands System Plan shall be prepared ... 

INot included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

5.6.16 That new community areas be designed to reduce urban heat island effects and consider integrating green 
and white roofs ... etc. 

See comment under 2.1.10 regarding definition of new community areas 
Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

6.1.10 That within the Town of Richmond Hill, the Greenbelt Plan policies apply only to those lands within major 
river valleys and as defined by provincial regulations. Local municipal land use designations and special 
provisions within these portions of the Greenbelt Plan have been identified through the approval of the 
North Leslie Secondary Plan by the Ontario Municipal Board in 2006 and 2009/2010. 

The purpose of this clause is not clear. The agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan is entirely 
consistent with the Greenbelt Plan. 

6.2.1 (2nd paragraph) Where lands are within the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan boundary, but below the 
elevation of 245 metre above sea level Canadian Geodetic Datum, the lands are deemed to be within the 
Protected Countryside of the Greenbelt Plan and all of the policies of the Greenbelt Plan apply. 

Need to address ROPA 41. 
This clause appears to misapply the provisions of the ORMCP, the Greenbelt Plan, and the applicable 
regulations. The effect would be to create a "no-man's land" in the area between ORMCP boundary and the 
245 contour, a matter definitively dealt with by the 2006 OMB decision in including these lands in the area 
for development.
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7.2.25 To achieve higher transit usage by .... 
j. requiring all new development applications to prepare a mobility plan and demonstrate the 

proposal's approach to transit. 

Not included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

7.2.31 To require, at no expense to the Region, the dedication of public transit rights-of-way and lands for related 
facilities for the purpose of implementing the Transit Network shown on Map 11. 

INo such provisions included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan. 

7.2.48 That the street widths shown in Map 12 be considered as basic right-of way widths, and additional widths 
may be required for elements such as sight triangles, cuts, fills, streetscaping and extra turn lanes at 
intersections, and shall be conveyed at no expense to the Region. 

Street widths on Map 12 are inconsistent with street widths in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie 
Secondary Plan. 

7.2.49 That, in general, street widenings shall be taken equally from the centre line of the street. Landowners will 
be required to provide land at no expense to the Region for street widenings 

INot included in agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan.
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7.2.57 To require local municipalities to plan and implement, including land takings necessary for, continuous 
collector streets in both east-west and north-south directions in each concession block, in all new urban 
developments, including new COMMUllity areas. 

Not consistent with agreed-upon/approved North Leslie Secondary Plan, and unrealistic due to the priority 
and protection afforded the many stream corridors and other NHS features. 

Definitions: 
NEW COMMUNITY AREAS 
Lands added to the Urban Area for community purposes including residential and population-related employment 
which are illustrated by the asterisks on Map 1. 

Definition of "new community areas" is open to interpretation — not clear whether all Urban Area 
expansions (or only asterisked locations) are "new community areas". If only intended to apply to "future" 
lands added to Urban Area, then that should be stated (or say "comprising" asterisked locations). If North 
Leslie is excluded, then more explicit definition needed, and several of the noted policy concerns related to 
"new community areas" might be resolved. 

SENSITIVE GROUNDWATER FEATURES 
Water-related features in the earth's subsurface, including recharge/discharge areas, water tables, aquifers and 
unsaturated zones that can be defined by surface and subsurface hydrogeologic investigations, that are particularly 
susceptible to impacts from activities or events including, but not limited to, water withdrawals, and additions of 
pollutants. 

This definition is very broad and could be interpreted to include areas of North Leslie high water table 
conditions may require special attention in undertaking development. Agreed-upon implementation policies 
are included in the North Leslie Secondary Plan, but may not be consistent with this definition and ROP 
policy 2.3.4 

6346446.1
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.125 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 1, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Aird and Berlis on behalf of E. Manson 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Supports the comments made on behalf of the North Leslie 
residential Landowners group Inc and requests Notice on any 
draft official Plan once released for public comment. 

Notices will be sent.. 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 



AIRD	 BERLIS LLP 

Barristers and Solicitors 

Patricia A. Foran

Direct: 416.865.3425


E-mail:pforan@airdberlis.com 

December 1, 2009	 File No. 66490 

BY EMAIL: iohn.wallervork.ca  

Regional Planning Committee 
The Regional Municipality of York 
Planning and Development Services Department 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z1 

Attention: John Waller, Director of Long Range and Strategic Planning 

Dear Mr. Waller: 

Re:	 York Region Official Plan - December 2009 

Report of the Commissioner of Planning and Development Services — 
December 2, 2009 

We act on behalf of E. Manson Investments and write to advise that our client supports 
the comments made on behalf of the North Leslie Residential Landowners' Group Inc. and 
would continue to request notice of any draft Official Plan once released for public 
comment. 

Yours truly, 

AIRD & BERLIS LLP 

Pat icia	 an 

PA i/jag 

c.	 E. Manson Investments 

6057636.1

Brookfield Place, 181 Bay Street, Suite 1800, Box 754 Toronto, ON M5J 2T9 4 Canada 
T 416.863.1500 F 416.863.1515 

Inrwmairdberlis.coni

D05.2009.1.125

Received December 1, 2009
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.126 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 1, 2009 

Submission Author:  
KLM PLANNING PARTNERS 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
We are writing on behalf of our client, Lasseter Development 
Inc., to express their concerns with the proposed Draft of the 
Region’s Official Plan, dated December 2009. During our 
review, we note that the proposed regional right-of-way 
(ROW) widths shown on Map No. 12 for the portion of 
McCowan Road and Major MacKenzie Drive abutting our 
client’s lands to be increased from 36m to 43m and 45m 
respectively. We do not agree with the proposed ROW width 
increases as the surrounding and abutting lands have been 
registered and constructed to provide for the 36m ROW 
width required under the existing Regional Official Plan. 
Accordingly, our client also has concerns with the policies 
contained under Section 7.2.39 to 7.2.62, inclusive, as they 
relate to the Regional Road ROW widths. 
 

The policy states “up to 45m”, therefore the entire width may 
not be required, depending on the circumstances. The Region 
is protecting this size for implementing pubic transit rights-
of-way and transit lands related facilities. 
 
The new Planned Basic Street Widths are a result of the 2006 
Regional Council adopted policy defining the Regional 
Standard for Six Lane Roads.   Otherwise referred to as 
“Towards Great Region Streets – A Pathway to 
Improvement”, the Regional Standard identifies a 
recommended cross-section which includes a 4 to 6m wide 
median, a dedicated bicycle lane, a curb lane as an HOV (High 
Occupancy Vehicle) lane, and two all purpose lanes.  To 
provide an urban design that supports these design elements 
and to protect for the long term requirements of existing and 
future utility corridors the design guidelines recommended 
increased rights-of way.  
 
The increased rights-of-way were also examined 
comprehensively through the Region’s Transportation Master 
Plan update.  Public consultation on this initiative was 
coordinated with the Official Plan public engagement over 
the past year, leading to the adoption of the Transportation 
Master Plan by Regional Council in November 2009.  
 
These increased rights-of-way have been incorporated into 
the ROP.  Regional staff are meeting with the representatives 
of the submitter to discuss issues relating to street widening. 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.127 
 
D05.2009.1.164 

Date of Submission: 
December 1, 2009 
 
March 3, 2010 

Submission Author:  
Humphries Planning Group on behalf of Vaughan 400 North 
Employment Area Landowners. 
Humphries Planning Group on behalf of Vaughan 400 North 
Employment Area Landowners. 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Description: Vaughan 400 North Employment Area  
1.127: 
Remain concerned that the Regional Official Plan will not 
permit the implementation of OPA 637 as adopted by the City 
of Vaughan. OPA 637 constitutes good planning in the public 
interest. 

 
Upon approval of the ROP, major retail will not be permitted 
within employment lands, unless part of a municipal 
comprehensive review. Since OPA 637 has been adopted by 
the City and the Region, the ROP’s transition policies in 
section 8.4 would apply to these lands.  
A definition for major retail has been added to the Plan that 
reads as follows “major retail includes retail outlet big box 
stores and shopping centres.”  
 

 
Request a meeting with planning staff and representatives of 
the clients to discuss and resolve concerns. 

 
The Region and representatives of the client were party to 
discussions as part of the OMB pre-hearing and full hearing 
on ROPA 52. The Region will continue discussions in keeping 
with the ROPA 52 OMB hearing. 
 

1.164: 
Request that the Region provide any and all information that 
it has utilized in making assumptions regarding the 
information contained in Table 19 and Appendix 6 of the 
York Region 2031 Land Budget, March 2010. 

 
The Region will consult with the 400 North Landowners 
Group in keeping with the ROPA 52 OMB hearing. 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.128 
D05.2009.1.137 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 1, 2009 
December 14, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Rice Commercial Group of Companies 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
RCG is generally concerned with the imbalance between the 
principle of Economic Vitality and the principles of Healthy 
and Complete Communities. If a balanced, financially viable 
business environment cannot be achieved when 
implementing the designated and the proposed Strategic 
Employment Land areas, development capital will be forced 
to go elsewhere. 

The goals and policies of the Regional Official Plan are based 
on sustainability and the triple bottom line approach of 
economic vitality, healthy communities, and a sustainable 
natural environment. 

  
RCG is primarily a non-residential land owner-
developer/builder in York Region. In order to facilitate the 
development of employment land requires substantial 
infrastructure investment which is borne entirely on the backs 
of the developer. The Region’s Official Plan should establish a 
policy framework to reduce the financial burden and in turn 
create and provide financial incentives to non-residential 
developers. These policies may include less restrictive land 
uses in employment areas, linkages to and subsidies from the 
residential growth sector, reduction in non-residential 
development charges, expedited development approvals and 
a non-prescriptive approach to sustainable development and 
building. 

The ROP allows for a range of employment uses on 
employment lands. 

 Policy 4.3.8 (formerly 4.3.6) in the ROP: 

That the conversion of employment lands to non-
employment land uses is not permitted. For the purposes 
of this policy: 

a. employment lands are lands that are 
designated for employment uses including land 
designated as industrial and business park in 
local official plans; and, 

b. uses not permitted on employment lands 
include residential, major retail and non 
ancillary uses. 

 

The ROP is a policy document that is not intended to address 
specific financial subsidies or changes to development 
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charges.  Financial policies are included in section 4.5 
Financial Management.  

 

Policy 5.4.9: 

To regularly update the Development Charges By-law 
to reflect adjustments in Regional forecasts and costs 
related to growth. 

Policy 4.5.10 advocates a new funding formula: 

To advocate the Province and Federal government to 
examine a new funding formula for expanding 
Regional funding sources to accommodate growth. 

The Region will continue to work with local municipalities in 
expediting development approvals.  

Policy 8.3.1: 

To work with communities, agencies, local 
municipalities and the Province to better co-ordinate 
the planning review process by such measures as 
engaging stakeholders early in the process, eliminating 
duplication, co-ordinating reviews, simplifying 
procedures and resolving conflicts. 

The sustainable building policies have been substantially 
modified from the June draft. 

  
  
RCG is specifically concerned with the policy of Major Retail 
not being permitted on the designated or in the proposed 
Strategic Employment Land areas. With the magnitude of 
growth expected over the next 25 years there will be in need 
for Major Retail in every new community in York Region.  
 

 
The ROP recognizes the importance of planning for retail as 
an essential component of a healthy economy. Policies in the 
ROP are committed to providing an appropriate amount of 
retail in suitable locations.  Retail uses also count toward 
achieving the employment forecasts contained in Table 1 of 
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It is our understanding that current Provincial policies do not 
bar large scale retail uses from employment areas where a 
municipality has determined such uses to be appropriate. The 
Growth Plan maintains a broad definition of employment 
areas in order to allow municipalities this discretion. The 
Growth Plan also does not exclude major retail uses from 
employment areas because they function as a cluster of 
businesses and create economic activity together with offices, 
manufacturing, warehousing/distribution etc. The jobs 
generated by retail uses should count toward achieving 
employment forecasts mandated in provincial policy. 
 
The PPS states that planning authorities shall promote 
economic development and competitiveness by: 
 
• Providing an appropriate mix and range of employment 

(including industrial, commercial and institutional uses) to 
meet long term needs 

• Providing opportunities for a diversified economic base, 
including maintaining a range and choice of suitable sites 
for employment uses which support a wide range of 
economic activities and ancillary uses, and take into 
account the needs of existing and future businesses 

• Planning for, protecting and preserving employment 
areas for current and future uses 

 
The PPS also states that healthy, liveable and safe 
communities are sustained by accommodating an appropriate 
range and mix of residential and employment land uses 
(including industrial, commercial and institutional). 
 
Neither employment nor commercial uses are defined terms 
but commercial would include retail and employment should 
read to include all employment generating uses including 

the ROP.  
 
 
Policy 4.4.8: 
 

To work with local municipalities to identify and 
designate lands for major retail that is integrated 
within the community. 

 
Policy 2.2.6.5 of the Growth Plan outlines the criteria for 
permitting the conversion of lands within employment areas 
to non-employment uses and states that “For the purposes of 
this policy, major retail uses are considered non-employment 
uses.” 
 
The Region’s Official Plan complements the Growth Plan in 
protecting employment lands and not permitting major 
retail. Policy 4.3.9 (formerly 4.3.7) indicates that the conversion
of employment lands to non-employment uses may be 
considered as part of a municipal comprehensive review:  
 

That notwithstanding policy 4.3.8, the conversion of 
employment lands to non-employment land uses may 
be considered, together with local municipalities, 
provided that a Regional municipal comprehensive 
review has been completed in accordance with the 
applicable policies, forecasts and land budget of the 
Region. 
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major retail. We are not aware that the PPS nor the Growth 
Plan narrows either term to exclude or prohibit retail or 
major retail uses from employment areas and we strongly 
recommend that the Region of York amends the prohibitive 
policies in the current Draft of the Official Plan that restricts 
Major Retail on the designated and in the proposed Strategic 
Employment Areas. 
  
Some of our lands in the Town of East Gwillimbury are 
currently envisaged as a Major Local Centre in the Town’s 
Draft Official Plan. The proposed Major Local Centre at the 
Highway 404 and Green Lane node permit a range of 
employment uses that will achieve the economic vitality and 
complete community objectives of both the Town and the 
Region. 
 
Our lands at Highway 404 and Major Mackenzie Dr. in 
Richmond Hill are currently designated employment. The 
Secondary Plan and subsequent OPA’s expanded the retail 
permissions on these lands and those permissions remain in 
full force and effect. The Town’s employment land protection 
OPA that the Region approved and then supported at the 
OMB recognizes that the retail uses, including retail 
warehousing, are permitted. RCG will strongly oppose the 
Official Plan if it is the intention to remove the existing retail 
permissions. 

The Region is working with the Town of East Gwillimbury in 
finalizing the Town’s OP. The Town is carrying out a study of its 
retail needs and will be establishing a retail hierarchy which 
prioritizes locations for specific retail uses. 
 
 
 
Section 8.4 in the ROP contains transition policies recognizing 
legally existing and approved land uses. 
 
Policy 8.4.14 (formerly 8.4.13): 

To recognize legally existing and approved land uses 
as they exist at the time this Plan is approved.  

Policy 8.4.15 (formerly 8.4.14): 

That applications received on/or after the date of this 
Plan's approval be subject to the policies of this Plan.  

Policy 8.4.16 (formerly 8.4.15): 

That proponents with pending applications at the time 
of this Plan's approval be encouraged to work with 
the Region to re-examine the proposed applications 
based on the policies in this Plan. 

 
  
Policy 4.4.5: “To require local municipalities to define major The definition for Major Retail that is provided within the 
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retail uses within the context of the local commercial 
hierarchy”; however, the draft OP has defined major retail as 
big box stores, retail warehouses and shopping centres.  
 
We support and encourage the policy that requires the local 
municipality to define major retail but strongly oppose the 
Region’s vague definition. At a recent York Chapter BILD 
meeting, the Region stated that major retail will not be 
defined and that it will be the responsibility of the local 
municipalities to determine their own definition. It appears 
the definition was added in haste and without consultation 
with any stakeholders. 

Regional Official Plan is intended to act as a guideline for 
local municipalities. 
 
Policy 4.4.5 ensures that local municipalities define major 
retail in a way that is appropriate to their local context. 

 

  
Trusting our submission will be received and reviewed and we 
would appreciate any future notifications with respect to the 
Region of York’s Official Plan. 

York Region and the Province are working in concert to 
ensure that all interested parties are kept informed about the 
status of the Regional Official Plan. 
York Region mailed the Notice of Adoption to Mr. Buczolitz 
on December 18, 2009.  This submission will be provided to 
the Province, however, the Region recommends that Mr. 
Buczolits contact the Province directly to formally request 
notice of the Province’s decision. 

 



 
 

Rice Commercial Group of Companies 
15 Gormley Industrial Avenue Box 215, Gormley, Ontario, L0H 1G0 

 
 
 

December 1, 2009 
The Regional Municipality of York 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket Ont 
L3Y 6Z1 
 
 
Attention:  Bryan Tuckey, M.C.I.P., R.P.P. 
                  Commissioner of Planning and Development Services 
 
Re: Region of York, Draft Official Plan, June 2009 
 
Sent via email 

 
Dear Bryan, 
 
On behalf of the Rice Commercial Group of Companies (RCG), we respectfully submit 
our comments and concerns with the Region’s Draft Official Plan, June 2009. 
 
Firstly, RCG is a member in good standing of BILD and we fully endorse and support the 
submissions made by Malon Given Parsons Ltd. on behalf of BILD. 
 
RCG is generally concerned with the imbalance between the principle of Economic 
Vitality and the principles of Healthy and Complete Communities. If a balanced, 
financially viable business environment cannot be achieved when implementing the 
designated and the proposed Strategic Employment Land areas, development capital will 
be forced to go elsewhere. 
 
RCG is primarily a non-residential land owner-developer/builder in York Region. In order 
to facilitate the development of employment land requires substantial infrastructure 
investment which is borne entirely on the backs of the developer. The Region’s Official 
Plan should establish a policy framework to reduce the financial burden and in turn create 
and provide financial incentives to non-residential developers. These policies may include 
less restrictive land uses in employment areas, linkages to and subsidies from the 
residential growth sector, reduction in non-residential development charges, expedited 
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development approvals and a non-prescriptive approach to sustainable development and 
building. 
 
RCG is specifically concerned with the policy of Major Retail not being permitted on the 
designated or in the proposed Strategic Employment Land areas. With the magnitude of 
growth expected over the next 25 years there will be in need for Major Retail in every new 
community in York Region.  
 
It is our understanding that current Provincial policies do not bar large scale retail uses 
from employment areas where a municipality has determined such uses to be appropriate. 
The Growth Plan maintains a broad definition of employment areas in order to allow 
municipalities this discretion. The Growth Plan also does not exclude major retail uses 
from employment areas because they function as a cluster of businesses and create 
economic activity together with offices, manufacturing, warehousing/distribution etc. The 
jobs generated by retail uses should count toward achieving employment forecasts 
mandated in provincial policy.  
 
The PPS states that planning authorities shall promote economic development and 
competitiveness by: 
 
· Providing an appropriate mix and range of employment (including industrial, 

commercial and institutional uses) to meet long term needs 
· Providing opportunities for a diversified economic base, including maintaining a range 

and choice of suitable sites for employment uses which support a wide range of 
economic activities and ancillary uses, and take into account the needs of existing and 
future businesses 

· Planning for, protecting and preserving employment areas for current and future uses 
 
The PPS also states that healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by 
accommodating an appropriate range and mix of residential and employment land uses 
(including industrial, commercial and institutional). 
 
Neither employment nor commercial uses are defined terms but commercial would include 
retail and employment should read to include all employment generating uses including 
major retail. We are not aware that the PPS nor the Growth Plan narrows either term to 
exclude or prohibit retail or major retail uses from employment areas and we strongly 
recommend that the Region of York amends the prohibitive policies in the current Draft of 
the Official Plan that restricts Major Retail on the designated and in the proposed Strategic 
Employment Areas.   
 
Some of our lands in the Town of East Gwillimbury are currently envisaged as a Major 
Local Centre in the Town’s Draft Official Plan. The proposed Major Local Centre at the 



Highway 404 and Green Lane node permit a range of employment uses that will achieve 
the economic vitality and complete community objectives of both the Town and the 
Region. 
 
Our lands at Highway 404 and Major Mackenzie Dr. in Richmond Hill are currently 
designated employment. The Secondary Plan and subsequent OPA’s expanded the retail 
permissions on these lands and those permissions remain in full force and effect. The 
Town’s employment land protection OPA that the Region approved and then supported at 
the OMB recognizes that the retail uses, including retail warehousing, are permitted. RCG 
will strongly oppose the Official Plan if it is the intention to remove the existing retail 
permissions. 
 
Trusting our submission will be received and reviewed and we would appreciate any 
future notifications with respect to the Region of York’s Official Plan. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
Rudy Buczolits 
Senior Vice President 
 
The Rice Commercial Group of Companies 
 
cc. 
Bruce Macgregor, Chief Administrative Officer 
John Waller, Director, Long Range and Strategic Planning Branch 
Barbara Jeffery, Manager, Land Use Policy and Environment  



 
 

Rice Commercial Group of Companies 
15 Gormley Industrial Avenue Box 215, Gormley, Ontario, L0H 1G0 

 
 
 

December 14, 2009 
The Regional Municipality of York 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket Ont 
L3Y 6Z1 
 
 
Attention:  Bryan Tuckey, M.C.I.P., R.P.P. 
                  Commissioner of Planning and Development Services 
 
Re: Region of York, Draft Official Plan, December 2009 
 
Sent via email 

 
Dear Bryan, 
 
On behalf of the Rice Commercial Group of Companies (RCG) and further to our 
submission of December 1, 2009 we respectfully submit additional comments and 
concerns with the Region’s Draft Official Plan, December, 2009. 
 
 
Section 4.4 Planning for Retail 
 
5. “To require local municipalities to define major retail uses within the context of the 
local commercial hierarchy”; however, the draft OP has defined major retail as big box 
stores, retail warehouses and shopping centres.  
 
We support and encourage the policy that requires the local municipality to define major 
retail but strongly oppose the Region’s vague definition. At a recent York Chapter BILD 
meeting, the Region stated that major retail will not be defined and that it will be the 
responsibility of the local municipalities to determine their own definition. It appears the 
definition was added in haste and without consultation with any stakeholders. 
 
Trusting our submission will be received and reviewed and we would appreciate any 
future notifications with respect to the Region of York’s Official Plan. 
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Yours truly, 
 
 
Rudy Buczolits 
Senior Vice President 
 
The Rice Commercial Group of Companies 
 
cc. 
Bruce Macgregor, Chief Administrative Officer 
John Waller, Director, Long Range and Strategic Planning Branch 
Barbara Jeffery, Manager, Land Use Policy and Environment  
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.129 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 2, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Sorensen, Gravely, Lowes on behalf of Westlin Farms 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
First wrote in August 2009 to express concerns about 
property being designated Agriculture. 
 
Note that the Proposed Plan still designates the property as 
Agriculture. 
 
Concerned about policy 6.3.3 which indicates “non 
Agricultural uses are prohibited on the Agricultural Area”  
and further that policy 6.3.4 indicates that outside of the 
Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan 
refinements to either the Agricultural Area or Rural Area, 
shown on map, are not permitted unless undertaken through 
a municipal comprehensive review” 
 
Policies remove the ability to request minor adjustments 
through an Official Plan Amendment.  Provincial Policy is not 
intended to eliminate possibility to adjust agricultural area 
boundaries or permit other compatible uses where 
demonstrated appropriate.  
 
Request deletion of subsections 6.3.3 and 6.3.4 

Lands are designated Agricultural in current ROP and the 
2009 LEAR study identified an overall score of 8.7 for the 
lands along with lands to the south in the City of Vaughan. 
Lands with this LEAR score are well within scores for 
Agricultural designation. 
 
Lands are designated Rural in existing King Township OP, but 
lands have been designated for Agriculture in new adopted 
Township of King Rural Area Plan currently before the Region 
for approval. This adopted Plan will require review and 
updating due to the Greenbelt Plan approval in 2005.  
 
Westlin Farms has not provided justification for why the lands 
should not be designated Agricultural and has the ability to 
make application for Rural uses to the Township of King prior 
to the approval of the ROP.  This would make an application 
subject to the policies of the existing ROP regarding chnges 
from Agriculture to Rural.   
 
 Policy 6.3.3 of the Adopted Regional Plan is proposed to be 
modified to read: 
“That uses not related to Agriculture are prohibited within 
the Agricultural Area and Holland Marsh Area.” 
 
Further Policy 6.3.4 is modified to include “Regional” in front 
of “municipal comprehensive review” for clarity, to ensure 
that comprehensive reviews are undertaken at a Regional 



Draft York Region Official Plan – December 2009 - Submission Analysis      
   April 27, 2010 

2 

level. Policy will read as follows: 

“That outside of the Greenbelt Plan and the Oak Ridges 
Moraine Conservation Plan, refinements to either the 
Agricultural Area or the Rural Area, shown on Map 8, are not 
permitted unless undertaken through a Regional municipal 
comprehensive review.” 

 
Township of King planning staff agrees that the adopted 
designation of Agriculture is appropriate. 
 
No modifications required. 

  
 
 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 



 
 

 
 
 

 
509 Davenpo rt  R oa d  
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1B8 
Telephone (416) 923-6630 
Facs im i le  (416) 923-6916 

 

 

Sorensen Grave ly Lowes 
P l a n n i n g  A s s o c i a t e s  I n c .  
 

Principals: Warren Sorensen, P.Eng, MCIP, RPP 
Catherine Gravely, MES, MCIP, RPP 

Paul Lowes, MES, MCIP, RPP 

Senior Associate: Carol-Anne Munroe, MCIP, RPP 
 
 

 
 
December 2, 2009 Project: WF.KT 
 
Denis Kelly       via email: regionalclerk@york.ca 
Regional Clerk       
Corporate Services Department        
Regional Municipality of York 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, Ontario L3Y 6Z1 
 
 
Dear Mr.Kelly: 
 

Re: Comments on the Draft Region of York Official Plan 
 Westlin Farms Inc., Part of Lot 2, Concession 6, Township of King 

 
We are planning consultants to Westlin Farms Inc., the owners of the above property located on 
the west side of Weston Road, immediately north of the Vaughan/King municipal border.  We 
are writing at this time to express our concerns with the draft Official Plan dated December 
2009. 
 
In response to the June draft Official Plan, we submitted a letter dated August 11, 2009 (your 
submission file number D05.2009.1.030) expressing our concerns with regards to the proposed 
Agricultural Area designation of the subject property.  We requested that the subject property be 
designated Rural Area in the Region of York Official Plan for a variety of reasons. 
 
We note that the subject property remains to be designated Agricultural Area in the December 
2009 version of the draft Official Plan.  We do not agree with this designation.   
 
Moreover, we are particularly concerned with the proposed Agricultural Area policies of the 
draft Official Plan.  In particular, subsection 6.3.3 provides, “That non-agricultural uses are 
prohibited within the Agricultural Area…” (page 78).  Furthermore, subsection 6.3.4 provides, 
“That outside of the Greenbelt Plan and the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, 
refinements to either the Agricultural Area or the Rural Area, shown on Map 8, are not 
permitted unless undertaken through a municipal comprehensive review.” (page 78).   
 
Subsection 6.3.4 takes away the ability to request for minor adjustments through an Official Plan 
Amendment.  We note that while Provincial Policy is strident in the protection of prime 
agricultural areas for long-term use, it is not intended to eliminate opportunity to adjust 
agricultural area boundaries or permit other compatible uses, where demonstrated appropriate.  
In fact, the Provincial Policy Statement provides criteria in subsection 2.3.5.1 for the exclusion 
of land from prime agricultural areas.  We note that it does not prohibit the adjustment of 
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Sorensen Gravely Lowes 
Planning Associates Inc. 
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agricultural area boundaries, nor does it restrict such action to be initiated only through a 
municipal comprehensive review. 
 
Therefore, we respectfully request that subsections 6.3.3 and 6.3.4 of the draft Official Plan 
(December 2009) be deleted. 
 
Yours very truly, 
SORENSEN GRAVELY LOWES PLANNING ASSOCIATES INC. 

 
Paul Lowes, M.E.S., MCIP, RPP 
Principal 

 

Copy Mr. Bryan Tuckey, York Region 
 Mr. John Waller, York Region 
 Mr. Stephen Kitchen, Township of King 

Mr. Daniel Belli, MAM Group 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.130 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 2, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Davies Howe on behalf of Clearpoint Developments, Upper 
City Cooperation and 775377 Ontario Limited) 
 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 
 
Reviewing the December 2009 adopted version and reserve 
the right to provide comments at a later date. 
 
In addition to comments already provided clients have the 
following concerns: 
 
Policy 3.2.13 
 
Policy purports to add Policy 3.3.13  which “to consider the 
introduction of social housing and hospital development 
charges”  
 
The policy does not recognize or acknowledge the applicable 
provisions and restrictions of the Development Charges Act 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy indicates that Council will consider this in the future.  
 
At present the legislation does not  recognize such charges 
and the introduction of such charges would not be 
undertaken unless the legislation permitted this 

  
Employment lands policies  
 
Policy 4.3.2 
Unclear what is meant by the word identified in Policy 4.3.2.  
Suggest the word should be “designated”. 
 
Policy 4.3.4 
The identifications of “strategic employment lands” beyond 
the planning horizon as provided in policy 4.3.4 may 
contravene the requirements of the growth Plan and the PPS. 
 
Further although the December 2009 draft purports to 
provide that Figure 2 is conceptual and non operative, by 

 
Regional staff agrees and have included a modification to this 
effect. 
 
 
Policy 4.3.4 has been revised and renumbered to 4.3.6 
 

To protect strategic employment lands, including lands 
identified in Figure 2. These lands are identified based 
on their proximity to existing or planned 400-series 
highways and should be identified and protected in 
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including reference to Figure 2, in this and other sections  the 
Figure may be interpreted as forming part of the operative 
section of the OP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy 4.3.10 
Policy 4.3.10  is potentially at odds with policies approved or 
about to be approved  in the North Leslie Secondary Plan.  To 
the extent that any policies in the Plan conflict or add 
obligations restrictions or requirements to those already 
considered and approved in the North Leslie Secondary Plan, 
the clients object. 
 
Policy 4.3.2 
Unclear what is intended by Policy 4.3.2,  To the extent that 
the intention is to require that lands on Local Corridors and 
major streets which are adjacent to employment lands but 
not currently designated for employment uses  to be used 
only for employment or ancillary uses , the client objects.  The 
direction may be contrary to a decision by the Board in North 
Leslie. 
 
Clients have concerns with the wording of policy 4.3.21 and 
are not satisfied that the policy address the concerns 
expressed in the earlier letter.  Policy implies that the 
Strategic employment designation was considered by the 
OMB, when it was not Policy does not reflect the factual 
context.  

local municipal official plans. 

 

The introduction indicates that the figures in the Plan are 
intended to be illustrative and are provided for information 
only. 
Policies 4.3.6 and 4.3.7 (formerly 4.3.4 and 4.3.5) referencing figure
2 give notice that the strategic employment lands identified on 
figure 2 should be protected as there is a limited supply of 
employment lands adjacent to 400 series highways. 
 
 
Employment land policies in Section 4.4 of the North Leslie 
Secondary Plan, (Town and OMB decision 3289 version) are 
consistent with ROP policy 4.3.10 (renumbered as 4.3.11) 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy 4.3.12 has been renumbered as Policy 4.3.13.  North leslie 
Secondary Plan does not conflict with ROP section 4.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regional staff recommends deletion of policy 4.3.21 with 
renumbering of the subsequent policy.  
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Housing Supply 
Policy 5.1.5 – Suggest the wording in the June draft of the 
Plan as the local municipality in the best position to ensure 
the policy objectives 
 
 
Policy 5.2.15 
Client objects to this policy given that the proposed densities 
for my clients lands were just considered by the OMB this year 
with no suggestion from the Region for alternative density 
provisions.  Growth Plan densities are intended to be 
implemented at a town-wide level not on a secondary plan 
basis.  At the very least this policy should be reworded to 
encourage “re-examination” 
 
Policy 5.2.19 
Clients object to the requirement to comply with all required 
items in the Guidelines for Community Development and the 
ability of the Guidelines to change without amendment to 
the Plan.   
 
Any guideline imposed by the policy should be subject to the 
same public process associated with the adoption of this plan 
as set out in the Planning Act to ensure transparency. 
 
Sustainable Development 
Comments in October 6 letter apply.  Reiterate the comments 
of Mr. Sorensen that the minimum density and affordable 
housing requirements are examples of policies that should 
not supersede or amend already fully considered policy 
direction.  Also add LEED policies to this. 
 
 

 
 
Policy was modified at the request of local municipalities to 
read:  
“To maintain a housing supply of 3 to 7 years in registered 
and draft approved plans of subdivisions, condominium plans 
and/or site plans.” 
 
Regional staff proposes to modify the Policy 5.2.15  to read as 
follows: 
“To encourage the re-examination of approved secondary 
plans within the designated greenfield area that are not 
completely built to determine if 50 residents and jobs per 
hectare in the developable area can be achieved.” 
 
 
 
Regional staff proposes to modify policy to read: 
“That the policies of this Plan are supported by the Guidelines 
for Community Development in York Region. New 
development shall meet all required items, and be 
encouraged to achieve all optional items.” 
 
 
 
 
 
Affordable housing and minimum densities are required by 
the Provincial Growth Plan in order to achieve “complete 
communities” in York Region. Policies requiring LEED have 
been revised. Regional Staff have worked extensively with 
BILD representatives to amend the green building policies of 
the ROP 
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Street policies 
Require a better understanding of policy 7.2.50 before 
adoption 
 
In addition continue to object to the increase in rights of way 
to 43 metres in vicinity of clients lands, noting at the re-
hearing of the appeals as the Region did not raise the need 
or possibility of increases rights of way for these roads. 
 
Road widths were raised and addressed by the OMB, with the 
region continued to support secondary plan policies for 36 
metres rights of way. 
 
 
Transition Policies 
Transition policies in 8.4.13 to 8.4.15  do not address the 
concerns expressed in earlier letters with respect to policies 
which add to, change, conflict or are inconsistent with 
policies  and impose additional obligation and restrictions on 
the  North Leslie lands. 
 

 
 
Policy 7.2.50 is for future road ways, such as the new Donald 
Cousins Parkway extension where we would expect to obtain 
the first 36 metres of the right-of-way at no cost.  Other than 
the Donald Cousins Parkway extension to 19th Avenue, there 
are no other proposed roads identified at this time. 
 
Increased right- of- way policies were proposed but not 
adopted at the time of the rehearing, therefore it was not 
possible to raise these before the Board as they had no status. 
 
Regional staff will meet with representatives of North Leslie 
in the near future to discuss the increased rights-of way. 
 
 
Transition policies are appropriate for York Region as a 
whole.  
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5 0 9  Davenport  R oa d  
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1B8 
Telephone (416) 923-6630 
Facs im i le  (416) 923-6916 

 

 

S o r e n s e n  G r a v e l y  L o w e s  
P l a n n i n g  A s s o c i a t e s  I n c . 

 
Principals: Warren Sorensen, P.Eng, MCIP, RPP 

Catherine Gravely, MES, MCIP, RPP 
Paul Lowes, MES, MCIP, RPP 

Senior Associate: Carol-Anne Munroe, MCIP, RPP 
 
 
 
 
 

September 24, 2009 
 
The Regional Municipality of York 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, Ontario 
L3Y 6Z1 
 

Attention: Mr. Bryan Tuckey, MCIP, RPP 
Commissioner of Planning and Development Services 

 
 
Dear Sir: 

Re: Proposed York Region Official Plan, June 2009 Draft 
North Leslie Residential Landowners Group Inc. 

We are retained as planning consultants by the North Leslie Residential Landowners Group 
Inc., and have reviewed the June 2009 draft of the proposed Region of York Official Plan (June 
2009 Draft) on behalf of this client group.  

The North Leslie Residential Landowners Group Inc. represents a number of landowners in 
Richmond Hill in the general area bounded on the west by Bayview Avenue, on the south by 
Elgin Mills Road, on the north by 19th Avenue and on the east by Leslie Street and Rouge River 
Tributary Two.  

As you know the North Leslie area has been the subject of exhaustive planning and 
environmental study in recent years, leading to lengthy proceedings before the Ontario 
Municipal Board (OMB). The Region is of course aware of, and has been involved in, both the 
study process and in the OMB proceedings, along with the Town of Richmond Hill, the TRCA, 
other interested agencies and parties, and the affected landowners and landowner groups.  



 
 
Regional Municipality of York 
Att: Mr. Tuckey                                                         September 24, 2009 
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A number of concerns relate to the potential confusion that may arise from the mapping and 
related policy provisions included in the June 2009 Draft, where these may not fully reflect the 
relatively definitive state of studies, planning determination and approval applicable to the lands 
of the North Leslie Residential Landowners Group Inc.  Those lands are not subject to the recent 
OMB rehearing, and therefore the November 2006 OMB decision constitutes the final 
determination of the appropriate amendments to the Regional and Town Official Plans. Although 
the amendment documents have not yet been formally put into effect, there is no dispute with 
those aspects of the OMB decision.  

For example, the appropriate Secondary Plan designations and policies for affected lands within 
the Greenbelt Plan are settled by the OMB decision. Some but not all of the lands designated as 
“Protected Countryside” by the Greenbelt Plan were identified through detailed studies and 
evidence as “Natural Heritage System” and those lands together with appropriate buffer areas 
were so designated by the OMB decision. The appropriate policies to apply to the identified 
Natural Heritage System lands were determined and approved by the OMB. Other portions of the 
Protected Countryside lands remain beyond the Natural Heritage System, and are subject to 
differing policies also approved by the OMB. 

The broad-brush nature of mapping in the June 2009 Draft, and the inclusion of Greenbelt Plan 
information on several of the proposed Official Plan Maps (including Maps 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5) 
presents a concern.  Maps 3, 4 and 5 purport to identify “Natural Heritage System” lands within 
the Greenbelt Plan designations of Protected Countryside, and co-extensive with those 
designations. For North Leslie, this identification is not accurate and not consistent with the 
detailed studies and OMB approvals noted above.      

The June 2009 Draft also proposes a variety of policy directions that, if interpreted to apply to 
the implementation of already approved policies for North Leslie through, could pose substantial 
disruption for the appropriate consideration and disposition of subsequent zoning and 
subdivision approval processes in accordance with the November 2006 OMB decision. The 
various minimum density and affordable housing requirements proposed in the June 2009 Draft 
are examples of policies that should not be interpreted so as to supercede or modify already 
approved policy directions. 

These specific examples represent illustrative rather than exhaustive comments on the June 2009 
Draft. In these and other respects, our concern is that the ongoing implementation of the already 
accomplished decision-making (based on agreed-upon detailed studies already completed, 
policies settled and endorsed through the OMB process) for these lands should not be confused 
or inhibited by new Regional Official Plan provisions. Clarifying statements should, we believe, 
be added to the June 2009 Draft to avoid this problem.   
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and trust that the concerns we have 
identified in this letter will receive your careful attention in preparing the next draft of the 
proposed Regional Plan.  
 
Please ensure that we are notified of further steps in this process. In this and any other respect, 
please do not hesitate to call if any further information is desired. 
 
 
Yours very truly, 
SORENSEN GRAVELY LOWES PLANNING ASSOCIATES INC. 

 
Warren Sorensen, P.Eng., MCIP, RPP 
Principal 

Copy North Leslie Residential Landowners Group Inc. c/o Mr. Andrew Madden 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.131 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 2, 2009 

Submission Author: 
QX4 Investments Ltd 
(on behalf of Living Water Faith Fellowship) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Property: 7.9 acre, L-shaped property located northeast of 
Green Lane and Leslie Street (18293 Leslie Street); East 
Gwillimbury. 

 

  
My comments were primarily directed to Section 4.3 
Protecting Employment Lands and, my underlying concern 
was to ensure that the York Region Official Plan does not 
preclude Living Water’s lands from being designated in the 
East Gwillimbury Official Plan and subsequent Secondary Plan 
in a category that would allow the development of a place of 
worship. 
 
I note from the staff report to the December 2, 2009 meeting 
of the Planning & Economic Development Committee that my 
letter has been analyzed and recommended revisions to 
Section 4.3 have been made by staff.  The removal of 
“institutional” uses from Section 4.3.12 b. (now Section 4.3.6 
b.), which lists the uses not permitted on employment lands, 
is a welcome change. 
 
The report also states immediately following the reference to 
Section 4.3.6 b. that, “Institutional uses may be permitted on 
an application by application basis pending Local Council 
approval”.  When Mr. Bottomley contacted me by phone and 
quoted this statement, I said I found the direction this was 
going to be satisfactory but, would wait to see the final 
wording of the policy before taking a position.  I did not say I 

The current wording of ROP policy 4.3.8 (formerly 4.3.6) does not 
preclude institutional uses on employment areas: 
 

1. That the conversion of employment lands to non-
employment land uses is not permitted. For the 
purposes of this policy: 

a. employment lands are lands that are 
designated for employment uses including land 
designated as industrial and business park in 
local official plans; and, 

b. uses not permitted on employment lands 
include residential, major retail and non 
ancillary uses. 

 
Specific detailed land uses will be dealt with at the local 
municipal level as part of the secondary plan review process. 
No change required to policy. 
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was satisfied.  However, in this regard, I am hereby 
requesting that the above bolded statement in quotations be 
added as policy 4.3.6 c. for clarity and to avoid ambiguity and 
future confusion.   
  
I am particularly concerned about other policies such as newly 
added policies 4.3.2 and 4.3.12, which could be interpreted in 
the future to frustrate attempts to establish a place of 
worship and, policy 4.3.7 which has been revised to now 
require a “Regional” comprehensive review and, presumably, 
a Regional approval before a place of worship could be 
allowed.  Alternately, it would be acceptable to further revise 
policy 4.3.6 b. by replacing the word “include” with the word 
“are”. 

The policies in section 4.3 complement employment land 
protection policies in the Growth Plan.  

  
Living Water intends to continue working with the Town of 
East Gwillimbury to establish a place of worship use within a 
mixed-use building at the subject property and, does not 
expect to have to also receive a Regional land use approval. 

The Region is the approval authority for all secondary plans 
and will be working with each local municipality as part of 
the secondary plan approval process. 

  
Kindly notify me of any future meetings and any further 
revisions to the R.O.P. 

York Region and the Province are working in concert to 
ensure that all interested parties are kept informed about the 
status of the Regional Official Plan. 
York Region mailed the Notice of Adoption to Mr. Quan on 
December 18, 2009.  This submission will be provided to the 
Province and presented to Regional Planning and 
Development committee and Regional Council.  
The Region also recommends that Mr. Quan contact the 
Province directly to formally request notice of the Province’s 
decision. 

 



 1

QX4 Investments Limited   17 Bauer Crescent, 
        Consulting Services    Markham, Ontario 
       L3R 4H3 
       Phone:  905-477-2005 
       Fax:      905-479-4517 
       cell: 416-564-0351 
       e-mail:  ben.quan@rogers.com 
 
       December 2, 2009 
 
 
The Regional Municipality of York 
Planning and Development Services Department 
17250 Yonge Street, 
Newmarket, ON  
L3Y 6Z1 
 
Attention:  Ms. Barb Jeffrey, Manager of Land Use Policy & Environment 
 
Dear Ms. Jeffrey  
 

Re:  York Region Official Plan – December 2009 
 
By letter dated October 6, 2009 (i.e. Submission No. D05.2009.1.060) I, on behalf of my 
client Living Water Faith Fellowship, owner of the property municipally known as 18293 
Leslie Street, East Gwillimbury, provided comments and queries in respect of Draft York 
Region Official Plan – June 2009.  My comments were primarily directed to Section 4.3 
Protecting Employment Lands and, my underlying concern was to ensure that the York 
Region Official Plan does not preclude Living Water’s lands from being designated in the 
East Gwillimbury Official Plan and subsequent Secondary Plan in a category that would 
allow the development of a place of worship. 
 
I note from the staff report to the December 2, 2009 meeting of the Planning & Economic 
Development Committee that my letter has been analyzed and recommended revisions to 
Section 4.3 have been made by staff.  The removal of “institutional” uses from Section 
4.3.12 b. (now Section 4.3.6 b.), which lists the uses not permitted on employment lands, 
is a welcome change. 
 
The report also states immediately following the reference to Section 4.3.6 b. that, 
“Institutional uses may be permitted on an application by application basis pending 
Local Council approval”.  When Mr. Bottomely contacted me by phone and quoted this 
statement, I said I found the direction this was going to be satisfactory but, would wait to 
see the final wording of the policy before taking a position.  I did not say I was satisfied.  
However, in this regard, I am hereby requesting that the above bolded statement in 
quotations be added as policy 4.3.6 c. for clarity and to avoid ambiguity and future 
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confusion.  I am particularly concerned about other policies such as newly added policies 
4.3.2 and 4.3.12, which could be interpreted in the future to frustrate attempts to establish 
a place of worship and, policy 4.3.7 which has been revised to now require a “Regional” 
comprehensive review and, presumably, a Regional approval before a place of worship 
could be allowed.  Alternately, it would be acceptable to further revise policy 4.3.6 b. by 
replacing the word “include” with the word “are”.  
 
Living Water intends to continue working with the Town of East Gwillimbury to 
establish a place of worship use within a mixed-use building at the subject property and, 
does not expect to have to also receive a Regional land use approval. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make these comments. Should you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. Kindly notify me of any future meetings and any 
further revisions to the R.O.P.  
 
 
Yours very truly, 
 
 
 
Ben Quan 
 
 
cc:  Denis Kelly, Regional Clerk 
       Carolyn Kellington, Manager of Community Planning & Development, E.G.    
       Pastor Johan du Toit 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.132 
 

Date of Submission:  
December 2, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Richard R. Arblaster 
on behalf of The Mandarin Golf Course and 
AV Investments II Inc. Holdings Inc. 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan (images not included) Analysis and Recommendation 
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Map 2, The Regional Greenlands System, includes 
lands throughout the Region which have been 
identified through Regional and local studies, as 
lands necessary to establish and enhance a linked 
natural heritage system throughout York Region. 
The updated system includes data generated at a 
Regional and Local level. 
Land included in the June 2009 Draft Regional 
Greenlands System reflect Markham’s Natural 
Heritage Network recently prepared by the 
Town, to the extent possible at a Regional 
mapping scale.  
 
Regional staff understands that refinements to 
Markham’s Natural Heritage Network may be 
tabled at the time of its incorporation into 
Markham’s updated Official Plan. Any 
modifications to Markham’s network will be 
reflected in York Region’s Greenlands System.  
 
In this regards, policy 2.1.5 states:  
 
That the Regional Greenlands System on Map 2 
includes local municipal greenlands systems 
schematically. Revisions to local greenlands 
systems will be included within the Regional 
Greenlands System, and will not require an 
amendment to this Plan. 
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In addition to the above policy, policy 2.1.6 states:  
 
That the boundaries and the extent of the 
Regional Greenlands System on Map 2 outside of 
the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan Area 
and the Greenbelt Plan Area are approximate. 
Refinements to the boundaries may occur 
through periodic updates by the Region which 
will not require an amendment to this Plan. 
 

Please consider these submissions in consultation with your staff and address 
changes to prevent the irrational, unjustified redesignation which will have 
seriously harmful affects on landowner interests.  

Regional Staff will continue to consult with Town 
of Markham staff on refinements and updates to 
the Natural Heritage Network.  
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.133 
D05.2009.1.175 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 1, 2009 
March 24, 2010 

Submission Author:  
Aird & Berlis LLP 
(on behalf of North Markham Landowners’ Group) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Submission 1.133 
Properties: Approximately 902 hectares bounded by Major 
Mackenzie Drive to the south, the Markham municipal 
boundary to the north, Woodbine Avenue on the west and 
Ninth Line on the east; Markham. 

 

  
1. Failure to identify the urban boundary expansion for the 
North Markham area.  We are disappointed to see that the 
draft OP before you continues to identify potential urban 
boundary expansions through the use of an asterisk symbol, 
versus identification of an urban boundary.  For the reasons 
expressed in earlier correspondence with you, it is our 
client’s position that in order for this OP to conform with 
the Provincial policies such a boundary should be identified 
in the Plan. 

The Region is co-ordinating the urban boundary expansions 
with the local municipalities. 
The urban asterisks have been retained in the Plan.  Staff are 
bringing forward ROPA’s 1, 2 and 3 for the defined Urban Area 
expansions for East Gwillimbury, Vaughan and Markham in 
May 2010. 

  
2. Reflection of Markham’s draft natural heritage system in 
the Regional Greenland map and policies:  The Town of 
Markham is in the process of preparing natural heritage 
mapping and policies, for future adoption through a local 
OPA.  That process, including input and comments by the 
public and affected landowners, has not concluded.  We 
remain concerned that Regional Council has reflected the 
draft NHS in its Regional Greenway mapping, without the 
full public review and comment having been concluded 
locally.  We would request that Map 2, which is based on 

Policy 2.1.5 was added to the December 2009 ROP and states: 
That the Regional Greenlands System on Map 2 includes local 
municipal greenlands systems schematically. Once approved at 
a local level, revisions to local greenlands systems will be 
included within this Plan without amendment. 

 
Once Markham has approved their Natural Heritage Network it 
will be incorporated into the ROP.  
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this draft system, be removed or deferred as it would relate 
to our client’s lands.  Additionally, we note that the policies 
respecting refinements to the mapping (for example, policy 
2.2.44) do not address our client’s concerns with the basis 
for the mapping. 
 
The draft OP also fails to outline any policies respecting 
securement of the lands proposed to be designated 
Regional Greenlands.  Our client’s previous concern in this 
respect remains outstanding. 

 
 
 
 
 

  
3. On a related matter, we are in the process of reviewing 
Map 5 and the policies respecting significant woodlands.  
Despite the fact that some changes have been made to the 
policies and mapping, our original concerns remain 
outstanding.  We would request that Map 5 be removed 
from the Regional OP prior to adoption. 

Policy 2.2.40 states the following: 
That Map 5 identifies woodlands that may be significant 
based on available information and data. Due to the scale of 
the mapping in this Plan, the extent of the woodland 
coverage may not be clearly visible on Map 5. This mapping at 
a larger scale is available from York Region. 

 
Further Policy 2.3.41 identifies that site specific studies may be used to 
determine  or verify the significance of the woodlands shown on Map 
5. 
 

  
4. Revised Figure 2 and identification of lands as Strategic 
Employment Area: We note that while Figure 2 is intended 
to be conceptual in nature, it is cross-referenced in various 
policies within the Plan.  Our client is concerned that the 
most appropriate lands and land area for employment uses 
has not been identified for Markham.  The combined effect 
of Figure 2 and companion policies will be to remove 
consideration of more suitable lands for future employment 
uses. 
 
Our client remains concerned with the policies restricting 
uses, particularly major retail uses, within employment 

The lands shown on figure 2 were identified based on their 
proximity to existing or planned 400 series highways and as 
indicated are conceptual in nature. Figure 2 does not preclude 
additional employment lands being identified, protected and 
designated at a future date. 
Policy 4.3.6 (formerly 4.3.4) states: 
 

To protect strategic employment lands, including lands 
identified in Figure 2. These lands are identified based on 
their proximity to existing or planned 400-series highways and 
should be identified and protected in local municipal official 
plans. 

 



Draft York Region Official Plan – December 2009 - Submission Analysis      
   April 27, 2010 

3 

areas.  Our client does not accept the proposed definition 
of “major retail” proposed and note that the need 
identified by the Region for additional lands within 
Markham for major retail uses has not been addressed 
through the Official Plan policies. 

The ROP employment policies complement employment land policies 
in the Growth Plan. Employment Areas are defined in the Growth 
Plan as “Areas designated in an official plan for clusters of business 
and economic activities including, but not limited to, manufacturing, 
warehousing, offices, and associated retail and ancillary facilities. 
(Provincial Policy Statement, 2005).”  
 
Growth Plan Policy 2.2.6.5 indicates that major retail uses are 
considered non-employment land uses. 
 
ROP Policy 4.4.6 is consistent with Growth Plan policy 2.2.6.5 by not 
permitting major retail uses on employment lands, unless considered 
through a regional municipal comprehensive review. 

4.4.6: 

That major retail is not permitted on designated or strategic 
employment lands. 

The definition for Major Retail that is provided within the Regional 
Official Plan is intended to act as a guideline for local municipalities. 
 
Policy 4.4.5 ensures that local municipalities define major retail in a 
way that is appropriate to their local context. 
 
As indicated above, ROP policy 4.4.8 states the Region will work with 
local municipalities to identify and designate lands for major retail 
uses integrated within the community.  
 
Policy 4.4.1 provides direction to local municipalities with respect to 
planning for all retail as follows:  
 

To require that new retail be designed to be walkable, transit 
supportive and integrated into communities and pedestrian 
and cycling networks, with high-quality urban design. 

 
The Region’s land budget work, released in March, 2010 indicates that 
there is need for an additional 206 hectares of lands for major retail 
uses in the Region. 
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The Region has committed to undertake a study of the Region’s retail 
sector that will help inform future policy and planning for new retail.  
 
Policy 4.4.10: 

To undertake a study of the Region’s retail sector. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
5.(i) Policy 2.2.4: We would request that the policy be 
amended to insert “unacceptable” before “impact” and 
reference “no net loss of function”. 

The wording of this policy is to ensure conformity with the 
Provincial Policy Statement.  

  
5.(ii) Policy 2.2.28 and 2.2.29 respecting fixed buffers:  Our 
client has previously outlined its concerns with a rigid 
approach to identifying buffers in a Regional policy 
document.  We continue to be concerned with the Region’s 
approach regarding this issue. 

Draft June policies 2.2.28 and 2.2.29 (Revised December policies 
2.2.34 and 2.2.35).  York Region continues to support a 
minimum 30m buffer for all wetlands protected by the ROP, 
and a minimum 10m buffer for significant woodlands.  The Oak 
Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, Greenbelt Plan, and Lake 
Simcoe Protection Plan all require 30m buffers on wetlands.  
The Regional Official Plan is consistent with these 
requirements. 

  
5.(iii) Policy 2.2.43 – Vegetation protection zones act as 
buffers:  We would request that the policy be amended to 
permit site alteration in vegetation protection zones, to 
permit consideration of the placement of trails and other 
infrastructure, such as storm water management facilities, 
within these areas. 

The definition of development was revised in the December 
2009 version to read:  

The creation of a new lot, a change in land use, or the 
construction of buildings and structures, requiring approval 
under the Planning Act, but does not include:  
a. activities that create or maintain infrastructure authorized 
under an environmental assessment, Planning Act, or 
Condominium Act process; or, 
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b. works subject to the Drainage Act. 
 
Policy 2.2.5 also permits low intensity recreational uses in the 
key natural heritage and key hydrologic features and minimum 
vegetation protection zones as follows: 

That passive recreational uses, such as trails, may be permitted 
within key natural heritage features and key hydrologic 
features and their associated vegetation protection zones 
subject to the requirements of policy 2.2.4 of this Plan and the 
Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, the Greenbelt Plan, 
and the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan. 

  
5.(iv) Policies 2.3.5 and 2.3.33(d): Given that these are 
policies intended to guide development in areas of 
groundwater recharge, we do not agree with the 
requirement to enhance the quality and quantity of 
groundwater recharge areas.  As we noted earlier, this 
policy must acknowledge that best efforts may be used, and 
the policy should require enhancement “where possible”. 

This policy is consistent with 2.2.1.d of the Provincial Policy 
Statement which states that planning authorities shall protect, 
improve or restore the quality and quantity of water by 
implementing necessary restrictions on development and site 
alteration to:  
1. protect all municipal drinking water supplies and designated 
vulnerable areas; and  
2. protect, improve or restore vulnerable surface and ground 
water, sensitive surface water features and sensitive ground 
water features, and their  hydrologic functions;  
 
In areas outside of the ORMCP, the policies in the Lake Simcoe 
Protection Plan build on the PPS and the Clean Water Act, 2006 
to identify and protect significant groundwater recharge areas.  
LSPP policy 6.38-DP states that: Once identified, municipalities 
shall incorporate significant groundwater recharge areas into 
their official plans together with policies to protect, improve or 
restore the quality and quantity of groundwater in these areas 
and the function of the recharge areas, and further, policy 
6.40-DP states that: Outside of the Oak Ridges Moraine area, 
an application for major development within a significant 
groundwater recharge area shall  be accompanied by an 
environmental impact study that demonstrates that the quality 
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and quantity of groundwater in these areas and the function 
of the recharge areas will be protected, improved or restored. 
 
Further Policy 2.3.2 indicates that development be designed 
with the goal of maintaining water balance. 
 

  
 
5.(v) Policies 5.1.12(f) and 5.3.3(g): We are concerned that the 
effect of these policies is to prevent Regional Council from 
considering an urban boundary expansion until such time as 
a local municipality completes its own growth management 
conformity exercise, including determination of its policies 
respecting achieving intensification targets.  We note that 
the Regional OP contains intensification targets for its 
constituent local municipalities.  We would expect that the 
process of identifying urban boundary expansions would be 
led by the Region, and determined first through the 
Region’s OP. 

 
The Region’s municipal comprehensive review has been 
completed and ROPA’s 1,2 and 3 dealing with urban expansions 
are being tabled in May 2010 and a public meeting is scheduled 
for June, 2010. 
 
Local municipal growth management and municipal 
comprehensive review work is generally consistent with the 
Region’s municipal comprehensive review.  
 

  
5.(vi) Policy 3.4.11: The modifications proposed to this policy 
may be interpreted as requiring landowners to maintain 
heritage resources in situ.  We do not believe that this is the 
intent of the provincial legislation and would ask that staff 
clarify the change prior to adoption. 

This policy does not require the preservation of archaeological 
resources in situ, but provides suggestions for mechanisms to 
protect these resources if they will be retained in situ. 

  
5.(vii) Policy 3.3.13: Our client had previously identified this 
policy as an issue.  We note the policy has been expanded 
to reference DC’s for both social housing and hospitals.  To 
the extent that the Development Charges Act does not 
support DC’s for these matters, we are of the opinion that 
the policy is beyond Council’s jurisdiction. 

This policy is to consider the introduction of social housing and 
hospital development charges. 

  
5.(viii) Policy 7.2.88 respecting the Noise Exposure Forecast This policy is worded to acknowledge that Transport Canada is 
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contour: We note the additional requirement in the revised 
policy which would require landowners to be “consistent 
with Transport Canada guidelines”.  We are very concerned 
about this reference, particularly since the aforementioned 
guidelines impose a development restriction (25 NEF) that is 
not consistent with the current Provincial Policy Statement 
(30 NEP/NEF limit).  Accordingly, this additional requirement 
should be deleted from the policy prior to adoption of the 
Plan. 

the authority on aviation within Canada and its best practices.  
Where possible, the policies of York Region’s Official Plan are 
based on best practices. 

  
5.(ix) Map 12 and the companion transportation policies: We 
are concerned about the basis for, and practical effect of, 
the proposed regional road widths identified on Map 12 
and the companion policies that together require 
landowners to assume a greater burden for road 
infrastructure through the development process. 

The policy states “up to 45m”, therefore the entire width may 
not be required, depending on the circumstances. The Region is 
protecting this size for implementing pubic transit rights-of-
way and transit lands related facilities.   
 
The new Planned Basic Street Widths are a result of the 2006 
Regional Council adopted policy defining the Regional 
Standard for Six Lane Roads.   Otherwise referred to as 
“Towards Great Region Streets – A Pathway to Improvement”, 
the Regional Standard identifies a recommended cross-section 
which includes a 4 to 6m wide median, a dedicated bicycle 
lane, a curb lane as an HOV (High Occupancy Vehicle) lane, and 
two all purpose lanes.  To provide an urban design that 
supports these design elements and to protect for the long 
term requirements of existing and future utility corridors the 
design guidelines recommended increased rights-of way.  
 
The increased rights-of-way were also examined 
comprehensively through the Region’s Transportation Master 
Plan update.  Public consultation on this initiative was 
coordinated with the Official Plan public engagement over the 
past year, leading to the adoption of the Transportation 
Master Plan by Regional Council in November 2009.  
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These increased rights-of-way have been incorporated into the 
ROP. 

  
5.(x) Policy 8.4.7(b): Our client strongly objects to any policy 
that would support or suggest that lands not identified as 
part of the urban boundary through this plan, be 
considered for as candidate lands for an Oak Ridges 
Moraine or Greenbelt designation.  This approach is short-
sighted and removes any flexibility to consider future urban 
expansions, should they be justified on the basis of updated 
information. 
 
Moreover, there is absolutely no policy or scientific support 
for such designations to be imposed by the Region or local 
municipalities, particularly in the absence of any direction 
through provincial policy. 

This policy is not specific to the North Markham lands and 
identifies that as part of the 2015 review of the Provincial Plans 
addition designations may be considered.  Such additions or 
deletions from the Provincial Plans would be subject to public 
review both through a Provincial process (which is as yet 
undefined) and through a Regional and local official plan 
amendment process.     
 
 
No changes to the policy are required.   

  
5.(xi) Map 7: We would suggest that Map 7, like other 
regional maps, be subject to refinement following field 
confirmation at the time of development applications being 
filed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Map 7 derives from the Oak Ridges Moraine Plan 
requirements and mapping provided as part of the ORMCP. 
Section 29 (5) of the ORMCP identifies uses which are 
prohibited in high aquifer vulnerability areas. Refinement to 
the mapping at the site specific level does not appear to be 
contemplated under the ORMCP.   
 
Further refinements to the mapping as well as likely 
expansion of coverage is anticipated as part of ongoing work 
at the Regional level as part of Source Water Protection 
Planning.  
 
Expansion of coverage and inclusions of more detailed 
policies applying to areas of aquifer vulnerability are 
anticipated when the Source Water Protection Plan is 
completed in 2012.  Any changes would be subject Regional 
and local official plan amendment processes. 
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Submission 1.175 
Submitting further correspondence and submissions (dates 
October 6, 2009 and December 1, 2009) from North 
Markham Landowners Group/Aird and Berlis to H Hood, 
Planner MMAH 

 
 
 
All correspondence is part of Regional record. 
Correspondence received prior to November 24, 2009 sent to 
MMAH with original document December 29, 2009, 
including: 
 
Oct 6, 2009 letter Aird and Berlis – Submission D05.2009.1.070
 
Subsequent submissions being sent to MMAH as part of this 
submission. 
Dec 1. 2009, Aird and Berlis – Submission D05.2009.1.133 
 
Notice of all meetings and decisions sent to Aird and Berlis 
solicitors as they are part of the region’s notification list 
   

 



D05.2009.1.133

Received December 2, 2009

elliottt
Rectangle









D05.2009.1.175
                                            
                                               Received March 24, 2010

elliottt
Rectangle





















































AIRD i BERLIS LLP 

Barristers and Solicitors 

Patricia A. Foran

Direct: 416.865.3425


E-mail:pforan@airdberlis.com 

December 1, 2009 

BY EMAIL: john.waller@york.ca 

Regional Planning Committee 
The Regional Municipality of York 
Planning and Development Services Department 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z1 

Attention: John Waller, Director of Long Range and Strategic Planning 

Dear Mr. Waller: 

Re:	 York Region Official Plan - December 2009

File No. 102653 

Report of the Commissioner of Planning and Development Services —
December 2, 2009  

We act on behalf of the North Markham Landowners Group, a group of developers and 
interested landowners that own or control approximately 902 hectares in North Markham 
in an area bounded by Major Mackenzie Drive to the south, the Markham municipal 
boundary to the north, Woodbine Avenue on the west and Ninth Line on the east. Their 
holdings represent approximately 22% of the gross total area of the Markham Whitebelt. 

We write further to correspondence dated September 9, 2009, sent by Malone Given 
Parsons ("MGP") and correspondence from our firm dated September 10th and October 
6th , 2009, respectively. The purpose of the aforementioned correspondence was to 
communicate to the Region our client's issues and concerns respecting the June, 2009 
draft Official Plan ("OP"). 

Since the release of that correspondence, we have received clarification of certain issues 
from Regional Staff. We have not repeated those issues in this letter, given the 
clarifications received. However, we reserve the right to request additional policy 
modifications to ensure that matters of clarification are adequately addressed in the Plan, 
prior to adoption. 

Along with MGP, we have conducted a preliminary review of the December, 2009 draft 
OP. A number of the issues that were previously raised on behalf of our client have not 
been addressed with this new draft OP. To that extent, our client's original concerns 
remain outstanding. 

We do not propose to repeat those basis of our client's concerns and issues through this 
correspondence; however, we wish to highlight the following major issues that our client 
continues to identify with the Regional OP: 
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Failure to identify the urban boundary expansion for the North Markham area. We 
are disappointed to see that the draft OP before you continues to identify potential 
urban boundary expansions through the use of an asterisk symbol, versus 
identification of an urban boundary. For the reasons expressed in earlier 
correspondence to you, it is our client's position that in order for this OP to conform 
with the Provincial policies such a boundary should be identified in the Plan. 

2. Reflection of Markham's draft natural heritage system in the Regional Greenland 
map and policies: The Town of Markham is in the process of preparing natural 
heritage mapping and policies, for future adoption through a local OPA. That 
process, including input and comments by the public and affected landowners, has 
not concluded. We remain concerned that Regional council has reflected the draft 
NHS in its Regional Greenway mapping, without the full public review and 
comment having been concluded locally. We would request that Map 2, which is 
based on this draft system, be removed or deferred as it would relate to our client's 
lands. Additionally, we note that the policies respecting refinements to the 
mapping (for example, policy 2.2.44) do not address our client's concerns with the 
basis for the mapping. 

The draft OP also fails to outline any policies respecting securement of the lands 
proposed to be designated Regional Greenlands. Our client's previous concern in 
this respect remains outstanding. 

3. On a related matter, we are in the process of reviewing Map 5 and the policies 
respecting significant woodlands. Despite the fact that some changes have been 
made to the policies and mapping, our original concerns remain outstanding. We 
would request that Map 5 be removed from the Regional OP prior to adoption. 

4. Revised Figure 2 and identification of lands as Strategic Employment Area: We 
note that while Figure 2 is intended to be conceptual in nature, it is cross-
referenced in various policies within the Plan. Our client is concerned that the 
most appropriate lands and land area for employment uses has not been identified 
for Markham. The combined effect of Figure 2 and companion policies will be to 
remove consideration of more suitable lands for future employment uses. 

Our client remains concerned with the policies restricting uses, particularly major 
retail uses, within employment areas. Our client does not accept the proposed 
definition of "major retail" proposed and note that the need identified by the Region 
for additional lands within Markham for major retail uses has not been addressed 
through the Official Plan policies. 

5. Other Matters Identified: 

In addition to those issues outlined above, or through earlier correspondence, we 
note the following additional matters for Committee's and Council's consideration: 

Policy 2.2.4: We would request that the policy be amended to insert 
"unacceptable" before "impact" and reference "no net loss of function". 

AIRD & BERLIS up 
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(ii) Policy 2.2.28 and 2.2.29 respecting fixed buffers: Our client has previously 
outlined its concerns with a rigid approach to identifying buffers in a 
regional policy document. We continue to be concerned with the Region's 
approach regarding this issue. 

(iii) Policy 2.2.43 — Vegetation protection zones act as buffers: We would 
request that the policy be amended to permit site alteration in vegetation 
protection zones, to permit consideration of the placement of trails and 
other infrastructure, such as storm water management facilities, within 
these areas. 

(iv) Policies 2.3.5 and 2.3.33(d): Given that these are policies intended to 
guide development in areas of groundwater recharge, we do not agree with 
the requirement to enhance the quality and quantity of groundwater 
recharge areas. As we noted earlier, this policy must acknowledge that 
best efforts may be used, and the policy should require enhancement 
"where possible." 

(v) Policies 5.1.12(f) and 5.3.3(g): We are concerned that the effect of these 
policies is to prevent Regional council from considering an urban boundary 
expansion until such time as a local municipality completes its own growth 
management conformity exercise, including determination of its policies 
respecting achieving intensification targets. We note that the Regional OP 
contains intensification targets for its constituent local municipalities. We 
would expect that the process of identifying urban boundary expansions 
would be led by the Region, and determined first through the Region's OP. 

(vi) Policy 3.4.11: The modifications proposed to this policy may be interpreted 
as requiring landowners to maintain heritage resources in situ. We do not 
believe that this is the intent of the provincial legislation and would ask that 
staff clarify the change prior to adoption. 

(vii) Policy 3.3.13: Our client had previously identified this policy as an issue. 
We note the policy has been expanded to reference DC's for both social 
housing and hospitals. To the extent that the Development Charges Act 
does not support DC's for these matters, we are of the opinion that the 
policy is beyond Council's jurisdiction. 

(viii) Policy 7.2.88 respecting the Noise Exposure Forecast contour: We note 
the additional requirement in the revised policy which would require 
landowners to be "consistent with Transport Canada guidelines". We are 
very concerned about this reference, particularly since the aforementioned 
guidelines impose a development restriction (25 NEF) that is not consistent 
with the current Provincial Policy statement (30 NEP/NEF limit). 
Accordingly, this additional requirement should be deleted from the policy 
prior to adoption of the Plan. 

(ix) Map 12 and the companion transportation policies: We are concerned 
about the basis for, and practical effect of, the proposed regional road 
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widths identified on Map 12 and the companion policies that together 
require landowners to assume a greater burden for road infrastructure 
through the development process. 

(x) Policy 8.4.7 (b): Our client strongly objects to any policy that would support 
or suggest that lands not identified as part of the urban boundary through 
this plan, be considered for as candidate lands for an Oak Ridges Moraine 
or Greenbelt designation. This approach is short-sighted and removes any 
flexibility to consider future urban expansions, should they be justified on 
the basis of updated information. 

Moreover, there is absolutely no policy or scientific support for such 
designations to be imposed by the Region or local municipalities, 
particularly in the absence of any direction through provincial policy. 

(xi) Map 7: We would suggest that Map 7, like other regional maps, be subject 
to refinement following field confirmation at the time of development 
applications being filed. 

Our client remains committed to working with Regional staff to address these issues prior 
to any consideration of the proposed Official Plan by Regional Council. 

Yours truly, 

AIRD & BERLIS LLP 

Pat cia A. Foran 

PAF/jag 

c.	 Barbara Jeffrey, Region of York 
North Markham Landowners Group 

6059124.1
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.135 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 3, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Michael Smith Planning Consultants 
(on behalf of Karma Tekchen Zabsal Ling) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Property: 13900 Leslie Street, Part of Lot 3, Concession 4 (NG); 
Aurora.  
 
Within our letter we advised you that applications for 
amendments to the Town of Aurora Official Plan and Zoning 
By-law were being prepared.  This however was an oversight 
on our part.  Applications for the required amendments have 
been submitted to the Town and were done so sometime 
ago.  The confusion stems from the Town misplacing the 
applications after the applications were submitted.  The Town 
of Aurora has recently located the applications.  What should 
have been conveyed to the Region in our letter was that 
minor changes to the applications are in process.  
 
In light of the above information, we believe that the 
comments made by Regional Staff in its December 2nd report 
to the Planning and Economic Development Committee do 
not reflect the existing development situation.  In this regard, 
it is our opinion that it is not premature for permission for 
this development within the Region’s Official Plan. 
 
Applicant requests a special provision in the ROP to permit a 
“place of worship” on the subject lands 

The Region’s Plan does not permit small scale commercial 
institutional or industrial uses within the Oak Ridges Moraine 
Countryside Area.  This limitation was established through 
ROPA 41 when it was approved by the Minister in 2004. 
 
Adopted policy 6.4.5 states that within the Rural Area, 
applications for redesignation of lands for non-agricultural 
uses are only permitted if they comply with the Oak Ridges 
Moraine Conservation Plan, Greenbelt Plan and local 
municipal official plans.  
 
The adopted Official Plan permits the proponent to apply for 
a redesignation, but it should be undertaken within the 
context of an Amendment to both the Town Plan and the 
Region’s Plan.   
 
A request to permit this use through the new Regional 
Official Plan, without the ability to examine supporting 
information and have the Town’s input is premature. 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.136 
 

Date of Submission:  
December 9, 2009  

Submission Author:  
Tim Hortons/TDL Group Corp. 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
 
Requests Written Notification of any and all future studies, 
Official Plan and By-Law Amendments considered by Council 
or any Committee, and the opportunity to make 
representations prior to passage, respecting the following: 

 
The Region will notify Tim Hortons/TDL Group Corp. of the 
requested items. The following analysis refers to the 
appropriate policies in the ROP as adopted by Council on 
December 16, 2009.  

 
Proposed By-Laws or By-Law Amendments respecting 
restaurants of all types. 

 

 
Proposed By-Laws or By-Law Amendments respecting drive-
through restaurants. 

 

 
Amendments to the Official Plan with respect to restaurants, 
drive-throughs, sustainability policies, auto-dependent uses, 
vehicular idling, or exterior design, including sustainable 
site/building/other design. 

 
The ROP does not contain policies that specifically reference 
restaurants and drive-thrus. However, priority is placed on 
mobility systems that emphasize pedestrian, cycling and 
transit as per policy 5.2.3. Section 7.1 emphasizes trip 
reduction and requires appropriate transportation demand 
management measures to reduce single occupancy 
automobile trips in transportation studies and in 
development applications (7.1.1).  
 
Section 3.2 outlines Regional efforts to address air quality and 
climate change which includes reducing vehicle emissions 
through pedestrian and transit-oriented design and 
transportation demand management initiatives (3.2.3).   
 
 
Section 5.2. contains Sustainable Building policies that require 
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progressively higher standards in energy and water efficiency, 
including mitigation of urban heat island effects.  
 
Local Municipal Official Plans, Secondary Plans and zoning 
provisions may address these policies in more details. 
 

 
The passage or amendment of any by-law passed pursuant to 
S.41(2) of the Planning Act. 
 

 
Local Municipalities consult with the Region on proposed site 
plans that are located on roads under Regional jurisdiction as 
per Section 41(8) of the Planning Act. 
 
ROP policies that could affect all site plan control areas can 
be addressed in Local Municipal Official Plan and secondary 
plan policies, and zoning provisions. This includes Section 5.2 
Sustainable Building policies. 
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